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“To untie a knot is not a job for the nitwit.” (Aristotle, Metaphysics B 11) 

Aristotle means that those who are unacquainted with the tangle of the insolubles are unable to 

release their Janus-faced grip, but are sure in the end to be brought to heel by a knot of this kind 

like an animal on a short leash. In order to obtain their solution more readily, we need to release 

this secretly hidden knot. We will divide this business into little chapters, so that the inquirer can 

easily find what he seeks. 

 

Chapter 1: Contents 

 

1 Preface and contents 

2 Divisions and definitions of logical puzzles, or ‘insolubles’, and opinions concerning 

them 

3 Disproof of the first opinion on account of the falsity of its basic assumption 

4 Refutation of that opinion on account of its denial of the truth and the insufficiency of its 

solution 

5 Censuring the other erroneous opinions 

6 Divisions, definitions, postulates, and theses necessary for the author’s solution of the 

insolubles 

7 Examination of the insoluble, “Socrates utters a falsehood,” and almost all difficulties 

and responses which concern any insoluble 

8 Treatment of other insolubles arising from an overt act of ours 

9 Concerning insolubles generated from an inner act of ours 

10 Solution of insolubles that arise from a simple property of speech 
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11 Sophisms that seem to be insolubles but are not 

12 Insolubles that arise from a complex property of speech 

 

 

Chapter 2: Logical Paradoxes, or Insolubles 

 

2.0 You should know that ‘insoluble’ can be taken in two ways according to what is soluble or the 

solution. Indeed, some solutions are physical and literal, namely, the releasing of a physical tie or 

knot, while others are intellectual and by analogy, that is, 〈the releasing〉 of a mental tangle, 

namely, the revealing of a false syllogism. 

2.1 In each case, ‘insoluble’ can be understood in six ways, just like other such privative names, as 

in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Δ 22, “On Privation,” namely:  

 (1) for what is in no way soluble,  

 (2) for what is soluble with difficulty: 

 (a) broadly for any difficult paralogism whatever, 

 (b) narrowly using the general name for a specific case, for a difficult paralogism 

secundum quid et simpliciter, 

 (3) for what is not soluble in act,  

 (4) for what is not soluble well, 

 (5) for what is soluble badly, and  

 (6) for what is not sufficiently soluble.  

But ‘insoluble’ is here taken in the 〈third〉 way 〈2 b〉: an insoluble is a difficult paralogism 

secundum quid et simpliciter resulting from the reflection of some act on itself with a privative 

determination. It is not necessary to add, ‘or on its opposite’, as many define it,2 because no 

insoluble results from the reflection of some act on its opposite, as will be shown later.3 But 

‘insoluble’ can also be taken for the root proposition of an insoluble as just defined. These two 

ways are what pertains to the present business. 
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2.2 Especially, following Aristotelian practice, we set out opinions pertaining to what is proposed, so 

that truth is assumed and falsehood is rejected. Now opinions pertaining to what is proposed are 

nine in total, of five basic types:  

 (1) the restricters (restringentes), of whom there are two groups:  

 (a) term-restricters are so called because they do not permit terms to supposit for all 

their instances. Of these there are three sorts, for  

 (i) some of them solve insolubles by secundum quid et simpliciter, and these 

are speaking broadly of insolubles, 

  (ii) others solve them by a figure of speech,  

 (iii) yet others by “false cause,” 

 (b) others restrict the time; 

 (2) the nullifiers (cassantes), of whom there are again two types, for  

 (a) some nullify the potency, 

 (b) some the act; 

 (3) others propose a middle way;  

 (4) others make distinctions; and 

 (5) lastly, there is the solution of Aristotle and his followers 〈including the author〉. 

These are all the opinions about insolubles.  

 

Chapter 3: Restrictionism 

 

3.0 The first of these opinions, (1 a i), is that of the restricters, who solve insolubles by 〈the fallacy〉 

secundum quid et simpliciter. The formulation of this position assumes as its basic assumption 

that the part cannot signify or supposit for the whole, nor for its opposite, nor for anything 

equivalent to it in the presence of a privative term.4 So in the case of Socrates’ uttering: 
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Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they say that the proposition uttered by Socrates is false. And if one argues as follows: “this is 

false, Socrates utters it, so he utters a falsehood,” they reply that in the conclusion, and in the 

proposition uttered by Socrates, the term ‘falsehood’, since it is a privative term, cannot supposit 

for the whole proposition:  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

but supposits only for some other falsehood, so it signifies that Socrates utters some other 

falsehood, so it is false and the above inference in invalid. 

3.1 Now this position fails in two ways: first in its basic assumption, secondly in its elaboration, that 

is, in the solution of sophisms. At its basis, the error is threefold, corresponding to its three 

branches, for the basic assumption contains three branches:  

 (1) that the part cannot supposit for the whole of which it is part, 

  (2) that the part cannot supposit for the opposite of the whole of which it is part, and  

 (3) that the part cannot supposit for anything equivalent to that whole nor for its opposite in 

such privative cases. 

3.1.1 The error in the first branch is revealed by the fact that the part can supposit for the whole of 

which it is part, as is clear from Aristotle’s Metaphysics Γ 8, where he argues against those 

proposing that everything is false as follows:  

Hence, also, the frequent saying befalls all such arguments, that they destroy themselves,5  

and a little later:  

he who says that everything is false makes himself a liar,6  

where he means this inference:  

Everything is false,  

so this statement is false.  
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For this inference would not be valid unless the part could supposit for the whole of which it is 

part. 

3.1.2 Secondly, the concept false in the mind is a natural likeness of any falsehood, and so truly 

represents to the mind any falsehood and does not lose that natural signification and 

representation, so it signifies that whole to the mind. 

3.1.3 Thirdly, suppose there were only these two propositions in Socrates’ mind:  

A: A falsehood is being considered by Socrates,  

and  

B: A falsehood is this,  

indicating A. Then B is true, and so the subject of B supposits for A, and the subject of B is the 

subject of A, so the subject of A supposits for A. That the subject of B is the subject of A is clear 

because otherwise there would be two completely similar concepts in the mind and then the 

receiving nature would not have been cleaned of the nature of what was received, which however 

is essential, as is clear from De anima II7 and III and many other places. 

It would follow, furthermore, that otherwise two individual theories of grammar8 would be 

present together in the mind, which Aristotle denies at the end of De sensu et sensato.9 This is 

clear because if there could be two such concepts in the mind, there could be two copulas and 

two predicates, and so two major and two minor propositions and two conclusions, and in 

consequence there could be two similar grammatical theories in the mind together. Moreover, in 

Metaphysics Δ 10 on “Other in Species,” the text says:  

Things are called “different in species” whatever of the same [substance] have a 

[specific] difference,10  

but these two similar concepts are not different in species, and so they cannot be in the same 

substance and so not in the same mind. 

3.1.4 Fourthly, in some cases the part does supposit for the whole of which it is part, as in these:  

There is something,  



 7 

There is a being,  

There is a sound,  

There is a proposition,  

and hence also in such privatives, because no reason for diversity can be offered. Now we could 

concoct this reason:11 if the part in such cases did supposit for the whole of which it was part, it 

would follow that the same proposition was true and false and that insolubles could not possibly 

be solved. But neither follows, as we will observe in what follows. So this is no more than a 

concoction of those who do not know how to respond otherwise to the insolubles. 

3.1.5 Fifthly, suppose Socrates utters  

A falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

and Plato hears only the subject. Then Plato understands by it every falsehood in general, and so 

the falsehood uttered by Socrates. Hence for Plato the subject supposits in this way. 

3.1.6 Sixthly, A could signify  

A is not true,  

because ‘A’ is an expression that signifies by convention, and so can be made to signify anything 

whatever. Again, A can signify itself and indeed does so, because ‘A’ is a general term for the 

first vowel, so a fortiori ‘A’ can signify that whole inscription. Moreover, these two are 

equivalent:  

A is not true 

and 

This is not true,  

pointing to that inscription. And again, we could write  

A is not true, 

and Socrates could see it from afar indistinctly, so that he perceives that there is an inscription 

whose subject, A, he distinctly perceives. Then he can stipulate that ‘A’, which he distinctly sees, 

should signify that whole inscription, which he sees indistinctly, and he understands by ‘A’ that 

inscription. From which our claim follows. 
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3.1.7 Seventhly, suppose Socrates utters only  

A: Everything uttered by Socrates is a falsehood  

and no more, then A is false, as is agreed, and consider the principles of “being in whole” and of 

“dictum de omni.”12 Then nothing is in the subject of which the predicate is not said. The 

inference is clear by the definition of the “dictum de omni” presented in Prior Analytics I, where 

the text reads:  

Now we say that one term is predicated of all of another when no examples of the subject 

can be found of which the other term cannot be asserted.13  

But A falls under the subject of A, and because A is a falsehood and the subject of A includes A, 

so in A the predicate is said of or meant to be said of A. Moreover, the same point is clear from 

the meaning of the name, for if the predicate is asserted of all of the subject, then in particular of 

this, because otherwise it would be asserted of some of the subject and of some not, and so not of 

all. Furthermore, the principles of “dictum de omni” and “being in whole” are the same, as in the 

text of Prior Analytics I at the start: 

For one term to be wholly contained in another is the same as for the latter to be 

predicated of all of the former.14  

But if the predicate were not in some of its subject, then the predicate would not be in the whole 

subject but in part of the subject. So the first branch is eradicated. 

3.2.1 The second branch is destroyed because the part can supposit for the opposite of the whole of 

which it is part in such privative cases, as is clear from Aristotle’s Metaphysics Γ 8, as before, 

where he argues against those claiming that everything is true:  

All such theories fall to the common objection that they refute themselves. For whoever 

says everything is true, makes the contrary of his own claim true.15  

Then it follows, according to Aristotle, that everything is true, so “Not everything is true, or none 

are true” is true, which cannot be unless the part can supposit for the opposite of the whole of 

which it is part. 

3.2.2 Secondly, suppose Socrates utters only: 

A: A falsehood is uttered by Socrates.  
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Then A is false, as is familiar, but this exceptive proposition,  

No falsehood except A is uttered by Socrates,  

is true because each of its exponents is true, namely,  

The falsehood A is uttered by Socrates 

and  

No falsehood other than A is uttered by Socrates.  

So the subject of  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates  

supposits for A, because otherwise it would not be correct to make the exception. Moreover, that 

exceptive proposition is incompatible with its unexcepted form, namely:  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

but one cannot explain the incompatibility between them unless the exceptive signifies that A is 

uttered by Socrates, and its unexcepted form signifies that A is not uttered by Socrates, and so 

the subject of  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates  

supposits for A. 

3.2.3 Thirdly, the term ‘falsehood’ placed outside an utterance signifies every falsehood, and placed in 

an utterance does not lose its signification, so in  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates  

the subject supposits for A. 

3.2.4 Fourthly, the subject-term of  

Any falsehood is 

supposits for A, because A is not the whole of that subject, nor the opposite of the whole, nor 

equivalent to either of them, and by the addition of this term ‘uttered by Socrates’ it does not lose 

its signification, and so the subject of  
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Any falsehood is uttered by Socrates  

supposits for A, and so the subject of  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates  

supposits for A because the subjects of contraries supposit for the same, because otherwise 

contraries could be true together. Moreover, suppose Plato hears this whole:  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

except for this term ‘uttered by Socrates’, then as heard by Plato there is distribution for A, and 

so on as before. Hence the second branch is annihilated. 

3.3 These matters having been seen, the third branch is annihilated for the same reason.  

Hence the said basic assumption in all its branches is completely annihilated. 

 

Chapter 4: More Errors in Restrictionism 

 

4.1 Now we must describe the second error of this position which, as was said, is found in this 

solution to sophismata. And it is twofold:  

 (1) in denying the truth,  

 (2) in inadequacy. 

4.1.1 For in Sophistici Elenchi II 24, in the chapter on the solution of the fallacy secundum quid et 
simpliciter, the text says:  

He who swears that he will break his oath, and then breaks it, keeps this particular oath 

only.16  

Someone swearing that he is forsworn indeed swears correctly in swearing that he will break his 

oath, and so it is true that he is forsworn. But the present claim (A 1 i) denies that he is forsworn, 
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since one forsworn is one who knowingly swears falsely, or one who swears contrary to his 

intentions. 

4.1.2 Secondly, in Sophistici Elenchi, as before, the text says:  

There is no reason why the same man should not be absolutely a liar, yet tell the truth in 

some respects.17  

Someone saying that he is lying, Aristotle concedes, is lying. But the present position denies this, 

since a liar is someone uttering a falsehood, or speaking contrary to his intentions. 

