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Walter Burley,
The Longer Treatise
On the Purity of the Art of Logic

Tract 1:
“On the Properties of Terms”

Translated by
Paul Vincent Spade
Indiana University

(1) Assuming the signi€ates ofnon-complex terms, in thiseatise |
intend to investigate certapropeties of terms[propeties] that are applica-
ble to them only insofar as they are parts of propositions.

(2) Now | divide this tract into three parts. The first ®at the sup-
position of terms, the second about elpgtion, and the third about copula-
tion. Supposion belongs to the sydct, appellation to the predicatopula-
tion belongs to the verb that couples the jwaig with the subject. For these
three are the integral parts of the gatécal propostion, to which we turn
before [teating] hypotleticals. Hence in this tract | want to talkbaut the
suppositions of terms in categoricals.

[Part One: On Supposition]

(3) The first part will contain six chapters. The first chapterlbeut
the division of suppason in general. The second chapter is aboaterial
suppogion. The third chapter is about simple suppos. The fourth chapter
is about the division of personal suppio® in general. The fifth chapter is
about various difficliies that arise concerning personalpgostion. The
sixth chapter is about improper supposition.

' Hypothetical propdsions are propdsions composed of two or more categoricals.
A categorical propason is, in modern logical terminology, either an atomic pratpms or
else the negation of an atomic projpiosi. Hence the notion of a hypothetical proipios is
not exactly the same as the modern notion of a “molecular” pitapgssince the negations
of atomic proposions are molecular but not hypothetical. Note that hypothetical proposi-
tions, in this sense, are not restricted to if-then conditionals.
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[Chapter 1: On the Division of Supposition in General]

(4) As for the first chapter, you have to know that ‘supip@s is
taken in two senses, namelproadly and properl§. Suppogion taken
broadly is a property of a ternelative to another term in groposgtion. In
this sense, suppiti®n belongs to the sidct as well as to the predicate, and
even to the verb or the consignificdtekthe verb. We skl use ‘sippogtion’
in this sense in many places in this first part. Taken in this sangsyion
belongs to more than agplfation does, becauseimpostion belongs to the
subject as well as to the predicate, while appellatioongsl only to the
predicate.

(5) Suppogion properly socalled is aproperty of the sybct term
relative to the predicate. Now ‘term’ here is taken indifferefdatyanything
that can be an extrerhef a propogion, whether it is a simple term, whether
it is an aggregte of an adjective and a substantive, or [ggreate] of ad-
jectives, or is even put together by means of conjunction or disjuriction.

(6) Speaking generally, suppben is the taking of a term for some-
thing, namely, for a thing or for an utterahoefor a concept.

(7) | recall that in myyouth | wrote about a gat many divisions of
suppodgion.” But in the present work | do not want toaintain so many
branches, because fewer suffice for my present purpose.

? In mediaeval logical writings, to say that something is said in a “proper” sense is
not to imply that there is something incorrect or wrong about other senses. The contrast here
between the “broad” and the “proper” senses is simply one of extension.

° The “consignificates” of a verb are things like the time implied by the verb’s
tense. It is at first hard to see how such consignificates can be said to havéismpipothe
general sense Burley defines, if sugpos belongs only to terms in progtens. The time
implied by a propdsion’s verb would not seem to be part of the prapos, but instead
part of its semantic correlate. In order to make sense of Burley’s claim, you have to realize
that he has a doctrine of something called a “real piipnsin addition to the normal spo-
ken, written and mental ppostions. A “real propogion” is not so much a piece of lan-
guage as a piece of the world. The details of this doctrine are obscure, but it is perhaps only
in such “real propdtons” that the consignificates of the verb can be said to have supposi-
tion.

‘ That is, a subject or predicate.

® Note that the conjunctions and disjunctions referred to here argro§ not of
propositions. Thus, ‘Socrates and Plato’, ‘Socrates or Plato’.

®‘utterance’ =vox There is no really satisfactory translation for this term. It refers
to any block of speech, not necessarily consisting of meaningful words or meaningful com-
binations of words. ‘Utterance’ is probably accurate enough, and | have adopted it through-
out; but it sometimes results in pretty lumpy English.

"It is not clear what earlier work of his Burley is referring to. He wrote an earlier
treatiseDe suppogionibus, but the division of supp@®n there is not markedly different
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(8) By its first division, suppagon is divided into proper and im-
proper suppason. Suppogion is proper when a term supposits for some-
thing for which it is pamitted to sippositliterally. Suppostion is improper
when a term supposits forreething by transumptidror from its usage in
speech.

(9) Proper suppason is divided. For one kind is formal and another
kind is material. 8ppogtion is material when an utteranagpposits for itself
or for another tierance that is not inferior to it. As an example of the first
kind: ‘Man is monoshlabic’, ‘Man is anoun’, ‘Cato’s is in the possessive
case’, and so ohAs an example of the second kind: ‘That a man is amain
is a true propation’.”’ Here the utterance ‘that a man is an animapp®sits
for the uterance ‘A man is an animal’, and the utterance ‘that a man is an
animal’ is neither inferiomor superior to thetterance ‘A man is an ani-
mal’."

(10) Now | said that suppdson is material when an utterance sup-
posits for itself or for anothertterance “that is not inferior to it”. For an ut-
terance sometimes doagposit for smething inferior to it, and in that case

it supposits persaily, whether what is inferior is an utterance or whether it

from the one here. See Stephen F. Brown, “Walter Burleigh's Tre2@sgupposionibus
and Its Influence on William of OckhamPranciscan Studie82 (1972), pp. 15 —64.

® “Transumption’ is the name given by the mediaevals to the second of the three
“modes” of equivocation described by Aristotle @ophistic Refutationgl, 166a4ff. It
amounts to equivocation by analogy. For example, the term ‘man’ may be used to describe
both human beings and the images or statues of human beings.

° Note that mediaeval Latin did not have quotation marks. In effect, the theory of
material suppadson is designed in part to do what we do with quotation marks. But there
are important differences. According to the modern convention, a quotation-mark name is a
distinct name from the name quoted. But a term in material sifpposs not regarded as
distinct from the same term in some other kind of sujpipos it is just used with a different
semantic role. Note also that Latin has no indefinite article, so that the ‘a’ in the second ex-
ample is supplied only because English requires it. It does not translate a Latin quantifier.

*“That a man is an animal is a true pradfios’ = Hominem esse animal est propo-
sito vera Latin frequently uses such an accusative + itifi@ construction [jominem esse
animal) where English would prefix a ‘for’ or use a ‘that’-clause. Thompossibile est
hominem esse asinunllt is impossiblefor a man to be an ass’, ‘It is impossibhat a man
be an ass’. The original Latin construction is sometimes retained in English, however, and is
visible in the cases of some pronouns, where the accusative is distinguished from the nomi-
native. Thus, ‘They thought him to be mad’, ‘I would prefer him to keep quiet’. The accusa-
tive + infinitive construction in Latin is called aittund’.

" Inferiority and superiority here are matters of predication. ‘Man’ is said to be
“inferior” to ‘animal’, and ‘animal’ superior to ‘man’ because ‘animal’ is predicated of eve-
rything ‘man’ is predicated of, and of more besides. The expressions ‘A man is an animal’
and ‘that a man is an animal’ are not related in this way.
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is a thing or a concept. Thus, when one says ‘Every name is an utterance’, the
term ‘name’ sipposits for tterances only. But because those utterances are
containedunder the tterance ‘name’, thefere it does not supposmateri-

ally but rather personally.

(11) Formal sippodgtion is of two kinds. For a term sometimes sup-
posits for its signitate, sometimefor its suppositurli or for some singular
of which it is truly predicated. And so formal sppostion is divided into
personal supposition and simple supposition.

(12) Suppodion is personal when a term supposits for its suppositum
or suppoga or for some singular of which the term ascidentally predi-
cated. | include [the last clause] on agot of singuldf aggregted or con-
crete terms. Such terms can supposit peraly or simply, as is clear. For
each of the following is true: ‘White Socrates is a being by accident’, ‘White
Socrates is a substance’, aating to the one [kind of] supptien or the
other. According as ‘wke Socrates’ gpposits for its signi€ate, namely, for
the whole aggreage;” it has simple suppi®n, and ‘Whte Socrates is a be-
ing by accident’ is true. But acading as ‘wlite Socrates’ @gpposits for Soc-
rates, of whom it is accidentally predicated, it has persangbastion. In
that sense the proposition ‘White Socrates is a substance’ is true.

(13) Therefore, | say that faral sippostion is divided into personal
suppogion and simple suppdgn. Suppogion is personal when a common
term supposits for its inferiors, whether those inferiors are singulars or com-
mon [things].’ whether they are things or utterances, or when a coffcaete
cidental term or a copound term supposits for what itascidentally predi-

" The noun term ‘suppositum’ has a logical usage, according to which it refers to
whatever a term supposits for. That is not the sense here, since it would be tautologous to
say that a term supposits for its suppositum in that sense. There is also a metaphysical sense
of the term, according to which the supposita of a term arsdidualsthat fall under it.
(‘Supponere= literally, “to place under”.) In this metaphysical sense, Socrates and Plato
are supposita of the term ‘man’.

" The phrase ‘for some singular of which it is truly predicated’ isxgiicationof
the notion of “suppositing for its suppositum”, notalternativeto it.

“ “Singular”, not as opposed to “plural”, but as opposed to “general”.

' ‘Concrete terms’ does not here mean concrete as opposed to abstract (although
that usage is also common in the Middle Ages). It means literally “grown together”. Here
the phrase appears to be an explication of the preceding term ‘aggregated’, natianahdd
alternative. In the examples, ‘white Socrates’ is an aggregated or concrete singular term,
because it is the result of the coming together of the two words ‘white’ and ‘Socrates’.

* That is, the accidental combination of Socrates and his whiteness.

" *common things’. That is, universals or common natures.

" See n. 15, above.
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catedof. But suppoiion is simple when a common term or an aggted
singular [term] supposits for what it signifies.

[Chapter 2: On Material Supposition]

(14) Now that we have looked at the general division of supipos
we must look atdach] branch in particular, and first at materigdmostion.

In this regard, you have to understand first that supponss material when
(a) a spokentterance gpposits for itself spoken or (b) for itself iten, or
also (c) for anothertterance that is not inferior to tiermer utterance taken
in such a way, or also (d) when attewance takennder one [kind of] suppo-
sition supposits for itself taken under another [kind of] supipos or (e)
when an utterance taken in one waypposits for itself taken in such a way
that it cannot supposit or have sugfpos [at all]. In all these ways a term
can have material supposition.

(15) As an example of the first case, suppose that somedaékiisg
and pronounces thdtarance ‘ma’. In that case the spokettterance ‘Man
is spoken’ or ‘Man is a spokeriterance’ is true. And insofar as [tpeoposi-
tion] is true, the tierance ‘man’ gpposits for itself spoken and hamaterial
supposition.

(16) As an example of the second case, keepaheessituation [as be-
fore]® If ‘Man is a spoken ttierance’ or ‘Man is goken’ is witten down,
then this written epression has a true sensemely, insofar as the written
word ‘man’ supposits for itself spokénOr suppose that thetarance ‘man’
is written down on this page, and someone says ‘Man is written on this page’.
This has a true sense, namely, insofar asgbkes wterance ‘man’ 8pposits
for itself written. And the supposition [in that case] is material.

(17) As an example of the third case, if someone says ‘That a man is
an animal is a declarativeression” it has a true sense, namely, insofar as
the utterance ‘that a man is an animalpgosits for the tierance ‘A man is
an animal’. And the supposition [in this case] is material.

* All these will be illustrated in the following paragraphs.

* That is, suppose that someone is talking and pronounces the utterance ‘man’.

 Note the implicit assumption that the term ‘man’ is the same whether it is spoken
or written. You might think for a momenbaut the metaphysics behind this. Note also that
the example does not fit case (b) as described in para. 14. For a fuller and more careful
statement of the modes of material supposition, see para. 22, below.

% ‘That a man is an animal is a declarative expressidtominem esse animal est
oratio enuntiativa Here is another one of thodieta or accusative + infilive expressions
discussed in n. 10 above.
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(18) Nevertheless, ‘That a man is an animal is a declaratpess-
sion’, according as the sjdrt has materialuppogtion, can be distinguished
insofar as the utterance ‘that a man is an animal’ appasit for itself or for
‘A man is an animal’. In the first sense [theopostion] is false and ‘That a
man is an animal is mounclause® is true. In the second sense [the proposi-
tion] is true, mmely, insofar as ‘that a man is an animalpposits for ‘A
man is an animal’.

(19) And so we have a clear example of the third case, namely, that
sometimes gpostion is material when one utterancepposits for another
that is not inferior to it. Here is another example: ‘The utterance “animal” is
truly predicated of ma. This is true insofar as thdtarance'of man™ sup-
posits for the tierance ‘ma’. For ‘arimal’ is truly predicated of the utter-
ance ‘man’, not of thetterance'of man’ in its own right. For ‘A man is an
animal’ is true, while ‘Of man is an animilis false or ill-formed.

(20) Here is an example of the fourth case: In the pritipos'Every
man runs’, the term ‘man’ has personal sugpms And if someone should
say “Man supposits persalty in A” — let A be the propason ‘Every man
runs — [then] ‘Man supposits persdly in A’ is true. And in ‘Man supposits
personally inA’, the utterance ‘man’ does not have persom@psstion, in-
sofar as [the propdson] is true. For if it had personal supjgomn, [the
propostion] would be false bcause each of itsrgjularg’ is false. Therefore,
‘Man supposits persatly in A’ is true insofar as the term ‘man’ supposits
materially for itself standing persadly in ‘[Every]” man runs’. Likewise,
‘Man is distributed imA’ is true in the same way.

(21) There is an example of the fifth case where one says ‘White can-
not supposit® This is true insofar as the utterance ‘white’ is taken substan-

23 ¢

noun clause’ =oratio infinitiva, literally “infinitival expression”, that is, dic-
tum | have had to adjust the translation to conform to the fact that | have not translated the
dictumwith an accusative + infinitive.

* ‘of man’ =homine The original propdtion was Haec vox animal vere praedi-
catur de hominte | have had to translate the ablativeomine by ‘of man’ (thus in effect
including the t€ in the translation), in order to indicate that we are not talking about the
nominative form here. The point of the example is to give an instance where the ablative
“homine supposits for the nominativéaémo.

#+Of man is an animal’ #lomine est animalSee the preceding note.

* That is, each of the progtiens formed by replacing the general term ‘man’ by a
singular term (a proper name or definite description). Each such singular is false, because
‘Socrates has personal supipias in A’ is false, and ‘Plato has personal suppos in A’ is
false, and so on.

“ The addition is necessary, since it is the pritjmsA we are talking about, and it
was ‘Every man runs’, as stipulated at the beginning of the paragraph.

2 ‘White cannot supposit’ Albus non potest supponere
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tively (or after the manner of a substantive, even though it is not a substan-
tive) and supposits for itself takenjactivally and insofar as it caot suppo-

sit. Thus, of what cannot supposit, insofar as it is such, nacptedcan be
verified. Yet of somethingupposting for what cannot supposit sething

can be verified’

(22) So it appears that a term can supposaterially in five ways. If
other ways are found, theyilivbe like these or reducible to these. The first
way [arises] when a term spoken supposits for itself spoken, taken in the
same way, or [a term] writtenypposits] for itself witten; the seand way,
when a term spoken supposits for itselitien, or onversely; the third way,
when a term or utterancagosits for anothertterance that is not inferior to
it. (I say ‘that is not inferior’, bcause if it gpposted for its inferior, it would
not suppositmaterially but rather persongl) The fourth way occurs when a
term taken under one [kind of] supiasn supposits for itself taken under
another [kind of] suppason. The fifth way occurs when a term taken under
one [kind of] suppasion supposits for itself [taken as] not able to supposit [at
all].

(23) But there is a doubt about this last case. For init&Vhainot
supposit’, if [the propason] is true, [the term ‘whe’] has to have a suppo-
situm able to supposit. Therefore, it is true to say of what supposits here that
it is able to supposit. And consequently ‘White cannot supposit’ is false.

* This obscure passage can perhaps be explained as follows. ‘Whlteisis the
masculine form of the adjective. As an adjective, it needs a noun (= substantive) to modify.
Hence the adjective can never function by itself in subject or predicate position. Thus, it
cannot have suppib®n. (On the other hand, the composite of adjective + noun can have
suppogion, since it can function as a subject or predicate.) In the pitago8/NVhite cannot
supposit’, taken in the sense that makes it true, the term ‘whit@tibeing used in this
adjectival way. On the contrary, it is being used “after the manner of a substantive, even
though it is not a substantive”. That is, it is being used as a kind of “quasi-noun” to refer to
itself in its adjectival role. The example is perhaps needlessly obscure because it appeals to
details of theory that are not really necessary to make the point. Easier examples might have
been: ‘If is a conjunction’, ‘Of is a preposition’ ‘Of cannot have supposition’, etc.

* The argument in this paragraph is not persuasive as it stiysdoes the sub-
ject have to have a suppositum that is itself able to supposit? | suspect the text is corrupt
here. The reply to this argument, given two paragraphs below, seems to be instead a reply to
an argument like the following: If ‘White cannot supposit’ is true, then the subject term
‘white’ must supposit for something. That is, there mussdmethingthat it is being said
cannot supposit. But what could that something be except the term ‘white’ itself? On the
other hand, that very term, we just said, is the subject of ‘White cannot supposit’ and does
indeed have suppit®n there. Thus the claim that égannothave suppadton is false. (In
this form, the argument amounts toealuctia) A few minor emendations of the Latin text
would enable it to yield this argument.
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(24) In the same way, there isdaubt about such cases as ‘Every is a
syncatgorema taken syncagerematically”' This is true. Therefore, ‘every’
is taken here either caferematically or syncat@rematically. If catgore-
matically?” then [the propdson] is false lecause ‘ewy’, as taken
catggorematically, is not a syncat@rema taken syncagerematically. But if
‘every’ is a syratggorema taken syncaerematically, then thpropostion
is ill-formed and unitelligible. For ‘evey’ taken symategorematically can-
not supposit [for anything] or signify anything by itself.

(25) To the first [objecon] | reply, inaccordance with the last branch
[of material sippostion], that ‘Whte cannot supposit’ is true insofar as
‘white’ is taken materially and after the manner of a substantive. For in that
sense it supposits for itself takenjexdtivally, and [taken] in this [adjectival]
way it cannot supposit. When it is argued “Neéh as it spposits here when
one says ‘White aanot supposit’, is a suppositum and is able to supipds
say [in reply] that what supposits heas|t supposits here, is able to supposit.
Nevertheless, ‘White ceot supposit’ is true,dzause ‘white’ hereupposits
for sanething that canot supposit in the way in which ‘Wb’ here sipposits
for it. Thus a negtive propostion can very well be true, evehdugh the
predicate belngs to the sybct, or to thatfor which [the sufect] supposits,
provided that it does not belong to that for which [thejestth supposits ac-
cording as it supposits for it. It is like this in the case at hand. Fate‘'wh
taken substantively and after the manner of a substantive supposits for itself
taken adjectivally and after the manner of [someghidependent. As so
taken? the ability to spposit does not belong to it. Therefore, Wéhcannot
supposit’ is true insofar as ‘wk’ taken substantivelyupposits for itself
taken adjectivally.

(26) The same thing must be said to theoselc[ohection]. When it is
said [there] that ‘Every is a syncgt@ema taken syncagerematically’ is

* ‘Every is a syncategorema taken syncategorematicallPmais est syn-
categorema syncategorematice acceptitms impossible to do justice to the example in
English, because the example rests on the fact that laatini$ can either be used substan-
tively, in which case it means ‘everyon@rnis currit="Everyone runs’), or be used ad-
jectivally, in which case it is the masculine or feminine form of the universal quantifier
(Omnis equus currit 'Every horse runs’). Quantifiers are syncategoremata, and so do not
have supposition. These two usageofnis are translated differently in English.

2 The edition has ‘syncategorematically’ here (p. 5 line 35). The emendation is re-
quired by the sense of the argument.

* See paragraph 23. Note that thisd$the way it was put in the original statement
of the argument. This perhaps confirms my conjecture that the text of the original argument
is corrupt.

*The “dependence” here is grammatical, not causal.

* That is, adjectivally.
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true, [we must reply] that it is true insofar as ‘every’ is takeaterially and
after the manner of a caterema. Yet it gpposits for itself taken syn-
catggorematically. Theffere it is true, even though the preate does not
belong to what supposits justaxtly as it spposits here. For it sufes for
the truth of this affirmative that the predicatedrg] to thatfor which it sup-
posits. And this is true, because it is certain that in sempostion ‘every’
is a syncategorema taken syncategorematically.

[Chapter 3: On Simple Supposition in Particular]

(27) Having looked atnaterial sippostion, it remains to speakbaut
simple suppadson. First we must see what sort of sugpos simple suppo-
sition is [and], second, in what ways it occurs.

(28) As for the first point, | say that suppiien is simple when a
common term supposits for its first signite® or for everything cotained
under its first signitate’’ or else when a singular concrete term omgdar
compound terii supposits for its whole signifite. This was said, after a
fashion, abové.

* In para. 47, below, Burley speaks of the “first and adequate” significate. The no-
tion seems to be derived from the Aristotelian “first subject” of an attribute or of a
“commensurately universal” attribut@dgsterior Analyticd, 4, 73b25 —74a3). Ockham, for
instance, says: “And | call the ‘first subject’ that to which [the attribute] belongismge
everything else aside, but to nothing whieis said aside. For instance, the intellective soul
is the first subject with respect to ‘able to acquire learning’. For, setting everything else
aside, still the soul is able to acquire leagjiand nothing can acquire learning once the
intellective soul is set aside. On the other hand, man is a subject of this attribute, although
not the first but rather a secondary [subject], because if man is destroyed, the saill can s
acquire learning. It is like this [too] for other accidents that belong to a whole by means of
some part.” (William of Ockhan§criptum in librum primum Sententiarum: Ordingtfrol.
g. 4, Gedeon Gal and Stephen F. Brown, eds.; “Opera theologica”, vol. 1; St. Bonaventure,
NY: The Franciscan Institutd,967, p. 144.17 -145.5. See also Ockh&ummma logicae,
66.) The “first significate” is thus also “adequate” in the sense of being “made equal” in
extent. Note that the notion of a “first significate” in this sense has nothing directly to do
with the notion of primary, as opposed to secondary, signification found in Ockham’s
Summa logicag 10.

* This is a reference to “special compared simple sufpo% described in para.
47 below. There a term supposits for a species contained under a most general genus
(= category). The phrase ‘everything contained under its first significate’ thus refers here to
the all thespeciescontained under the first significate, not to the individuals contained un-
der it.

* ‘Singular concrete term’ and ‘singular compound term’ mean the same thing
here. See para. 12 and n. 12, above, and para. 41, below.

* See para. 12, above.
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(29) But some people reject this statement, namely, thaipastion
is simple when a term supposits for its sigi@fe”. Rejecting the older
views.” they say that [the statement] is false and imposditdeed, they say
that suppasion is personalwhen a term supposits for its sigodte orfor its
significates, anduppogtion is simplewhen a term supposits for an intention
or [for] intentions of the souf. Thus they say that in ‘Man is a species’ the
term ‘man’ has simple supptien and [yet] does not supposit for its signifi-
cate, because the significates of the term are this and that man. Instead, in
‘Man is a species’ the term ‘manigposits for an intention of the soul, which
[intention] is truly the species of Socrates and Pfato.

