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sign does not negate the temporal connective, there follows a comjunctive
proposition with equiform parts, perhaps along with some kind of
determination

Examples of, and argument for 1

You can have a true negative temporal proposition whose connective is not
negated, of which one part is false

Examples of, and argument for 2

You can have an affirmative temporal proposition without a negation sign
negating 'while' or 'when' which is true and one part of it is false

Examples of 3

A temporal proposition, so called because of the occurrence of 'while' or
'when', affirmative both in itself and in respect of each part of itself, is false
and each part is true

Examples of, and argument for 4

Of such temporal propositions which are absolutely affirmative there are
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some which are impossible though each part is necessary

5.1 Example of 5

6. Just as from a temporal proposition of the first order there does not follow a
temporal proposition of the second order so also the reverse inference
frequently does not hold
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6.2 Proof of the second part of 6
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Obl Against the statement that 'Where you are I am' and 'When Socrates is
running Plato is disputing’ have no quantity
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syllogisms have a quantity. Therefore temporal propositions have a quantity

Ob3 A further syllogistic argument for the claim that temporal propositions have
a quantity

Replies to arguments 23

ObLR 'Where' and 'when' are not categorematic when they make a proposition
local or temporal

Ob2.R A proposition with no quantity can occur in a syllogism

Ob3.R The major premiss of the syllogism is false for it is false that every
proposition whose subject is a common term, with every other

syncategorematic term removed, has a quantity
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1. For the truth of a causal proposition it is not sufficient that the antecedent

proposition be an illative cause of the consequent
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1.1 Argument for 1

2. For the truth of a causal proposition it is not sufficient that the antecedent
proposition be an illative cause of the consequent where both propositions are
true
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3. For the truth of a causal proposition it is not necessary that the antecedent
proposition be the cause of the following one or that the significate of the
antecedent be the cause of the significate of the consequent
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4. For the truth of a causal proposition it is not necessary that the antecedent
proposition be the illative cause of the following one

4.1 Argument for 4

5. For the truth of a causal proposition we cannot say universally what is
sufficient and necessary

5.1 Argument for 5, based on distinction between three kinds of cause viz. (i)
efficient and cognitive cause, (ii) efficient and non-cognitive cause, (iii)
cognitive and non-efficient but illative cause
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5.1.1 No universal rule giving the sufficient and necessary conditions for their
truth can be given for every causal proposition

5.1.2 A causal proposition taken in the ways 5.1(i) and 5.1(iii) implies a conditional
proposition but not vice versa

5.1.3 A causal proposition taken in the way 5.1(ii) does not imply a conditional
proposition with equiform terms, though the reverse argument holds where
the antecedent is strictly impossible

5.1.4 In a causal proposition taken in the way 5.1(i) or 5.1(ii) the priority of the
significate of the first proposition is required but not the inferiority or
superiority of the propositions or the terms themselves

5.1.5 For a causal proposition taken in the way 5.1(iii) to be true such priority (see
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5.1.4) is not necessary though it is possible
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5.1.0b1 It would follow that a true causal proposition in the way 5.1() or 5.1(ii)
could not be formed where one part was negative. Yet such a proposition
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5.1.0b2 It can be proved that this is false: 'Because a man is a risible thing is’

5.1.0b3 A proof that what was said to be a sufficient condition for the truth of a
causal proposition in the way 5.1(ii) is not a sufficient condition
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5.1.0b1.R Objection is based on misunderstanding of Aristotle

5.1.0b2.R Objection fails to recognise that the connective of causality gives
merely confused supposition to the common term which follows it
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causal proposition composed of equiform propositions is invalid.
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Obl Concessives must be molecular because they are like conjunctive propositions
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ObLR Concessive connectives cannot connect propositions which are intelligible
in themselves

Ob2.R In first order concessives the connective is part of the subject and it is not
true that it should never be part of the subject when it precedes the whole

proposition
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Ob3.R The objection is based on a misunderstanding over what is negated

Arguments against Obl.R 48

Obl.R.Obl The reply has the false implication that some categorical propositions
do not have a contradictory