4.1.3 Thirdly, the following are equivalent as a matter of fact:  

A: a falsehood  

and  

B: this falsehood or that and so on.  

Then of whatever B is truly predicated, of the same is A truly predicated as a matter of fact. So if 

Socrates utters  

Socrates’ utterance is a falsehood,  

then  

Socrates’ utterance is B  

is true, and so  

Socrates’ utterance is A  

is true too, but the aforesaid position denies 〈that this follows〉.  

So this view errs in denying the truth and it errs also in being inadequate, for many insolubles 

cannot be solved by that basic assumption. 

4.2.1 To show this, let us suppose that all and only those are deceived who believe a falsehood 

whether under its own form or not.18 Take  

B: Socrates is deceived,  
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and let A be ‘equivalent to the term B or similar to it in truth and falsity’, and let there be many 

falsehoods in his mind, for example, “There is no God,” “Man is an ass,” and suchlike, and many 

truths, and suppose Socrates believes, by some argument or other, that every A is true, and does 

not believe any falsehood other than this or what follows from it. Then consider:19  

Every A is true.  

This cannot be conceded because then B is true, so Socrates is deceived, whence Socrates 

believes a falsehood and believes only this or what follows from it. So it is false. This cannot be 

denied because then Socrates is deceived, so B is false. If it is conceded 〈that Socrates is 

deceived〉, then B is true and everything similar to it, so every A is true. It cannot be denied that 

Socrates is deceived because then B is false and everything similar to it, but  

C: Man is an ass  

is, in his mind, similar to B, so Socrates believes C in the premise, namely, that every A is true, 

for it follows from it. For it follows: every A is true, so C is true, so man is an ass, whence 

Socrates believes a falsehood whether under its own form or not, so Socrates is deceived, so B 

and everything similar to it is true, so every A is true. It cannot be doubted that every A is true 

because then it would be impossible for it to be true because then it would follow that it was 

false, as you know by the preceding derivation, and so you know it to be false. 

Indeed, the hypothesis is acceptable as regards its first part given the usual way of speaking and 

from the signification of the name 〈‘deceived’〉: for everyone is deceived who believes a 

falsehood of whatever sort it was, whether under its own form or not. It is also clear as regards 

its second part, because someone believing very many things from many sources can believe 

himself most likely to be deceived in so many things. And to see this, do not forget that the 

greatest and wisest philosophers of the past and present have had and have contrary opinions. So 

some of them were or are deceived. This is enough to believe that one is oneself deceived. And I 

test this on myself, for I believe myself to be deceived and mistaken in some things. So Socrates 

can believe this:  

Socrates is deceived,  

and so this:  

Every A is true,  
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and accepting the hypothesis, there is no other way to escape. 

4.2.2 Secondly, let everyone be deceived who believes this falsehood or that and so on. And let 

Socrates believe 〈only〉 this:  

Socrates is deceived. 

Now consider it: it cannot be conceded because then it is true, so Socrates believes this falsehood 

or that and so on, so Socrates is not deceived. Moreover, it cannot be denied because then 

Socrates believes this falsehood or that and so on, so Socrates is deceived. 

4.2.3 Thirdly, take  

A: This is true  

and  

B: This is false,  

where the subject of A refers to B and vice versa.20 Then consider A: it cannot be conceded 

because then B is true and so A is false. It cannot be denied because then B is false and so A is 

true. But if a quibbler says that A is not false but this falsehood, and that B is not true but this 

truth or vice versa, let us then take  

A: This is this truth  

and  

B: This is this falsehood,  

each pronoun mutually referring to the other proposition, as above, and repeat the argument as 

before. A cannot be doubted because from A’s being true it follows that A is false, as you know 

by the previous argument, so you know that it is false that A is true, so you know A not to be 

true, so you know A to be false or this falsehood, so you will not doubt it. The hypothesis must 

be admitted because one man can by the subject of A refer to B and vice versa for another. 

Moreover, in place of them, take these two:  

B: A is true,  

A: B is false,  

where A is a proper name of the second and B of the first. For no one of sound mind can deny 

this because these expressions are conventional and anyone can try it. So to deny the hypothesis 
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is the escape of those wretches who do not know how else to deal with it, and this is an 

‘invincible Achilles’.21  

4.2.4 Fourthly, A can be a singular name of  

A is not true,  

as was proven earlier. So suppose it is and consider  

A is not true.  

It cannot be conceded because then A is not true. It cannot be denied because then A is true. 

4.2.5 Fifthly, take  

A: Each of these is true,  

pointing to  

B: There is a God,  

and  

C: A is not true,  

and consider this:  

Each of these is true.  

It cannot be conceded because then C is true, so A is not true. It cannot be denied because then C 

is true and B is true, so each of them is true. So this is not a way by which the quibbler can 

escape. 

4.2.6 Sixthly, let there be only these two propositions:  

A: There is a God,  

and  

B: Every truth is A,  
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and consider B. It cannot be conceded because then B is A. The inference is clear because there 

is no privative term there, so the subject of B can supposit for the whole of which it is part, 

namely B, according to this view. Moreover, this is an affirmative insoluble, so should be denied. 

The inference is clear by a rule of those advocating this view, that every affirmative insoluble 

should be denied.22 It cannot be denied because then B is not true, so only “There is a God” is 

true, so every truth is “There is a God.” Furthermore, then B is a universal proposition of which 

every instance is true, so B is true. 

4.2.7 Seventhly, let there be only these three propositions:  

A: There is a God,  

B: There is a man,  

and  

C: A and B are all the truths,  

and consider C. It cannot be conceded because then A, B, and C are true, and no more nor less 

than all the truths, so A, B, and C are all the truths and A and B are all the truths, so A, B, and C 

are A and B. Reversing the premises, we can argue: all the truths are A, B, and C, all the truths 

are A and B, so A and B are A, B and C. Moreover, this term ‘all the truths’ either covers only A 

and B, or also A, B, and C. If only A and B, then  

A, B, and C are all the truths 

is false, because it signifies that A, B, and C are A and B. If it covers A, B, and C, then  

A and B are all the truths  

is false, because it signifies that A and B are A, B, and C. 

4.2.8 Eighthly, let there only be  

A: There is a falsehood,  

and consider A. It cannot be conceded because then A is not false, nor is there any other 

falsehood, so there is no falsehood. It cannot be denied because then this is a falsehood, pointing 

to A, so there is a falsehood. Or like this: this thing is a falsehood, so some thing is a falsehood, 

so there is a falsehood. Or like this: this is a falsehood, so something is a falsehood, so there is a 
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falsehood. This reveals the second error of the present view, and so the said view is completely 

annihilated. 

 

Chapter 5: Refutation of the Remaining Views 

 

5.1 Now we turn to the second opinion (1 a ii) of chapter 2 above, of those restrictionists who solve 

insolubles by a figure of speech.23 

5.2 They assert, like the first group (1 a i), that a term cannot supposit for the whole of which it is 

part, and so on. If Socrates utters  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they say that this is false, and when one argues:  

Socrates utters this falsehood,  

so Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they claim that this is a fallacy of figure of speech, because in the premise, by virtue of the 

demonstrative, ‘falsehood’ supposits for what is uttered by Socrates, but in the conclusion only 

for other things. Hence there is a change from this falsehood to a falsehood other than this, and 

so there is a fallacy of figure of speech. 

But they can be shown to be wrong for the same reasons as the first group. In addition, insolubles 

are paralogisms secundum quid et simpliciter, as is clear from what was said, and so they must 

be solved by means of that type of fallacy, which they do not do. 

5.3 The third opinion in chapter 2 was (1 a iii) the view of those restrictionists who solve insolubles 

by “false cause,”24 agreeing with those above in everything except that they refer in the example 

given to “non-cause as cause,” in that the premise appears to be the cause of the conclusion. But 

it is not. So they are refuted in the same way as the first and second groups. 

5.4 The fourth view in chapter 2 was (1 b) that of the restricters of time.25 They are so called because 

they say that if Socrates utters  
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Socrates utters a falsehood,  

this verb ‘utters’, although it is in the present tense, must nonetheless be understood as referring 

to a time or instant immediately before the time of utterance. The remarkable reason they give is 

that speech in man is an expression of a concept in the mind, and so a man means 〈to refer to〉 the 

time or instant at which he conceives, but naturally he conceives before he speaks. Hence he 

means 〈to refer to〉 the time or instant before the time of utterance. 

They can also argue in a similar way that a response should not be for the time of the response, 

but for the time or instant before. So too the expression of a mental concept for a similar reason. 

Thus they respond: when Socrates utters  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they deny it because its verb means the time or instant preceding the time of utterance and is 

false of it. And if one argues:  

This is false and Socrates utters it,  

so Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they say that this verb ‘utters’ is true of different times in the premise and in the conclusion, and 

so no problem ensues. But against them: this view is easily disproven, because although it works 

well as a solution to that particular sophism, it does not generalize to others, for it only works for 

insolubles based on an act of utterance. So it is inadequate. 

Furthermore, suppose Socrates sees and has continuously for some time seen only this:  

Socrates sees a falsehood.  

Again, suppose that Socrates understands and has understood continuously for some time only 

this: “Socrates understands a falsehood,” and let the argument proceed as usual, then it will not 

have anything to say. Hence, once again, there would not here be a fallacy secundum quid et 
simpliciter. Thus the view of the restrictionists of all types is totally disproven. 

5.5 The fifth view in chapter 2 was (2 a) that of the nullifiers of potency, who are so called because 

they deny the very possibility of there being insolubles. For they say that no one can say that he 

is uttering a falsehood nor understand himself to be comprehending a falsehood nor can there be 
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any proposition from which an insoluble might arise. But they contradict both sense and reason. 

And although they express themselves outwardly like this, they cannot, however, consent to it 

inwardly, for it is obvious to anyone that a man can open his mouth and form the words:  

I am uttering a falsehood,  

and it is obvious that a man can write like this: 

I am writing a falsehood,  

and can see one like  

I see a falsehood  

and read one like  

I read a falsehood,  

and so on for similar ways in which an insoluble can be produced. 

5.6 The sixth view in chapter 2 was (2 b) that of the nullifiers of act, who are so called because they 

nullify the act by which an insoluble would be constituted.26 For they say that if Socrates utters  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

he utters nothing, and if Socrates understands himself to comprehend a falsehood, he 

comprehends nothing, and so on. But this claim is false, because Socrates so speaking utters 

letters and syllables, clauses and sentences, as is clear enough to sense and anyone present. 

Moreover, if Socrates is heard to speak, then Socrates says something. Indeed, supposing that 

there is only this proposition:  

There is a falsehood,  

then they would have to say that there was nothing, which is manifestly impossible. 

But because these nullifiers of the first and second kinds appear so very asinine, we do not need 

to argue with them any further, like Aristotle in Metaphysics Β 4:  

It is not worthwhile to consider seriously the over-subtleties of myth.27  

Hence the view of the nullifiers is sufficiently nullified. 



 19 

5.7 The seventh view in chapter 2 was (3) the middle way,28 whose proponents are so called because 

they say that an insoluble is neither true nor false, but in the middle indifferent to both. But they 

are mistaken, for every proposition is true or false, so since an insoluble is a proposition, an 

insoluble is true or false. Moreover, suppose Socrates utters  

Socrates does not utter the truth,29  

and we ask whether Socrates utters the truth or does not utter the truth. These alternatives cannot 

be denied unless there is a middle way between contradictories. And by the usual argument there 

is no way around it for the middle way. 

5.8 The eighth view in chapter 2 was (4) that of those who make distinctions,30 who were so called 

because if Socrates utters  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

they distinguish ‘utters’ as equivocating. For ‘utters’ can mean an actual utterance or a thought, 

and they call ‘uttering in act’ uttering an actual utterance, namely, what is being said and is not 

yet completely said.31 ‘Uttering the thought’, however, they say, is when a man first uttered 

something or of some sort and immediately afterwards said that he said it or some such. For 

example, suppose Socrates says  

There is a God,  

and a moment later,  

Socrates utters the truth. 

When Socrates says “There is a God,” he utters the truth. Hence they say that if Socrates begins 

to utter  

Socrates utters a falsehood,  

if ‘utter’ is taken as the act of uttering, it is true, but if taken for uttering the thought, it is false. 

And if one argues like this:  

No falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

this is uttered by Socrates,  

hence this is not false,  
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they say that the major premise is true of uttering the thought and the minor premise for uttering 

outwardly, and so the conclusion does not follow.  