(30) But that is no doubt a very unreasonable thing to say. For in ‘Man
is a species’, in the sense in which it is true, the term ‘mappasits for its
significate. Iprove this as follows: For it is dain that, acording to the
Philosopher in theCategories® ‘man’ is the name of a seod substance;
therefore, the term ‘man’ signifies a second substance. And it does not signify
a second substance that is a genus. Therefore, it signifiesceespThere-
fore, taking ‘man’ to supposit for what it signifies, ‘Man is &&ps’ will be
true, because the name ‘man’ is the name of a species and signifies a spe-
cies”

(31) Also, Priscian says the name ‘man’ is the name of a spécies.

“ See the passages quoted in L. M. De Rifigica Modernorum: A Contribution to
the History of Early Terminist Logi@ vols. bound in 3 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1962 —1967),
at 1.1, p. 568. See alsoilNam of Sherwod, Introduction to Logi¢ Norman Kretzmann, tr.,
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1966), pp. 107, 111; Peter of $pattatus:

Called Afterwards Summule logicalés M. De Rijk, ed., (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1972), tract.
VI, para. 5, p. 81; Roger BacoSummule dialecticeRRobert Steele, ed., (“Opera hactenus
inedita Rogeri Baconi,” fasc. xv; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940), p. 26 lines 3 -5.

“ Burley is referring to Ockham. See William of Ockha®umma logicae, 64.
Ockham'’s definition of simple suppitisn adds the proviso that the intention not be a sig-
nificate of the term. This disarms Burley’s argument in para. 40, below, at least as an objec-
tion against Ockham.

“ Ockham)oc. cit

* Aristotle, Categoriess, 2al1 —109.

* Ockham, on the other hand, takes the Aristotelian distinction between primary
and secondary substances to be a distinction between kimdsnes not kinds ofthings
See OckhamSumma logicag, 42 (Gal & Brown, eds.), lines 50 -55: “And therefore, it must
be said that this division is nothing but a division of one common name into less common
names, so that it is equivalent to the following division: Among names conveying or signi-
fying substances outside the soul, some are names proper to one substance, and those names
are here called ‘first substance’. On the other hand, some names are common to many sub-
stances, and those names are called ‘second substances’.”

* Priscian (fl. c. 500 a.d.) was a famous grammarian. Se&nstigutiones gram-
maticaell, 5 (“De nomine”), H. Keil, ed.,Grammatici latinill, p. 58 lines 14 —18): “Now
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(32) Again, Aristotle says in th€ategorie$ that second substance —
that is, anameof second substance — signifiekiad of something and not a
this something’ But a thing’s kind is the common [g&ty] given in response
to the question “What is it?” askeb@ut an individual. Therefore, the name
‘man’ signifies a common [entity], and no other commortifghthan [one]
common by a community of species. THere, it signifies a spcies. There-
fore, taking ‘man’ to supposit for what it signifies, ‘Man is @aps’ will be
true, because the name ‘man’ is the name of a species and signifies a species.

(33) Again, the name ‘man’ signifies something first. And it does not
first signify Socrates or Plato, because in that case one who heard the utter-
ance and knew what was signified by the utterance would determinately and
distinctly understand Soates, which is false. Theore, the mme ‘man’
does not first signify somethingngjular. Therefore, it first signifies a com-
mon [entity]. And that common [¢ity] is a species. Thefare, what is first
signified by the name ‘man’ is a speciés.

(34) I do not care for the present whether that commotitjgns a
thing outside the soul or a concept in the soul. Rather it suffices merely that
what the name first signifies is a species. Thus ‘Man is a species’ will be true
insofar as ‘man’ is taken for its sigiwéte. This is onfirmed, kecause a
name is not imposed except on #meown, according to the Gamentator,

this is the difference between proper and appellative [names], that the appellative [one] is
naturally common to many things that the same generic or specific substance, quality or
guantity joins together: generic, like ‘animalhddy’, ‘virtue’; specific, like ‘man’, ‘stone’,
‘grammatical’, ‘white’, ‘black’, ‘large’, ‘small’.”

*® Aristotle, Categoriess, 3b10 —109.

“"*kind of something’ =quale quid ‘this something’ =hoc aliquid

* This is a serious objection. Ockham attempts to meet it by maintaining that one
who hears the term ‘man’ and knows its signification need not have a “determinate and dis-
tinct” understanding of all the individual men, whom he claims the term signifies. Rather he
has only a “confused” intellection of them. Thus (Ockh&xyositio in librum Periherme-
nias Aristotelis Angelo Gambatese and Stephen F. Brown, eds., “Opera philosophica,” vol.
2; St. Bonaventure, NY: The Franciscan Institui®78, prol., sect. 6, lines 90 -95): “For
example, to have a confused intellection of a man is nothing else than to have a cognition by
which one man is no more understood than another, and yet by suchittonogmman is
more cognized or understood than [is] an ass. This is nothing else than for sucltiancogn
to be more similar, in some way of being similar, to a man than to an ass, and no more
[similar] to this man than to that one.” Ockham goes on to observe that this view commits
him to saying that an infinite number of things can be known, in a “confused” way, by a sin-
gle act of understanding. But he argues that this is no more implausible than the obvious fact
that one can by a single act desire the existence of all possible men, who are infinite in num-
ber. (bid. ff.)
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Metaphysic¥/Il,* and also according to Boethillsyho says, “One imposes
names on the things one sees.” But he who imposed the name ‘man’ to sig-
nify did not know me or John who is now present. Therefore, @hgerfman’

does not signify me or John who is now present. Consequently, the name
‘man’ does not signify me or Johetc., and yet supposits for me and for John
when it supposits persahly. Therefore, it is not true that a term supposits for
its significate or significates whenever it supposits personally.

(35) As for what they say — that ‘man’ signifies an intention in the
soul, and that that intention is a speties | say that whether the intention is
maintained as the species or not, one must say that the name upposiss
for its signiicate when it gpposits simply. For if the intention is aespes,
then since names and verbs first signify passions of the soul, that is, inten-
tions in the soul, according to the PhilosopheDmm interpretationel,” it
follows that the term ‘man’ in ‘Man is a species’, in the sense in which it is
true, supposits for what it first signifié&s.

*The “Commentator” on Aristotle is Averroes. See Inidietaphysicorunvll, tx.
c. 54 (Venice: Juntas, 1574), fol. 202M (dtetaphysicsvil, 15, 1040a10, against the Pla-
tonic ldeas: “And the formula must consist of words; and he who defines must not invent a
word (for it would be unknown).” (Oxford translation)). Averroes says: “That is, it is neces-
sary that definitions be composed of names. And he who does not know a thing does not put
a name on it. For no one puts a name on what he does not know.”

*| was unable to find this reference. In general, however, Boethius discusses such
guestions in his two commentaries on AristotlBP's interpretatione See C. Meiser, ed.,
Anicii Manlii Severini Bogii Commentarii in librum Aristotelis Peri Hermeneja@.eipzig:
Teubner, 1877 —1880).

** This is not Ockham’s doctrine, according to which (a) species and genera are con-
cepts or intentions in the so@ymma logicaé, 64), and (b) terms aubordinatedo con-
cepts or intentions in the soul but (c) do not in gersgalify them Summa logicag, 1).

* Aristotle, De interpretationel, 16a3 —5: “Spoken words are the symbols of men-
tal experience and written words are the symbolspoken words.” (Oxford translation.)
The mediaeval Latin translation has “passions of the soul” for the Oxford version’s “mental
experience”. Burley comments on this passage as follBudgi super artem veterem Por-
phirii et Aristotelig Venice: Otinus (de Luna) Papiensis, 11 May 1497, no folio numbers):
“One must know that the name’s and the verb’s signifying passions of the soul can be under-
stood in two senses. In one sense, in such a way that the name and the verb signify passions
of the soul as the thingghichthey are first imposed to signify. In the other sense, it can be
understood in such a way that they signify passions of the soul as the hiimggans of
which they are imposed to signify .... | say it is in the second sense that names and verbs
signify passions of the soul. For a passion of the soul is that by means of which a name sig-
nifies an external thing, because a hame is not imposed except on a known thing, and a thing
is not known except by a likeness of it existing in the soul.”

* The force of this argument is very obscure. | offer the following analysis. The
conclusion to be established is that the term ‘man’ supposits for its (first) significate when it
has simple supp@n. The argument seems imptlg to presippose that a term in simple
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(36) Again, ‘Man is a second substance’ is true insofar as thecub
has simple suppd®n. Yet if the supect supposted for an intention in the
soul, [the propasion] would be false, écause an intention in the soul is an
accident, and an accident is neither a first substance or a second [one].

(37) Again, | prove that when a term supposits peatignt does not
supposit for what it signifies. For ‘Every wé [thing] is a substance’ is true,
and in [that propason] the sulpect supposits persally. Yet it does not sup-
posit for what it signifies, écause if it spposted for what it signifies, then
[the propogion] would be false. For ‘wite’ signifies an accident alone or
else it signifies an aggrate of subject and accident, and neither of these is a
substance.

(38) 1™ it is said that ‘white’ signifies the subject of whiterigss for
instance Socrates or Plafor whom wtiteness is an accidéht— | argue to

suppogion will supposit for a species. Burley claims it makes no difference for his conclu-
sion whether that species is identified with the intention in the soul or not. Indeed, given the
implicit presupposion just mentioned, the conclusion already follows from para. 33, re-
gardless where the species is located. Burley nevertheless adds a further argument addressed
to those who identify the species with the intention: The term ‘man’ in simple stippos
supposits for the speciesnplicit presuppoition); the species in this case is the intention or
concept “man” in the souhgpothesiy but the intention is the first significate of the term
‘man’ (according to AristotlE therefore, the term ‘man’ in simple supjim supposits for

its first significate. The difficulty with this formally valid argument lies in the reference to
Aristotle. If the Philosopher’s authority can be invoked here, it seems it can also be invoked
in the following argument: The first significate of ‘man’ is the speoéssaplished in para.

33); but the first significate of ‘man’ is the intentioAr{stotle); therefore, the intention
“man” is the species; hence the term ‘man’ in simple supipossupposits for the intention

(by the implicit presuppdtson). The term ‘man’ is clearly only an example; the argument
applies generally. But this violates para. 36, which establishes that not every case of simple
suppogion is for an intention. It is not clear why Burley should take the Aristotelian text in

a sense that allowsitherargument to run.

* For Ockham, concepts or intentions are indeed (accidental) forms inhering in the
soul Summa logicaé, 15). His interpretation of the Aristotelian distinction between first
and second substance (see n. 44, above) as a distinction between two kitesaflows
him to sidestep Burley’s argument in this paragraph.

* This and the following paragraph are an attack on Ockham'’s view of signification
as outlined irsumma logicag 1. The main point of the attack is that, on such a view, terms
would continually change their signification. This is a problem because the significate of a
term was taken to be, roughly, what the term makes us thinkidf)( Ockham recognizes
these difficulties, and pposes a second, broader notion of significatiocBumma logica¢,

33, one that avoids these problems. Note that Burleg'guritatewas probably written af-
ter Ockham’sSumma logicaeso that Ockham’s discussion$umma logica¢, 33, is not a
response to thBe puritate

* That is, the substance in which the accidental quality whiteness inheres.
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the contrary: If this were true, then assuming that Socrates is first white and
afterwards black, the name ‘white’ would first signify Socrates, and after-
wards the name ‘black’ would signify Socrates. So, assuming that everything
that today is white tould become lack tonorrow, then everything that
‘white’ signifies today ‘black’ would signify tomrrow. And so tterances
would continually be falling awafrom their signifcates. Neither could any-

one move his finger without aritarance’s by that fact falling awdsom its
significate. For when the finger is still, the utterance ‘still’ signifies the fin-
ger, and when the finger is moved, that utterance would not signify the fin-
ger, which seems absurd.

(39) Again, according to this way of speakifighe name ‘man’ signi-
fies Socrates when Socrates exists, and when Socrates dies it does not signify
Socrates, because in that case Socrates is not a manfoldevenenever
anyone dies, theame ‘man’ would fall awayrom its signifcate. And so it
follows that anyone who destroys sonealrthing would make an utterance
fall away from its significate, which is absurd.

(40) Again, it is apparent that a term does not always have simple
suppogion when it supposits for an intention in the soul. For ‘Every inten-
tion in the soul is in the soul’ is true, and the subject hepeasits for an in-
tention in the soul. Nevertheless, it does not supposit sithply.

(41) Therefore | say, just as | used to §athat when a common term
or a concrete mgular term or an aggrated sngular [term]" supposits for
what it signifies, it has simple supjto@n, and when a common term sup-

*’ See OckhanmSumma logicag 5 & 10. Ockham holds that the term ‘white’ signi-
fies the same things as does its nominal definition ‘something having a whiteness’. The lat-
ter signifies white things “primarily” — that is, in such a way that it can also supposit
(personally) for them. But it also signifies whitenesses “secondarily”, in virtue of the term
‘whiteness’ in its nominal definition. The term cannot, however, supposit personally for
whitenesses. Thus, if Burely’s use of ‘signify’ here is taken as Ockham’s “primary significa-
tion”, the argument is an attack on Ockham'’s theory of signification. Note that “primary
signification” must not be confused with “first signification” in the sense discussed in n. 36,
above.

* That is, Ockham’s. See para. 29 above.

* This objection does not work against Ockham’s view of simple sitpusSee
n. 41, above.

* Perhaps a reference to Burley2e supposionibus (See the reference in n. 7,
above.)

* See nn. 15 & 36, above.
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posits for its suppad®, or when an ggregated term gpposits for a simple
term of which it is predicated accidentaflyt has personal supposition.

(42) You must understand that a term that can have different supposi-
tions can have personal suppios literally with respect to any predicate
whatever, because this is the term’s primary way of being takempposit-
ing. Yet it cannot havenaterial or simplegpostion except with respect to
a term that goes with it according to simplentaiterial sippostion. Thus, if
‘A man runs’ is said, or ‘A man is vite’, the term ‘man’ determinately has
personal suppdson.” But if ‘Man is a species’ is said, or ‘Man is aono-
syllable’, the term ‘man’ canupposit indifferentlyeither personally or sim-
ply or materially’’

(43) Thus, just as an analogous [term] put by itself andnmatched
with anything participating in it aceding to the second sigichte, stands
for the more &miliar mannef’ so a term that is able to have different suppo-
sitions, and [is] not matched with anything participating in itoadimg to
secondary suppiin, supposits persaily only. And just as an amajous
term matched with something participating in it acting to the secondary
significate is equivocal in the sered mode of equiveatior® in virtue of the

62

a simple term ... accidentally’. It is not clear what this means. See para. 12,
where the corresponding phrase is ‘some singular of which the term is accidentally predi-
cated’. | suspect the text is corrupt here, and should read as in para. 12.

*‘determinately has personal supjios’. That is, it has personal supjitien and
not material or simple suppitn. The word ‘determinately’ should not here be taken as
referring to determinate personal supposition in the sense defined in para. 82 below.

* That is, either personally or simply in the first example, and either personally or
materially in the second.

* This is awkwardly put, but the idea is plain enough. Consider, for instance, the
term ‘man’. Primarily it refers to human beings, but in a secondary sense (“according to the
second significate”) it may also refer to statues or images of men (“That's a man over on the
left in the picture, by the tree”). Burley’s point is merely that cases of this second kind arise
only where something special about the context allows it. The term ‘man’, taken all by itself
without any such special context, refers only to human beings, not to their statues or images.
The phrase ‘stand®r the more familiar manner’ (stat pro modo famosioriis odd. One
might perhaps have expected ‘in’ instead of ‘for’.

* The three modes of equivocation are given by AristotBoahistic Refutations,
166al14 -21. In the second mode, a word is taken in more than one sense by analogy (by
“custom” in the Oxford translation). Aristotle gives no examples, but William of Sherwood
does: “Whatever runs has feet, the Seine runs; therefore the Seine has feet.” (Kretzmann, tr.,
p. 136.) The mediaevals called this equivocation by “transumption”. (See also para. 8,
above.) OckhamSumma logicag 65) takes the propt®ns Burley is talking about here as
equivocal in thehird mode of equivocation: “When words that have a simple sense taken
alone have more than one meaning in combination; e.g., ‘knowing letters’. For each word,
both ‘knowing’ and ‘letters’, possibly has a single meaning: but both together have more
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fact that it can be takefor its pimary or secondary signifate;’ so a term
that can have different suppiiens, matched with something participating in
it according to secondary supiam, is mutiple® in virtue of the fact that it
can have the one supposition or the other, namely, the first or the second.
(44) Thus ‘A man runs’ is not nitiple, and neither [is] ‘A man is an
animal’, because in theggropostions] the subject ugpposits persally
[only]. But propogions like ‘Man is a species’ and ‘Man is eonosylable’
are multiples in the sead mode of equiveation in virtue of the fact that the
term ‘man’ can have personal or simple or matenglpsstion [in them].
For the sentence ‘Man is a species’ is multiple by the fact that the term ‘man’
can have personal or simple sugpoa [in it]. And ‘Man is a monosjable’
[likewise] has to be distinguished in the second mode of eqaiian by the
fact that the term ‘man’ can have personal or matetppastion [in it].
Thus a term that can have these [kinds of] sufipascan also have personal
suppogion with respect to any [term] whatever, but [it can have] simple or
material sippostion only on the basis of an adjunct, that is, by the fact that it
is matched with some [term] that goes with it@cding to such suppiin
(namely, simple or material).

[On the Division of Simple Supposition]

(45) Now that we have seen when a term has simple siijgmosve
must see how simple supjitosn is divided. According to the old lagjans®’

than one — either that the letters themselves have knowledge or that someone else has it of
them” (Aristotle,loc. cit, Oxford translation.)

*" Contrast this usage of ‘primary significate’ and ‘secondary significate’ with that
in n. 57, above.

* ‘multiple’ =’equivocal’. The implication is that such a term is not realhe
term butseveral The same locution is used for equivocal prapmss, as we find in the
next sentence.

* See, for example, William of Sheoad, Introduction to Logi¢ Kretzmann, tr.,
pp. 111 -112, first two modes of simple suppos. In Burley’s distinctionabsolutesimple
suppogion corresponds roughly to Sherwood’s second mode of simple stipppsind
comparedsimple suppasion to Sherwood'’s first mode (= manerial supifios). Sherwood
distinguishes a third, “unfixed” mode of simple suggios, which ‘pepper’ has in ‘Pepper
is sold here and in Rome’: “This suppias is unlike the first, since the species itself is not
sold, and unlike the second, since ‘pepper’ is not used here [for everything belonging to the
species] insofar as it is pepper. Instead, ‘pepper’ here supposits for its significatum [as] re-
lated in a general, unfixed way to the things belonging to it. [A term having this third mode
of simple suppdsion] supposits for a species insofar as [it does so] through individuals be-
longing to the species, but undesignatadn(signatyd” (Kretzmann tr., p. 112. Kretz-
mann’s brackets.) Burley treats this case under personal stippogSee para. 83 —84.) See
also OckhamSumma logicaé 66.
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simple suppasion is divided intoabsolutesuppogion andcomparedsimple
suppodion. Simple suppason is absolutewhen a common term supposits
absolutelyfor its signifcate insofar as iis in its suppoga. Simple spposi-
tion iscomparedwhen a common term supposits for its sigaife insofar as

it is predicated ofts supposa. For a universal or a common term has two
conditions, according to the Philosophezcause its in many ands said of
many.’ Absolute simple suppi®n belongs to the universal insofar as it has
beingin many, and compared or respive simple gppostion belongs to it
insofar as it isaid ofmany. Thus, ‘Man is a sgies’ is verified acarding to
the one suppdson, and ‘Man is the worthiest eature among eatures” is
verified according to the other suppas. For ‘Man is the worthiest eature
among ceatures’ is verified insofar as the term ‘man’ has absolute simple
suppodion. But ‘Man is a spcies’ is verified insofar as ‘man’ has compared
simple suppdsion. Nevertleless, one could [also] say that simple supjos

is absolutewhen a term supposits for its sigodte absolutely, not in com-
parison to its suppds, either as far aseing inis concerned or as far as-

ing said ofis concerned, but simple supfims is comparedwhen a common
term supposits for its sigmtiate in comparison to itsipposta, orfor some of

its inferiors having supposifa.

(46) Compared simple supptien is divided intogeneralandspecial
suppogion. This distirction applies in a special case of a general term hav-
ing species and individuaisder it, mmely, in the case of the most general
generd’ When such a general term hgesneral simple suppdson, it sup-
posits for its signitate absolutely, and not for any of its inferiofs.In this
sense, ‘Substance is a most general genus’ is true. But when spéaal
simple supposition, it supposits for the species and not for individuals.

(47) In this [second] sense projtdsns like the following are true:
‘Substance is second substance’, ‘Substance ieaespof the genus sub-

" This is a common slogan attributed to Aristotle, although he does not say it all in
one place. ADe interpretatione7, 17b39 —40, he says that a universal is what is apt to be
predicated of many= "said of many”). For the other half of the slogan, Betaphysics?,

13, 1038b11: “that is called universal which is such as to belong to more than one thing”
(Oxford translation). In the Latin translation, ‘belongiresse= be in.

™ ‘worthiest creature among creatures’. This odd locution is just a fancy way of
saying, roughly, “worthiest creature of them all”.

? See n. 37, above. These two ways of drawing the distinction are based on differ-
ent grounds. It is not clear which, if either, Burley favors.

" That is, the ten Aristotelian categories.

™ ‘Absolutely’ is here explained by the clause ‘not for any of its inferiors’ — that
is, not for the species. General suppos is a kind ofcomparedsuppodtion, however, and
s0 it notabsolutein the sense of para. 45.

" See n. 37, above.
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stance’, ‘Substance is properly defined’. For if ‘substance’ were taken for its
first and adequate significate, then ‘Substangeraperly defined’ would be
false, whether ‘substance’ signified a singular external thing, or a thing
common to all substances, or whether it signified a concept in the soul. For a
singular thing is not properly definedelkher is a concept in the soul, since it

is an accident. Nor is a thing common to all substances — that is, a most gen-
eral genu$ — since it does not have a genus and difference, and every defi-
nition is given by genus and difference. Therefore, if ‘Substance is defined’ is
true, then since neither an individuabr substance in general is defined,
‘substance’ must supposit for the species contained under substance.

(48) Those who maintain that species and genera are things outside
the soul have to say this, as well as those also who maintain that species and
genera are concepts or intentions in the soul. For if the most general genus in
the genus substance is a reahtfiithenclearly it is not defined, whether it is
common or singular. And therefore, if ‘Substance is defined’ is true in any
sense, and also ‘Substance is a species of substance’, the term ‘substance’
must supposit [there]eitherfor the most general genus, athver it may be,
nor for individualseither. Ther@ore, it must supposit for the epies of sub-
stance, whether those species are external things or concepts in the soul.

[Objections]

(49) But a doubt arises here. For it does ne¢rs that ‘Man is the
worthiest creature amongeatures’ is true insofar as the subject has simple
suppodion. For insofar as the term ‘man’ has simple sufms it supposits
for its signifcate, acording to you. But its significate, whether it is a thing
or a concept in the soul, is not the worthiest creature amaajuces. As
for the concept in the soul, ¢amly it is not the worthiest creature among
creatures.