Obl.R.Ob2 The reply has the false implications (i) that you can have a true
conditional whose consequent does not follow from its antecedent; (ii) that
you can have a conditional which contains a contradiction where the
consequent of the conditional follows from the antecedent; and (iii) that
there are some conditionals whose antecedents are interchangeable, and
whose consequents are related likewise, and yet one of the conditionals is
necessary and the other outright impossible

Replies to arguments 50

Obl.R.Obl.R The inference in which the false conclusion is drawn is invalid

Obl.R.Ob2.R All the counter-examples are of categorical, not molecular

propositions
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Kinds of conjunction

Three rules concerning 'and’ taken divisively 54

1d First rule: Whenever a conjoint term, or a plural demonstrative pronoun, is the
subject in relation to a verb which does not have a term in apposition, that
conjoint term or demonstrative pronoun has divisive supposition, whether the
verb be adjectival or substantival
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1d.1 This is impossible: A and B are, yet neither Aisnor Bis

1d.2 This is impossible: Matter and form are laughing, yet neither form is laughing
nor matter is laughing

1d.3 This is impossible: A and B increase, yet A decreases

2d  Second rule: A conjoint term, or a plural demonstrative pronoun, which is the
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lc  First rule: Whenever a conjoint term or a plural demonstrative pronoun has
supposition in relation to a substantival verb which has a singular subject or
object, that term has collective supposition

lc.1 Example of lc

2c  Second rule: A conjoint term, or a plural demonstrative pronoun, with
supposition in relation to a substantival verb which has a subject or object
and has a determinant of that subject or object, has collective supposition,
and is provable with terms in addition to its own or in addition to terms
equiform with its own

2c.1 Examples of 2c

3¢ Third rule: A conjoint term, or a demonstrative pronoun, with supposition in
relation to an adjectival verb which has a subject or object distinct from the
conjoint term or the demonstrative pronoun, should have collective
supposition

3c.1 Examples of 3¢
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Corl First corollary: Just as a connective of conjunction taken collectively does
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Cor2 Second corollary: In 'Every man is an animal' '‘animal’ does not have merely
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Cor3 Third corollary: Just as 'A stone is being carried by both of these men' is
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carried by one and B by the other, and neither is being carried by both
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men are one man'
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1d.0b.R The alleged counter-example accords with the rule
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neither singular nor plural
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3d.0b.R The conjunction in the alleged counter-example is, after all, divisive, as

the rule requires
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Three arguments against rules l¢, 2c, 3¢ 77

l1c.0b In "Matter and form are the number two' ‘and', contrary to the rule, is
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1d First rule to be disputed: From a conjunctive proposition signifying in
accordance with the composition of its parts, to one or other of its parts, is a

formal argument
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are a donkey' is invalid, and yet is in accord with 1d

1d.Ob2 'Some quantity Socrates sees and so much Plato sees. Therefore so much
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Replies to arguments: based on clarification of 1d, viz. 'From an affirmative

conjunctive proposition, signifying in accordance with the composition of its
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1d.0bL.R The alleged counter-example is not in accord with 1d
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impossible

1d.0b2.R2 Preferably reply that whether 'and' in the antecedent of the counter-

example is syncategorematic or has material supposition, the counter-
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example must be rejected

1d.0b3.R The antecedent of the counter-example should be rejected
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1d.T1 You can have a simply necessary proposition which will become simply

impossible without a new imposition on it or on its significate

1d.T2 You can have a simply impossible proposition which becomes simply
necessary without a new imposition on it or on its significate
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1d.T7 You can have a categorical proposition which will become molecular without
the addition of anything to it

2d  Second rule to be disputed: From a part of an affirmative or negative
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3.0b1 Some disjunctive propositions made out of mutually contradictory contingent
propositions are contingent

3.0b2 Every truth of 'You are or you are not' is a truth of 'You are' and vice versa.
But 'You are' is a contingent truth. Therefore 'You are or you are not' is
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that you are white. Therefore the disjumction is certainly contingent if the

second disjunct signifies as it customarily does
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3.0b4 In 'The Antichrist will be or you are not' 'You are not' makes no contribution
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signify in that way
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