But this solution does not work because we can take it that the utterance is always the act of 

uttering and by the usual argument there will be no escape. Moreover, this solution applies only 

to insolubles based on acts of uttering, and so is not general. In addition, this view does not work 

by 〈a fallacy〉 secundum quid et simpliciter, which, however, it should. So this view and other 

mistaken views are sufficiently disproven. 

  

Chapter 6: Preamble to the Author’s Opinion 

 

6.1 Having rid ourselves of false and mistaken opinions, we are ready to explain the true and correct 

meaning of Aristotle. But because Aristotle’s meaning is more subtle and more difficult than the 

others to grasp, it is necessary first to present some easier ideas in order to introduce the 

following notions more gently. Divisions, definitions, postulates, and theses must first be 

presented, by understanding which all insolubles may readily be solved. 

6.1.1 There are two divisions, of which the first concerns the source of an insoluble, which is this:  

Every insoluble arises either from an act of ours or from a property of speech.  

Now acts of ours are: speaking, apprehending, and the like. Hence insolubles like these: 

“Socrates utters a falsehood,” “Socrates apprehends a falsehood,” and suchlike, are said to arise 

from an act of ours, and the reason is that if these propositions were separate from an act of ours, 

they would not be insoluble, but as an act of ours, they are insoluble. 

Properties of speech are: to be the subject, to be described,32 to be true and false, and suchlike. 

And so such insolubles as:  

Some proposition is not described by its predicate,  

Some proposition is false,  
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and so on arise from a property of speech. And properties of speech additional to these are: being 

true of itself, being true of something else, not being true of itself, not being true of something 

else, and hence asserting as false or not false of itself or of something else. Propositions true of 

themselves are:  

Some proposition is affirmative,  

Some proposition is atomic,  

and so on. False of themselves are:  

Every proposition is negative,  

Every proposition is particular,  

and so on. True of something else are:  

Some man is an animal  

and suchlike, and these are not true of themselves. Whence insolubles of this kind:  

Some proposition is not true of itself  

and  

Some proposition is not described by its subject or predicate 

arise from a property of speech. 

From this it is clear what is the mistake of those who propose a threefold division of insolubles, 

saying that every insoluble arises either from an act of ours or from a property of speech or from 

a contradiction in thought.33 They said that this insoluble:  

Some proposition is not true of itself  

and its like arise from a contradiction in thought, which is false, for that insoluble arises from 

either being true of itself or not being true of itself, which are properties of speech, as was made 

clear above from the second member 〈of the division〉. Moreover, even if they were not 

contradictory thoughts, this would be an insoluble, as is clear. So it does not arise from a 

contradiction in thought. 

6.1.2 The second division is this:  

Every insoluble is either affirmative or negative. 
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6.2 The definitions are two, of which the first is this:  

 (D1) A true proposition is an utterance signifying only as things are.  

The second is this:  

 (D2) A false proposition is an utterance signifying other than things are. 

6.3 There are six postulates:  

 (P1) Every proposition is true or false;  

 (P2) Every proposition signifies or means as a matter of fact or absolutely 

〈respectively〉 everything which follows from it as a matter of fact or absolutely.  

 (P3) The part can supposit for its whole and for its opposite and for what is 

equivalent to them.  

This postulate, even if it is not immediately obvious, can nonetheless be assumed because it is 

clear enough from what has gone before.  

 (P4) Conjunctions and disjunctions with mutually contradictory parts contradict each 

other.  

 (P5) From any disjunction together with the opposite of one of its parts the other part 

may be inferred.  

 (P6) If a conjunction is true, each part is true and conversely; and if it is false, one of 

its parts is false and conversely. And if a disjunction is true, one of its parts is 

true and conversely; and if it is false, each part is false and conversely. 

6.4 From all this in due order, there follow two theses, of which the first is this:  

 (T1) Every proposition whose extreme:  

  (T1.1) has many supposita signifies or means affirmation or denial for one of 

them, 

  and  

  (T1.2) if it has only one, for that.  

The other is this:  



 23 

 (T2) If some proposition signifies itself not to be true or itself to be false, it signifies 

itself to be true and is false. 

6.5.1 The first part, (T1.1), of thesis (T1) is proven in this manner: let  

A is B  

be a proposition whose extreme A has many supposita. Then the two terms, A and ‘one of these’, 

pointing to all its supposita, are equivalent as a matter of fact, and neither of them adds denial or 

exclusion or anything of that kind to the other, and so these two propositions are equivalent: “A 

is B” and “One of these is B”; and “One of these is B” signifies an affirmation for one of the 

supposita of A, and hence so too does “A is B.” 

Again, A and ‘this A or that, and so on’ are equivalent as a matter of fact. Hence these 

propositions are equivalent as a matter of fact:  

This A or that, and so on, is B  

and 

A is B.  

But the first signifies affirmation for some suppositum of A, and so the second does too.  

But these proofs are not general, but only hold where the extremes and copulas of the 

propositions are equivalent, and the one signifies no more than the other, either by reason of the 

whole construction, or by reason of some accidental cause, as will be clear later.34 Generally it is 

proven like this: “A is B” signifies an inherence only for its supposita or for the suppositum of 

one of its extremes, whence the conclusion follows. 

6.5.2 The second part, (T1.2), of thesis (T1) is shown thus: let  

A is B  

be a proposition whose extreme A has just one suppositum, namely, C. Then these are equivalent 

as a matter of fact: A and ‘everything which is A’ because they are predicated truly and 

universally of each other, and so these propositions are equivalent as a matter of fact:  

A is B  
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and  

Everything which is A is B.  

The second signifies as a matter of fact that C is B, and so the first does too. But this proof is not 

general, but does hold, as was said earlier. Indeed, generally it is proven in this way: “A is B” 

signifies an inherence for some suppositum of A, and only C is the suppositum of A, so it 

signifies an inherence for C. And in the same way it can be argued for any proposition of which 

the first thesis speaks, whatever quality or quantity it may have. 

6.5.3 But to thesis (T1) there will perhaps be made a captious objection, supposing that only an ass 

were seated, so that in:  

A man can be sitting,  

A man was sitting,  

A man will be sitting,  

what is signified is a man’s being an ass.35 

6.5.4 Moreover, this inference would be valid:  

A man is sitting,  

therefore a man is an ass,  

and the premise is possible, hence so is the conclusion.  

ad 6.5.3 But these are easily solved, the first because in none of the examples is this term ‘sitting’ the 

extreme, but rather ‘able to be sitting’, ‘sitting in the past’, ‘sitting in the future’, and each of 

these has more supposita and other than asses. 

ad 6.5.4 To the second 〈objection〉, it is true that this inference is valid as a matter of fact, because as a 

matter of fact the conclusion is understood in the premise. For these are equivalent as a matter of 

fact:  

A man is sitting 

and  
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A man is this thing sitting or that and so on for things sitting.  

〈But〉 the last step—that since the premise is possible, so is the conclusion—does not follow. 

Rather, Aristotle’s rule36 is understood 〈as holding〉 of valid absolute inference: for it is well 

known that it follows as a matter of fact:  

Everything sitting is a man,  

therefore this thing sitting is a man,  

pointing to a sitting ass, even though the premise is possible and the conclusion impossible. 

Therefore this is no objection. 

6.6.1 The first part, (T2.1), of thesis (T2) is proven fully: let A be a proposition signifying itself not to 

be true, whether signifying anything else or not. If not, then it follows from the assumption that 

A is not true, by definition (D1), that it is not wholly as is signified by A, and by A is signified 

only that A is not true (we supposed), so by thesis (T1.2) it follows that it is not the case that A is 

not true, that is, that A is true, whence by postulate (P2) A signifies itself to be true. If 〈, on the 

other hand,〉 A signifies more than that it itself is not true—for example, that B is C—then 

supposing that A is not true, it follows that it is not wholly as A signifies, and A signifies only 

that A is not true and B is C, whence it is not the case that A is not true and that B is C, and so, 

by postulate (P4), A is true or B is not C, and so, by postulate (P2), A signifies that A is true or B 

is not C, and since it signifies the opposite of the second part of this disjunction (we supposed), 

namely, that B is C, we have by postulate (P5), from this disjunction with the opposite of its 

second part that the first part follows, namely, that A is true. Hence by postulate (P2), A signifies 

A to be true. We should argue in such a fashion whenever A signifies itself not to be true and 

many other things.  

6.6.2 The second part, (T2.2), of thesis (T2) is demonstrated thus: if some proposition signifies itself to 

be false, then from this it follows that it is not true, whence by postulate (P2) it signifies itself not 

to be true, and so by (T2.1) it signifies itself to be true. 

6.6.3 The last part, (T2.3), of thesis (T2) is proven in this way: if some proposition signifies itself not 

to be true or to be false, beyond this it signifies itself to be true, as is clear by theses (T2.1) and 

(T2.2). Hence it signifies otherwise than is, and so by definition (D2) it is false.  
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6.6.4 Moreover, if some proposition signifies itself not to be true or itself to be false, either it is false 

or not. If it is false, we have what we wished to show. If it is not false, then by the first postulate 

(P1) it is true, and it signifies itself not to be true or itself to be false, and so it signifies other than 

is, and so by definition (D2) it is false.37  

6.6.5 And so thesis (T2) has been thoroughly proven. 

  

Chapter 7: The Liar Paradox 

 

7.0 Having therefore presented these matters, what needs to be done is explain 〈the problems〉 put 

forward at the start 〈of the treatise〉, and first to treat those insolubles that trace their origin to acts 

of ours. Now acts of ours are of two sorts:  

 (1) some are overt, for example, saying, conceding, denying and so on;  

 (2) others are inner, for example, apprehending and such like. 

First then we must treat those that arise from overt acts of ours, and among them first of 

affirmatives and generally first of simple ones, then of composites, and among them first of 

disjunctions, secondly of conjunctions, thirdly of exclusives, lastly of exceptives. And for ease of 

exposition, we wish to observe this way of proceeding throughout. 

7.1 So we start with simple affirmative cases, and we commence business with the most common of 

them. And about that many little doubts are posed which can be applied to any insoluble. So let 

Socrates utter only this:  

A: Socrates utters a falsehood,  

Then if you claim that Socrates utters a falsehood, this must be conceded.  

7.1.1 But if it is true that Socrates utters a falsehood, and Socrates says that, then Socrates utters a 

truth.38  

ad 7.1.1 The reply is that the minor premise is false, because he does not utter the proposition presented 

by you, and conceded by me, but another 〈proposition〉 like it, namely A. 
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7.2 But is A true or false? I maintain that it is false. 

7.2.1 But if A is false, and Socrates utters A, then Socrates utters a falsehood.  

ad 7.2.1 Reply: the inference is valid and the conclusion is true—let us call it B. 

7.2.2 But A and B are equivalent, and B is true, so A is true.  

ad 7.2.2 Reply: the major premise is false. Recall that A signifies itself to be false and true, for A signifies 

that Socrates utters a falsehood, from which it follows that what is uttered by Socrates is false, 

and so, by postulate (P2), A signifies that what is uttered by Socrates is false, and, in the case 

given, the subject of this conclusion has a unique suppositum, namely A, so by thesis (T1.2) this 

conclusion signifies A to be false, and so by postulate (P2) A signifies itself to be false and so by 

thesis (T2.2), A signifies itself to be true, and, by the last part of it (T2.3), A is false. But B does 

not signify thus, and so A and B are not equivalent.  

7.2.3 But the extremes and the copulas of A and B are equivalent, and so A and B are equivalent.  

ad 7.2.3 Reply: this does not follow, because A, on account of the whole construction and because of the 

accidental reasons—namely, because it was uttered by Socrates, and its predicate39 supposits for 

〈A〉 itself and others of this kind—signifies other than B, and this is what was said before. 