(50) Likewise, if the term ‘man’ signifies an external thingll st is
certain that [thepropodtion] is false. For if a spcies is a thing outside the
soul, [then] since an individual in a species adds some perfection onto the
species; ‘Man is the worthiest creature amongeatures’ will still be false,

" That is, the category “substance” itself, which is common to all substances.

" That is, according to Burley. The objection is put in the mouth of an interlocutor.

® tamong creatures’. Reading ‘creaturarum’ instead of thiggoats ‘creaturam’ (p.
12 line 30).

” That is, an individual is made up of the spegies something else (the notorious
“principle of individuation”). That additional something is here assumed to add to the per-
fection or value of the result.
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because an individual in the species is a worthier creature than the species
itself [is].”

(51) Again, if someone promises you a horse, [then] ‘A horse is
promised to you’ is true, and ¢amly not insofar aghorse’ suppositsnateri-
ally. Neither [is it true] insofar a%orse’ has personal supptisn, because
neither this[horse] nor that one is promised to yoTherefore, since [the
propostion] is true, it must be true insofar as ‘horse’ has simple suippos
And yet, taking ‘horse’ for its signdate, whether it signifies a common
thing or a concept in the soul, ‘A horse is promised to you’ is always false.
For neither a concept in the saubr a common thing is promised to you.
Therefore, a term supptag simply does not supposit for its sigodte,
which is contrary to what was [just] said. Therefore, one has to grant [yet]
other ways of suppositing.

(52) Again, ‘Color is the first ofect” of sight’ is true. And yet it is
true neither insofar as the subject has simpppsstion nor insofar as it has
personal or materiauppogtion. For if the sufect has simpleuppostion, it
supposits for a universal thing or a concept, aeidher of these is the first
object of sight. If it appositsmaterially, then [theropostion] is false, as is
clear eough. If it supposits persalty, then it supposits only for the indi-
viduals in [the species] color — that fer this color and thaf.And none of
those is the first object of sight. Théyee, one has to grant [yet] other ways
of suppositing.

(53) Again, ‘Man is the first risiblé* is true. And yet [this is so] nei-
ther insofar as the subjecatmoositamaterially, as is cleam®ugh, nor insofar
as the subjectupposits simply. Foreither a common naturer a concept in
the soul is the first risible. Neither is [thgopogstion] true insofar as the
subject spposits persally, because neither Socratesr Rato is the first
risible. Therefore, one has to grant [yet] other kinds of supposition.

* Note that species (and genera too) are regardedeatures They are not Pla-
tonic eternal entities.

* The point is that, although it is true that | promised you a horse, there is no indi-
vidual horse such that it is true that | promised @t horse.

® ‘first object’. On this notion, see n. 36, above.

® That is, thisnstanceof a particular shade of red, and thatanceof a particular
shade of blue. If the particular shades were meant here, rather than their instances, then the
contrast with universals in the preceding sentence would fail.

* Again, on the notion of “first” here, see n. 36, above. “Riigib is the aptitude
for laughter. It was regarded as a peculiar feature of all and only human beings.
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(54) Again, ‘Something is the firstocruptible® is true. Yet it is not
true according to any of these [three] kinds of supios Therefore, the
above division of the kinds of supposition is not enough.

[Replies to the Objections]

(55) To (a) the first of these, it is usually said that ‘Man is the worthi-
est creature amongeatures’ is true insofar as the subject has absolute sim-
ple supposion and [the propagon] is understood as follows: ‘Among cor-
ruptible creatures, man is the worthiest creattire’.

(56) When it is stated that Socrates is a worthier creature than man in
general, it is usually said that this is not true. Forhaligh Socates includes
the perfection of man, yet he does not include it necessarily but rather con-
tingently, because when Socrates dies, Socrates is not a man. So it is clear
that the inference ‘Socrates includes the whole perfection of man, and also
some superadded perfection; thHere, Socates is more perfect than human
nature’ is not valid. Rather, one has to add that Socrates would include the
perfection of the human species necessarily, or that he would include the per-
fection of the human species as a part of himself. And neither of these is true.

(57) So ‘Man is the worthiest, etc.” can be true insofar as the subject
has simple suppd®n. And ‘The ox is the amal most usefufor the plow’
is true according to theame [kindof] suppog&ion, and likewise ‘He is de-
prived of sight’ or ‘Of sight he is deprivelf’and the like.

(58) Yet others, who say there is no real unity outside the soul besides
numerical unity, have to say that ‘Man is the worthiest creature, etc.’ is liter-
ally false, and [that] the term ‘man’ in it has persongdpostion. Neverthe-
less, the understanding [of it] by those who grant [the propokcan be
true. They understand it in the sense that among bodibtwres man is no-
bler than any bodily creature that is not a man. And this is true, taking the
subject personall¥.

* Once again, for this notion see n. 36, above.

* Compare OckhanSumma logica¢, 66. The adition of ‘corruptible’ is inserted
to rule out angels.

 That is, than the universal human nature. This was said in the statement of the
objection. See above, para. 50.

*‘He is deprived of sight’ #le privatur visu ‘Of sight he is deprived’ ¥isu pri-
vatur ille. Mediaeval logicians generally regarded scope as extending to the right, not to the
left, so that the second formulation means something like ‘Sight is such that he is deprived
of it'. By giving both formulations, Burley suggests that the difference doesn’t matter for
present purposes.

* This is Ockham’s view. See OckhaSymma logica¢ 66.
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(59) To (b) the other [ojection], when it is asked which [kind of]
suppodion [it is] according to which ‘A horse is promised to you’ is true,
assuming that someone promises you a horse, [l reply that for someone]
maintaining that there is some [kin§ unity other than numeral unity out-
side the soul, it would have to be said that ‘A horse is promised to you'’ is true
insofar as the subject has simple absoluggpsestion. For | do not promise
you this horse or that one, but rather simply a horse. Aoduse a universal
cannot exist by itself, and consequently cannotddevered [in fulfillment of
the promise] except [as found] in some singular, therefore he who promises
you a horse is bound teeliver toyou some horse. Otherwise he cannot de-
liver to you what was promised.

(60) But those who say there is nothing outside the soul except the
singular have to say that ‘A horse is promised to you’ is true insofar as
[‘horse’] has personal supptien. Hence, he who promises you a horse by
saying generally ‘I shall givgou a horse’ promises yaveryhorse, existing
and [only] possibly existing, but under a disjtion. For whichever horse he
delivers to you, he makes satisfaction to you, as is plainly clear.

(61) When it is said; “He does not promise ydhat horse, ecause in
that case you could by lawethand that horse of him, and by tlzane rea-
soning neither does lpromise you that [other] horse”, | say that promising is
of two kinds, namely, determinate and indeterminatepf@mise is] deter-
minate when some rgjular determinate thing gromised. A promise is in-
determinate when some thing psomised under a disjation. Thus | say
that, in the assumed cadbat horse is [indeed] promised to you, but inde-
terminately andunder a disjuation. Because of this one gaot by law de-
mand that horse or that [other] onetekminately, bufonly] under a disjunc-
tion.

(62) To (c) the other [objeadn], when it is said that ‘Color is the first
object of sight’ etc. is tru&,maintaining [first] that the universal has being
outside the souf,| say that there are two kinds of object of sight, namely, the
contentiveobject and thanotive object. The contentive object is what is
common to everything that, by itself and under its own notion, isepexd
by the power [of sight]. The motive @t is what moves and impresses the
specie$ or act on the powdpf sight]. | say, then, that ‘Color is the first ob-

* This was not explicitly said in the statement of the objection (para. 51). But it re-
flects the reasoning there.

* See para. 52 —54, above.

* For a reply directed to those who deny this, see para. 64 below.

* ‘Species’ here is the “sensible species” or sense-impression, and does not mean
species as opposed to genus. We retain traces of this sense of ‘species’ in our word
‘specious’, meaning “apparent”.
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ject of sight’ is true, speakingyaut the contentive ¢éct, insofar as the sub-

ject has simpleuppostion. For the common nature signified by the name
‘color’ is common to everything visible by itself and properly. Thus the uni-
versal is the object of sense. This [is so] when speaking of the contentive ob-
ject. But if we speak of the motive object, th€wolor is the first olpect of

sight’ is true insofar as [its subject] supposits personally.

(63) If it should be said [in glkction] that [in that casefhis color
would be the first object of sight,jd] thus wlatever is seen would be seen
under the asgrt of this color, | say [in reply] that this does not follow,
speaking about the motive jebt. For the motive object is not first in the
positive sense, in such a way that it ifope any other. Irtgead it is first only
in the negative sense, in such a way that nothingfardd in the way of a
motive. The common [saying], “What is said by superabundance belongs to
one [thing] only”, should be understood in [the former] way, by analyzing
‘superabundance’ (or ‘sugdative’) in the positive sense. But analyzing it in
the negative sense, what is said by supardance is gte able to baing to
several [things].

(64) Yet those who maintain there is nothing outside the soul except
the singular have to say that ‘Color is the firsgeab of sight’ is simply false.
Likewise, ‘Man is the first risible’ is false literally, and ‘Something is the
first corruptible’ is likewise false. Neverless, the senses in which they are
made are tru&.In the above propdsons, insofar as philosophers and speak-
ers in general grant them, the exercised act is téethe signifiedact.
Thus, you have to know that the verb ‘&tercisegpredicaton, and the verb
‘to be predicatedsignifiespredicaton. Sanetimes ‘to be’ is takefor ‘to be
predicate’, sametimes the other way@nd. Thus when philosophers grant
‘Color is the first olect of sight’, ‘to be’ is takerfior ‘to be predcated’, ac-
cording to their [way of] understanding [the projpios]. So, by the exercised
act there isuinderstood a signifiedct as follows, namely, that of color ‘to be
visible’ or ‘to be apprehensible by sight’ is pieated first?” By ‘Man is the
first risible’ there is understood a signifiadt like ‘Of man “to be risible” is
predicated first’. By [thepropostion] ‘Something is the first a@rruptible’
there is understood [a propoen] like ‘Of something “to be orruptide” is
predicated first’.

(65) Hence all thes@ropogtions formed about the exercisedt are
literally false. Thus they are false in the sewbéch they make; yet they are
true in the sens@ whichthey are made. For the senses in which the proposi-
tions formed about the signified acts are made are true.

* This is Ockham’s doctrine. See Ockh&@nmma logicas 66.
* On the notion of being predicatefirst”, see n. 36, above.
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(66) But perhaps someone will contradict this, because the same diffi-
culties retirn as before. For if ‘Of color “to be vis&d is predicated first’ is
true, then [it will be true] either by taking ‘aol according to simple suppo-
sition or according to personal suppias. Neither one can be granted. For
neither of the intention in the sonbr of the external singular is ‘to be visi-
ble’ predicated first. Likewise, when it is said that of man ‘to be risible’ is
predicated first, this e¢mot be true insofar as ‘man’ has simple sujmrs
or even insofar as it has personal sufis For reither of the concept in
the soul is ‘to be risible’ predicated firsbr of any singular man is ‘to be
risible’ predicated first.

(67) It must be said [in reply] that progtiens like this are true inso-
far as such terms supposit simply. For of the commotityg#i man ‘to be
risible’ is predicated first, and of the common [entity] thataor ‘to be
visible’ is predicated first, and of the common [entity] thatasnposite of
contrariesor having matterto be corruptible’ is preidated first. Neverthe-
less, in the propasons in which the predications are exercised that are signi-
fied in these [other propi®ns], the terms have personal suppos. For
‘Every color is visible’ is true first, and the subjeapposits persally in it.
Likewise ‘Every man is risible’ is true first, and the subjegiosits person-
ally in it. Also ‘Everything composed of contraries, or everything having
matter, is orruptible’ is true first, and the sjget has personalippostion in
it.

(68) Thus a term need not supposit in tleens way with respect to
the signified act and with respect to the exercised agtsponding to [the
signified act]. For example, ‘Man is predicated of several [things]' is true in-
sofar as ‘man’ has simple suppam. Yet in the exercisedcts orrespond-
ing to this signified act, ‘man’upposits persailly, as is clear in ‘Socrates is
a man’, ‘Rato is a ma’. Likewise, in ‘Man is distributed for every man’, the
term ‘man’ supposits simply. But in ‘Every man is annaad’, in which the
distribution is exercised, the term ‘man’ supposits pebgpnAnd so it is in
other cases [too] that a term having one [kind of] suppassometimes sup-

* Burley is supposed to be arguing here from the nominalist point of view that there
is nothing outside the soul except singulars. (See para. 64.) Hence the “conitydrhere
appears to be the commoanceptin the soul, which is the only sort of common entity the
nominalist allows. (There are also common spoken aittiewrterms, but they are common
only in a secondary sense derivative from the community of concepts, and are not common
at all in the way realists talk about common things.) It is possible to construe Burley's talk
about universal or common téties in this and the following paragraphs in this nominalist
way, although that is certainly not the more natural reading. Perhaps the best interpretation
is to view Burley’s discussion in these paragraphs as strictly neutral between his own realist
notion of universal or common entities and Ockham’s nominalist theory.
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posits for itself having another [kind of] supga®, just as in ‘Man is predi-
cated of several [thingjs the term ‘man’ suppagng simply supposits for
itself suppositing personally.

(69) If someone argues to the contrary as follows: “If of man ‘to be
risible’ is predicated first, then man is the first risible, and if of the composite
of contraries ‘to be corruptible’ is prieated first, therre the compate of
contraries is the first corruptdd’,” 1 say [in reply] that inferences like that
are not valid. For such predicationsosld not be exercised that way, but
rather like this: “Because ‘Of man “risible” is predicated first’ is true, there-
fore ‘Man is risible’ is first true,” and “Bcause of the composite of contrar-
ies ‘to be corruptible’ is predated first, therfore ‘The compose of con-
traries is corruptible’ is first true.”

(70) If it is said that ‘The composite of contraries @rtptible’ does
not appear to be first true, because a common [entity] or universal is here put
in subject posion, and being corruptible does not belong first to any univer-
sal, but more to the singular, | reply that being corruptible does belong first to
a universal or common [entity], but nfdr itself but rather for singulars.
Thus it is one thingf which [being corruptible] is precated first, and an-
other thing or thing$or which it is predicated. For thaf which being cor-
ruptible is first verified is a universal supfosy personally? and so the
thingsfor which it is verified are singulars.

(72) If it is asked “Which is the first corruptible, the singular or the
universal?”, | say that ‘first’, like any superlative, can be analyzed in two
senses — that is, either positively or negatively. If it is taken positively, then
it is analyzed by the fact that it is “loee any other”. Analyzing [it] in this
sense, | say that nothing is the first corruptiblecaduse neither this [is] nor
that, and so on. But if ['first’] is taken or analyzed aggely, then | say that
it is analyzed by “nothing befoi®. In this sense, | say that Socrates is first
corruptible, and [so is] IRto, and so on, and in generlery composite of
contraries is first corruptible. For, iméting any composite of contraries

" The point of these inferences is to move from prifmrss in which thesignified
act is expressed to the proftans in which the correspondirgxercisedact is expressed. In
the latter, according to the view being attacked here, the subjects have personatisoppos
so that there must be an individual man who is the first risible and an individual composite
of contraries that is the first corruptible. But these conclusions are false, for the reasons
given in para. 66.

* ‘universal suppdsing personally’. This could either refer to a universahcept
which is a term in mental language and so able to have stippp®r it could refer to a
metaphysical universal in the realist’'s sense, in which case it could be said to have supposi-
tion only in one of Burley’s “real propositions”. On this notion, see note 3, above.

* Reading ‘verificatur’ for the edition’s ‘verificantur’ (p. 18 line 7).
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whatever, it is true to say that this isrptible and nothing is corruptible
prior [to it].

(72) If it is asked, “What is being corruptible predted of first?”, |
say it is [prettated] of an [entity] common to albcuptibles and supposit-
ing personallyfor them. And it does not follow from this that a common
[entity] is the first corruptible. Blither does it follow that “beingocruptible
inheres in a common [entityfpr its suppoia, therdore, being corruptible
inheres first in the suppiba”. Indeed, being corruptible inheres first in a
common [entity] suppositing personally, as was said.

(73) One could say something eldeoat the propasons ‘Man is the
first risible’, [and] ‘The compase of contraries, or what has matter, is the
first corruptible’, [ramely,] that expressions like this have to be distinguished
because ‘first’ or firstness can be referred to the composition or can be the
predicate™ If it is referred to the composition, then any [prdpios] like
‘Man is the first risible’, “The composite of contraries is the fiwtraptible’
is false. For if the subject is taken simply, it is clear that fitopostion] is
false. Even if the subject is taken personally, [pinepostion] is cetainly
false, because eachngular is false. But if firstness is the predicate, then
propostions like this are true because the whole dictlis the subject, and
‘first’ or firstness is the predicate. Thus, the sense is: “Man is risible” is first
true’. And in that sense it is true. In the first sense, [the priogosis false,
as was said, because if nothing is the subject but the terni, ‘than how-
ever the term ‘man’ supposits, [the propios] is always false. In the second
sense, [the propd®n] is true kecause the wholpphrase] — amely, ‘for a
man to be risible’ or ‘A man is risible’ — is the subject, and it is denoted that
firstness inheres in the whole propositiiAnd that is true.

(74) If it is asked which suppd®on the term ‘man’ has in this
[propostion], insofar as [the propd®n] is true, | say that it does not have
any suppasion. For suppasion is a property of an exdme, and it does not
belong to a part of an egtme, but rather to the whole extreme. Because the
term ‘man’ is not an extreme in “Man is risible” is first, or is first true’, but
is rather a part of an extreme, there it does not have any supimn

' Rather part of the predicate. See the further discussion below.

See n. 10, above.

In mediaeval logic, one should not always take ‘inhere’ in too metaphysical a
sense. Frequently the word simply means “is predicated of”. Thus, the predicate is often said
to “inhere” in the subject. Here, firstness is said to “inhere” in the pitbposnot as some

kind of metaphysical accident, but simply in the sense that the jitiopois a “first” one.

Such “inherence” terminology obviously has its roots in a metaphysically realist doctrine
that regards predication as not just a matter of language but also as a matter of ontology. But
the terminology is used freely also by people who do not share those metaphysical views.

101

102
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[there]. In the same waywropostions in which [the phrase] ‘by itself’ is in-
cluded, or some other mode signifying the quality of the sentence, are to be
distinguished.

[Chapter 4: On Personal Supposition]

(75) After talking &out simple andnaterial sippostion, it remains to
talk aéout personal suppi®n. Personal suppi®n is divided intodiscrete
andcommonsuppogion. There is dis@te sippostion when a proper name
supposits, or a demonative pronoun indcating the same as whatpaoper
name signifies. For example, ‘Socrates is a man’, ‘This is a man’.

(76) But there is an objection against this. For in ‘Socrates is an indi-
vidual’, a singular term is put in subject pasitj and yet the sijdxt has sim-
ple supposion. For it supposits with reggt to a name of send intention™
Consequently, the subject supposits simply.

(77) Again, ‘This herb grows here and in my garden’ is true. Yet if the
subject had discrete supposition, it would be f&fse.

(78) To the first [objecton, | reply] that in ‘Soates is an individual’
the subject has personalppostion. For it supposits for a simple singular
thing for which it is inconsistent to be found in several [instances]. (By
‘person’ in a propason | mean such a simplergjular for which being found

' Names of first intention were generally taken to include names like ‘animal’,

man’, ‘rational’, ‘Socrates’, ‘redness’. Names of second intention included names like
‘genus’, ‘species’, ‘difference’, ‘individual’, ‘accident’. They are the names that, when
found in predicate pdtson, allow the subject to have simple suppos. (See the discussion
in para. 42 —44 above.) Burley does not give us a general theory of such names (at least not
in any passage | know). But the point of the objection seems to be as follows: The second-
intention name ‘species’ is not truly predicable of a man, but is truly predicable of his gen-
eral human nature, so that in the prapos ‘Man is a species’, the predicate allows the
subject to have simple supjitien for the general human nature (for humanity). So too, the
second-intention name ‘individual’ is not truly predicable of Socrates, but is truly predicable
of his individual nature, so that in the projims ‘Socrates is an individual’, the predicate
allows the subject to have simple sugpos for Socrates’individual nature (his
“Socrateity”). Burley’s reply, in para. 78 —80, denies that the subject in ‘Socrates is an indi-
vidual’ has simple suppd®n. The fact that he does not allow non-compound singular
terms to have simple suppsn (see para. 12 & 28 above and para. 80 below) suggests that
he does not accept the notion of individual natures. On the other hand, the fact that he does
allow compound singular terms to have simple supipos(ibid.) complicates this picture
in ways that | have not sorted out.

' Discrete suppadson is a branch opersonalsuppogion only, so that if the sub-
ject had discrete supgtisn, the sense would beot “This kind of herb grows here and in
my garden” but rather “This individual specimen of it grows here and in my garden”, which
is false (provided, | suppose, that you are not standing in your garden at the time).
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in several [instances] is inconsistéfit.Thus suppdtion is called personal
when a common or singular term supposits for some [one] simple singular or
for [several] such singulars. In that case it supposits paligoBut not the
other way around. For a term supipiog personally does not have t@pposit

for [several] singular things or for [one] singular thing. For in saying ‘Every
species isunder a genus’, the g@ot supposits persally. Yet it does not
supposit for singular things. Rather, it supposits for its inferiors.

(79) | say therefore that suppbten is personal when a simple singu-
lar term or a common term supposits for [one] singular or for [several] sin-
gulars, or a common term [supposits] &irits inferiors, [either] opulatively
or disjunctively,” whether those inferiors are singulars or not.

(80) If someone asks whether suppios is always personal when a
singular term supposits, it must be said that whenever a singular term sup-
posits for a singular simple thing or a thing [that is] alleby itself, then it
supposits persatly. But when a singular composite aygaegted term that
signifies things of different genera supposits for what it signifies, in that case
such a term has simple suppi@®, as isclear in the case of ‘White Socrates
is a being by accident’, in the sense in which it is true. But when such an ag-
gregated termupposits for the singular simple thing of which itaisciden-
tally predicated, in that case it has personpgpsstion, as isclear in the case
of ‘White Socrates is a mg in the sense in which it is true. Theepeding
chapter talked about thi€.

(81) To the other [objectin], | say that ‘This herb grows here and in
my garden’ is literally false. But a trygropostion can be understood by
means of it, namelySuchan herb grows here and in my garden’.

(82) Common suppason is divided. For one kind ideterminateand
another kindconfused Suppogion [is] determinate when a common term
supposits disjuetively for its suppositd’ in such a way that one can descend
to all its sipposta under a disjuation, as isclear in the case of ‘Some man
runs’. For it follows: “Some man runs; therefore, Stesruns or Rato runs,

' Burley is here trying to give some motivation for the fact that this kind of suppo-

sition is called “personal”, even though it does not necessarily have anything at all to do
with “persons” in the usual sense. Historically, the terminology appears to have arisen in the
context of speculations about the Trinity, where there is a crucial distinction between the
divine nature (which is individual since there is and can be only one God) and the three di-
vine “persons” that share that nature. But the history of this terminology has not been traced
in detail.
' This is a reference to the various subdivisions of personal stipppslescribed
below beginning at para. 82. Despite what Burley says here, not all cases of personal suppo-
sition involve this “copulative or disjunctive” reference. See para. 85 —86 below.
" The reference is to para. 28. But a fuller discussion is in Ch. 1, para. 12.

