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7823. Understanding the fact and the reason wheifirst in the same science—and in that in two
ways: in one way, if the deduction does not comeualthrough immediates (for the primitive
explanation is not assumed, but understanding efréason why occurs in virtue of the primitive
explanation); in another, if it is through imme@gtut not through the explanation but throughtloes
familiar of the converting terms. For nothing pretgethe nonexplanatory one of the counterpredicated
terms from sometimes being more familiar, so thatdemonstration will occur through this.

7830. E.g. that the planets are near, through tiaitwinkling: letC be the planets not twinkling,
A being near. Thus it is true to sByf C; for the planets do not twinkle. But also to gagf B; for what
does not twinkle is near (let this be got througguiction or through perception). So it is necessaayA
belongs taC; so that it has been demonstrated that the plametaear. Now this deduction is not of the
reason why but of the fact; for it is not becaussytdo not twinkle that they are near, but becdlieg
are near they do not twinkle.

7838. But it is also possible for the latter to beyed through the former, and the demonstration
will be of the reason why—e.g. I& be the planetdB being nearA not twinkling. ThusB belongs taC
andA to B; so thatA belongs taC. And the deduction is of the reason why; for thenfiive explanation
has been assumed.

78°3. Again, take the way they prove that the moospiserical through its increases—for if what
increases in this way is spherical and the mooreages, it is evident that it is spherical. Nowhis way
the deduction of the fact comes about; but if thedhe term is posited the other way about, we get t
deduction of the reason why; for it is not becaokéhe increases that it is spherical, but becatuise
spherical it gets increases of this sort. Md@nspherical B; increasesA.

7812. But in cases in which the middle terms doawmstvert and the non-explanatory term is more
familiar, the fact is proved but the reason whigas.

7813. Again, in cases in which the middle is posi¢id outside—for in these too the demonstration
is of the fact and not of the reason why; for thplanation is not mentioned. E.g. why does the watl
breathe? Because it is not an animal. For if thisenexplanatory of breathing—i.e. if the denial is
explanatory of something’s not belonging, the afition is explanatory of its belonging (e.g. if
imbalance in the hot and cold elements is explapaibnot being healthy, their balance is explanato
of being healthy), and similarly too if the affirtian is explanatory of something’s belonging, tlemidl
is of its not belonging. But when things are sdtintuthis way what we have said does not resuttnfut
every animal breathes. The deduction of such atarafion comes about in the middle figure. E.gAlet
be animalB breathingC wall: thenA belongs to ever (for everything breathing is an animal), but to
no C, so thatB too belongs to n@—therefore the wall does not breathe.



Book Il

Chapter 1

89°24. The things we seek are equal in number teeth@sunderstand. We seek four things: the fact,
the reason why, if something is, what something is.

89°26. When we seek whether this or that is the csiting down a plurality of terms (e.g. whether
the sun is eclipsed or not), we are seeking the Eaddence for this: on finding that it is eclipseve
stop; and if from the beginning we know that iedipsed, we do not seek whether it is. When wenkno
the fact we seek the reason why (e.g. knowing ithiateclipsed and that the earth moves, we seek th
reason why it is eclipsed or why it moves).

89°32. These things we seek in this way; but ceitaims we seek in another way—e.g. if a centaur
or a god is or is not. (I mean if this is or is sohpliciter and not if one is white or not.) And having
come to know that it is, we seek what it is (eTdnen what is a god? or What is a man?).

Chapter 2

89°36. These and thus many are the things which wk ard which we find and know. When we
seek the fact or if something samnpliciter, we are seeking whether or not there is a midshen tfor it;
and when, having come to know either the fact ar is—either partially osimpliciter—, we seek the
reason why or what it is, we are then seeking whamiddle term is. (By the fact that it is patiiadnd
simpliciter | mean this: partially—Is the moon @ded? or Is it waxing? In such cases we seekisf it
something or is not something. Simpliciter: if theon, or night, is or is not.)

90°7. Thus it results that in all our searches wé sgtber if there is a middle term or what the nhédd
term is. For the middle term is the explanationd &m all cases it is the explanation which is being
sought. Is it eclipsed?—Is there some explanationot? After that, having come to know that theye i
one, we seek what it is. For the explanation obésg not this or that but simpliciter, or of ising not
simpliciter but one of the items which hold ofntitself or incidentally—this is the middle termy Bis
simpliciter” | mean the underlying subject (e.ge ttmoon or the earth or the sun or a triangle), land
“one of the items” eclipse, equality, inequalitlyitiis in the middle or not.

90P15. In all these cases it is clear that what iangl why it is are the same. What is an eclipse?
Privation of light from the moon by the screenirfglee earth. Why is there an eclipse? or Why is the
moon eclipsed? Because the light leaves it whered#ingh screens it. What is a harmony? A numerical
ratio between high and low. Why does the high haimewith the low? Because a numerical ratio holds
between the high and the low. Can the high andldlae harmonize?—Is the ratio between them
numerical? Assuming that it is, what then is thefa

90°24. That the search is for the middle term is shdw those cases in which the middle is
perceptible. If we have not perceived the middienteve seek it: e.g., we seek if there is a mideien
for the eclipse or not. But if we were on the maas would seek neither if there is an eclipse noy wh
there is: rather, these things would be plain atstime time. By perceiving, we would come to knlogv t
universal: perception would tell us that the easthow screening it (it is plain that it is now ipsked);
and from this the universal would come about.

9("32. So, as we say, to know what something iséssdme as to know why it is—either why it is
simpliciter and not one of the items that hold of it, or whigione of the items which hold of it (e.g. that
it has two right angles, or that it is greateresdl).
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