7.2.4 But the extremes and the copulas of A and B create entirely the same concepts in thought and in 

the same order, and so the mind in simple apprehension is affected by each in entirely the same 

way. Hence if the same concepts are thought in the same order, the proposition composed will be 

entirely the same and not diverse; hence they signify entirely the same. Therefore they are 

equivalent.  

ad 7.2.4 Reply: it is not relevant here to discuss whether spoken sounds create concepts in thought afresh, 

or reduce old ones from a first act to a second. It is clearer to use the verb ‘create’ as a general 

term for creating a concept afresh or for reducing a concept from a first act to a second act. And 

in this sense, the major premise is true and, moreover, the inference is not valid, but it can 

correctly be inferred that the primary composition of each in thought is the same, but not 

everything, because each of them signifies primarily that Socrates utters a falsehood and A 

signifies secondarily that A is false and that A is true, as was shown. 
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7.2.5 But if A signifies itself to be true, this is not principally, but consequentially,40 because A’s being 

true follows from A’s being false, as was proved above. Since, therefore, B signifies A’s being 

false, as can be proven in the way it was earlier proven that A signifies A’s being false, it follows 

that from B it follows that A is true, and so B signifies consequentially that A is true, and so 〈B 

signifies the same as A, so A and B are equivalent〉.  

ad 7.2.5 Reply: Something’s signifying something principally can happen in two ways: either because it 

directly represents it to the mind, or because it signifies it not because it follows from its 

significate, but 〈because〉 it is signified by it in itself. For example: an affirmative exclusive, 

speaking in the first way, signifies its affirmative exponent principally, and not the negative one; 

speaking in the second way, it signifies its negative exponent principally, and also the 

affirmative. And signifying consequentially is taken in the same ways; whence, speaking in the 

first way, the first part of the major premise is true and also the second; but to infer that A’s 

being true follows from A’s being false is wrong, and what follows is false, according to what 

was proven earlier, namely, that from A’s being false it follows that A is true. Rather, from A’s 

signifying itself to be false it was earlier deduced with certain truths that A signifies itself to be 

true. 

7.2.6 But from A’s signifying itself to be false it follows that A signifies itself to be true, and so for the 

same reason from B’s signifying A to be false it follows that B signifies that A is true, 〈whence 

A and B are equivalent〉.  

ad 7.2.6 Reply: this inference is not valid, because if some proposition signifies itself to be false, then 

from each part of a contradiction with certain truths it follows that it signifies itself to be true, as 

was shown earlier.41 Hence, since A signifies itself to be false, it necessarily signifies itself to be 

true; hence A signifies and means two things, namely, that Socrates utters a falsehood and that A 

is true, whereas B signifies A to be false and this can be true either because Socrates does not 

utter a falsehood or because A is not true, and it is made true by the latter part. 

7.3 The third objection is this: A is false, so its opposite is true, namely,  

Socrates does not utter a falsehood,  

and this is the contradictory of B, which is true. Hence contradictories are true together.42  
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ad 7.3 Reply: just as A and B are not the same nor equivalent, so neither are their contradictories; nor 

can 〈“Socrates does not utter a falsehood”〉 be the contradictory of A, but if it has a contradictory, 

it is necessary, by Aristotle’s rule,43 to prefix the negation to the whole of A, and just as A 

signifies conjunctively that Socrates utters a falsehood and that A is true, so its opposite signifies 

disjunctively that Socrates does not utter a falsehood or that A is not true.  

7.4 The fourth objection is this: A is false, so it is false that Socrates utters a falsehood, so Socrates 

does not utter a falsehood.  

ad 7.4 Reply: the final inference is not valid, because 〈A〉 “Socrates utters a falsehood” is false, and 〈B〉 

“Socrates utters a falsehood” is true. So it does not follow that Socrates does not utter a 

falsehood unless one could infer what contradicts Socrates’ uttering a falsehood, namely A, 

which is false, as is clear enough in the last argument. One could distinguish in the premise 

between composition and division, but it is not necessary.44  

7.5 The fifth objection is this: if Socrates were to say this:  

A falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

it would be true, and so for the same reason this is true: “Socrates utters a falsehood.”  

ad 7.5 Reply: the assumption is false. 

7.5.1 But suppose, then, that Socrates says only this:  

A falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

then it is false and so, by postulate (P3), the subject supposits for it, and so A is an indefinite 

〈proposition〉 having one true instance, and so A is true.  

ad 7.5.1 Reply: the final inference is not valid. And if Aristotle’s rule to the contrary is invoked,45 the 

reply is that that rule is understood for indefinites and particulars which signify no more than the 

inherence of the predicate in the subject for some of its supposita, but A signifies more, namely, 

that a falsehood is uttered by Socrates and A is true, as is clear from the foregoing. 
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7.6 The sixth objection is this: using the earlier hypothesis 〈¶ 7.1〉: if A is false, then its opposite will 

be true, namely,  

B: No falsehood is uttered by Socrates.  

The conclusion is false, because by postulate (P3) the subject of B supposits for A, and so B is a 

universal having a false instance, namely, “Falsehood A is not uttered by Socrates,” and so B is 

false, whence contradictories are false.  

ad 7.6 Reply: the penultimate inference 〈inferring that B is false〉 is not valid. And if a rule to the 

contrary is invoked,46 it must be said that it is understood for universals signifying an inherence 

of extremes for all their instances conjunctively. But in the case in hand this is not so, for just as 

A signifies its significates conjunctively—namely, that a falsehood is uttered by Socrates and A 

is true—so B signifies its significates disjunctively, namely, that no falsehood is uttered by 

Socrates or A is not true. 

7.7 The seventh objection is this: keeping the last hypothesis 〈¶ 7.6〉, and supposing that there are 

only these three propositions,  

A: A falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

B: No falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

and  

C: Every falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

it follows that contraries are true together: B is true, and C is true because every instance of it is 

true.  

ad 7.7 Reply: it must be doubted whether B and C are contraries, because if C is an entirely separate 

proposition from B, then C is true and is not contrary to B. But if C should be contrary to B, then 

it is necessary that a sign of A be proposed in the mind and the subject of A be distributed. And 

if C is proposed as such a universal, then C is false and one of its instances is false, for it is 

falsified by itself.47 

7.7.1 Counterargument: this is no solution, because supposing that only these three propositions are 

apprehended by Socrates:  

A: A falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  



 31 

B: No falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

and  

C: Every falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

and that there is no falsehood apart from any of these, then B clearly contradicts A and is 

contrary to C, and A is false, as before, and B is true, and C is a universal 〈proposition〉 whose 

every instance is true, so C is true, whence contraries are true.  

7.7.2 Moreover, then it is wholly as is signified by C, so C is true, because by C is signified only that 

everything false is apprehended by Socrates, and so it is.  

ad 7.7.1 Reply to the first point: it is true that B contradicts A and is the contrary of C and, moreover, 

when it is said, “A is false,” that must be denied, because in the situation proposed, A is true and 

is true of the falsehoods B and C,48 and each of them is false of itself or of the other of them, so 

that each of them has two false instances.49  

ad 7.7.2 To the second: the reply is that what is assumed is false and so is the premise of such a 

conclusion, because C signifies that every falsehood is apprehended by Socrates, from which it 

follows that C is a falsehood apprehended by Socrates, by postulate (P3),50 whence it follows 

that C is false, and so by postulate (P2) C signifies itself to be false, and so by thesis (T2.2) C 

signifies itself to be true. 

7.8 The eighth objection is this: if the part can supposit for its whole, it follows that some universal 

〈proposition〉 is false each of whose instances is true. For suppose Socrates utters only this:  

A: Every falsehood is uttered by Socrates, 

and that nothing is false apart from A. Then this universal 〈proposition〉 is false, as usual, yet the 

subject of A supposits only for A and this instance is true: “The falsehood A is uttered by 

Socrates,” and so every instance of A is true but A is false.  

ad 7.8 Reply: the final inference is not valid, because although A has one instance of 〈its〉 subject, it has 

many propositions 〈as〉 instances: for A, as can be seen from the foregoing, signifies that the 

falsehood A is uttered by Socrates and that A is true. So A has these instances, “The falsehood A 

is uttered by Socrates” and “A is true,” the latter of which is false. 
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7.8.1 But every instance of a proposition must accord with it term by term; but the latter instance does 

not accord with A in the predicate, whence etc.  

ad 7.8.1 Reply: instances of a proposition are of two types, namely, primary and secondary: and the major 

premise is made true by the primary instances, not by the secondary. For example: this universal 

“Every being is” has these secondary instances: “that man is a being” and “this man is a being.” 

and others like that. 

7.9 The ninth objection is this: if the part were to supposit for its whole, it would follow that some 

particular was true all of whose instances were false. For retaining the earlier hypothesis 〈¶ 7.8〉, 

A is false and its opposite, call it B, is a true particular negative that has a unique instance, 

namely, “The falsehood A is not uttered by Socrates,” and that is false, whence etc.  

ad 7.9 But this must be solved in the same way as the preceding argument, because just as A has many 

instances, so also B has these, namely, “Falsehood A is not uttered by Socrates” or “A is not 

true,” of which the last is true. 51 

7.10 The tenth objection is this: if this were a correct solution, it would follow that the same 

proposition was true and false, or that of equivalent propositions one would be true, the other 

false. For let Socrates and Plato begin to speak at the same time, 〈both〉 uttering:  

A falsehood is uttered,  

and let what Socrates utters be A, what Plato utters B, and nothing false is uttered other than A or 

B. Then no reason can be given why A and B are not equivalent, and so A and B are equivalent. 

Then A is either true or false; but it cannot be true, because then B is true and so nothing false 

was uttered, and so A and B are false. It cannot be false, because then B is false, and so the 

subject of each supposits for the other, and so each has one true instance, and so each is true.  

ad 7.10 Reply: A and B are equivalent, and the subject of each does supposit for the other, and each has 

one true instance. But it does not follow from that, that each of them is true, because each of 

them signifies more, namely, that it itself is not true, for A signifies that a falsehood was uttered, 

and from “A falsehood is uttered” it follows that a falsehood was uttered, indeed, that a 

falsehood was a false utterance. Hence, by postulate (P2), A signifies that a falsehood was a false 

utterance, and the predicate of this conclusion, “A falsehood was a false utterance,” has only two 
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supposita, namely, A and B, and so by thesis (T1.1), that conclusion signifies that a falsehood 

was A or B. Now from the falsehood’s being A or B, it follows that everything which wholly 

signifies as A does is false or that everything which wholly signifies as B does is false, and from 

each part of this disjunction it follows that A and B are false, because A and B are equivalent and 

signify wholly the same. Hence from the disjunction it follows that A and B are false, and it 

follows from the fact that A and B are false that A is false. Hence, by postulate (P2), A signifies 

that A is false, and so by thesis (T2.2), A signifies itself to be true, and the same for B. 

7.11 The eleventh objection is this: from the response just given, it follows that the following 

inference is valid: Socrates utters this falsehood, namely, “Socrates utters a falsehood,” so 

Socrates utters a falsehood. Hence there is here no fallacy secundum quid et simpliciter, contrary 

to Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi II, in the chapter on the solution of the fallacy secundum quid et 
simpliciter,52 where it is shown by him that insolubles are paralogisms secundum quid et 

simpliciter. Moreover, then in such inferences there would not be an insoluble because it is not a 

difficult paralogism, yet that is the definition of insoluble.  

ad 7.11 Reply: it is true that this inference is valid, and there is not here a paralogism nor an insoluble. 

But, in order to understand Aristotle, let us lay down that it be supposed that Socrates only 

apprehends these two propositions:  

A: A falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

and  

 B: This falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

pointing to A, and let Socrates reason as follows in his mind:  

 This falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

 So a falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

inferring A from B. Then it is indubitable that this inference is not valid, because the conclusion 

signifies more than the premise. For the premise signifies only that the falsehood A is 

apprehended by Socrates, while the conclusion signifies that a falsehood is apprehended by 

Socrates and that A’s being false is apprehended by Socrates and that A is false and that A is 

true, as can be seen from what was made clear earlier. 
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Hence, there is here a fallacy secundum quid et simpliciter: for the premise signifies only that the 

falsehood A is understood by Socrates, but the conclusion signifies that the falsehood A is 

understood by Socrates and that A is true; so the premise gives the conclusion only with respect 

to one part of what it signifies, and not all of it, and so the premise gives the conclusion only 

secundum quid. Hence inferring the conclusion from such a premise simpliciter according to 

everything it signifies, is to proceed secundum quid to simpliciter, as may be argued thus:  

 An Ethiopian is white with respect to his teeth,  

 So an Ethiopian is white.53 

7.11.1 There is also a fallacy of the consequent, and thus there is properly an insoluble, because there is 

a reflection of its act on itself with a privative determination. But if, retaining the hypothesis, 

Plato were to argue thus:  

 This falsehood, namely A, is apprehended by Socrates,  

 So a falsehood is apprehended by Socrates,  

he would argue well, nor would there be an insoluble, because there happens to be no reflection 

of the same act on itself, but on something similar in kind to it, because the act of understanding 

there and the propositions in the mind of Socrates and in the mind of Plato are not the same, but 

similar in kind. And just as it holds in the mind, so it does in speech. For suppose that Socrates 

argues thus:  

 This falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

 Therefore a falsehood is uttered by Socrates,  

pointing in the premise to the conclusion, then the inference is not valid, but there is an insoluble 

secundum quid et simpliciter for the aforesaid reasons. And this is what commonly those 

speaking of insolubles made a sophism and as if they saw them from far off, believing all such 

similar propositions to be the same or equivalent. So they denied such inferences, but they 

denied inferences of this sort for the wrong reason.  