® See n. 12, above.
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and so on.” The suppiti®n is called “determinate”, not because a term sup-
positing determinately in this waygposits for one [of its suppites] and not
for another. Rather the supjpaosn is called “determinate” becauger the
truth of a propasion in which a common term suppositstdrminately it is
required that [the propi®n] be verified for some eterminate $pposi-
tum '

(83) But there is a doubt here. For ‘Pepper is sold here and at Rome’
is true, and the subject has determinafgpsstion here. Yet the sentence is
not verified for any one determinate singufér.

(84) It has to be said [in reply] to this that ‘Pepper is sold here and at
Rome’ is multiplé" according to compdson and division. In the sense of
composition, [the propdason] is false, kcause it is an indefinite
[propostion] each sagular of which is fals€? In the sense of division, [the
propogtion] is true, and in that case it is denoted [by the pritipo$ that
pepper is sold here and pepper is sold at Réhhethat sense it is a copula-
tive [propodtion], and [the conjuncts] are two indeiti@ propostions one of
which is verified for one singular and the other for another [singular]. For the
truth of [the propasion] it is not required that [the whole propien] be
verified for some one singular. Rather, it st#6 that one part be verified for
one singular and the other [part] for another [singular].

(85) Confused suppdson is divided. For one kind imerely confused
and another kind isonfused and distrilitve. Suppogion is merely confused
when a common term supposits for several [things] in such a way that [the
propogtion] is inferred from any [one] of them and one cannot descend to

' That is, taking Burley's example ‘Some man runs’, it is required that there be

some determinate man such that he runs, althaagbuch man will do.

" That is, there is no one pepper that is sold both here and at Rome. Note that, since
we are dealing here withersonalsuppogtion, we are talking about individual peppers, and
notkindsof pepper.

"' See n. 68, above.

An indefinite propoiion is one without any explicit quantifier. For example,
‘Man runs’, as opposed to ‘Some man runs’ or ‘Every man runs’. Such indefinite proposi-
tions were generally taken as equivalent to particular pibpes — that is, to existentially
guantified one (‘Some man runs’). In “the sense of composition”, the ptigpo$epper is

sold here and at Rome’ is taken to mean “Some (individual) pepper is such that it is sold
both here and at Rome”. In that sense the piitiposis false, because “each singular is
false”. That is, Thispepper is such that it is sold both here and at Rome’ is falseThat
pepper is such that it is sold both here and at Rome’ is false, and so on for all (individual)

peppers.
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In “the sense of division”, then, the profiam is taken not as one indefinite
propostion with a conjoined predicate, but as an implicit conjunctive (="copulative”)
proposition.
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any of them eitherapulatively or disjunctively. The predicatepposits in

this way in ‘Every man is an animal’, because the term ‘animadpgsits
[there] for several [things]. For if it suppted for some @terminate one, [the
propogtion] would be false:’ [The propogion] is inferred from any [one] of

its singulars. For it follows: “Every man is this animal; tliere, every man

is an animal.** And one cannot descend underitaal’ [either] disjunctively

or copulatively. For it does not follow: “Every man is an animal; tloees
every man is this animal or every man is that animal.” Neither does it follow:
“Every man is an animal; thdoge, every man is this anal and every man

is that animal,” and so on.

(86) Therefore, these three catidns belong to the notion of merely
confused suppdason. First, that a term having that [kind of] suppi@ sup-
posits for several [things]. Second, that it could be inferred from anything for
which [the term] supposits. The third [cotidn] is that under a term sup-
positing in this way one cannot descend either copulatively or disjunctively.

(87)Now in order to recogme when a common term has merely con-
fused suppaton, you have to know that every sategorematic word that
does not include a negation and that remains sygo@matic and anveys a
multitude [of things] has the power of confusing a nadly following
term*® merely confusedly. | said ‘that does not include [aatieq]’, because
if it did include a negation, it would make the rnadly following term sup-
posit confusedly and distributively. This @dear with universal signs con-
veying negatiorl;’ such as ‘no’, ‘neither’, and the like.

(88) | said ‘that remains syncaerematic’, because if a syn-
categorematic wrd were to become part of an extre (which happens when
it affects™ part of an extreme), then such a word is not takeoagggore-
matically and does not remain as a syngatema. In that case it does not
have the power of confusing the negély following term merely @nfus-
edly. For instance, in saying ‘He who sees every man is an animal’. In this
propostion, the term ‘ammal’ does not gpposit merely confusedly, but

" That is, ‘Every man ishis (individual) animal’ is false (because there is more
than one man, and each one is a distinct animal).

Y If it weretrue that every man igis (individual) animal (that is, if there were
only one man and he is the one indicated by the phrase ‘this animal’), then of xdorse
ori it would be true that every mands animal.

“® As the phrase implies, a “mediately following term” is a term that follows the
syncategorema, but is not tfiest such term. For example, in ‘No man is an island’, the
predicate ‘island’'mediatelyfollows the syncategorema ‘no’. Thienmediatelyfollowing
term is of course ‘man’.

“"‘universal signs conveying negation’. That is, universal negative quantifiers.
affects’ =disponit | am not sure of the difference betwdscomingpart of an
extreme anaffectingpart of an extreme.
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rather determinately. For it follows: “He who sees every man is an animal;
therefore, an amal is he who sees every man,” araheersely. And in the
latter™ ‘animal’ supposits @éterminately. Thefere, it supposits etermi-
nately in the othejpropostion].”* The reason for this is that in ‘He who sees
every man is an animal’ the whole ‘he who sees every man’ is the subject. So
the universal sign here is part of an extreme, and consequently is not taken
syncategorematically.

(89) I said ‘that conveys a nftitude [of things], because syn-
catggoremata that do nobavey a mititude — like ‘someone’, ‘the oné®;
and the like — do not have the power of confusing a term. Buasggore-
mata like ‘evey’, ‘each’ and the numerical adverbs like ‘twice’, ‘thrice’ and
such, have the power of confusing the maggly following common term
merely confusedly.

(90) I said ‘mediately followng’, because a syncagerema that fol-
lows has no power over a preceding term. For thioreasisclear that ‘An
animal is every man’ is false, because the term ‘animal’ has determinate sup-
position, since it is not confused by any [sgtegorema]. For the [universal]
sign that follows [it] does not have [any] power over it, and therefore it sup-
posits determinately and disjunctiveflyr its supposa. For this reason [the
propogtion] is false, just as ‘This amal is every man or that animal is every
man, and so on’ [is false].

(91) Nevertheless, you have to know that even though easggore-
matic word that conveys a nititude [of things] has the power of confusing a
mediately following term in the same cgteical propogtion, yet such a syn-
catggorematic vard conveying a nititude [of things and] occurrring in one
categorical does not have the power ainfusing a term occurring in another
catgyorical. Thus the @pulative ‘Every man is an animal and some man is
he’ is false on account of its second part. For the term ‘man’ occurring in the
secondcategorical is not onfused by the gceding[universal] sign. There-
fore, it supposits eterminately, and it is denotddy the proposion] that
every man is an animal and Socrates is he or every man is an animal and
Plato is he, and son. Andeach of these [disjuncts] is false. THere, the
whole copulative [proposition] is false on account of its second part.

(92) Likewise, a universal negative sign acgng in onecategorical
does not have the power of confusing a term occurring in ancébeyorical.

“*That is, in ‘An animal is he who sees every man’.

Note the implicit criterion here: Ip impliesq and conversely, and if a certain
termx occurs in botlp andq, thenx has the same kind of suppositiorpiandg.
' That is, “the one” as opposed to “the other”.
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For example, in saying ‘No man is an ass and some amiumal, the term
‘animal’ occurring in the second categorical has determinate suppd&ition.

(93) From what has been said above, it is apparent that ptiopss
like “Twice you ate a loaf of bredi, ‘Thrice you drank wine’ are true, and yet
no loaf of bread did yoaat twice, and likewise no wine dydu drink thice.
The reason for this is that the numeat adverbs ‘twice’, ‘thrice’, and so on,
convey a mliitude [of things], and therefore have the power of confusing the
[mediately followng] term merely confusedly. Therefore, in ‘ib& you ate
a loaf of bread’, the term ‘loaf of bread’ does not stagtdininatelyfor this
loaf or that, under a disjetion. For in that sense [the propgas] would be
false, because ‘Twicgou atethis loaf of bread’ is false, and likewise ‘Twice
you atethat loaf of bread’ is false, and so on. tead, ‘At one timeyou ate
one loaf of bread, and at another tigoa ate another loaf of bread’ is true.
Neither does it follow: “Twiceyou ate a loaf of bread; themre, a loaf of
bread youate twice.” Rather, that is a fallacy ofjfire of spech’ For in the
antecedent the term ‘loaf of breadipposits merely confusedly and iodtes
akind of thing® and in the consequent it supposietedminately and indi-
cates ahis something™®

(94) Thus, whenever there is an argument from a term supmps
merely confusedly to a term supjfiosy determinately with respect to the
same multitude, there is a fallacy ajdre of spech. Thus it does not follow:
“Every man is an animal; thdmee, an ammal is every man.” Rather it is a
fallacy of figure of speech.

(95) If it is said that, according to this [view], there would beakaty
of figure of sgech in “Every man is an animal; thine, some amal is a
man,” because in the antecedent the term ‘animagipgsits merely confus-
edly and in the consequent [it suppositstedminately, it has to be said [in
reply to this] that there is not always a fallacy giufie of spech when there
is an argument from a term supjpivgy merely confusedly to theame term
suppoging determinately. Instead, when there is aguenent from a term
suppoging merely confusedly with resgt to a syncagorematic wrd that
conveys a mititude [of things] to the ame term gpposting determinately
with respect to the same synagaieema onveying a mliitude [of things], in
that case there is a fallacy of figure of speech.

2 And not merely confused supjitdsn, as it would have if it were within the scope

of the universal negative quantifier in the first conjunct.

' On the Aristotelian fallacy of “figure of speech”, see AristoBephistic Refuta-
tions4, 166b10 —21, and 22, 178a5 —-179a10.

¥ ‘kind of thing’ =quale quid The claim is perhaps odd, since it suggests that the
term supposits isimplesupposition, not in personal supposition at all.

' 'this something’ =hoc aliquid
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(96) From all this, it is clear that, assuming the world is eternal with
respect tdboth] the past and the future, ‘Always some man was’ is true, and
likewise ‘Always some man will be’. But ‘Some man always was’ [and
‘Some man always will b&’] are false. For in ‘Always some man was’ [and]
‘Always some man will be’, the term ‘manugposits merely confusedly. But
in ‘'Some man always was’ [and] ‘Some man alwayls lve’, it supposits de-
terminately.

(97) Suppose someone says [as ajecton] perhaps that in ‘Always
a man was’, the term ‘man’ does not mediately follow the tevnveying a
multitude, but rather immediately, because when one says ‘Always a man
will be’**’ there is nothing between the ‘always’ and the term ‘man’, [and]
therefore [the term] does not supposit merely confusedly. For it was said
above™ that a syncatprematic word conveying a mititude wnfuses the
mediatelyfollowing term merely confusedly. It has to be said [in reply] that,
although the term ‘man’ does not ni&ely follow the syncaggorema
‘always’ verbally, nevertheless according to the sense in which [the proposi-
tion] is understood it does follow miedely. For to say ‘Always a man was’ is
the same as sayiritpn every time a man was’, and ifhn everytime a man
way’ the term ‘man’ follows a distributive sign mediately. It is the same way
for other sycategorematic wrds that convey a nititude — that is, such
words convey in themselves their distributatifeshich, according to the
sense in which they are understoodmediately follow them. Thus, to say
‘Twice you were a man’ is theame as to say ‘Two timgg®u were a man’,
so that the distributable [term] or what is humbered by these numerical ad-
verbs is ‘times’. For to say ‘Thricgou drank wine’ is theane as saying
‘Three times you drank wine’.

(98) It is also cleafrom what has been said above that, assuming that
continuously throughout the whole day there is some man in this house, but
continually one after another in successi‘All day some man is here in-
doors’ is true, and ‘Some matl day is herendoors’ is false. For the first
[propostion] is true kecause eachrgyular is true. For in any part of the day
there is some man here indoors. But the second [ptaggss false, lecause
it is a particular [proposition] of which each singular is false.

(99) Confused and distributive supmtosn is divided. For one kind is
mobile and another kindmmobile Each kind is twfold, one [subdivision]

126

The insertion is required to fill out the sense of the paragraph.
¥’ Burley seems to have slipped from the past to the future tense. The point is the

same.
' See para. 87.
That is, the distributed terms. For instance ‘always’ includes the distributed term

‘time’, since it amounts to ‘in every time’.
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absoluteand the otherespective First we must talk lzout absolute supposi-
tion.

(100) Confused and distributive suppti@n is mobile and absolute
when under the term that has suppos one can descend absolutely to any
suppositum of that term by virtue of the distribution. Thislear. For the
subject of thepropostion ‘Every man runs’ supposits confusedly and distri-
butively [and mobily], lecause by virtue of the distribution one can descend
to any suppositum of ‘man’.

(101) But confused and distributive supgiam is immobile when a
common term is distributed for its suppgasand one aanot descend to those
suppofia with respect to that with respect to which the distribution is made.
For instance, in ‘Every man besides Socrates’, the term ‘man’ is distrib-
uted with respect to an excemti and one cannot descend with ex$go the
same excepdin. For it does not follow: “Every man besides Stesruns;
therefore, Plato besides Socrates rufis.”

(102) Thus, you have to know that when one cannot descend to the
suppofia under a common term, and the common term cannot be inferred
from the suppata, so that it neither implies itsigposta nor is inferred from
its suppoga, in that case the ternugposits confusedly and distributively
immobily. This is clear in the example already giveit is also clear in ‘No
man besides some of these is an aniffalhdicating all the men who now
exist. The term ‘animal’ [here]upposits confusedly and distributively im-
mobily, because it neither implies itggposta nor is inferred from its suppo-
sita. For it does not follow: “No man besides some of these is an animal;
therefore, no man besides some of these is an ass.” Fortoedent is true
and the consequent fal$&Also, it does not follow: “No man besides some of
these is an ass; therefore, no man besides some of these imah”dfor if
this inference were a formal one, then it would [also] follow: “No animal be-
sides some of the$&is a man; therefore, no iamal besides some of these is
a substance,” because thrguament is the same in both casesm an infe-

“ This is just as ill-formed in Latin as it is in English.

®! That is, ‘Every man besides Socrates runs’.

2 This is analyzed as “Some of these is an animal and no other man is not an ani-
mal.” See Burley'®e puritate artis logicae tractatus longioPart 3, Ch. 2,gd. cit, p. 165
lines 23 —28): “It also has to be noted that every exceptive [ptapgshas two exponents
[that is, two parts to its analygjsamely, an affirmative one and a negative one. For exam-
ple, ‘Every man besides Socrates runs’ is analyzed as follows: ‘Every man other than Soc-
rates runs and Socrates does not run.” And ‘No man except Socrates runs’ is analyzed as
follows: ‘No man other than Socrates runs and Socrates runs.”

* The consequent is false because its second “exponent” (see the preceding note) is
false: ‘Some of these is an ass.’

* Indicating, as before, all existing men.
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rior to a superior on the part of the predicate in a negative exceptive
[propostion]. But this Jatter] inference is not valid, because the antecedent is
true and the consequent is false.

(103) With respect to eanfused and distributive maé suppostion, it
has to be understood that confused and distributive stijppogs mobile
when by virtue of the distribution one can descend under a common term to
its suppoga. But if sometimes one can make a descent, eweler a com-
mon term, but not by virtue of a distribution, [in that case] the term under
which one can descend does not supposit confusedly and distributively. For
instance, it follows: “Some propiwi®n is true; therefore, this proptsn is
true”, indicating ‘Somepropostion is true’. Yet the subject in ‘Sony@ropo-
sition is true’ does not supposit confusedly and distributivedgabse the
inference referred to does not hold by virtue of the distributiorieduls it
holds through the fact that any proposition asserts itself to be true.

(104) Thus, it must be seen which words have the power of distribut-
ing a term confusedly and distributively. For this, you have to know that the
universal affirmative sign has the power ahtusing theimmediately fol-
lowing term confusedly and distributively. But a universalateg@ sign and
negating negation have the power of confusing aiameds well as an im-
mediate term @nfusedly and distributively. Thus in ‘No man is annaal’
the subject as well as the predicatposits confusedly and distributively.
Likewise, [in] ‘Not: man is an animal’, insofar as the negatrmt’ is merely
negating;® [the negation] confuses the et as well as the predicate con-
fusedly and distributively.

(105) Likewise, relative wrds that include an exercised aégn,
such as ‘differing’, ‘other’, and the like, have the power of confusedly and
distributively confusing a common term thatmediately follows and termi-
nates their dependent&For it follows: “Socrates differBom a man; there-
fore, Socates differsfrom Socates.”” Likewise, it follows: “Socrates is

* The point is that the propiti®n is to be read in the sense “It is not the case that

man is an animal”, not in the sense of “Non-man is amalii

" That is, their grammatical dependence. See the explanation in para. 106.
The inference sounds fallacious, but it isn’t. Pragpmss of the form X differs
from y' were analyzed asx‘andy exist, andx is noty.” This was done even where theé
and the ¥’ were replaced by quantified terms. Thus ‘Socrates differs from Plato’ = 'Socrates
and Plato exist, and Socrates is not Plato’. Similarly, ‘Socrates differs from a man’
=’Socrates and a man exist, and Socrates is not a man’, which is false in virtue of the sec-
ond conjunct. On the other hand, ‘Socrates differs from every man’ =’Socrates exists and
every man exists, and Socrates is not every man’, which is true if there are any men besides
Socrates.
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other than an animal; thdoge, Socates is other than this animaf:Now it
is clear that such inferences g@od ones, écause if Socrates diffeiom a
man, [then] Socrates is not the sam& @asman. And if Socrates is not the
same as a man, it follows that he is not the same as Socrates. For a negation
negates the following termoofusedly and distributively. And it follows
[further]: “He is not the @me as Socrates; th&ee, he differs from Socra-
tes.” Thus [putting it all togetheffom beginning to end: “Soates differs
from a man; therefore, Sates differdrom Socates.” Similarly, it follows:
“Socrates is other than an animal; tHere, he is not theasne as an animal.
And further: Therefore he is not thanse as this animal; théoge, he is other
than this animal.” Thufputting it all togetherfrom beginning to end, it fol-
lows: “Socrates is other than an animal; thenes he is other than this ani-
mal.”

(106) | said that such a term “that includes an exercised negation”
(the negation ‘not’ is like this) has the power of confusedly asdrchinately
confusing the term thainmediately follows and terminates its dependence.
For if it did not terminate the dependence of the relatammveyed by such a
term, [the immediately following term] would not bendused by it. For ex-
ample if someone says ‘Another man, or a differing man, runs’, the term
‘man’ here is not confused. But when someone says ‘Another than a man
runs, or what is different from a man runs’, the term ‘man’ is confused con-
fusedly and distributively.

(107) 1 also said that such a relativeosd that includes an exercised
negation can confuse a common term thahediatelyfollows, etc., because
it cannot confuse a term that niatetly follows. For “What differdrom a
risible is an animal; thefere, what differs from a risible is a man” does not
follow, because the antecedent is true and the consequent false. The reason
for this is that the negion included in such a term is referred only to the
term that terminates its dependence. Tiugeg it reither negatesor con-
fuses any other term. Yet, if a common term terminating the dependence of
such a relative [ard] that conveys a natjon precedes [the relativeowd], it
is not confused in virtue of the regon conveyed by theskative [word]. For
instance, in saying ‘From a man Socrates differs’ or ‘Socrabes a man
differs’, the term ‘man’ suppositseterminately and is notoafused. For the
negation does not govern what precedes [it].

“* The analysis of ‘other’ follows the same pattern as ‘differ’. See the preceding

note.
**The analysis of ‘not the same as’r(en iden) follows the pattern of ‘differ’ and
‘other’. See the two preceding notes. Burley’s reason for introducing ‘not the same as’ here

is that it makes explicit the negation implicit in the other two locutions.
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(108) So, therefore, it is apparent what confused and distributive ab-
solute supposition is.

[Two Objections and Replies]

(109)But a doubt arises. For it was said that in a universahadtive
[propostion] the sulpect supposits confusedly and distributively. But this
does not seem [to be] trueor-assuming that no man is ié) ‘Every white
man is white’ is a universal affirmative, and yet the subject doesuppbsit
confusedly and distributively, because it supposits for nothing [at all].

(110) Again, the propason ‘Either man runs’ is a universal
[propostion], and yet the sybct does notigpposit confusedly and distribu-
tively. For in that case it would supposit for any man, which is false since the
sigrt® ‘either’ only distributes for two.

(111) To the first [objectn], it must be said that, assuming that no
man is white, the subject in ‘Every white man is white’ daggpssit confus-
edly and distributively. Nevertheless, it does not supposit for anything be-
cause the subject does not have amypssitum. Yet it isdenotedto have
suppofia by the fact that the universal affirmative sign is added to it. There-
fore, | say that confused suppiam is distributive when a common term
supposits foall its supposta or is denoted toupposit forall its supposta by
the addition of a universal sign. Thus, if the common term does not have sup-
posita and a universal affirmative sign is added to ituppssits confusedly
and distributively, because it is denoted to supposit for all its supposita.

(112) To the second [gbction], | say that Either manruns’ is not
properly formuated. For [what is] distributable by the sign ‘eithetight to
have two suppd only, and theyught to be inttated by a demonstrative
pronoun [occurring] in the distributable [phrase], as helgther of these
runs’, indicating Socrates and Plato, or any other two whatever.

[On the Supposition of Relative Terms]

(113) Having talked bout absolute suppibi®n, we musttalk briefly
about elative sippostion. Relative sippostion belongs to aelative term,
taking ‘relative’ in the sense of “recollective of a thing referred to previ-

» 141

ously”.™ (For that is how we intend to talkbaut elatives in the present
context.)

“*|.e., quantifier.

This was a well known defition. Note that we arenot talking here about
“relatives” in the sense of terms like ‘to the right of’, ‘larger than’.
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(114) To make [the matter] plairyou have to know that among such
relatives, some amelatives of substancéke ‘he’, ‘the same’, ‘another’, and
‘the rest’. Some areelatives of accidentdike ‘such’, ‘such as’, ‘so much’,
‘so many’.”” Among elatives of substance, some aedatives of identity
like ‘he’, ‘the same’, and some [arelativeg of diversity like ‘another’, ‘the
rest’. A relative of identity gpposits for theame [thihg] as its atecedent is
verified of. But a elative of diversity spposits for [smethng] other than
what its antecedentupposits for. Amongeaiatives of identity, some arme-
ciprocals'® like ‘of himself’, ‘to himself’, ‘himself’, ‘by himself’, together
with its possessive [forms] ‘his’, ‘hers’, ‘it$"

(115)With respect to relatives of substance, and first with respect to
relatives of identityyou have to know that a noeaiprocal relative of iden-
tity supposits for theame [thng] as what its aecedent gpposits for. Thus,
if its antecedentupposits for suppds,'* the relative spposits for suppdist.
And if the antecedent of the relativapposits for the signidate orfor the
utterance, the relative of identityposits for theame [thng]. For example:
‘If a man runs, he is moved.’d@8ause the term ‘man’ in the antecedent sup-
posits for suppota, therdore the elative [term] in the consequenipposits
for suppoga. Likewise, in saying ‘Man is a species, and he is predicated of
several [things]. Bcause ‘ma’, which is the atecedent;® supposits for its
significate in the first part, thefiare the elative in the saand part supposits
for the same [thing].

(116) Yet you have to understand that even though ¢hative sup-
posits for the ame [thhng] as its atecedent @pposits for, nevereiess the
relative does not always have the sangpestion as its antecedent has. This
is clear in saying ‘Animal is a trisyllable and it is not aruosylable’.
‘Animal’ in the first part sippositamaterially. But ‘it’ in the seond part does
not suppositmaterially. For in that case it wouldigposit for the tierance
‘it’, and so ‘Animal is a trisyllable and it is not aomosylable’ would be
true. Therefore, it must be granted thatktive of identity alwaysupposits
for the ame [thng] as what its a@ecedent gpposits for. But it does not al-
ways have the same [kind of] supposition as its antecedent has.

“Z'such’, ‘such as’, ‘so much’, ‘so many’ talis, qualis, tantus quantus

“*That is, reflexive.

“ of himself ... ‘its’ =’sui’, ‘sibi’, ‘se’, ‘a se’ cum suis possessivis ut ‘suus’,
‘sua’, ‘suum’ | despair of translating this smoothly. They are all forms of the Latin reflex-
ive pronoun.

“*‘Supposita’ in the metaphysical sense. See n. 12 above. A term supposita for its
“supposita”, in this sense, when it is in personal supposition.

“*In the previous example, the ‘antecedent’ was used in the sense of the antecedent
of an inference. Here it is used in the sense of the grammatical antecedent of a relative term.
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(117) You have to know that it is not always permissible to put the
antecedent in place of the relative. For to say ‘A mars and he argues’ is
not the same as to say ‘A mams and a man arguesedausdor the truth
of ‘A man runs and a man argues’ it soffs that one maruns and another
one argues. Inead, the rule ‘It is permissible to put the antecedent in place
of the relative’ is to beinderstood [as holding] when thetaredent is sin-
gular and not common to [several] supgpas-or to say ‘Socratasins and he
argues’ is the same as to say ‘Socrates runs and Socrates argues’.

(118) You have to know that a noegiprocal relative of identity
never refer§’ to something oaaring in the ame catgorical. For to say
‘Every man is he’ is [to say] nothing [at all], unless ‘he’ is taken demonstra-
tively.'* For ‘he’ cannot refer to ‘man’ occurring in thanse catgorical. But
a relative of identity oaarring in onecategorical can refer to a term occur-
ring in another cagporical. Inorder for thecategoricals to be true in which
there occurs a relative [term] and the antecedent of the relativprdpesi-
tions have to verified for theame sippositum. For in order that ‘A man runs
and he argues’ be true, it has to be the case that ‘A man runs’ is verified for
some suppositum of ‘man’ and that the second part is verified for the same
suppositum. It follows from this that a noeerprocal relative of identity is
not inferred from its suppositum unless, together with this, itscadent is
inferred from the ame sippositum. Thus it does not follow: “A man runs and
Socrates argues; therefore, a man runs and he argues.”

(119) You must know that either negatiomor distribution has the
power of confusing aettative of identity. Instead, a relative of identity always
supposits for theasne [thhng] as what its a@ecedent gpposits for, and in the
same way. Thus, assuming that Socrates and Rito does not, ‘Some man
runs and Rito is not he’ is true. But it does not folldwom this that some
man runs andIBto is not Platd? For even though the natjon precedes the
relative ‘he’, nevertheless it does nainéuse it. Rather, ‘he’, like its tece-
dent, supposits pacularly,” despite the fact that the negation precedes.
From this, it is clear that the swwl parts of these colatives are true: ‘Some
man is risible and Socrates is he’ and ‘Some man is risible and Socrates is not
he’. Neither do the sead parts of these colatives contradicfone anothery.

In such cases, no contradictory can be given for the ptopos which the

“'That is, have as its antecedent. We are talking here about reference in the syntac-

tical, not the semantical sense.
“* And so not relatively.
As it would follow if the ‘not’ had the power of confusing the relative ‘he’.
We have not seen this as a division of sujijmrs before. Apparently it means
“determinately”.
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relative occurs, except with respect to the contradyodf the propasion in
which the antecedent of the relative occtirs.

(120) A doubt arises here. If lative of identity has the sameppo-
sition as its antecedent has, then ‘Every man is an animal and every risible is
it" would be true. For in the second part, ‘it would supposit merely confus-
edly, and so it is not denoted by this part that some animal inheres in every
risible.*”*

(121) It has to be said [in reply] that ‘Every man is an animal and
every risible is it’ is false, despite the fact that the relative in thenskepart
supposits merely confusedly. For there follows from this [the conclusion]
‘Socrates is an animal and every risible is he’, which is false.

(122) You have to know that a noegiprocal relative of identity re-
lated to a common term that standmifuisedly and distributively has the
power of confusing a méately adjoined term merelyoafusedly. For when
someone says ‘Every man is an animal and he is somé& maan’ in the
second part is confused merely confusedly.

(123)With respect to theuppogtion of reciprocal relativesjou have
to know that aeciprocal relative can indifferently refer to a term wting
in the same catprical and to a term ouaaing in anothercateyorical:® In
this respect, a regiocal relative of identity differérom a non-eciprocal
relative of identity.

(124) You have to know that aeciprocal relative referring to a term
in another catgorical is either (a) an extreme all by itself. And in that case it
supposits for theasne [thhng] as does its aacedent. There are the same rules
about a [eciprocal] relative @pposting like this as there about a non-
reciprocal relative of identity. But when a rpxcal relative referring to a
term in another cagorical is(b) not an exeme but a part of an extreme, in
that case the extreme does not haveuppssit for the @ame [thing] that the
antecedent of the relativegosits for. For example, when someone says ‘A
man argues and his ass runs’, ‘his ass’ in the second part does not supposit for
what the term ‘man’ supposits for in the first part.

(125) You have to know that aeciprocal relative referring to a term
in the same cagorical has the samegpostion as its antecedent [has]. But
onto the suppagon that its antecedent has, the relative addsgtdation”,
so that if its antecedentigposits confusedly and distributively, thedative

' An example would have been in order here. For some help, see para. 130 —132

below. (But there are problems there too0.)

2 Reading ‘risibili’ for the edition’s ‘animali’ (see (80.10). On inherence, see n.
102 above.

¥ In other words, both ‘Socrates saw himself’ and ‘Socrates looked in the mirror
and he saw himself’ are perfectly acceptable constructions.
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has confused and distributive “singted” suppostion. And if its ariecedent
supposits paicularly, the relative @gpposits parcularly “singly”. For exam-

ple, when someone says ‘Every man sees himself’, ‘himself’ supposits con-
fusedly and distributively singly. (But it supposits [only] in an improper
sense. For a part of an extreme does not properly supjosit.

(126) Confused and distributive sinigiied sippogtion is, as it were,
an intermediary suppii®n between confused and distributive suppos
and merely confused suppisn absolutely so calle@ For it agrees with
confused and distributive suppiisn absolutely so called insofar as a term
suppoging confusedly and distributively singctually sipposits for a sup-
positum. It differs from absolute confused and distributive suppos be-
cause under a term that supposits alisbiuconfusedly and distributively
one can descend to anything for which the distribution is made. But under a
term that supposits confusedly and distributively singly one cannot descend
absolutely to anyuppositum. Rather, to any suppositum one can descend
with respect to itseff® Therefore, it iscalled “shgulated” sippostion be-
cause it assigns singulars to singulars. For it does not follow: “Every man
sees himself; therefore, every man sees&esr” But it quite well follows:
“Every man sees himself; therefore, Socrates sees Socrates.”

(127) [Confused and distributive singied] sippostion agrees with
merely confused suppiti®n insofar as under a term supjpiog singly one
cannot descend abstdly to sipposta. It also differsfrom merely confused
suppogion because a term thatgposits merely confusedly can be inferred
from its suppositum. For it follows: “Every man is thisiraal; therdore,
every man is an animal®® But a term that supposits confusedly and distribu-

* Many mediaeval authors said this, but few seem to have taken the restriction

very seriously. Burley’s attitude here is typical. Evhough only whole extremes and not

their parts properly have supjitosn, he goes ahead and talks about the suppoof parts

of extremes anyway. See the further explanation in para. 192 -194. See also para. 74 & 125,
above.

** There has been no talk up to now about “absolute” merely confused sigopos
But confused and distributive supioen, whether mobile ormmobile, can be either abso-
lute or respective. See para. 99 above. Perhaps the phrase ‘absolutely so called’ is simply
misplaced in the text. But see the following note.

* This last phrase is a clue to the sense of ‘absolute’ in these passages. The contrast
appears to be between ‘absolute’ and ‘with respect to something’. The examples make the
point clear enough.

“"In short, with singulated supgtien the descent to singulars must take place un-
der two terms at once, the reciprocal relative of identity and its antecedent.

** See para. 85, above.
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tively singly is not inferred from its suppositum. For it does not follow:
“Every man sees Socrates; therefore, every man sees hiniself.”

(128)There is a doubt about one thing said ald8\eor it seems that
a non-eciprocal relative of identity can refer to somethingusdag in the
same categorical, as it clear here: ‘Every man having an ass sees it.’

(129) It must be said [in reply] that a noeeiprocal relative of iden-
tity cannot refer to any extme of thepropostion in which the relative oc-
curs. Nevertheless it can refer to a part of an extreme, as happens in the case
at hand. For when someone says ‘thatan having an ass sees it’, the rela-
tive ‘it’ refers to ‘ass’, and so refers to a part of the extreme.

(130) You have to know that such elative takes itsuppostion from
the antecedent. Thdoge, to give the contractory in the case ofelatives,
the antecedents of the relatives in the contradictories have tooppesite
suppogions, or else the relatives do not hav@mostions [at all]:* Because
of this, it is clear that ‘Every man having an ass sees it’ and ‘Some man hav-
ing an ass does not see it’ do not contradioe another]. For, assuming that
each man has two asses, one that he sees and the other that he does not see, in
that case ‘Every man having an ass sees it’ is’traad so is ‘Some man
having an ass does not see it'. Similarly, let every man having a son have two
sons, and let him love the one and hate the oflrethat case,] ‘Every man
having a son loves him’ and ‘Some man having a son does not love him’ are
true together.

(131) The reason such proptisns do not contradicfone another] is
that in contradictories the terms have opi@osmodes of gpposting. Thus,
since the antecedent of the relative in ‘Some man having a son does not love
him’ supposits pdicularly, [so] likewise the relativeupposits parcularly
too — insofar as we can say that a part of an extreme supposits.

**It does not seem to me that this is the correct way to formulate the inference. In

virtue of the preceding paragraph, it would appear that the correct way would be: “Socrates
sees Socrates; therefore, every man sees himself.” But of course that inference fails too, so
that Burley’s point stands.

' See para. 118.
The original proposition had ‘every’. But the point is the same.
| can make no sense out of this last clause. The verb is in the indicative, so that it
is not governed by the ‘have to’. | suspect there is a corruption of the text here.

** This will only be so if the mpostion is read in the sense “Every man who has an
ass is such that he has an ass that he sees”.

* See para. 125 and n. 154, above. As it stands, the argument is incomplete. We
need to be also told what kind of supipia® ‘son’ and ‘him’ have in Every man having a
son loves him’, and how this kind of suppom is not “opposite” to the determinate
(= particular) suppdgon the same terms have iBomeman having a son does not love
him'. It is clear why the terms have determinate sujpioosin the latter propagon. For
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(132) From what was said above, itakear that this inference is not
valid: “Every man having an ass sees it; some man having an ass does not see
it; therefore, some man having an ass is not a man having an ass.”

(133) With respect to a relative [term] of diversiyou have to know
that it is not called a relative of diversity becauseupp®sits for another
[thing] than what its aecedent gpposits for, but ratherezause groposi-
tion in which a relative of diversity occurs is not verified the ssme [thing]
as is the propagon in which the antecedent of the relative occurs. For ex-
ample, when someone says ‘The one of these is true and the other of these is
false’, indicating two contradioty oppoges, ‘the other’ is a relative of di-
versity and supposits for the one of these. What | [just] said, ‘the one of
these’, supposits indifferently fagither of these. Thefere, ‘the one’ and
‘the other’ supposit for the same [things].

(134)Nevertheless, the progten ‘The one of these is true’ and ‘The
other of these is true’ cannot be verified together for #mes[thng]. Thus
because ‘The one of these is true’ is only veriffed that (among these)
which istrue, therefore if ‘The other of these is true’ were true, the first one
would have to be false.

(135) For this reason, it islear that the send part of the following
copulative is false and impossible: ‘The one of these is true and the other of
these is true’, despite the fact that the subject of thengepart supposits for
a contingent propason, becausdor the truth of the second part it is required
that the predicate inhéef&in the subject on the false side. Thus, it is impossi-
ble, just as ‘A false contingent is true’ is impossible, despite the fact that its
subject supposits for something that can be true.

(136) With respect to relatives of accidegu have to know that a
relative of identity of accidents does not refer to its antecefdemumeri-
cally the same [timg]. For it is impossible for theame accident to inhere in
numerically diverse things. Rather it refers to its anteceftensanething
that specifically the same quality balys to. For example, when someone
says ‘Socrates is white and such is ®lasuch’ is a elative of identity and

‘Some man having a son does not love him; therefore, some man llbigEspn does not
love him,or some man havinthat son does not love him, and so on’ is valid. Furthermore,
‘Some man havinghis son does not love him; therefore, some man having a son does not
love him’ is also valid. (See the criteria for determinate sufpasn para. 82 above.) But,
unfortunately, none of this is clear fd&veryman having a son loves him’. We cannot infer:
“Every man having a son loves him; therefore, every man habiisgson loves himor
every man havinghat son loves him, and so on.” And we certainly cannot infer; “Every man
havingthis son loves him; therefore, every man having a son loves him.” Burley simply
does not say enough to enable us to fill out the argument for him here.

' On inherence, see n. 102, above.
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refers to [what is] white[but] not for numeically the same tlmnig. Rather it
supposits for smething to which a whiteness babs that is sgcifically the

same as the whiteness in Plato. Thus, the sense in which ‘Socrates is white
and such is Plato’ is understood is ‘Saess is white and Plato is [someone]
having a whiteness’.

(137) In this there lies a difference between a relative of identity of
substance and a relative of identity of accidents. For a relative of identity of
substance refers [to its anteceddat]numercally the same [timg], because
for the truth of ‘A man runs and he argues’ it is required thata®esrmns
and numerically the same oneyaes.” But a relative of identity of accidents
does not refer [to its antecedefdf numercally the same [tmg]. This is
clear in the earlier exampl€,and also here: ‘Socrates is two cubits tall and
Plato is as mut. For it is not denoted by this that Sat¥s has numerically
the same quantity that Plato has.

[Chapter 5: In which Doubts are Resolved by Means of What Was Said
Above]

(138) On the basis of what has been said abovetdgrdifficulties
are solved that arise in natural science and in the other sciemmesn igno-
rance of what has been said above.

(139)For it is usuallyproven smetimes” that a magnitude is not di-
visible into ever further divisibles, but that one arrivest@iad] at indivisible
magnitudes. This [is proven] as follows: Than every magnitude one can as-
sign a lesser magnitude. (This has to be so if magnitude were divided into
ever further divisibles.) And since the magnitude that is less than every mag-
nitude is indivisible, it follows than an indivisible magnitude can be assigned.
And since, as a result of the division, one arrived at indivisibles, the division
stops. It would follow that magnitude is not divisible into ever further divisi-
bles. From this it follows that magnitude is not divisible to infinity. Now it is
clear that the magnitude that is less than every magnisuddivisible. For
if it were divisible, [then] since it is not divisible except into magnitudes, and
a part is less than its whole, it follows that the magnitude that is put as less
than every magnitude it less than every magnitude [after all], because it
is not less than its part.

' That isnot required. Rather, it is required that Socrates runs and numerically the

same one argues| Plato runs and numerically the same one argues, and so on. Burley is
being a little over-compressed here.
*’In ‘Socrates is white and such is Plato’.

** The juxtaposition of ‘usually’ and ‘sometimes’ is just as odd in the Latin.
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(140) 1t is also usuallyproven [by such arguments] that a ltitude
cannot grow to infinity. For if it could, then beyond every giveitdimulti-
tude one could assign a greater finite multitude. But a multitude greater than
every finite multitude is an infinite multitude. Théee, if beyond every
given finite multitude one could assign a greater finite multitude, it would
follow that some finite multitude would be an infinite multitude, which is
impossible. Now it is clear that if a multitude cogicbw to infinity, [then]
beyond every given fite multitude onecould assign a greater finite multi-
tude, because eachgular of this universal [propa®n] would be true. For
beyondthis given finite multitude one could assign a greater finite multitude,
and beyondhat one, and so on to infinity.

(141)1t is usuallyproven by snilar arguments that time is not eternal
and could not by any power have been [made to exist]. For if it were
[eternal], then any past instant some instant would have preceded. Since,
therefore, the whole dime neither is arrent” nor exists in the nature of
things except through an instant, it follows that the whole of fpast some
instant would have preceded. But whapiecededby an instant is not eter-
nal, but rather beings to be. Therefore, the whole of past time begins to be.

(142) Again, it is proven by aimilar argument that an instant is im-
mediately next to [another] instant. This iven] as follows: If it is given
that an instant isot immediately next to [another] instant, then some time
intervenes between this instant and any instant other than this instant. Since,
therefore, there are many instants in that [intervenimgg, those instants
will be immediately next to this instant. Otherwise it would follow that that
time would intervene between this instant and any instant that is in [that
time], which is impossible.

(143)Again, it is usuallyproven that the genation of man is not per-
petual. For, assuming tlegernity of the world, ‘Any man the sun precedes in
time’ is true, because eactgular is trueé’° Therefore, at somgme the sun
existed when no man existed. Consequently, at dome no man existed.
Consequently, at thaime the human species did not exist, and so the gen-
eration of man is not eternal.

(144) Again, it is proven that there can be motion in an instant. For
motion can be speeded up to infinity, according to then@entator on

169 «;

is current’ =instat | am not happy with my translation here, although English
does have an adjectival usage of ‘instant’ in this sense. (Think of the old letter-writing style:
“Yours of the 10th instant received, etc.”) There is an etymological word-play going on.
Time does not “stand-in” (instat be current) except through a “stand-in”igstans an
instant). See also para. 155 below.

" That is, This man the sun precedestime’ is true, and so isThat man the sun
precedes in time’, and so on. ‘Sun’ is the subject here.
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PhysicsVI.'" Therefore, for every fite velocity one can assign a greater.
But a velocity greater than every finite velocity is an infinite velocity. There-
fore, some motion can be of inifi@ velocity. But a motion of infinite veloc-

ity necessarily occurs in an instant. Therefore, there can be motion in an in-
stant.

[Replies to These Difficulties]

(145) All these and similar difficulties are solved by means of a rule
that was given in the preceding chapgteas follows: “Whenever there is an
argument from some common term suppog confusedly with resgct to
some multitude to the same termpposting determinately with respect to
the same multitude, a fallacy ofgfire of spech is committed, because a
kind of something isurned into ahis something.” For example, “Every man
is an animal; thefere, an ammal is every man.” For the termugposting
merely confusedly indates a kind of somethj, and the term supptieg
determinately indicates a this somethi And when one poeeddrom a kind
of something to a this something with respect to the samg,thifllacy of
figure of speech is committed.

(146)On this basis, [the reply] to the preceding difficulties is clear:

(147)To (a) the first one, | grant that than every given magnitude one
can assign a lesser. For in this [prapos] the term ‘lesser magnitude’ sup-
posits merely confusedly by virtue of theepeding distributin. Yet ‘Some
magnitude is less than every magnitude’ is false, because ipribgostion]
the subject gpposits éterminately. And thefere it does not follow: “Than
every magnitude there is some magnitude less; therefore, there is some mag-
nitude less than every magnitude.” Instead, it is a fallacygafdi of spech.
Therefore, when someone says, “If than every magnitude there is some mag-
nitude less; and what is less than every magnitude is indivisible, &tcsgy
[in reply] that theras no magnitude less than every magnitude. Neither does
it follow from ‘Than every magnitude there is a magnitude less’ that there is
some magnitude less than every magnitude.

(148) Suppose someone says, “I do not want to nthkéinference.
Instead, | am arguing as follows: ‘Than every magnitude there is some mag-
nitude less; but a magnitude less than every magnitude is indivisible; there-
fore, some magnitude is indivisiblE€”It must be said [in reply] that the mi-

"t Averroes In PhysicorunVl, tx. c. 15 (Venice: Junctas, 1562), fol. 117B.

" See para. 93, above. The rule was never explicitly stated there.

See para. 139, above.

The point of this is to maintain that ‘A magnitude less than every magnitude is
indivisible’ is not meant tdollow somehow from ‘Than every magnitude there is some

173
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nor [premise] of this reasoning is false. For it implies that some magnitude is
less than every magnitude. And that is false.

(149)If it is said that some magnitude is less thiais magnitude, and
some magnitude is less théimat magnitude, and so on to infinity, [and]
therefore some magnitude is less than every magnitude, it has to be said [in
reply] that this does not follow. Instead, it is a fallacy glife of seech, ar-
guing from several eterminates with respect to parts of a multitude to one
determinate with respect to the whole of the multitude. For in each of ‘Some
magnitude is less than this magnitude’ and ‘Some magnitude is less than that
magnitude’, and so on — in each one, the subjagpasits for some eter-
minate magnitude. Each of them is veriffed one or another singular. [But]
in the conclusionY when it is said that some magnitude is less than every
magnitude, the subjectposits for someaterminate, in the sgular.” So
[the argument] proceedsom several dterminates to one determinate, and
so akind of something is changed intotlais somethng. For the several de-
terminates indicate a kind of tig, and the oneederminate indicates a this
something.

(150) Suppose someone speaks against [this view] as follows: If ‘Than
every magnitude there is some magnitude less’ is true, [then] let that magni-
tude be assigned— let it beA. Then the argument is as follows: Than every
magnitudeA is a lesser magnitude; therefofeis less than every magnitude.
Consequently, some magnitude is less than every magnitude.

(151) It must be said [in reply] that a common term suppus
merely confusedly should not be indiated” to any suppositum,dzause it
does not suppositederminatelyfor any suppositum. Thus, inlgze of a
common term suppdsg determinately, it is legitimate to put somgpo-
situm of [the term] by instantiating the common term tagpssitum. But in
place of a common ternugposting merely confusedly, it inot legitimate to
put some suppositum of [the term]. Thisclear in ‘Every man is some ani-
mal’. It is not legitimate to instantiate ‘some animal’ to any suppositum.

magnitude less’, as suggested at the end of para. 147. Rather it is intended as a separate
premise which, together with ‘Than every magnitude there is some magnitude less’, yields
the conclusion ‘Some magnitude is indivisible'. Burley’s reply is that it doesn’'t make any
difference, since the premise is false anyway.

| am repunctuating the &ibn, which in my opinion distorts the argument here
by including ‘in the conclusion’ as part of the preceding sentence.