7.11.2 But the epithet “secundum quid et simpliciter” can be assigned for another reason in such cases. 

An insoluble, speaking generally of insolubles with respect to something, arises from reflection 

of an act on itself with respect to a type, not with respect to an instance, as when Socrates utters,  
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A: Socrates utters a falsehood,  

which is false, and Plato utters this,  

B: Socrates utters a falsehood,  

which is true, and someone argues in this way:  

 “Socrates utters a falsehood,” that is B, is true,  

 So “Socrates utters a falsehood,” that is A, is true.  

For this is 〈a fallacy〉 secundum quid et simpliciter, because the premise signifies only that it is 

true that Socrates utters a falsehood, but the conclusion signifies that it is true that Socrates utters 

a falsehood and that A is true, because these are signified by A, as is clear from what has been 

said. Hence the premise implies the conclusion only secundum quid, namely, with respect to one 

part of what it signifies, not with respect to all. So inferring that conclusion absolutely according 

to the whole of what it signifies is to proceed from its premise secundum quid to simpliciter. For 

earlier this was said to be the opinion which Aristotle endorses in the second book of De 
sophisticis elenchis,54 where he first means that one swearing himself to be forsworn swears well 

inasmuch as by this he judges himself to be forsworn, but he does not swear well, and so it is true 

that he is forsworn, because otherwise he would not swear well in this, so one such truth is 

“Socrates is one forsworn,” supposing that Socrates swears thus. And from the fact that he does 

not swear well, it is necessary that what Socrates swears is false. So Aristotle means that one 

instance is false: “Socrates is perjured,” which Socrates swears and another instance is true, as 

Aristotle concedes.  

7.11.3 The same 〈conclusion〉 is clear from the other example, where Aristotle concludes that one 

saying he is lying is absolutely a liar. So if Socrates utters: “Socrates is a liar,” call it A, then 

from the fact that Aristotle claims that one saying he is a liar is lying,55 it follows that Socrates is 

a liar, and that A is false. Hence clearly Aristotle means that one instance of “Socrates is a liar” 

is true, the one Aristotle concedes, and the other instance is false, the one which Socrates puts 

forward. That is clear from Metaphysics Γ, chapter 4 at the end,56 by what was adduced earlier. 

 

Chapter 8: Other Examples of Overt Acts 
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8.0 Hence we have now solved that famous insoluble with its objections. One can therefore deal with 

similar cases in a like manner. They are such as:  

Socrates concedes a falsehood,  

if that is all he concedes,  

Socrates denies a falsehood,  

Socrates hears a falsehood,  

Socrates sees a falsehood,  

Socrates writes a falsehood,  

Socrates reads a falsehood,  

and many others of the same kind. 

8.1 Moreover, suppose that in some share-out all and only those who do not utter a falsehood will 

receive a penny, and suppose Socrates says:  

A: Socrates will not receive a penny.  

Then either Socrates will receive a penny or not. He will not because 〈if he does〉, then he will 

utter a falsehood, and so he will not receive a penny.  

ad 8.1 So it should be said that Socrates will not receive a penny. To see this, it needs to be realized that 

‘will not receive a penny’ and ‘utters a falsehood’ are equivalent as a matter of fact, because they 

are universally true of each other, and because their opposites are equivalent, namely, ‘will 

receive a penny’ and ‘does not utter a falsehood’. Now A signifies that Socrates will not receive 

a penny, from which it follows as a matter of fact that Socrates utters a falsehood, and from this 

it follows that what was said by Socrates is a falsehood, and the subject of this conclusion has 

just one suppositum, namely A, so by thesis (T1.2), 〈this conclusion〉 signifies that A is false, and 

so by the second postulate, (P2), A signifies itself to be false. Then proceed as before. 

8.2 Moreover, suppose only this is proposed:  

A: Something proposed is to be denied by you.  
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You cannot concede A because then nothing proposed is to be denied by you.  

ad 8.2 So a distinction is needed, because ‘to be denied’ means either what will be denied or what ought 

to be denied. Taken the first way, A must be doubted because it depends on a future contingency. 

Taken the second way, A should be denied because the subject of A has just one suppositum, 

namely A, and so by thesis (T1.2), A signifies A is to be denied by you, and it follows from 〈the 

fact that〉 A is to be denied by you that A is known to you to be false, and so A is false, and so A 

signifies itself to be false. So proceed as before. 

8.2.1 But it may be objected that it ought to be denied, not only if it is known to be false, but 〈also〉 if it 

is something you are obliged to deny,57 and so the inference made is not valid.  

ad 8.2.1 Then one argues like this: A is to be denied by you, so A is known to you to be false or is 

something you are obliged to deny, so one of these alternatives pertains to A, so one of these 

alternatives which pertains to A pertains to A. Now the subject of this conclusion has a single 

suppositum, namely, the first alternative, because A is not something you are obliged to deny. If 

so, then by thesis (T1.2), that conclusion signifies the first alternative—namely, being known to 

you to be false pertains to A—from which it follows that A is false, and so by the second 

postulate, (P2), A signifies itself to be false. And so on, as before. 

8.2.2 Similarly, take  

A: Something proposed is to be denied by you,  

and 

B: A is true,  

where B alone is proposed. B cannot be conceded because then nothing proposed is to be denied 

by you, so A is false; in the same way, if it were doubted.  

ad 8.2.2 So B is to be denied, because B signifies that A is true, from which it follows, by the first 

definition (D1), that things are wholly as is signified by A, and by A is signified that something 

proposed is to be denied by you, whose subject has a single suppositum, namely B, and so it is 

signified by A that B is to be denied, whence B signifies that B is to be denied. So proceed as in 

the preceding insoluble. 
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8.3 Now in some cases, because of what is latent in terms, there is more to be revealed. For example, 

let A be one of these:  

B: A man is an ass,  

and  

C: Something proposed is to be denied by you,  

and suppose it is hidden from you which of these is A, and only this is proposed:  

D: A is true.  

It cannot be conceded because then A is B, and B is false, so A is false. It cannot be doubted 

because then everything which is B or C is false, as is clear by cases, A is B or C, so A is false. 

This inference is known to you to be valid, and the premise you know to be true, and so also the 

conclusion. So D should be denied because if A is B, D is false, and if A is C, again D is false, 

because then D signifies itself to be false, for then D signifies itself to be true. And so on, as in 

the earlier sophism. 

8.4 But in disjunctive propositions more is hidden than in simple ones. So suppose Socrates utters 

only this disjunction:  

A: A man is an ass, or a false disjunction is uttered by Socrates,  

and call its second disjunct B. Then A is false as is each of its parts, for from B it follows that 

some disjunction uttered by Socrates is false, but the subject of this conclusion has only one 

suppositum, namely A, so the conclusion signifies that A is false. From this, by the sixth 

postulate (P6), it follows that each part of A and B is false. So B signifies that B is false. So 

proceed as before. 

8.5 In conjunctions, indeed, more is hidden than in disjunctions. So suppose Socrates utters only this 

conjunction:  

A: There is a God, and some false conjunction is uttered by Socrates,  

where B is the first conjunct and C the second. Then A is false and C is too, because C signifies 

that a false conjunction was uttered by Socrates. From this it follows that some conjunction 

uttered by Socrates is false, and the subject of this conclusion supposits only for A. So by thesis 

(T1.2), this conclusion signifies A to be false, and from “A is false” it follows that some part of 
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A is false, by the sixth postulate (P6), and the subject of this conclusion only supposits for B and 

C, so by thesis (T1.1), this conclusion signifies that either B or C is false. So B or C is false, so B 

or C is a falsehood, and no truth is that, so B is not that. It follows, given that B or C is a 

falsehood and B is not it, that C is—that is, C is false—so by the second postulate, (P2), C 

signifies itself to be false. You should proceed, therefore, as before. Or like this: C signifies that 

some part of A is false, as was shown above, and from that it follows that a false part of A is 

false, where the subject of that conclusion supposits only for C, and so by thesis (T1.2), that 

conclusion signifies C to be false, and so by the second postulate (P2), C signifies itself to be 

false, whence, and so on. 

8.6 For the case of exclusives, take this example: suppose that Socrates utters only this:  

There is a God  

and Plato only this:  

A: Only Socrates utters the truth,  

and 〈suppose〉 that no one other than Socrates or Plato utters, that is, speaks the truth. Now 

consider whether A is true or not. It cannot be true because then Plato speaks the truth, so not 

only Socrates speaks the truth, so A is false. Hence it must be said that A is not true but false. To 

see this, it must be realized that A signifies that only Socrates speaks the truth, from which it 

follows that Plato does not speak the truth, and from that it follows that nothing spoken by Plato 

is true and in consequence that A is not true. Hence by the second postulate, (P2), A signifies 

itself not to be true. Therefore by the second thesis (T2), A signifies itself to be true, and is false, 

and just as things are for A, so they are for anything similar to it in speech. Hence anything 

similar to it in speech is false and should be denied, but what is similar to it in writing or in the 

mind is true and should be conceded, and in this it differs from the earlier insolubles. 

8.6.1 But if A is false, Plato does not speak the truth nor anyone other than Socrates, as is clear by 

hypothesis; then I argue like this: Socrates speaks the truth, and no one other than Socrates 

speaks the truth, so only Socrates speaks the truth.  

ad 8.6.1 It must be said that the second premise, call it B, if it be spoken, is false, because it signifies that 

no one other than Socrates speaks the truth, and the one uttering B is someone other than 

Socrates, so B signifies that the one uttering B does not speak the truth. From that it follows that 
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B is not true, and so by the second postulate (P2), B signifies itself not to be true, so by the 

second thesis (T2), B signifies itself to be true and is false. Thus B and anything similar to it in 

speech are false, which can be seen by the above reasoning. But what is similar to B in writing or 

in the mind is true. 

8.6.2 One might respond differently to this inference:  

Socrates speaks the truth,  

and no one other than Socrates speaks the truth,  

so only Socrates speaks the truth,  

by denying that it follows. Yet one argues there from its exponents to an exclusive, so it is a 

valid inference.  

ad 8.6.2 It must be said that it does not follow, but that rule must be understood where an exclusive 

signifies nothing other than its exponents. But this exclusive signifies three things—namely, that 

only Socrates speaks the truth, and that this very exclusive is true, and that it is not true, as was 

shown earlier—while the exponents do not signify these three, so the inference is not valid, but 

there is here a fallacy secundum quid et simpliciter and a fallacy of the consequent. 

8.6.3 Moreover, suppose there are only these three utterances:  

 A: There is a God,  

 B: There is a man,  

and  

 C: Only two utterances are true,  

and consider C. It cannot be conceded because then C is true, and the other two are true, so the 

three are true, so not only two are true. So it must be said that C is false, because C signifies that 

only two utterances are true. And from that it follows that these three 〈utterances〉, namely, A, B, 

and C, are not 〈all〉 true, and from that it follows that one of them is not true. And from that it 

follows that one of them—and it is neither A nor B—is not true, and from that it follows that C is 

not true. So by the second postulate, (P2), C signifies itself not to be true, and so on, as before. 
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And similarly anything similar to C in speech signifies that only two are true and that it itself is 

not true and that it is true. And so any such utterance is false and to be denied.  

8.6.3.1 But 〈if〉 two are true and no more than two or nothing other than the two are true, then only two 

are true.  

ad 8.6.3.1 It must be said that the second premise is false; and the inference is not valid, which can be 

shown as in the immediately preceding sophism 〈that is, ¶ ad 8.6.1〉. 

8.7 For an example of exceptives, suppose that every man besides Socrates says,  

There is a God, 

and Socrates only this:  

Every man besides Socrates utters the truth.  

Because exceptive insolubles are like exclusive insolubles in every way, it is not necessary to say 

more about them. 

8.8 Next we come to negative 〈cases〉. So suppose Socrates says only this:  

A: Socrates does not speak the truth.  

Then it must be realized that from A it follows that nothing spoken by Socrates is true, and that 

A is not true, so by the second postulate (P2), A signifies itself not to be true, so by the first part 

of the second thesis (T2.1), A signifies itself to be true, and by the last part of the same thesis 

(T2.3), A is false. 