" That is, in the singular as opposed to the plural.

" ‘assigned’ ssignetur See also the following note.

" ‘instantiated’ =signari. See the preceding note. The variation in translation
should cause no confusion.

" That is, one cannot say: Every man is some animal; therefore, every thés is

animal — no matter which animal is indicated.
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(152) If you say, “If every man is some iamal, [then] let it be as-
signed — let it bé\”, | say [in reply] that when you say ‘it’ you are assuming
something false, namely, that ‘animalipposits for smething determinate.

In the same way, when it is said that every man is some animal, if someone
asks “Which animal?” or “Which animal is it?”, | say that this question as-
sumes something false, namely, that ‘animapmosits for smething deter-
minate in ‘Every man is some animal’.

(153)We have to reply in the same way to the other diffic|hy, the
one about mititude. When it is said, “If than every given finite multitude
one can assign a greater finite multitude, and a finite multitude that is greater
than every finite multitude is infinite, thdoge some fiite multitude is infi-
nite,”® it must be said that there is a fallacy gfuiie of spech here. For in
the major the term ‘finite multitude’ in the predicate of the fpsipostion
supposits merely confusedly andicates a kind of somethg. [But] when in
the minor [pemise] it is said that a finite multitude is greater thame\etc.,
the same termupposits éterminately with respect to the same multitude
conveyed by the universal sign. Thus a kind ehsthing is changed into a
this something.

(154) Also, ‘A finite multitude greater than every finite multitude is
infinite’** is false on account of a false ilwation. For it impies that there
is some finite multitude greater than every finite multittfdledence the
catgyorical ‘A finite multitude greater etc.’ is false; it is false because of a
false implication on the part of the subject. Nevertheless, dhdittonal ‘If
some finite multitude is greater than every finite multitude, [then] it is infi-
nite’ is true. But the antecedent [of that] is impossible.

(155) To the other form [of argument, (c)], at the difficulty where it is
said that any past instant some instant precedes, | graniBhigtwhen it is
said that the whole of time some instant precedes, | say that [that] does not
follow. For in the antecedent the term ‘instantpposits merely confusedly,
and in the consequent it supposietedminately. And when it is said that
time is not arrent® except through an instant, | grant that [too]. But it does
not follow from this that the whole ofime some instant precedes. For
whether the sign ‘whole’ is taken cgtwematically or syncag@rematically,
the antecedent is true and the consequent false. It also does not follow: “Any

' See para. 140 above. As usual, Burley is quoting only loosely.

The minor premise of the inference in para. 153.

It implies this because it is an “indefinite” affirmative proipias — that is, one
without an explicit quantifier. Such proptiens were analyzed as equivalent to existentially
quantified propasions. Thus the prop@son amounts toSomefinite multitude greater than
every finite multitude is infinite’, and is false for the reason Burley gives.

183 «;

is not current’ =non instat See n. 169 above.
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past instant some instant precedes; floeee some instant pcedes any past
instant.” Rather, that is a fallacy ofgtire of spech, because a kind of
something is changed into a this something.

(156) To the other [difficulty, (d)], when it is proven that an instant is
immediately next to [another] instant, because otherwise it is true that some
time would intervene between this instant and any instant other than this one,
| say [in reply] that that does not follow. For in ‘Some time intervenes, etc.’
the term ‘time’ sipposits éterminately, and [yet] one Aot assign any de-
terminate time that intervenes between this instant and any instant other than
this instant’ Nevertheless, ‘Between this instant any instant other than this
one there is some intervening time’ is true, because the term ‘intervening
time’ in it supposits merely confusedly by virtue of theegeding distribu-
tion. Thus, you have to be most careful to consider whether a universal sign
or other syncatgorematic wrd that conveys a nititude precedes the com-
mon term or follows it.

(157) To the other argument, (e), by which it is proven that the gen-
eration of man is not eternal because [if it were], then any man the sun pre-
ceded in time, | say that this [latieropostion] is true, kecause eachrgyular
is true:® | say that in this [propdson] the time consignified by the verb
‘preceded’ spposits merely confusedi§/by virtue of the preceding distribu-
tion. Thus it does not supposit for sometetminate time. Neither does it
follow: “Every man the sun preceded in time; tHere, the sun @ceded
every man in time.” For [the inferencptoceeddrom confused suppdsn
to determinatewgppostion with respect to the same multitude. In the antece-
dent the time consignified by the venpposits merely confusedly by virtue
of the preceding distribuin, and in the consequent, when it says ‘The sun
preceded, et thetime consignified by the veripreceded’ spposits éter-
minately, because nothing preceded?ithat could confuse it. And so in the
inference mentioned a fallacy ofgfire of spech is committed, because a
kind of something is changed into a this something.

™ This is not good enough. All Burley’'s argument shows as it stands is that the

propostion is false. But the argument in para. 142 agreed that it was false; indeed, it was
becauset was false that the argument concludeddnjuctiothat one instant is immediately
next to another. What Burley needs to show is not that the ptigpois false, but that it
does not follow from the claim that one instanh@ immediately next to another. Such an
argument is perhaps implicit in the remainder of the paragraph.

' That is, Thisman the sun precededtime’ is true, and That man the sun pre-
ceded in time’ is true, and so on. Again, the subject is ‘sun’.

' See n. 3 above.

' That is, preceded it in the proposition, not preceded it in time.
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(158) On the basis of what has [just] been said, it is apparent that, as-
suming the world existed fromternity and completéd species, like man,
ass, and the like, existed froeternity, ‘Every man some ass preceded in
time’ is true, because eactgular is true® Similarly, ‘Every ass some man
preceded in time’ is true, because eactyusiar is likewise true. Yet ‘Some
ass preceded every man in time’ is false, and similarly ‘Some man preceded
every ass in time’ [is false].

(159) To the other difficulty, (f), where it is said that motion can be
speeded up to infinity, it must be said that, granting it is not inconsistent for a
motion to be speeded up to infinity, [it follows that] ‘Than every finite ve-
locity one can assign a greater’ can be granted. And when it is said that the
velocity that is greater than every velocity is infirlifd, say [in reply] that
this catgorical is false because of a false implioati For it impies that
there is some velocity greater than every finite velo€itgut that is not de-
noted by ‘Than every finite velocity one can assign a greater wgldedr in
this [propogion] ‘greater velocity’ apposits merely confusedly, and in the
other [proposion] it supposits dterminately. And when it is said that a ve-
locity that is greater than every finite velocity is infinite, it must be said [in
reply] that this catgorical is false because of a false implioati For it im-
plies that there is some velocity greater than every finite velocity, which is
false'” Nevertheless, the conditional ‘If there is some ®iéJogreater than
every finite velocity, that velocity is infinite’ is true. But the antecedent is
false.

(160) On the basis of what has been said above, it isc@ésr that
certain people’s reasonings who wanptove that God is of infite perfec-
tion are inconclusive. They argue like this: “For [what is] neginent it is
inconsistent that something be more eminémt;nothing finte is it incon-
sistent for there to be s@thing more eminent; théage, nothing firte is the
most eminent. Consequently, what is most eminent is infinite.

(161) This reasoning is inconclusive. For, taking thajor [premise]
insofar as it is a particuldt[propostion], in that sense it is false. For to that
which is the most eminent, it is nof@mal contradiction in terms that there

188 ¢

completed’ =perfectael am not sure of the sense here.
That is, Thisman some ass precededime’ is true, and so isThat man some
ass preceded in time’, and so on. The subject is ‘ass’.
' See para. 144, above.
See n. 182 above.
These last two sentences plainly just repeat what went before. They are probably
the result of some textual corruption, and can be deleted with impunity.
** That is, existentially quantified. The ‘something’ in ‘something is more eminent’
is regarded as the subject.
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be something more eminent than it. But taking the mggoemise] in the
sense of composition, in that sense it is true. The sense [in that case] is that
there is an inconsistency here: that something is more eminent than the most
eminent. And that is trué’[But] taking themajor in the latter sense, no con-
clusion follows from the mmises, because the premises do not share any
term.

(162) Take an example. Suppose someone argues like this: “For the
sitting it is inconsistent that he be standing; Socrates is sitting;faheréor
Socrates it is inconsistent that he be stagdilf the major [premise] of this
reasoning is taken in the sense of division, in that sense it is false. lkor to
who is sitting it isnot inconsistent that he be standing. But in the sense of
composition the major [premise] is true, and [in that sense] no conclusion
follows from the pemises. For the premises do not share any term, as is clear
if the propogions are resolved® For the following propdtions do not share
their terms, and neither is anything inferfesin them if you argue: “Here is
an inconsistency: ‘The sitting is standi; Socates is sitting; thefere, here
is an inconsistency: ‘Socrates is stamgdi’ Plainly, there is no @nnection
here.

(163) From what was said above, the solution of sophisms like these is
clear: SIppose Soates says that God exists, Plato says that man is an ani-
mal, and both of them say ‘A man is an aéssuming this sitation, ‘[What
is] by both of these [men] stated is true’ is true. For eacguar is true.

From this, we argue further as follows: “[What is] by both of these [men]
stated is true; but nothing is stated by both of these [men] except that a man
is an ass; therefore, that a man is an ass is true.”

(164) The solution is clearom what was said. For ‘[What is] by both
of these [men] stated is true’ is true, because the term ‘statipgosits
merely confusedly by virtue of the gareding distributin. But in the minor
[premise], where it says ‘[What is] stated by both of these [men] is that a man
is an ass’, or where it says that nothing is stated by both of these [men] except
that a man is an a$8the term ‘stated’ @pposits éterminately, or anfus-

" The difference then is the difference between saying “It is inconsistent for there

to be anything more eminent thah wherex is the most eminent thing, and saying “It is
inconsistent for there to be anything more eminent than the most eminent thing”, which is
true. In short, it is the difference betwedmreandde dictomodality.

** That is, analyzed.
The difference between these two formulations is that the one is affirmative and
the other negative. That is why Burley goes on to say that ‘stated’ there supposits determi-
natelyor confusedly and distributively. Negative terms, remember, have the ability to con-
fuse the supposition of a following term.
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edly and distributively;’ with respect to the same multitude. Thus, the infer-
ence does not hold. Instead, there is a fallacygoiré of spech by changing
one [kind of] suppason into another. It also does not follow: “[What is] by
both of these [men] stated is true; tHere, [what is] sated by both of these
[men] is true.” For [there] we go from merely confused supioosto deter-
minate sippostion with respect to the same multitude. THere, a kind of
something is changed into a this something.

[Difficulties over Confused and Distributive Supposition]

(165) With respect to enfused and distributive suppiesn, difficul-
ties arise in the case of absolute [terms] as well as in the case of relative
[terms]. For (a) it was said abdVethat in a universal affirmative
[propostion] a common term supposits for its sugpmg”® and that a univer-
sal affirmativepropostion is true only when the predicate inhéfeim what-
ever is containedinder the sylect. But this does not seem true. For ‘Any
singular of some universal [propben] is true’. Yet the preidate does not
inhere in whatever is containeahder the syect. For the propostion
‘Socrates is an ass’ is angular of some universal [proptien], and yet it is
not true.

(166) Furthermore, (b) ‘Every man, if he is Sates, differsfrom
Plato’ is true. Yet the predicate does not inhere in whatever is contained un-
der the subject, because Plato is contaunsder the syect. For ‘Plato is a
man, if he is Socrates’ is true. Yet the predicate ‘diffeosn Hato’ does not
inhere in Plato.

(167) To (a) the first of these [difficulties], it must be said that ‘Any
singular of some universal [propbsn] is true’ is false. For in this

[propostion] the whole [sufect] — that is, ‘sngular of some universal’ — is
distributed. And it is denoted [by the propms] that the pregtate —
namely, ‘true’ — inheres in anything of which the terrm¢gilar of some

universal’ is truly said, which is false.

(168) If someone says, “Any singular of this universal ‘Every man is
an animal’ is true; thefere, any singular of some universal is true,” | say [in
reply] that [this] does not follow. Rather it is a fallacy of the consecfifent,
because one isrguing from an inferior to a superior with distribution. For

¥’ See the preceding note.

See para. 79. The claim about when a universal affirmative is true was not ex-
plicitly made above. The closest perhaps is in para. 120.
' See n. 12 above.
On inherence, see n. 102, above.
That is, the fallacy of affirming the consequent.
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‘singular of this universal’ is inferior to ‘singular of some universal’. But,
even though ‘Any singular of some universal is true’ is false, nesledgh ‘Of
some universal any singular of it is true’ is true. For in this [pritipo$ the
whole — that is, ‘singular of some universal’ — is not distributed. Rather,
only the term ‘singular of it’ is distributed. The term in the oblique case,
namely, ‘of some universal’;’ supposits paicularly, since it precedes the
universal sign.

(169) Thus, you have to know that whenever a [term in the] nomina-
tive and a [term in an] oblique case precede the composition joining the
predicate with the subjectpu have to consider whether the noative pre-
cedes the oblique case or the other way around. If the atiendoes pre-
cede the oblique case, the whole aggtegf nominative and oblique case is
the subject. This is clear in ‘Any ass of a nmans’. Here the whole ‘ass of a
man’ is in subject positn. In the ame way, in ‘Any sigular of some univer-
sal is true’, the whole — namely, rgjular of some universal’ — is the sub-
ject, because in thigpropostion] the nomirative term precedes the oblique
term. But if the oblique term precedes the nominative term, then nothing but
the oblique term is the subject, speaking of the “subject” as far as the logician
is concerned”’ The oblique term, and the whole of what remains goes on the
side of the predicate. This is clear in ‘Any man’s mgs’, and the like. Here
nothing but ‘man’s’ is the subject, and the rest goes on the side of the predi-
cate.

(170) Now you must know that in such cases it used to be the custom
to distinguish a twofold syéct, namely, thesubject of the mpostion and
the subject of the locutianThe subject of theropostion is what is the sub-
ject for the lodcian, and it is thaunder which an apication™ should be
made in a perfect syllogism. But the subject of the locution is the subject for
the grammarian, and it is what “rendersuamositum to the verld® Thus in

*? The Latin of course does not use the preposition here. The whole thing is in the

genitive case.

*That is, it is the “logical subject”, even though the grammarian might find a dif-
ferent “grammatical subject”. See para. 169.

** application’ =sumptio | am not very happy with this translation. Generally, in
mediaeval discussions of the syllogism, the waslsumptio or ‘assumpturnmeans the
minor premise. | conjecture that the idea here is that in a perfect syllogism the major term
has to be of wider extension than the minBogterior Analyticsl, 11, 77al18), so that in
passing from the major to the minor, the major term is “applied”. Burley’s point in the pres-
ent context is that it is thgubject of the propdtson, not thesubject of the locutigrthat one
looks at to decide whether this done correctly. See also para. 171.

** A not infrequent grammatical expression, meaning simply: to give the verb a
subject. Suppositurnin this grammatical usage carries its etymological sense; the subject is
what is “put under” the predicate.
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‘Any man’s ass runs’, ‘man’s’ is the gelot of thepropogtion and of the dis-
tribution, but the term ‘ass’ is the gabt of the locutbn. Nevertkless, [the
term ‘ass’] goes on the side of the predicate, speaking gfrdticate of the
propostion.

(171)On the basis of what has been said above, the solutiontafrcer
sophisms iclear. For anypropostion can be proven by an argument like
this: “Of any contradiction the one part is true; frepostion ‘You are an
ass’ (or whichever one you want to prove) is of a coittixh the one part;
therefore, this prop@son is true.” Thus it can be proven that you are an ass
and that God does not exist, and so onjM@ans of a paralogism like this,
namely, “Of any contradiction the one part is true; fingpostion is, of a
contradiction, the one part; therefore, this proposition is true.”

(172) The solution of this is clear on the basis of what has already
been said. For it was said that when the oblique [term] precedes the nomina-
tive before the compdson, nothing but the oblique term is the pdi for
the logician. Ther®re, in ‘Of any contraidtion the one part is true’, nothing
but the oblique term is the subject — thatd$,a contradction’.”® And, be-
cause in a perfect syllogism an applicatitlwidd be made only under the
subject,’ therefore the syllogism must be formed like this: “Of any contra-
diction the one part is true; this contradiction is a contradiction; fiirereof
this contradiction the one part is true.” Thus, when someanesg, “Of any
contradiction the one part is true; tipopodgtion is, of a contradictn, the
one part; thereforegtc.,” | say that [this] does not follow. Instead there are
four terms heré” For in the major nothing but the term ‘of a conictidn’ is
in subject positin, and in the minor the whole ‘of a conticttbn the one
part’ is predicated. So the middle [term] is changed.

(173) To (b) the other difficulty, when it says “Every man, if he is
Socrates, differfrom Hato” is true’, | say [in reply] that thigpropostion] is
multiple” according to compdson and division. In the sense of composi-
tion, the whole ‘man, if he is Saes’ is the subject, and it is denofbd the
propostion] that everything [like] that (of which the whole ‘man, if he is
Socrates’ is predicated) diffefm Hato. In this sense, it is a cgtwical

* There is an awkwardness in translating this, because | have to include the ‘of’ in

order to reflect the Latin genitive. The translation perhaps makeskitdt first as if Burley

has inadvertently slipped from ‘@fy contradiction’ to ‘ofa contradiction’. But he hasn't.

In Latin, the two phrases areujuslibet contradictionisand simply tontradictionis, re-

spectively. Burley is merely counting only the noun as the subject, not the noun + its quanti-

fier.
“’See n. 204, above.

A valid syllogism has to have only three (perhaps not distinct) terms.

See n. 68, above.
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and false propaigon, because the subject is said of something of which the
predicate is not said. For the subject is said of Plato, because Plato is a man,
if he is Socrates. But the predicate, which is ‘to differ’ or ‘differérom
Plato’, is not truly said of Plato.

(174) But in the sense of division, [the proftam] is a condtional
hypothetical and is true. For [in that sense] it is dendtsdthe proposion]
that if every man is Socrates, every man diffesn Hato. And, in that
sense, nothing but the term ‘man’ is the subject in the antecedentforaere
if an applicatiofi® should be made under the gdi only, [then] an applica-
tion should be made [in the present case] under ‘man’, like this: “Every man,
if he is Socrates, diffelsom Hato; Plato is a man; thdme, Rato, if he is
Socrates, differrom Hato.” And this conclusion is true. (Nevertheless, | am
not saying that an applicatiohor descent should be made under thgesib
of a universal propdison [that is] the antecedent in @mitional. This will
be clear in the second tra8j.

(175)Perhaps someone will say that ‘Every man, if he is Socrates, dif-
fers from Pato’ does seem to be true in the sense of compasiitoreach
singular seems to be true, nameljhis man, if he is Socrates, diffefilom
Plato’ and That man, if he is Socrates, differs from Plato’, and so on.

(176) It must be said [to this] that in the singulars of a universal
[propostion] the whole suject $iould be instatiated to the things it is dis-
tributed for. Thuseach sngular depends [for its truth] on two thingsnmely,
on the attribution of the principal predicate to thegsiar to which the sub-
ject is instantiated, and on the attribution of the subject to that to which it is
instantiated. For example, thegulars of the universal [proptien] ‘Every
man, if he is Socrates, diffefr®om Hato’ are Thisman, if he is Socrates, dif-
fers from Rato’ [and] ‘That man, if he is Socrates diffefeom Hato’. The
sense is: ‘This, of whom the term “man, if he is Socrates” is said, difters
Plato’, and in that sense it is a false singular. For, pointingatm,PThis
man, if he is Socrates, etc.’ is false, because the sense is ‘This, who is a man
if he is Socrates, differs from Plato’, and that is false.

(177)You must reply in the same way tophisms like these: ‘Every
propostion or its contradictory is true’, ‘Every good or non-good is to be
chosen’, ‘Whatever is or is not, is’. For afiropostions like this are false in
the sense of composition. In their singulars the wholg¢estildhould be in-
stantiated to the things it is truly sasfl Thuseach of these has many false

?°3ee n. 204, above.

! Ditto.
#?The second tract of Burleylonger Treatise on the Purity of the Art of Lqgi
“On Propositions and Hypothetical Syllogisms”. | have not translated this part.
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singulars. [For example,] pointing to [the propias] ‘You are an ass’, ‘This
propogtion or its contradictory is true’ is false in the sense of comipos
insofar as the whole subject is instantiated. For the sense is: ‘This, which is a
propostion or its contradictory, is true’. Thus, the truth of this [singular] de-
pends on these two things, namely, that*this true and that this is a sen-
tence or its contradictory. It is the same way for the others.

(178) There is still adoubt. For it does notesm that a universal af-
firmative [propostion] is true when the prechte inheres in whatever is con-
tainedunder the sylect. For in that case ‘Every man is an individual’ would
be true, because the predicate is in whatever is contaimdzl the subect.

But there is a proof that this [propign] is false. For an affmative propo-

sition is false when the predicate does not inhere in the subject. And that is so
in the present case, because in fpiepostion] the sgcies is in subject po-
sition, and being an individual does not inhere in that.

(179)1 reply that you have to say ‘Every man is an individual’ is true,
because eachrgjular is true. When it is said that the predicate does not in-
here in the subject, | say that the predicate does inhere in the subject sup-
positing personally — that is, the predicate inheres in the subject [when the
subject is takenfor the things the syéct supposits for. But it does not inhere
in the subject [takenpr the sulect itself. Thusfor the truth of an affirma-
tive propogion it is not required that the predicate inhere in the subject for
itself. Instead, it is required that the predicate inhere in the thing or things for
which thing or things the subjectigposits. And it does not sidé for the
truth of an affirmative that the predicate inhere in the subject. For ‘Some man
is a species’ is false insofar as it is a partic{paopostion].”* Nevertheless,
the predicate inheres in the subject. But, because the predicate does not in-
here in what the subjectgposits for, therefore [the propisn] is false.

Thus, you have to look for the truth of an affative propostion more in the
inherence of the things the extremapmosit for than in the inherence of the
extremes [themselves] in one another.

(180) It is clearfrom this that an affmative propostion in which a
superior [term] is predicated of its inferior can be false. This [is so] when the
inferior supposits for suething the superior does not inhere in. For example,
‘Some man is a common term’ is false. Yet the predicate is superior to the
subject, because the predicate is common to any common term. Thus, even

¥ Indicating ‘You are an ass’.

With this objection, compare pars. 76 & 78 —80.

That is, an existentially quantified one. The quantifier limits the subject to per-
sonal suppason. | don’t know of very many authors who actually stated this as a rule, but
it is often — as here — appealed to implicitly.
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though the predate inheres in the subject, nevertheless because it does not
inhere in what the subject supposits for, [the proposition] is therefore false.

(181)lt is also clear that an affirmatiy@opostion in which one con-
tradictory is prettated of the other can be true. ForoiNcommon is com-
mon’ is true, lecause the terfrmon-common’ is preitated of Socrates, and
of Plato, and of any individual. For no individual is commtaiking éout
“common” in the sense of predicatiBhTherefore, the term ‘non-common’
is a common thing. And so ‘Non-common is common’ is true.

(182) There is no incongruity [in thea€t] that one contradioty,
taken under one [kind of] suppbsn, is truly affirmed of the other
[contradictory], taken under another [kind of] sugpos. Thus ‘Non-
common is common’ is true insofar as thejeabsipposits simply omateri-
ally and the predicataipposits persally. Nevertheless, one contradictory is
never truly affirmed of the other under the same [kind of] supposition.