8.8.1 Similarly, suppose that all and only those speaking the truth will cross the bridge, and let 

Socrates say only this:  

A: Socrates will not cross the bridge.  

We ask whether Socrates will cross the bridge or not. If he will cross, then he utters a falsehood, 

so he will not cross, so it must be said that Socrates will not cross. On the contrary: then A is 

true, that is, Socrates spoke the truth. It must be said that it does not follow. The reason is that 

‘crossing the bridge’ and ‘speaking the truth’ are equivalent as a matter of fact according to the 

hypothesis. So it follows as a matter of fact: Socrates will not cross the bridge, so Socrates does 
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not speak the truth, so nothing said by Socrates is true, so A is not true, and A signifies the first 

of that series, namely, “Socrates will not cross the bridge,” so by the second postulate (P2), A 

signifies the last member of the series, namely, that A is not true. So proceed as before. 

8.9.1 Concerning disjunctions: for example, suppose Socrates utters only this disjunction:  

There is no God, or some disjunction uttered by Socrates is not true. 

8.9.2 Concerning conjunctions, indeed: for example,  

There is a God, and some conjunction uttered by Socrates is not true,  

which is all Socrates utters. 

8.9.3 Concerning exclusives: for example,  

A: Only Socrates does not speak the truth,  

which Socrates utters, and everyone other than Socrates speaks the truth. 

8.9.4 Concerning exceptives: for example,  

A: No man besides Socrates utters a falsehood,  

which only Socrates utters, and no one other than him utters a falsehood. 

Then in such negative disjunctions, conjunctions, exclusives, and exceptives, proceed as in 

affirmative disjunctions, conjunctions, exclusives, and exceptives, as was said before. 

 

Chapter 9: Insolubles Arising from Inner Acts 

 

9.0 Insolubles arising from our overt acts having been elucidated, what follows is to elucidate 

insolubles based on inner acts of ours, and first of them the affirmatives. Inner acts of ours are 

apprehending, devising, recognizing, knowing, believing, doubting, and suchlike, from any of 

which an insoluble can arise. 
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For let Socrates apprehend only this:  

Socrates apprehends a falsehood.  

Again, let Socrates devise only this:  

Socrates devises a falsehood;  

and let Socrates reason only like this:  

Everyone arguing from falsehoods is a sophist,  

Socrates argues from falsehoods,  

hence etc.  

But the solution of these is clear from what has been said. 

9.1 Similarly, call ‘sophists’ all and only those who argue from a true major premise and false minor, 

and call every sophist ‘sophistical’, and suppose Socrates argues in this way:  

Every sophist is sophistical, 

Socrates is a sophist,  

so Socrates is sophistical.58  

Then it must be realized that the major premise is true and the minor is false, because it follows 

as a matter of fact: Socrates is a sophist, so Socrates argues from a false minor premise, and so 

the minor premise from which Socrates argues is false, and the subject of that conclusion 

〈namely, that the minor premise is false〉 has a unique suppositum, namely, that minor premise, 

call it A, so by the second part of the first thesis, (T1.2), that conclusion signifies A to be false, 

and so by the second postulate, (P2), A signifies A to be false. And so on, as before. 

9.2 However, insolubles based on one of the remaining three acts 〈namely, knowing, believing, and 

doubting〉 are more difficult. For suppose only this is proposed:  

A: Something proposed is unknown to you.59  

A cannot be conceded because then A is known to you, and A is everything proposed, so 

everything proposed is known to you. A cannot be doubted or denied because then A 〈as what 

was〉 proposed is unknown to you, so something proposed is unknown to you. This inference is 
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valid and known to you to be valid, and the premise is known to you to be true, whence so is the 

conclusion.60 Nor can it here, as in other cases, be said that A signifies itself to be false, or itself 

not to be true, or itself to be known and unknown, because this can in no way be shown, and also 

because then A would always be false when only it was proposed. The conclusion is false 

because if, while you are asleep, someone says:  

Something proposed is unknown to you,  

he would speak the truth. For this and similar 〈reasons〉, you should know the following 

definition and thesis. 

9.3 The definition is this:  

(D3) To know a proposition is to know things to be wholly as is signified by it.  

The thesis is this:  

(T3) If some proposition  

  (T3.1) only signifies itself to be unknown to someone, 

  or  

  (T3.2) if in addition it only signifies some thing or things known to him,  

〈then〉 it signifies that it is unknown to him that it is unknown to him.  

9.3.1 The first part (T3.1) of this thesis is shown in this way: let A be a proposition only signifying 

itself to be unknown to Socrates. Then from A it follows that it is unknown to Socrates that 

things are wholly as is signified by A, by the recent definition (D3) and the hypothesis that A 

signifies only that it is unknown to Socrates. Then it follows that it is unknown to Socrates that A 

is unknown to Socrates 〈, so by the second postulate (P2), A signifies that it is unknown to 

Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates〉. 

9.3.2 The second part (T3.2) of this thesis is shown in this way: let A be a proposition signifying itself 

to be unknown to Socrates, and besides this, only 〈signifying〉 something known to Socrates, call 

it B. Then from A it follows that it is unknown to Socrates that things are wholly as is signified 
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by A, and by A is signified only that A is unknown to Socrates and B. So it follows that A is 

unknown to Socrates or B is unknown to Socrates. So one of them is unknown to Socrates, and 

nothing known to Socrates is that, so B is not it because, by hypothesis, B is known to Socrates. 

And it follows from one of them being unknown to Socrates and B not being it, that  

A is unknown to Socrates  

is it, that is, that it is unknown to Socrates. So by the second postulate (P2), 〈A signifies that〉 it is 

unknown to Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates. Or like this: one of them is unknown to 

Socrates, so one of them which is unknown to Socrates is unknown to Socrates, and the subject 

of this conclusion has just one suppositum—namely, that A is unknown to Socrates—so it 

signifies that it is unknown to Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates, which was to be shown. 

And the same approach applies if A signifies itself to be unknown to Socrates and in addition 

many other things known.  

9.3.3 About belief a similar definition and thesis could be shown, which on account of their maximal 

similarity are assumed. 

ad 9.2 We can now explain how the original sophism 〈namely, ¶ 9.2〉 is to be dissolved. For A, when it 

is proposed, should be denied. And when it is argued:  

A 〈as what was〉 proposed is unknown to you,  

so something proposed is unknown to you,  

the inference and the conclusion must be conceded. And when it is argued finally:  

so A is known to you,  

it does not follow, because the conclusion is not A, but 〈only〉 similar to it. The reason is that A 

signifies itself not to be known to Socrates,61 for the subject of A supposits only for A, and so by 

the second part of the first thesis, (T1.2), A signifies itself to be unknown to Socrates and, 

moreover, it signifies that it is unknown to Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates, which is 

false, because it is known to Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates. The assumption is clear 

because either A signifies that it is unknown to Socrates that A is unknown to Socrates or not. If 

so, we have what we wanted. If not, then nothing signified by A is unknown to Socrates,62 so A 

signifies itself to be unknown to Socrates and in addition, only the known, that is, something 
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proposed to be unknown to Socrates, and other true consequences. So by the second part of the 

above thesis, (T3.2), A signifies that it is unknown to Socrates or to you that A is unknown to 

Socrates or to you. And this is what we want to prove. 

9.4 In disjunctions and conjunctions it all works just as in disjunctions and conjunctions arising from 

an overt act of ours, which we have already discussed. A disjunctive insoluble is, for example,  

A man is an ass, or some disjunction proposed is unknown to you.  

A conjunctive insoluble: an example is proposed,  

There is a God, and some conjunction proposed is unknown to you. 

9.5 Negatives, in fact, agree with affirmatives in every way, but some more obscurely. For example, 

suppose only this is proposed:  

A: Something proposed is not to be conceded by you.  

It cannot be conceded because then A as proposed is to be conceded by you, and A is everything 

that was proposed, so everything that was proposed is to be conceded by you. 

So supposing that ‘to be conceded’ is taken for ‘ought to be conceded’, A is false and should be 

denied. For it signifies that it is unknown to you that A is unknown to you, which is false, for 

you do know that A is unknown to you. The justification is clear: for either A signifies this or 

not. If it does, then it is as we want. If not, since everything not to be conceded by you is 

unknown to you, it follows that if something proposed is not to be conceded by you, then 

something proposed is unknown to you, and the subject of this conclusion supposits only for A, 

so 〈the conclusion〉 signifies that A is unknown to you, so by the second postulate (P2), A 

signifies that A is unknown to you, and so on, as in the preceding sophism. 

9.5.1 But someone might object by saying that it does not follow that if A is not to be conceded by 

you, then A is not known to you or A is unknown to you, because it could be known to you and 

to be rejected by you,63 and then it would not have to be conceded by you.  

ad 9.5.1 Then I argue like this: something proposed is not to be conceded by you, so something proposed 

is not known to you or is something you are obliged not to concede, and the subject of this 

conclusion supposits only for A, so it signifies that A is not known to you or is something you 

are obliged not to concede. And from this it follows that one of these alternatives pertains to A, 
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so one of these alternatives which pertains to A pertains to A, and the subject of this conclusion 

supposits only for the first alternative. For suppose that A is not something you are obliged not to 

concede; then by the second part of the first thesis (T1.2), that conclusion signifies that A is not 

known to you, from which it follows that you do not know A and that A is unknown to you, so 

by the second postulate (P2), A signifies itself to be unknown to you, and so on, as before. 

9.5.2 Similarly, take  

 A: Nothing proposed is to be conceded by you,  

and  

 B: A is true,  

where only B is proposed. B cannot be conceded because then something proposed is to be 

conceded by you, so A is not true, so B is to be denied. The reason is that B signifies that A is 

true, from which by the first definition (D1), it follows that everything is as is signified by A, and 

A signifies that B is not to be conceded, so B signifies that B is not to be conceded, and so on, as 

in the last sophism 〈namely, ¶ 9.5〉. 

9.5.3 Similarly, suppose A is one of these:  

 B: There is a God,  

and  

 C: Nothing proposed is to be conceded by you,  

and suppose it is hidden from you which of them is A, and suppose only this is proposed:  

 D: A is true.  

D cannot be conceded because then something proposed is to be conceded by you, so C is false, 

and 〈if〉 A is C, then A is false. The inference is known by you to be valid, and the premise 

〈namely, A is C〉 is doubtful to you, so the conclusion is not to be denied by you. D cannot be 

denied because B is true, and 〈if〉 A is B, then A is true, and so on, as immediately before. So D 
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is to be doubted, because if A is B, D is true, and if A is C, D is false, as before in the last 

sophism above 〈namely, ¶ 9.5.2〉. 

9.5.4 One should deal with negative disjunctions and conjunctions just as before. But if someone 

objects to what was said by saying that to know a proposition is not only to know things to be as 

is signified by it, but moreover it is necessary to know what is signified by it, then that must be 

added to the foregoing definition, thesis, and arguments, and all will turn out as before. And the 

same holds for belief and doubt. 

9.6 About belief we have just the same sophisms as for knowledge, by replacing one term by the 

other, and they have to be treated by the definition of belief and the thesis assumed 〈in ¶ 9.3.3〉.64 

But some of them are solved differently. For if it is supposed that Socrates believes himself to be 

deceived, call it A, then either Socrates is deceived or not. He cannot not be deceived because 

then he believes something false, so he is deceived. Hence it must be said that Socrates is 

deceived, but that is impossible because then A is true. The response is that the inference is 

doubtful, for if Socrates believes something false other than A, such as “There is no God” or 

something similar, the inference is valid, and A is true. But if Socrates does not believe anything 

false other than A, then the inference is not valid, and A is false, as is familiar, and then A 

signifies that Socrates is deceived, from which it follows that Socrates believes something false, 

and that a falsehood is believed by Socrates, and that a falsehood is a falsehood believed by 

Socrates, and the predicate of this conclusion has only one suppositum, namely A, so the 

conclusion signifies that A is false, so A signifies itself to be false, and so on just as before.  

ad 4.2.1 Indeed, because the first and second insolubles we set out against the broad band of opinion 〈in 

¶¶ 4.2.1–2〉, which it was not capable of solving, took their source from the act of believing, it 

remains to untie the knot according to Aristotle’s intention. First, we must concede the 

proposition originally put forward:  

Every A is true,  

and 〈concede〉 that Socrates is deceived and that Socrates believes a falsehood. For it must be 

realized that what Socrates believes—that is, “Every A is true” (call it C)—is false. For it 

signifies B to be true, and then it follows that Socrates is deceived and that Socrates believes 

something false, and that a falsehood is believed by Socrates, and that a falsehood is a falsehood 
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believed by Socrates, and the predicate of this conclusion supposits only for C or what follows 

from it, so by the first thesis (T1), the conclusion signifies that C or what follows from it is false, 

from which it follows that C is false, so by the second postulate (P2), C signifies itself to be 

false. So proceed as before in other such sophisms. 

ad 4.2.2 The second has to be solved in the same way. So when it is proposed:  

Socrates is deceived,  

or  

Socrates is one deceived,  

that must be conceded. But what is similar to this, which Socrates believes, is false, call it A, and 

it signifies that Socrates believes something false, and that a falsehood is believed by Socrates, 

and that a falsehood is a falsehood believed by Socrates, and the predicate of this conclusion has 

only one suppositum, namely A, so by the first thesis (T1), that conclusion signifies that A is 

false, so by the second postulate (P2), A signifies itself to be false. And so on, as before. 