[Difficulties over Relative Terms]

(183) Difficulties arise also over relative [terms]. For if ufced for
the truth of a universal affirmative that the predicate inhered in each thing
the subjectgpposits for, then ‘The one of these is a man aititer of these
is he’ would be true, pointing to Socrates and Plato. For the first part is true,
certainly, and the sead part would be true since there is no exception in the
case of any singular. For ‘The one of these is a man and Socrates is he’ is
true, and similarly ‘The one of these is a man and Plato is he’ is true. But [the
original propogion] seems to be false, because ‘Socrates is a man and either
of these is he’ is false, and similarly ‘Plato is a man and either of those is he’
is false.

(184) One must say that in such cases, where the first part of a copu-
lative or disjunctivgpropostion] is a paticular [propostion] and the second
[part] is a universal [propdgon] in which there occurs alative [term] re-
ferring to some term occurring in the first part, the singulars of the second
part should not be given except in comparison to the singulars of the first
part. Thus, | say it does not follow: “The one of these is a man and Socrates is
he; the one of these is a man and Plato is he;fdrerghe one of these is a
man and either of these is he.” For one is gdiogn several dterminates
with respect to the parts of a multitude to one determinate with respect to the
whole of the multitude.

#% |t can also, of course, mean the kind of metaphysical “community” universals

have. There are also various non-technical senses, like “public”. All of these are irrelevant
here.
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(185) | say that, by giving the singulars of the second part of this
[copulative propogtion] in comparison to the singulars of the first part, in
that sense both singulars are false — but [only] withaetsfp different sin-
gulars of the first part. Thus, if | take the singulars of the first part as follows:
‘Socrates is a man and either of these is*hfthen] one singular of the sec-
ond part is false,amely ‘Plato is he’. And if | take thisrgyjular of the first
part: ‘Plato is a man and either of these is he’, [then] anothgulsir of the
second part is false, namely, ‘Socrates is he’.

(186) Suppose someone says that, with eespgo one sigular of the
first part one singular [of the second part] is true, and withetgp another
singular of the first part another singular [of the second part] is true There-
fore, both singulars are true. And since it has only two singulars, it follows
that each sigular of the second part is true. Consequently, the whole second
part is true.

(187)As it seems to me at present, one must say [poree] that the
second part of this cofative [propostion] has four singulars, two with re-
spect to one sgular of the first part and the other two with respect to the
other singular of the first part. For with respect to tmgslar of the first part
‘Socrates is a mE, [the second] part has two singulars, one true and the
other false. And with respect to ‘Plato is anhat has two other singulars,
one true and the other false. And so it has four singulars. This happens be-
cause of the variation of the relative [term] in comparison to tigukirs of
the first part.

[Chapter 6: On Improper Supposition]

(188)Having talked bout proper suppdson, we musttalk about im-
proper suppagon. Suppogion is improper whenever a term supposits pre-
cisely for senethingfor which it is not pemitted to sipposit pecisely liter-
ally. Improper suppason is divided. For one kind iantonomasticone kind
synecdochicaland one kinanetonymicaf*

(189) Suppodion is antonomastic when a termpposits pecisely for
that to which the name lmigs the most. For example, when one says ‘The
Apostle says this. It isnderstood by this th&aul says this, and yet the term
‘apostle’ literally sipposits no more for Paul than for Andrew. For otherwise,
if Paul said somethp, it would be true thagveryapostle said it, because the
term ‘apostle’ would onlygpposit for Paul. But this is false. For it does not
follow: “Paul says this; therefore, every apessays this.” Theffere, in ‘The

“7 Of course, that is onlgnesingular. The other one is ‘Plato is a man and either of

these is he'. It is treated below.
“*The terminology is taken from the terminology of rhetorical figures.
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Apostle says this’, the term ‘apostle’ does ngimosit properly for Paul pre-
cisely, but improperly for Paul.

(190) Suppogion is synecdochical when a parmipposits for the
whole, as in ‘The prow is in the sea’ — that is, the ship is in the sea. And so
the prow, which is a part of the ship, supposits for the ship, which is its
whole™*

(191) Supposion is metonymical when a containexpposits for what

is contained. Now this [kind ofuppostion] is improper, lecause literally a

cup does not supposit for the contents of the cup. Rather [this happens] only
according to the speaker’s usage.

(192) Thus, when a term is taken for one thiagcording to the
speaker’s usage, and for another literally, the supposition is improper.

(2193) You have to know that a part of an extre does noproperly
supposit, but [only] improperly. Therefore, when one argues from an inferior
to a superior, and the inferior and superior are parts oérexts, the infer-
ence need not be valid unless, together with the fact that ther@idearnof
inferiority to superiority] between the parts of the extremes, there is also an
order [of inferiority to superiority] between the extnes themselves. Many
sophisms are solved on this basis.

(194) For it is commonly proven that if you go to Rome, you are ex-
isting at Romé?’ For everything that goes exists; therefore, if you are going
to Rome, it follows that you are existing at Rome. &ltefrnatively put], if
you are going to Rome, you are being at Rome.

(195) The solution to this is clear. For lattugh ‘going’ is inferior to
‘existing’, nevertleless ‘going to Rome’ is not inferior to ‘existing at Rome’.
Therefore, it does not follow: “You are going to rRe; theréore, you are
existing at Rome.” For although there is an order [of inferiority to superior-
ity] between the parts of the extremes, nevertheless between the extremes
[themselves] there is no order [of inferiority to superiority]. Yet iteuvell
follows: “You are seeing a man; therefore, you areirsg an animal.” For,
together with the fact that there is arder [of inferiority to superiority] be-
tween the parts of the extremes, there is alsorder [of inferiority to supe-
riority] between the extremes themselves. For ‘seeing a man’ is inferior to
‘seeing an animal’. Thus, in brief, a part of an extreme does upmosit

“°In this and the following paragraph, it sounds very much as if Burley is talking

not about theerm ‘prow’, but about the actual physictiing. So too for ‘cup’ in the next
paragraph. On this, see n. 3, above.

# “To Rome’ and ‘at Rome’ both translate the locative ‘Romae’. Thus the shift
from ‘to’ to ‘at’ does not reflect any variation in the Latin. The problem with the inference,
of course, is that you can hardiyistat Rome — that is, already be there — if you are only
goingto Rome and so have not yet arrived.
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properly. Rather proper suppiosn belongs skely to the whole extreme, as
has been said.

[Part Two: On Appellation]

(196) Now that we have looked at the supfios of terms, we must
look at appllation. Appellation is aproperty of a common term priedble of
its inferiors. Thus, just as supmosn taken strictly is groperty of the sub-
ject insofar as it is matched with the predicate, so appellatioprigperty of
the predicate matched with the subject or with an inferior.

(197) You must understand that there is a difference betweesllapp
tion and significattn. For a common unival term appellates its inferiors
but does not signify its inferiors. But an equivocal term signifies its signifi-
cates and does not appellate them. Thus, appellating some things is the same
as being common to them. Because of this, a common name is said to be an
“appellative” name. For if signifying were the same as appetfiatevery
name would be an appellative name. For every name signifies something.

(198) Suppose someone jebts, as in general it is customarily said,
that the predicate appellates fitsm.*” But the form of the preadate is not
something inferior to the predicate. There, the pretate does not appel-
late its inferiors.

(199) It must be said [in response to this] that a wat is said to
appellate itsorm becausaunder the ameform and under theasnepronun-
ciatiorf”® under which it is predated in gpropostion about the past or about
the future or about the possible, it was jpcated or will be predicated or can
be predicated in propostion about the present of that for which the jeab
supposit$” Thus, if ‘Socratesvaswhite’ is true, [then] this [same] predicate,
under the ameform and under theasnepronurciation andformal significa-
tion, must at onéime have beerpredicated of Socrates. For if Socratess
white, [then] ‘Socrategs white’ must have been true at one time. But this is
not so for the sybct. For if the predicate inhered in the subject, so that a
propostion about the past is true, thense predicate need not on that@oa
have been at one time truly predicated of the subjecterthe same fornof

' See para. 74 & 125, above.

2 See, for example, William of Sheoad, Introduction to Logi¢ Kretzmann, tr.,
Ch. 5, pp. 112 -113. (But Sherwood does not use the term ‘appellation’ here.) The rule is
also cited by Ockhangumma logicaé 66, and II, 7.

2 ‘under the same form and under the same pronunciation’. That is, thesgame
tactical form. The predicate is not varied with respect to tense, voice, etc.

“ The rule is not as complicated as it sounds. The examples in the following para-
graphs should make it clear.
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the subject, by means of a verboat the present. Rather, it is required that
the same predicate at one time was truly affirmed by means ahaubtae
present of what the subject supposits for.

(200) One has to speak the same wapwt a propason about the
future and about the possible or the contingent. Thus, for the truth of an af-
firmative propostion about the past, it is required that the prate, under
the samdorm, was affirmed at ongme, by means of a verlbaut the pres-
ent, of what the subjecupposits for. And for the truth of an affiative
propostion about the future, it is required that the peate,under the same
form, will be affirmed at one time, by means of a velwat the present, of
what the subject upposits for. And for the truth of an affiative
[propostion] about the possible or the contingent, it is required that the
predicatepunder the ameform, be able to inher&’,by means of the verb ‘is’,
in what the subjectupposits for. But it is not required that the poade be
able to inhere in the subject under the same form of the subject.

(201) For example, ‘The whit& can be black’ is true in the sense of
division. For the ame thing that is now whiteanbe black. Nevertheless, this
predicate can never inhere in the subjetder the ameform. For ‘The white
is black’ will always be impossible. But ‘The white can be black’ is true, be-
cause the predicate ‘bl¢c under this ameform, can, bymeans of the verb
‘is’, inhere in what the subjectipposits for. For ‘Soates is black’ is possi-
ble (let it be the case that Socrates is now white).

(202) It is the same way witlpropostions about the past and about
the future, insofar as the predicatmder the ameform, inhered or W in-
here in what the subjeatigposits for. But it is not required that the poade
inhered or will inhere in the subjeanhder the ameform. For example, as-
suming that Socrates ndar the firsttime is white, | say that ‘A white was
Socrates’ is true. Forvhat iswhite was Socrates. Yet ‘A whits Socrates’
was never true. ‘A white was black’ is also true rftvbecausavhat isnow
white was black before. Yet ‘A white black’ was never true.

(203)1 say, therefore, that the old and common saying, “Theiqaésl
appellates itform,” should be understood in this sensamely, that the
predicate predicates ifsrm in such a way that, under thenseform, it in-
heres in the subject or [in] what the subjegposits for? if it is an asser-

% On inherence in this sense, see n. 102 above.

“The white’ =album= a white thing. It does not mean wiiéss and it does not
mean the Platonic Form of “The White”. Any white thing will do.

" presumably we are implicitly to assume that Socrates, who is now white for the
first time, had previously been black.

“® Either the first alternative here is to be taken as a shorthand version of the sec-
ond, or the first alternative is just a mistake. It goes contrary to the whole discussion here.
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toric®” propodtion about the present, or if it is about the past, under the same
form it inhered in what the subject supposits for.

(204) Thus, to appellate is in one sense the same as to predicate. It is
taken in this sense when it is said that the predicate “appellatesnits In
another sense, to appellate is the same as to be @onamd in that sense it
is true that a common term appellates its inferiors.

(205) You have to understand that three rules aralsgiven con-
cerning a common term in comparison with its appellata or inferiors.

(206) The first rule is that a common term sugpog with respect to
a non-ampative verb dout the present supposits for present [suipgl0s
only.

(207)The second rule is that a common term supipgswith respect
to a verb about the past can indifferently supposit for present [Stajpmsd
past [supposita].

(208) This third rule is that a common term supgpag with respect
to a verb about the future can indifferently supposit for present [Sitgjpos
and future [supposita].

(209) In these rules, by ‘present [suppga$ | mean not only those
that presently exist. Rather, by ‘present sugpbs mean those upposta of
which the subject is truly predicated by means of the verb ‘is’, whether they
exist or not. And by ‘past suppts | mean those of which the subject is
predicated by means of a verboait the past, whether they ever existed or
not. And by ‘future supp@®’ | mean thoseupposta of which the subject is
said by means of a veribaut the future. Thus, a proptien about the past in
which a common term supposits has two causes of [its] ffuthfwo senses
of multiplicity.?” For instance, ‘A man was white’ can be verified in two
ways: either (a) whas a man was white, db) whatwasa man was white.

The ‘or’ in the text may signal two alternative textual readings. That is, for example, one
manuscript may have read ‘in the subject’. Someone who read the manuscript and realized
that this was not correct, or perhaps someone who had a correct copy of the manuscript to
compare it with, might then have written the correction in the margin, ‘or what the subject
supposits for'. A later copyist, copying from our (now corrected) manuscript, may then have
seen the marginal note, and thinking that it was meant to insert something that had been left
out rather than to correct an error, includeth in his copy, resting in what we find: ‘in
the subject or [in] what the subject supposits for’. Although this story is purely conjectural,
you should realize that this sort of thing is not at all uncommon in mediaeval manuscripts.
 As distinguished from a modal proposition.
| take the insertion from para. 208.
That is, two alternative truth conditions, either one of which is sufficient.
#2:Two senses of multiplicity’. This means only that it is equivocal (“multiple”),
and has two senses. For the difference between “causes of truth” and “senségpbé-mu
ity”, see para. 220 & 222, below.
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Thus, those [two] senses or causes [of truth] should be expressed like this:
‘What is a man was white’ or ‘What was a man was white’, and not like this:
‘A man who is was white’ or ‘A man who was was white’. It is the same way
for propositions about the future.

(210)From these [obseations], it can be [made] clear how one must
syllogize in the first fjure with proposions about the past or about the fu-
ture. Once that is seen, it will be easily apparent how one must syllogize in
the second figure and in the third. You have to know, therefore, that a uni-
form syllogism about the p&&tis good™ in the first figure if the sybct of
the major [premise] is takefor what was it.** However the subject of the
minor [premise] is taken, that does not matter. Foroag) las the syéct of
the major [premise] is takefior whatwasit, the syllogism is always a good
one when both of the premises almat the past. But if the sjdet of the
major [premise] is takefor whatis it, and the minor [pmise] is &out the
past, the syllogism is invalid. | say the same tHorg[syllogisms] about the
future, [that is,] that if both premises argoat the future in the first figure,
and the subject of the majfpremise] is takerior whatwill be it, the syllo-
gism is a good one, and is ruled by thei de omni vel de nulld® But if the
subject of the major [premise] is taken for wigat, the syllogism is invalid.

(211) To make this cleayjou must know that thenajor [premise] in
the first figure virtally contains the whole syllogism. For in the mgpoopo-
sition there are three relations, one explicit and two implicit. There is one
relation between [the predicate] and the subject, and thapisssed by the
major [premise]. There is another relation of the subject to what is contained
under the syect, and that [relabin] is imgdicit in the major[premise] and
explicit in the mnor [premise]. There is a third relati, of the preitate to
what is containedunder the syect, and that is implicit in the major
[premise] and explicit in the conclusion.

(212) For example, when one says ‘Every man is an animal’, there is
one relation in [thigpropostion] between amal and man, and this is an ex-
plicit [relation]. There is anotherlation between animal and what is con-

* That is, a syllogism in whichll the premises are about the past.

That is, valid.

For example, taking ‘man’ for whatasa man.

This refers to a passage in Aristotl@gor Analytics(l, 1, 24b26 —30): “That

one term should be included in another as in a whole is the same as for the other to be predi-
cated of all of the first. And we say that one term is predicated of all of another, whenever
no instance of the subject can be found of which the other term cannot be asserted: ‘to be
predicated of none’ must be understood in the same way.” Ghidihde omni et nullpsee I.

M. BochenskiA History of Formal Logiclvo Thomas, tr., (Notre Dame, IN: University of

Notre Dame Press, 1961), sections 14.23, 33.05 & 33.20.
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tainedunder man. For ‘amal’ in this [propostion] is predcated of ‘man’
taken universallyor everything cotainedunder it. There is a thircekation,
between man and its contents, because ‘man’ here is distributeithe
[things] containedunder it. For bymeans of thgphrase] ‘every man’ that |
say, there is a relation had between man and its contents. Thus, | say in gen-
eral that whenever the minor gmise] &presses theetation that held be-
tween the middle [term] (or the gebt of the majorpremise}’) and its
contents in the major [premise], the syllogism goad one in the first figure,
and is governed by thdici de omni vel de nulldBut if the minor [pemise]
does not express thatlation, the syllogism is not so ruled, and is not a per-
fect [syllogism].

(213) On this basis, | say in the case at hand that if someone argues
“Every white was black; Socrates was white; theme, Socates was black”,
if the subject of the majdpremise] is takeror what was white, then [the
argument] is a good syllogism and is ruled bydie de omni For the minor
[premise] explicates the relation that held between the middle [term] and the
contents of the major [term]. For the major [premise] says that everything
that was white was blaék.So the relation between ‘white’ and its contents
in the major [premise] comedaut bymeans of a verbbmut the past. And
the minor [pemise] &presses thaetation when it says ‘Socrates was white’.
Thus, the syllogism “Everything that was white was black; Socrates was
white; theréore, Socates was black” igoverned [by thelici de omni vel de
nullo] and perfect.

(214)But if the subject of the majgpremise] is takerfor whatis it,
and the minor [mise] is &out the past, [then] the syllogism is aind. For
in the minor [pemise] the relation that held between the middle [term] and
the contents of major [term] is not expressed. For ¢hation between the
middle [term] and the contents of the major [term] comes aboutdans of
a verb about the present. But in the minoefpise] the relation between the
middle [term] and the content or contents [of thajor term] is expressed by
means of a verb bmut the past. Thus, it islgn that the syllogism
“Everything that is white was black; Socrates was white; thexeetc.” is
invalid.

(215) So, therefore, it islear that a ufdorm syllogism about the past
in the first figure is not alid unless the subject of the majpremise] is
taken for whatvasit. If it is so taken, the syllogism is always a good one. It
is the same wayor [syllogisms] about the future, #mel,] that for a uni-

*"This is the definition of the middle term.

‘black’. Reading ‘nigrum’ for the edition’s ‘homo’, which doesn't fit at all here
(p- 51 line 11).
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form syllogism about the future to balid in the first fgure, the sulect of

the major [premise] has to be takiem whatwill be it. For in that case, the
minor [premise] &out the future expresses tredation that held between the
middle [term] and the contents of the major [term]. But if the subject of the
major [premise] is takefor whatis it, and the minor is about the future, the
syllogism is not valid. For the minor jgmise] does notxpress theelation

that held between the middle [term] and the contents of the major [term].

(216) You have to know, further, how a mixture of onemise aout
the present and another about the past or about the futusédsYou must
know that when one pmise is bBout the past and the other about the future,
the syllogism is never valid in the firsgfire. For the minor [@mise] does
not express theetation that held between the middle [term] and the contents
of the major [term]. Also, if the major [premise] isaut the present and the
minor [premise] dout the past or future, the syllogism is natid, because
the minor [pemise] does notress theealation between the middle [term]
and the contents of the major [term]. For if the major [premisebasitathe
present, the relation between [its] subject and its contents cdmoes lay
means of a verbbmut the present. But the minor @onise] &out the past or
about the future does not express that relation.

(217)If the major [premise] istaout the past or about the future and
[its] subject is takefior whatis it, and the minor [@mise] is &out the pres-
ent, then the syllogism is a good one. For the minor expresses|atierr
that held between the middle [term] and the contents of the major [term].
Thus, the following syllogism is a good one: “Everything that istevivas
black; Socrates is white; thdéoee, Socates was black.” Likewise, the fol-
lowing syllogism is a good one: “Everything that isit&hwill be black; Soc-
rates is white; therefore, Socrates will be black.”

(218)1 say that in this [kind of] mixture [of pmises], the conclusion
should follow the chacter of the majofpremise], so that if the major
[premise] is &out the past, the conclusionlibe aout the past, and if the
major [premise] is laout the future, the conclusionlhbe about the future.
For such is the relation between the major extréfhiypd the contents under
the middle [term] in the major [premise], and that is the wayught to be
expressed in the conclusion. Therefore, if thl@tron between the major ex-
tremity and the contentsder the middle [term] comes aboutrgans of a
verb about the past, the conclusioiti e aout the past. And if theslation
between the major extremity and the contemder the middle [term] in the
major [premise] comesaut bymeans of a verbbmut the future, the conclu-
sion will be about the future.

# That is, the major term.
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(219) As for the rules, “A common term supjtosy with respect to a
non-amiative verb dout the present supposits only for present [sutadps
and with respect to a verlbaut the past [it supposits] for present [supads
and past [suppds], and with respect to a verlb@ut the future for present
[suppodta] and future [pposta],”*® you must understand that there is the
same verdicfor a term suppasng with respect to a verb as therefas a
term suppasing with respect to a participle of the same tense and the same
signification. Therefore, degje the fact that the verb i9aut the present, as
long as the pradate is a participle in the past tense or the future tense a
common term suppdsig with respect to such a verb caumpposit for past
[suppogta] or future [sipposta]. Thus, ‘Some man is to be created’ is ffle,
and similarly ‘Some man isaut to be born*? For [in each case] the subject
supposits indifferently for present and for future [sugpdsThus, such par-
ticiples have the power of ampliatifijjust as [do] the mod&$ ‘possible’,
‘contingent’ and the like.

(220) Now there is a doubt [about] whether the pcaté® in such
propostions about (a) the past or about (b) the future can be taken in these
ways, so that it can be taken indifferently for (a) wikat or for whatwasit
in the proposion about the past, and in a propims about the future for (b)
whatis it or for whatwill be it.

(221) Again, there is another doubt, [about] whether these ways of
taking a term in one sense or another are causes of truth or senses of multi-
plicity.**

*’See para. 205 —207, above.

*'‘Some man is to be created’Atiquis homo est creandusCreandusis a future
passive participle. Such participles — in Latin as in English — can convey not only futurity
but also a sense of obligation or duty. Compare the English ‘What is to be done?’. In the
present context, it is plainly the sense of futurity that is meant to be dominant.

#2*Some man is about to be born’Aiquis homo est nasciturus Nasciturus is
the participle.

*«ampliating’. That is, extending the range of supposita of a term beyond the pres-
ent.

*That is, modal terms.

The earlier rules were about the subject, not about the predicate. The present
guestion is whether the same things apply to the predicate.

“* See para. 208, above. If they are “causes of truth”, then the fiiopas a uni-
vocal propogion with a disjunctive set of truth conditions. If they are “senses of multiplic-
ity”, then the propdsion is an ambiguous propiti®n with multiple senses. These are not
the same notions. For instance, ‘pen’ can mean either a writing instrument or a corral or
enclosure for animals. If | bought the latter but not the former, is ‘I bought a pen’ true with-
out qualification (on the grounds that buying either one is sufficient), or do we rather say
that in such a situation ‘l bought a pen’ is tin@ne senséwith respect to the one meaning
of ‘pen’) butnot in the othe?

245
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(222) As for the first doubt, | say these ways of taking [a term] go
with the subject, and not with the predicate. For the predicate appellates its
form, as was saitl! Thus, if Socrates is now whiter the firsttime, ‘Socrates
was white’ is false in every sen$&lt cannot be verified for ‘Soates was
what now is white®* For, assuming the [above] case, ‘Sdes was what
now is white’ is false. For ‘Socrates is what now is white’ was never true.