9.7 In the case of doubt, there are sophisms about doubting. So let us propose a definition of doubt, 

by which their dubitation can be solved.65 So: 

(D4) To doubt a proposition is to doubt things to be wholly as is signified by it.  

Now suppose that only this is proposed:  

A: Something doubtful is proposed.  

It cannot be conceded because then A is known, so nothing doubtful is proposed. It cannot be 

denied because then A is not something doubtful, so nothing doubtful is proposed.66 So A is to 

be doubted, and so something doubtful is proposed. It must be said that the inference is valid and 

the conclusion is true. But that is impossible because then A is true.  

ad 9.7 It must be said that it does not follow, because that conclusion only signifies that something 

doubtful is proposed and it is true of A. But A signifies that something doubtful is proposed and 

that it is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed.67 I prove it, since either A signifies that it 

is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed or not.68 If so, we have what we wanted. If not, 

then it signifies only that something doubtful is proposed and from that it follows that what was 

proposed is something doubtful, and the subject of this conclusion supposits only for A, so it 



 50 

signifies A to be something doubtful. So by the last definition (D4), it signifies that it is doubtful 

that things are wholly as is signified by A, and by A is signified only that something doubtful is 

proposed, by hypothesis, so it signifies that it is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed, so 

A signifies that it is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed. 

9.7.1 But you well know that something doubtful is proposed, so you do not doubt that something 

doubtful is proposed, and A signifies that it is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed, so A 

signifies something false, and this you well know, so you have to deny A.  

ad 9.7.1 It must be said that this last but one inference is not valid, because although it may not be 

doubted by you that it is doubtful that something doubtful is proposed, it perhaps nonetheless 

will be doubted by another. Therefore you have to doubt A and that it is doubtful that something 

doubtful is proposed. 

9.7.2 But suppose that you well know that no one other than you doubts A nor anything signified by it, 

or suppose also that only this is proposed to you: something doubtful is proposed to you. Then 

you have to doubt each of them, as before, so the first response is disproven.  

ad 9.7.2 It must be said that in the case given, each of them is to be denied, because the first signifies that 

it is doubted by someone that something doubtful is proposed, which is false, because it is not 

doubted by you, since you know it to be false, nor by anyone other than you, by hypothesis. And 

the second indeed signifies that it is doubted by you that something doubtful is proposed to you, 

which is false, for you know that nothing doubtful is proposed to you. 

9.7.3 It is the same for disjunctions. For let only this disjunction be proposed:  

A: The king is sitting, or a disjunctive doubt is proposed,69  

and call its second disjunct B. A cannot be conceded because neither part of A is known to be 

true, so A is not known to be true. You know the inference to be valid, and the premise is 

doubted by you, so the conclusion is not to be denied by you.70 A cannot be denied because then 

each part of A is known to you to be false, so the first part of A is known to you to be false, 

which is false. So A is to be doubted by you. But it was a disjunctive doubt which was proposed. 

This should be conceded. But then B is true.  
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ad 9.7.3 It must be said that it does not follow, because the final proposition conceded only signifies that 

a disjunctive doubt was proposed, but B signifies that a disjunctive doubt was proposed and that 

it is doubted that the king is sitting or a disjunctive doubt proposed. Proof: for either B signifies 

as was said or not. If it does, then it is as we wish; if not, then it just signifies that a disjunctive 

doubt is proposed, and from this it follows that a disjunctive doubt is something doubtful, and the 

subject of this conclusion only supposits for A, so it signifies that A is doubted, so by the last 

definition (D4) it signifies that it is doubted that things are as is signified by A, and by A it is 

only signified that the king is sitting or a disjunctive doubt is proposed, so it signifies that it is 

doubted that the king is sitting or a disjunctive doubt is proposed, which is what we wanted to 

show. 

9.7.4 Now this can be argued concerning B just as it was argued in the preceding sophism, and it 

should be responded to in the same way. Whence because it was doubted by you whether 

someone else doubted that the king was sitting or a disjunctive doubt was proposed, you have to 

doubt B. But if it is proposed that no one other than you considers it nor anything signified by it, 

then B is to be denied, because then it was not doubted by you that the king was sitting or a 

disjunctive doubt was proposed, for you well know as regards its second part that the king is 

sitting or a disjunctive doubt proposed, nor was that doubted by anyone other than you. Hence B 

is false. 

9.7.5 It is the same if only this is proposed:  

The king is sitting, or a disjunctive doubt is proposed to you.  

For then this disjunction is to be doubted as regards its first part, and its second part is false and 

another 〈occurrence of〉 “A disjunctive doubt is proposed to you” is true, and is to be conceded 

by you, and so on as before. 

9.7.6 It is the same for conjunctions. For suppose only this conjunction is proposed:  

There is a God, and a conjunctive doubt is proposed to you.  

Then this cannot be conceded, as is clear, nor denied, because it is doubtful whether anyone 

doubts this and anything signified by it, so it should be doubted, and all others, just as in the first 

and second sophisms. But quibblers who could challenge this can be refuted as before. 
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So all is clear about insolubles arising from acts of ours. 

 

Chapter 10: Insolubles concerning Properties of Speech 

 

10.0 It remains to deal with insolubles arising from properties of speech. And first those which arise 

from a simple property of speech, and among them first of affirmatives. 

10.1 So let us take a definition of ‘to be described’: ‘to be signified by a descriptive name’. So 

suppose that there is only this proposition:  

A: Some proposition is not described by its predicate.  

Then either A is true or false. It cannot be true because then A is true of some suppositum and 

only of A, so of A, and so A is not described by its predicate, so this predicate signifies A, and 

not directly, so descriptively, so A is described by its predicate.71  

ad 10.1 So it must be said that A is false, because A signifies that A is not described by its predicate and 

that A is described by its predicate. The first 〈clause〉 is shown like this: A signifies that A is not 

described by its predicate, by the second part of the first thesis (T1.2), and from that it follows 

that A is72 and is not described by its predicate, so by the second postulate (P2), A signifies itself 

not to be described by its predicate. And so the first 〈clause〉 is shown, and from that the second 

will be shown, for A signifies itself not to be described by its predicate, as has been shown, and 

its predicate just is ‘being not described by its predicate’, so by the second part of the first thesis 

(T1.2) and by the second postulate (P2), A signifies that A is and is not described by this 

predicate, ‘being not described by its predicate’; and from A’s being and not being something not 

described by its predicate, it follows that A is something described by its predicate, so by the 

second postulate (P2), A signifies itself to be described by its predicate. And it is this whose 

proof we sought. 

10.2 But there is another problem with this sophism, by asking whether A is described by its predicate 

or not. If it is, since the predicate of A is ‘non-described by its predicate’, it follows that A is 

non-described by its predicate.  
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ad 10.2 It must be realized that this affirmative, “A is non-described by its predicate” signifies that A is 

not described by its predicate and that A is described by its predicate, as is clear from the 

foregoing. Hence the negative 〈proposition〉 is its opposite, that is, “A is not described by its 

predicate” signifies that A is described by its predicate or A is not described by its predicate, and 

that is true. So this negative 〈proposition〉 must be conceded.  

 10.2.1 But A is not described by its predicate and A exists, so A is non-described by its predicate. 

Hence A is described 〈by its predicate〉. 

 ad 10.2.1 It must be said that the foregoing inference is not valid, and if some authority is cited to the 

contrary, saying that from a negative 〈proposition〉 with a finite predicate—given the existence of 

the subject—to an affirmative with an infinite predicate is a good inference,73 it must be said that 

that is understood 〈to hold〉 when the conclusion does not signify more than the premise. But in 

the given case, the premise signifies only that A exists and that it is described or not described 

〈by its predicate〉, but the conclusion signifies that A exists and that it is described 〈by its 

predicate〉 and is not described 〈by its predicate〉. Hence there is here a fallacy secundum quid et 

simpliciter and a fallacy of the consequent. 

 10.2.2 But if in some of the foregoing there is quibbling based on a rule, then it may be supposed that 

there is only this proposition, namely,  

   Some proposition is not described by some predicate 

  and all proceeds as before. 

10.3 Similarly here: let A be a common name of any proposition whose predicate is not truly 

predicable of it and only such, and take  

B: A man is an animal.  

Then B is an A, as is obvious, and consider  

C: B is an A,  

and  

D: C is an A.  
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Then D is either true or false. It must be said as before that D is false, because D signifies itself 

to be a proposition whose predicate is not truly predicable of it and whose predicate is truly 

predicable of it.74 And if it is asked whether C is an A or not, it must be said by everything as 

before that C is not an A and this negative 〈proposition〉 signifies that C is an A or that C is not 

an A, and its opposite signifies that C is an A and that C is not an A, and all this can be shown 

just as in the preceding sophism. 

Indeed, because negative insolubles arising from simple properties of speech can be understood 

sufficiently through the affirmatives, we can omit all of these and pass on to other matters. 

 

Chapter 11: On What Only Appear to Be Insolubles 

 

11.0 Now there are many that are not insolubles but seem to be insolubles of the foregoing kind. The 

first of these concerns ‘equivocal’ and another ‘univocal’. 

11.1 Suppose ‘equivocal’ is always used for an equivocating equivocal and ‘univocal’ for an 

univocating univocal.75 It cannot be conceded because then ‘equivocal’ signifies all its 

significates by means of the same name and the same definition according to that name, so its 

equivocated things do not merely have a common name, therefore they do not equivocate under 

it, therefore it is not equivocal. So it must be denied.  

 11.1.1 However, an equivocal signifies its significates by means of the same name and this same reason 

which is to have the same name but diverse reasons according to that name, therefore and so on.  

 ad 11.1.1 To that, it must be said that the major premise is false, because no equivocal so signifies, because 

this name ‘dog’ signifies its significates by means of this name ‘dog’ and not according to this 

definition, which is to have the same name and diverse reasons according to that name, because 

this name ‘dog’ is not imposed for that reason on an animal which can bark, but for the reason 

that it is an animal which can bark, and similarly for others. But by this argument it can be 

validly proven that this name ‘equivocal’ is univocal and this must be conceded. And if one 

argues from this: so this name ‘dog’ has this name ‘equivocal’ and the same definition as other 
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equivocals according to that name, so this name ‘dog’ is univocal, it must be said that speaking 

of a univocated univocal 〈thing〉, the inference is valid and the conclusion true; but speaking of a 

univocating univocal 〈word〉, the inference is not valid.76 

11.2 Furthermore, let A be a name common to all and only those responding negatively. And let this 

be proposed:  

You are an A.  

It cannot be conceded or doubted because 〈then〉 you do not respond negatively, so you are not 

an A, so it must be denied. But then you respond negatively, so you are an A.  

ad 11.2 It must be said that it does not follow. Yet A is a name common to anyone responding 

negatively. It must be said that it is not. But this was the hypothesis. It must be said that it was 

not, but it was supposed that A was a name common to anyone responding negatively, when the 

hypothesis was made. Now if it is suggested that A and ‘one responding negatively’ are 

equivalent, and this is proposed:  

You are an A,  

it must be denied because the response should apply to the time preceding the time of the 

response and of that it is false. But if it is proposed that A is a name common to all and only 

those responding or who will respond negatively, and this is proposed:  

You are an A,  

then it should be doubted, because it depends on the contingent future. But if it is supposed that 

A is a name common to anyone who does or did respond negatively and  

You are an A  

is proposed, then if you never hitherto responded negatively, it should be denied. And if it is 

proposed again, it should be immediately conceded, because of the change of facts. For when it 

was first proposed, it was false and so should be denied; but when it was proposed a second time 

you had earlier responded negatively, so it was then true and so should be conceded.77 

It is the same if A is supposed to be the name of anyone responding other than affirmatively.  
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11.3 It is similar if, supposing Socrates to have just one name, we suppose A to be a name of all and 

only those without exactly two names. And consider:  

Socrates is an A.  

Then that should be doubted, because if this name ‘Socrates’ retains its signification, then it is 

true; if not,78 then it is false. But it is true that this man who earlier was called ‘Socrates’ is an A, 

and it does not follow that Socrates is therefore an A, because maybe this name ‘Socrates’ was 

earlier his name but now is not. Now if it is added to the hypothesis that this name ‘Socrates’ 

retains its earlier signification, then it should be conceded that Socrates is an A and that Socrates 

is a man with two names. But Socrates is an A, and this name ‘A’ is the name of one not having 

exactly two names, as is clear by the hypothesis, so Socrates is not one who has two names. It 

must be said that the second premise is false, nor is that the hypothesis, but the hypothesis is that 

A is the name of whoever did not have two names at the time when the hypothesis was made. 

11.4 The same here: let this thing be the only unnamed one and let A be a name common to all and 

only those that are unnamed. And consider:  

This is an A,  

indicating that thing. It must be said that it is true and that A is a name of that thing, and so on as 

before. 

 11.4.1 It is the same if this name A is imposed on all and only that which is not A, because then 

indicating something which beforehand was not A, it must be conceded that it is A. And if one 

argues: “This is A, so it is not A,” it must be said that it does not follow, because this name A 

was imposed on anything which was not A at the time of the hypothesis. Now if it is suggested 

that these two terms A and non-A are equivalent, and argued as before, it must be said that these 

two terms are equivalent only if a negation changes its signification, because contradictories 

cannot be equivalent as long as they are contradictories. And if negation changes its 

signification, it must be conceded that A is non-A, because then the terms are equivalent, and not 

mutually contradictory. 

 11.4.2 It is similar if we suppose that many are unnamed and impose this name ‘unnamed’ so that it is 

the name of all and only such. And let  
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This is unnamed  

be proposed, indicating something which earlier lacked a name. It cannot be conceded, because 

〈then〉 this has the name ‘unnamed’, so it is named. It cannot be denied or doubted, because it 

was unnamed at the time of the hypothesis, and this name ‘unnamed’ was imposed on anything 

which was then unnamed, so it was imposed on this, and so is its name. So it is truly predicated 

of it, and so it is unnamed. Then when it is proposed, “This is unnamed,” a distinction must be 

drawn, in that this name ‘unnamed’ can be taken for something lacking a name, namely, in its 

old signification, or for that which has the name ‘unnamed’, according to its new signification. In 

the first way it is false and in the second way true, just as if this name ‘ass’ was imposed as a 

proper name of Socrates, and then it was proposed, “Socrates is an ass.” Then a distinction is 

needed and a response like the one above. Then the arguments proceed as usual. 

11.5 Furthermore, suppose we call ‘sophistical’ all and only that which appears such as it is not, and 

suppose that A appears sophistical. Let  

A is sophistical 

be proposed. It cannot be denied, because A appears to be sophistical and is not sophistical, so A 

appears to be such as it is not, so A is sophistical. Then it must be conceded that A is sophistical. But 

〈if〉 A is sophistical, and A appears to be sophistical, then A appears such as it is, so A does not 

appear such as it is not. It must be said that the last inference is not valid, because a thing can at the 

same time appear such as it is and such as it is not. But 〈if〉 A is sophistical and A only appears 

sophistical, so A only appears such as it is, then A does not appear such as it is not. It must be said 

that the second premise is false; and if that second premise is added to the aforesaid hypothesis, it 

must be said that it is incompossible with the hypothesis, because if something appears to be 

sophistical, it necessarily appears to have another property than to be sophistical. And if it is 

supposed that all and only that is sophistical which appears such as it is not, and everything, and 

only that, is not sophistical which appears such as it is and that A appears to be sophistical, then if 

these two terms ‘appearing such as it is not’ and ‘appearing such as it is’ retain univocally their 

earlier signification, this conjunction must be conceded:  

A is sophistical, and A is non-sophistical,  

because then these last two terms are not contradictories, but lose their primary signification and are 

equivalent to the other two terms mentioned, which are not contradictories, but subcontraries. 
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11.6 Again, suppose that nothing is referred to, and argue like this:  

Nothing is referred to,  

so this is not referred to,  

referring to Socrates, and let A be the conclusion, and ask whether Socrates is referred to or not. It 

cannot be denied because Socrates is referred to in A, so Socrates is referred to. Indeed, this pronoun 

‘this’ is taken significatively and not anaphorically, so deictically, so it referred to something and 

nothing besides Socrates, so Socrates is referred to. Hence it must be said that Socrates is referred to. 

But then A is false. 〈That Socrates is referred to〉 cannot be conceded, because the first inference 

made is valid and the premise is true, so the conclusion is, too, that A is true. It must be said that the 

second premise is false, because when that inference is made, the premise is falsified by what is 

referred to in the conclusion, although the premise was true before the utterance of the conclusion. 

But then this could never be true:  

This is not referred to,  

keeping the signification of the terms, so that 〈proposition〉 is impossible. It must be said that the 

premise of this last inference is true and the inference is not valid, because a proposition is not said 

to be possible or impossible according to whether it can or cannot be true, but on account of whether 

things can be or cannot be as is signified by it and it can be as is signified by A. So A is possible, 

although it can never be true.79 

Having made this small digression from insolubles, we now return to what was proposed. 

 

Chapter 12: Complex Insolubles 

 

12.0 Having stated these things, it now remains to deal with insolubles arising from complex 

properties of speech, and affirmatives to begin with. 

12.1 So let there be only these two:  

A: There is a God,  

and  
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B: “There is a God’ is the greatest true proposition.”80  

Then B signifies that no atomic proposition like A, but greater than A, is true; and since B is 

atomic, like A, and greater than it, it follows from what was said that B signifies itself not to be 

true, and so 〈by (T2)〉 B signifies itself to be true, and is false, and so on, as in similar cases 

discussed earlier. 

12.2 Next, negatives. So let there be only this proposition:  

A: Nothing is true.  

Then in this sophism it should be argued and responded entirely as in the earlier sophism,  

Socrates does not speak the truth.81 

12.3 But in some cases the solution is less obvious. For let there be only this proposition:  

A: Some proposition is not true of itself.  

Then either A is true of itself or not. It cannot be 〈true of itself〉 because A signifies itself not to 

be true of itself since its subject supposits for that whole, so A is false, so it is not true of itself. 

Or like this: A is only true of a proposition which is not true of itself, and A is true of itself, so A 

is a proposition which is not true of itself, and so A is not true of itself.  

ad 12.3 It must be said that A is not true of itself nor of another, but A is false, because A signifies that A 

is not true of itself and that A is true of itself, because if it did not signify that, then it would 

signify only that some proposition is not true of itself and its subject only supposits for A, so by 

the first thesis (T1), A signifies that A is not true of itself; and from that, it follows that A is not 

wholly as is signified by A, and by A it is signified only that A is not true of itself, so by the first 

thesis (T1) and the second postulate (P2), A signifies that A is not such that A is not true of itself, 

from which it follows that A is such that A is true of itself, so by the second postulate (P2), A 

signifies A to be true of itself. And this is the explanation we need. 

Indeed, other simple sophisms can be constructed—affirmatives and negatives and composite 

disjunctions and conjunctions and exclusives and exceptives—whose construction and analysis is 

clear from what has been said, and what follows illustrates more plainly. 
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12.4 It now remains to solve the six remaining insolubles set out in chapter 4 against the first opinion 

〈namely, restrictionism〉, which that 〈opinion〉 could not explain. 

 ad 4.2.3 Then to the first of them, which on account of its difficulty is compared in merit to the strength 

of Achilles, it must be said that the hypothesis is possible and that A and B are false. And if one 

argues: “so this is false,” indicating A, this is conceded. And if it is inferred that B is true, it must 

be said that it does not follow, because the proposition considered is not B nor is it equivalent to 

B. To see this it must be more carefully noted that A signifies itself to be false and B signifies 

itself not to be true. This is clear as follows: A signifies B to be true, so by the first definition 

(D1) and the second postulate (P2), A signifies wholly so to be as is signified by B, and B 

signifies that A is false, so A signifies that A is false, so A signifies these two: that B is true and 

that A is false. And B signifies that A is false, so by the second definition (D2) and the second 

postulate (P2) and by the first thesis (T1), B signifies that B is not true or that A is not false. 

From each of these 〈disjuncts〉 it follows that B is not true, because if B is not true, B is not true, 

and if A is not false, since B signifies that A is false, it follows that B signifies other than it is, so 

by the second definition (D2), B is false, so B is not true, so B signifies itself not to be true. 

Hence we have that A signifies itself to be false and B signifies itself not to be true, and so by the 

second thesis (T2), each of them signifies itself to be true, and is false. And although it may be 

said that A may have other significations than the two given, it can easily be proven that from 

any of them being false it follows that B is not true.82 Then we can reason as before.  

12.4.1 Moreover, it can be more easily, but not more truly, shown that B signifies itself not to be true, 

because B signifies A to be false, so it signifies that it is not as is signified by A, and by A it is 

alone signified that B is true, so B signifies that it is not the case that B is true, so B signifies that 

B is not true. 83 

 ad 4.2.4 To the second of them it must be said that the hypothesis is possible and that A is not true. And if 

it is inferred that A is true, it must be said that it does not follow, because the proposition 

conceded is not A nor equivalent to A, but similar to it, because A signifies itself not to be true, 

by hypothesis, so by the second thesis (T2), A signifies itself to be true, and is false. 

 ad 4.2.5 To the third of them it must be said that the hypothesis must be admitted and that each of the 

〈propositions〉 pointed to—namely, B and C—is true. And if it is inferred that A is true, it must 

be said that it does not follow, because that proposition considered and conceded is not A nor 

equivalent to A, but similar to it. To see this it must be realized that A signifies that C is true, so 
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it signifies things to be wholly as is signified by C, and C signifies that A is not true, so A 

signifies that it is true that A is not true, so A signifies that A is not true. Proceed then by the 

second thesis (T2), as before. 

ad 4.2.6  To the fourth of them it must be said that B and anything similar to it, if there were anything 

such, is false. To see this it should be noted that B and anything similar to it signifies any truth to 

be A. From this it follows that only A is true, and from that it follows that B is not true, nor 

anything similar to it. Hence by the second postulate (P2), B and anything similar to it signifies 

itself not to be true. So proceed by the second thesis (T2), as before. 

 ad 4.2.7 To the fifth of them it must be said that C and anything similar to it, if there were any such, is 

false and should be denied, because C and anything similar to it signifies A and B to be all the 

truths, from which it follows that C and anything similar to it is not true. Hence by the second 

postulate (P2), C and anything similar to it signifies itself not to be true. Hence you may solve it 

by the second thesis (T2), as before. 

 ad 4.2.8 To the sixth and last of them, it must be said that A is false. And if it is inferred that A is true, it 

must be said that it does not follow, because this proposition considered and conceded is not A 

nor equivalent to it. To see this it should be recognized that A signifies that there is a falsehood, 

from which it follows that a falsehood is false, and the subject of the conclusion supposits only 

for A, so by the first thesis (T1), that conclusion signifies that A is false, so by the second 

postulate (P2), A signifies that A is false. Then use the second thesis (T2). 

And one can argue about and respond to these sophisms and similar ones as was discussed more 

clearly concerning the first insoluble in chapter 7. 

12.5 From what has been said the mistake is clear of those who said that an insoluble comes from the 

reflection of some act on its opposite. Because if it were as they say, this would be because a part 

cannot supposit for the opposite of its whole. But this is no reason, because the part can supposit 

for the opposite of its whole, as was made clear enough in chapter 3. 

The same is also clear by example, by considering instances which are truly insoluble, because if 

in some there were an insoluble as they say, this would be put better by arguing like this:  

Socrates speaks this truth, which is, Socrates does not speak the truth,  

so Socrates speaks the truth,  
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where, however, there is no insoluble, because that inference is valid, and the premise is false, as 

is clear enough from chapter 8. 

12.6 From the foregoing it is also clear that every insoluble is false, and this should be recognized as a 

rule. But sometimes it happens that what is similar to an insoluble is true, and then it should be 

conceded. And sometimes it is false, and then it must be denied, which can be worked out from 

what has been said at length. But if one does not follow the common opinion but rather reason, 

and obeys not fashion but truth, one judges rightly in all things and these are sufficient for one to 

dissolve all insolubles. 

This is the end of Master Thomas Bradwardine’s Insolubles.  