(223) 1t is clear that [this view] is true. For ‘Antichrist can be what is
a man’ is now true, which it would not be if the term ‘man’ on the part of the
predicate were takefor what is now a man. For Aighrist certainly canot
be Socrates, and hers®t be Rato, and so on ford]l] the others who are
now men.’ Therefore, ‘Anichrist can be what is now a maiis true because
‘Antichrist is what is now a mantanbe true. But ‘A man can be Antichrist’
is false when the subject is taken for what is a man. For each singular is false.

(224) But that ‘Antichrist can be what is a man’ is true is proven as
follows: “Every man is what is a man; Antichrist can be a man; therefore,
Antichrist can be what is a mafi’ The premises are true; thémee, the con-

*’See para. 197, above.

It is false both in the sense of “What is Socrates was white”, by the hypothesis of
the case. It is also false in the sense of “What was Socrates was white”, by the same hy-
pothesis. (Socrates is the same individual all along, so that ‘what is Socrates’ and ‘what was
Socrates’ supposit for the same individual in each pitpos Some authors put this by
saying that “singular terms cannot be ampliated”.

% |f the distinction of senses goes with the predicate as well as with the subject,
then we could distinguish two senses for ‘Socrates was white’: (a) ‘Socrates was what
white’, and (b) ‘Socrates was whailaswhite’. Burley does not discuss (b), since it is plainly
false in the assumed case. He also wants to maintain that (a) is false. The reason is that “the
predicate appellates its form”. Thus, the analysis of (apisFor somex such thaX is (or
was — it makes no difference in virtue of n. 248 above) Socrates and forysamk thaty
is what is whitex wasy.” That would be true, since the same individual who has been Soc-
rates all alongvasidentical (and still is) with an individual who is how white. Instead, be-
cause “the predicate appellates its form”, the analysis of (a) has to be given in such a way
that the very same predicate ‘whatwhite’ was predicated of Socrates. Thus, the sense is
“For somex such thak is (or was) Socrates,\itasthe case tha‘is what is white’ is true.”

And that is not so under the assumed case.

**The implicit assumption, of course, is that Antichrist does not yet exist. The term
‘Antichrist’ is here taken as a proper name, not as a “job description”. Thus, the fact that
Antichrist does not yet exist means that he willnesvindividual when he does arrive. No
presently existing man will somehow change his identity and “become” Antichrist.

®' The Latin text switches from ‘can’ eontingit in the second premise to ‘can’
= potestin the conclusion. Technically, these are not the same notions. The former applies
only to what both can be the camad can be not the case (it is “contingent”). The latter ap-
plies also to what is necessary (necessity implies possibility). Plainly, Burley does not in-
tend anything to rest on this distinction here, and is simply fitting his teragyndb con-
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clusion is true. And the syllogism is plain, from the Philosoplfeior
[Analytics] |,** where he says that when the major [premise] is simply asser-
toric and the minor [is] about the contingent, there follows a conclusion about
the possible. So it is clear that ‘Antichrist can be what is a man’ is true. This
would not be so if a term on the part of the predicate could be taken in these
various ways.

(225) To the second doubt,| believe these ways of taking a term in
one sense and another are senses of multipfititiis multiplicity is with
respect to the third mode equivocatidrFor a term taken by itself is taken
literally for present [things] only. Butdzause of the fact that it is matched
with such a verb — that is, one about the past or about the future — it can be
taken for other [things] than present ones. Now the third mode of equivoca-
tion arises from theafct that a term by itself is takéor one thing, and by its
being matched with [sometig] else it can be taken for another [thing]. This
is clear in ‘The suffering one was curéd’.

[Part Three: On Copulation]

(226) Now that we have talkedbaut apgllation, we have tdalk
about coplation. Coptation, in the sense in which weean it at present, is
the union or putting together of the predicate with the subj&mpiation is
conveyed by the verb ‘is’ and by oblique verbs derived from ‘is’, like ‘was’,
‘will be’, and the like.

(227)You have to know that the verb ‘is’ can be taken in two ways. In
one way, it is predicatesecundum adjacens the other way, it is predi-
catedtertium adjacen8” ‘Man is’ is an example of the first kind; ‘A man is

form to the Latin text of Aristotle quoted just below. Note that Aristotle’s Greek uses the
same term in both cases here.

*? Aristotle, Prior Analyticsl, 15, 33b25 —28.

** See para. 220, above.

" And not “causes of truth”. See note 246, above.

**See n. 66, above.

**‘The suffering one was cured’lzaborans sanabaturLaborans is a present ac-
tive participle. The equivocation here is of exactly the kind Burley is talking about. In one
sense, the propiton is false, because if the poor man il suffering now, heobviously
wasn't really cured. In the other sense it is true (or at least might be), because it means only
that someone of whom the present participbstruly predicable (and so, whaas suffer-
ing) was cured.

*| have left these phrases in Latin, because one frequently finds them that way in
the secondarijterature. ‘Is’ is predicatedecundum adjacerna existence-claims. It is used
tertium adjacensvhen it serves as a copula. The examples bdlosirate these usages. |
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an animal’ is an example of the sed kind. The ame pdgment holds for its
oblique forms — that is, for ‘was’ and ‘will be’.

(228) When the verb ‘is’ is predicatestcundum adjacens indicates
what exists in itself’ that is, actual being or the being of existeficBut
when it is predicatedertium adjacensit indicates the kind of being con-
veyed by the predicate. For when the verb ‘is’ is predicagsdindum adja-
cens it is a catgorema, because in that case it is the predicate, or includes
the predicate in itseff, and indicates a determinate nature, namely, the being
of existence. But when it is predicatddrtium adjacensit is a syn-
catggorema, and in that case it indicates whatoisveyed by the préchte,
and does not indicate what exists in it§&lAristotle, inDe interpretatione
1,*?, says about the verb ‘is’, insofar as it is peatedtertium adjacensthat
the verb ‘is’ signifies a certain composition thaheat be understood with-
out its components. Now every word that does not by itself establish an un-
derstanding’ is a syncatgorema. And thefere the verb ‘is’, insofar as it is
predicatedertium adjacensis a syncatgorema. As such, it is not the predi-
cate or a part or the predicdteand it does not include the predic&te.

have sometimes translated ‘®2cundum adjacerss ‘exists’, for the sake of the English.
But | have avoided this in cases where it matters.

**That is, not what exists in the verb ‘is’, but what is “self-existent”.

*‘actual being’ =esse in effectubeing of existence’ &sse existereThe phrase
‘esse in effectu literally, “being in effect” is an Arabism.

** Sometimes ‘is’ takesecundum adjacensas analyzed as ‘is a being’, where in
the latter the ‘is’ is taketertium adjacensith the participle ‘being’ serving as the predi-
cate. On that analysis, ‘isecundum adjacerisplicitly includes the predicate ‘being’ in
itself.

*' See n. 258, above.

*? Aristotle, De interpretatione3, 16b22 —25: “For neither are ‘to be’ and ‘not to
be’ and the participle ‘being’ significant of any fabefter any thing], unless something is
added; for they do not themselves indicate anything, but imply a copulation, of which we
cannot form a conception apart from the things coupled.” (Oxford translation, with my own
comment.) Note that Burley does not accept the claim about the participle ‘being’; it is
categorematic.

* establish an understanding’. This is the classical d&im of signifying. See
Aristotle, De interpretatione3, 16b19 —21: “Indeed verbs, when uttered by themselves, are
names and signify something. For he who says [a verb] establishes an understanding, and he
who hears it rests [his mind].” | am translating from Boethius’ Latin translation, which is
the source of this vocabulary in the Latin Middle Ages. See Boethiidfyrum Aristotelis
Peri HermeneiasC. Meiser, ed., 2 vols., (Leipzig: Teubner, 1877 —1880), |, p. 5 lines 5 -7.

*'In general, syncategoremata can be parts of predicates. For example, in ‘Socrates
bought butter and cheese’, the ‘and’ is a syncategorematic part of the whole predicate
‘bought butter and cheese’. The point here is only that the vererigim adjacenss not to
be regarded as part of the predicate.

**See n. 260, above.
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Rather, it is the mere putting together of the predicate with the subject. But
the verb ‘is’, insofar as it is predicatsdcundum adjacendoes include the
predicate, because its participle of the same tense and the same signification
is the predicate when the verb ‘is’ is predicagedundum adjacens

(229) But there is a doubt [that arises] here. For it does e@mstrue
that the verb ‘is’ predicatesecundum adjacerns a catgorema, and predi-
catedtertium adjacenss a syncatgorema. If that were so, the syllogism
“Every man is; Socrates is a man; tHere, Socates is” would not be valid,
but would be a fallacy of equivocati. For the verb ‘is’ in thenajor would
be taken categorematically, and in the minor syncategorematically.

(230)Again, it seems the verb ‘is’ is a predicate when it is predicated
tertium adjacensFor what is predicated is the predicate; but the term ‘is’ is
predicatedertium adjacenstherefore, it is the predicate.

(231) To the first [of these], it must be said that the difference in the
way of taking the verb ‘is’, insofar as it is predicasstundum adjacens
tertium [adjacens] does not cause a fallacy of equivoeati For it is not
taken in a different way in comparison to the samegthbut rather in com-
parison to different things. Although the verb ‘is’ in thejor [premise],
when it says ‘Every man is’, is predicateecundum adjacengith respect to
the subject, nevertheless in the relation the subject has to its contents, ['is’] is
taken insofar as it is predicatésttium adjacensFor the sense [of thmajor
premise] is as follows: ‘Everything that is a man is’, where the verb ‘is’ oc-
curring in the first pasion (that is, in the embedded clati3es taken ager-
tium adjacensin the minor [pemise], likewise, [the verb ‘is’] is predicated
tertium adjacensSo in the same relati, ramely, in the relation aocding to
which the middle [term] is matched with its contents, the verb ‘is’ is taken in
the same way, dlbugh it is not taken in theasie way in the relation of
predicate to subject in the majgremise] and in the relation of subject or
middle [term] to its contents in the minor §mnise]. Thus, because the verb
‘is’ is not the middle [term], and also is not an extréfhbut rather is a
mode®” therefore its vaation does not cause any fallacy or defect [in the
syllogism]. This is clear in the case of us&fumixed [syllogisms], where
there is one mode taken in the major and another in the minorcléag too
in assertoric syllogisms when one premise is universal and the other particu-
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embedded clause’ implicatione Here, the relative clause ‘that is a man’.
That is, the subject or predicate. Understand: the subject or predidatecon-
clusion In short, the minor or major term of the syllogism, respectively.

* That is, a modal word, like ‘necessarily’, ‘possibly’. It is, so to speak, a
“degenerate case” of a modal word, in the sense in which mathematicians speak of
“degenerate cases”.

] don’t know what exactly Burley has in mind here.
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lar. In these [syllogisms], the mode is vafiédnd yet the syllogism is a good
one.

(232) To the second [doubt], | say that ‘preake’ is taken in two
senses, eithefior what is the one exme of apropostion, or for that by
which the one extreme is united to the other. In the first sense, the verb ‘is’ is
not a predicate, but in the s sense is a predicate. Thus, it is a predicate
“by which”, but it is not a predicate “which”. Nevertheless, literally hibld
not be granted that the verb ‘is’ is predicated.

(233)Or [alternativey,] it could be said that ‘to be pnedted’ can be
taken in two senses, namely, actively and passively. If it is taken actively,
[then] in that sense it is called a “predicating predicate”, and in that sense the
predicate is not some extreme of fhr@postion but is rather that by means
of which [one] exteme is predicated of the [other] extreme. In this sense, the
verb ‘is’ is the predicate, namely, “actively’fd] “by which”. But when ['to
be predicatd’] is taken passively, it is taken for what itated &@out
[somethng] else. In that sense, the verb ‘is’ is not a wate. Thus, when it
is said that the verb ‘is’ is predicatesecundum adjacensr tertium
[adjacens])* ‘predicate’ is taken actively, not passively.

(234) You must understand that in every pragios the verb ‘is’ or
some oblique form of it is the copula, whether ajeetival verb or a sub-
stantival on&”is expressed in that progitisn, or whether the propi®n is
about the present or about the past or about the future. Thus, imt&ocr
walks’ the verb ‘is’ is the copula. For saying ‘Socrates walks’ is the same as
saying ‘Socrates is walkg'. And in ‘Socates walked’ the verb ‘was’ is the
copula. For saying ‘Socrates walked’ is the same as saying ‘Socrates was
walking'.

(235)From what has been said above, itlsmpthat because the verb
joining the predicate with the subject is not a predicate, fibrexethe “modes
of composition”, like ‘necessary’, ‘possiblegtc., are not predicates [either]
but are [indeed] modes of composition. It can be proven that in modal
[propostions] the mode is not predicated, because if it were, [then] a modal
propostion would be assertoric. For if it were [piedted], then in a modal
propostion the mode would be denoted to inhere simply in the dictum it-
self™ and when the predicate is denoted to inhere simply in the subject, the

It is not clear to me how the “mode” is varied in these cases.

In para. 229. Note that ‘is’ wa®ot there said to be takesecundum adjacens
Here we almost certainly have one of those textual “funny cases” of the kind described in n.
228 above.

“2To be’ and its forms were said to be “substantival verbs”. All others were said to
be “adjectival verbs”.

*See n. 10, above.
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propostion is assertoric; thefere, if the mode were prezated in modal
[propostions], every modal propdson would be an assertoric prooen.
Thus, just as ‘Socrates is contingent’ is assertoric, ‘That Soctatess con-
tingent’ is assertoric in the same way, insofar as ‘contingent’ is predicated.
For the inherence is alike in both cases.

(236) Again, if the mode were predicated in mofiaopostions], it
would follow that, from an assertorioajor [premise] and a mor [premise
that is] about the contingent, there would be aqmtréyllogism in the first
figure, ruled by thalici de omni vel de nulloThis goes against the Philoso-
pher,Prior Analytics1.”” That this does [indeed] follow is proven like this:
The syllogism “Every contingent is possible; that every mars is contin-
gent; therefore, that every man runs is pde8ils agood one and is ruled by
thedici de omni Yet the major [premise] is assertoric and theonipremise
is] about the contingent, assuming that in modal [pritipos] the mode is
predicated. But prove that the minor [emise] is [really] assertoi& For if
the converting [form of a propi®n] is assertoric, [then] the [form] that was
converted Wl be assertoric fto], as isclearfrom Prior Analytics . But
‘Some possible is that a man runs’ is assextdherdore, the propason
into which it is converted WV be assertoric fio]; therefore, ‘That a man runs
is possible’ is assertoric, insofar as ‘possible’ is a predi€atad this is to
be granted. Thus in ‘That a man runs is possible’, insofar as ‘possible’ is
predicated, the predicate is denoted simply to inhere in the subject, just as in
‘A man is an animal’. Thefere, just as ‘A man is an anal’ is assertoric, so
[too] ‘That a man runs is possible’ is assertoric, insofar as ‘possible’ is predi-
cated.

(237) Because of this, | say that in modptopostions] the mode is
not predicated. Rather the mode is a determination of the conopo$itst as
the universal and particular sigfisre determinations of the subject. But [as
for] what Aristdle says inDe interpretationell,”® namely, that modes are

" Aristotle, Prior Analyticsl, 15, 33b29 —30.
 And not modal, as the theory being rejected here says.
The reference is probably to Aristotirjor Analyticsl, 3, 25a27 —b26.
Things are going wrong here. First of all, the minor premise said ‘contingent’,
not ‘possible’. Again, the minor premise was about its being contingen¢\tegtman runs,
not justsomeman ora man. Either Burley has lost track of his example, or the text has suf-
fered some corruption here.
“® That is, quantifiers.
Aristotle, De interpretationel2, 21b22. Burley is reading the passage pretty
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“additions”/” he does not meapredicates by ‘additions’. Rather, by
‘additions’ he means the determinations that are added to the composition.

(238) From what has been said above, it can be nobed that an in-
ference need not in general be vdham a proposion in which the verb ‘is’
is predicatedertium adjacens$o a proposion in which the verb ‘is’ is predi-
catedsecundum adjacen&or the verb ‘is’, when it is predicatesgcundum
adjacensindicates being simply, that is, actual béihgr the being of exis-
tence. But when it is predicateéertium adjacenst does not indicate being
simply, but being-such, that is, the kind efterminate being that i®nveyed
by the predicate. Now an inferenfrem being-such to being abstdly need
not hold.

(239) To make this cleagou have to understand that there areater
predicates that determinately includen-being, like ‘to be dead’, ‘to be de-
composed’, and so on. When someone argues from a fropdas which
such a predicate is predicated to being simply, there is a fadl@myndum
quid et simplicitef® Therefore, it does not follow: “Caesar is dead; therefore,
Caesar is.”

(240) But there are certain [other] predicates that ygpsse being
simply — for example, predates that denominate accidents and signify an
act or aform in act, like ‘white’, ‘blad’, ‘hot’, ‘cold’. In such cases the in-
ference does hold from ['islertium adjacengo ['is’] secundum adjacens
For it follows: “Socrates is white; therefore, Socrates is.”

(241) But there are [still] other predicates [that are] indifferent to ac-
tual being and to actuabn-being, like the transcendahpredicates such as
‘being’, ‘good’, ‘intelligible’, etc. In such cases, the inference does not hold
from [‘is’] tertium adjacengo ['is’] secundum [adjacensRather, it is a fal-
lacy of the consequent, because it follows the other waynd and not this
way. Or [alternativel,] it is a fallacysecundum quid et sirhgiter, because it
goes from ‘to be’, taken with atermination that permits diminished béftig
or [that is] predicable of diminished Ingj, to ‘to be’ simply. And so there is a
fallacy secundum quid et sirigiter. Therefore, it does not follow: “Caesar is
intelligible; therdore, Caesar is.” Bither does it follow: “Caesar is a being;

280 ¢

additions’ =appostiones Aristotle’s Greek haprostithemenaSee the previous
note. The worddppositumwas sometimes used in Latin to mean the predicate obgopr
sition.

*' See n. 259, above.
That is, a fallacy of confusing what is said absolutely with what is said only in a
certain respect. On the fallasgcundum quid et simplicitesee Aristotle Sophistic Refuta-
tions5, 166b38 —167a21, and 25, 180a23 —b40.

* diminished being’ =esse diminutunThis is a kind of lesser grade of being pos-

sessed, for instance, by thought objects. Compare the modern notion of “intentional being”.
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therefore, Caesar is”, taking ‘being’ in thetecedent insofar as it is a tran-
scendental [term]. Neither does it follow: “Antichristgsoducible; therdore,
Antichrist is.” In all these cases there is a fallsegundum quid et sirng-
ter by going from “such in a certain respect” to “such simply”.

(242) But there are doubts here. The first doubt arisesbse it does
not seem that there is a fallasgcundum quid et sidn@ter in “This is intel-
ligible; therdore, this is”. For the predate in the antecedent is not a sepa-
rating or diminishing one, because in that case it would follow: “This is in-
telligible; therefore, this igot’. Yet that inference is not valid.

(243)Again, it seems that in the case of transcendental [terms] the in-
ference holds frontertium adjacengo secundum adjacensg-or it follows:
“This is a being; therefore, this is.” For being and to be are entirely the
same’™

(244) To the first [of these doubts], it must be said that “Thistislin
ligible; therdore, this is” does not follow. For the piiedte of the antecedent
is indifferent with respect to actual being and actwail-being. And when it
is said “It is not a predicate separatingm being”, | say that a prezhte or
determination can be called “separating”, either becaymsssitsthe opposite
of its determinable or else becauspéatmitsthe oppose of its determinable
along with it>* In the first sense, ‘dead’ is a separating determination with
respect to beig. For it follows: “This is dead; therefore, this is nStInh the
second sense, to betetligible is a separating determination with respect to
being because, together with [the being of what it is predicaiaetipemits
the non-being of what it is praxhtedof. For ‘This is itelligible’ and ‘This is
not*’ go together.

(245)Thus, | say there is a fallasgcundum quid et sirigiter when
one goes from soething taken with a separating determination in the first
sense or the second sense to Hmaesthing taken simply. Or [alternatively,]
it can be said that not only is there a fallagcundum quid et sirigter
when one goes from aeterminable taken with a separating determination to
the same thing taken simply, but there is also a fakacyndum quid et sim-
pliciter when one goes from atérminable taken with an indifferent deter-

* ‘peing and to be are entirely the samegns et esse idem sunt omnifibat is,
the words ‘being’ (in the antecedent) and ‘is’ (in the consequent) mean exactly the same
thing.

** That is, along with permitting the determinable.
**‘This is not’' = 'This does not exist'.

* See the preceding note.
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mination to a determinable [taken] simply, or to th@poste of the deter-
minable taken simpl§’° And that happens in the present case.

(246) To the second [doubt], | say that ‘being’ can be taken in three
senses. In one sense, [it can be taken] as the most transcendental [term], and
as common to every intelligible. In this sense, ripgiis the adecate object
of the intellect. And in this sense, it does not follow: “This is a being; there-
fore, this is.” In the second sense, it is taken for a being such that it is not
prohibted to be. In this sense, every possible being is agbén this sense
too it does not follow: “This is a being; therefore, this is.” In the third sense,
[‘being’] is taken for aractually existing beig. In this sense, it is a piiple
derived from the verb ‘is’. And in this third sense, iitgquvell follows: “This
is a being; therefore, this is.” ‘Being’ said in the first senssiked “being in
the understanding”,drause it is the object of thaderstanding. And in that
sense, being is “objectivel® in the understanding. ‘Being’ said in the sec-
ond sense isalled “being in its causes”, or the “being that is in its catise”.
But ‘being’ said in the third sense is called “being in itself”.

(247)Therefore, | say that, taking ‘being’ in the first or second sense,
it does not follow: “This is a being; therefore, this isgitiier is to be a being
in [one of] these [two] senses entirely tlzane as to besecundum adjacens
But taking ‘being’ [as] said in the third sense, iitguvell follows: “This is a
being; therefore, this is.”

(248) | say the same thingbaut ‘true’ and ‘false’. For | say it does
not follow: “This propogion is true; therefore, this proptsn is.” Neither
does it follow: “This propasion is true; therefore, the truth of this proposi-
tion is”, just as it does not follow: “This is intelligible; théoee, the inelli-
gibility of this is.” For ‘Antichrist isproducible’ was true froneternity, and
yet neither this proposition nor its truth Wagrom eternity.

*‘or to the opposite of the determinable taken simplgtad suum oppositum ad

determinabile acceptum simplicitéfhe Latin makes no sense that | can discern. My trans-
lation is based on conjecture.

* That is, in the manner of a “thought object”. The terms ‘subjective’ and
‘objective’ somehow switched meaning between mediaeval times and our own. “Objective
being” was the kind of being a thought object has — that is, “intentional being” or what we
might (very loosely) call “subjective being”. On the other hand “subjective being” was the
kind of being a real subject of accidents enjoyed — that is, what we would call “objective
being”.

*° The second sense had to do with logically possible being. There is an implicit
theory here linking logical possibility with causality, but Burley does not saygh for us
to be able to say what it is.

#'was'. That is, existed. Propositions are creatures for the Middle Ages.
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