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An Introduction to Aristotle’s Organon

Antonio Pedro Mesquita and Ricardo Santos

I. Aristotle’s Organon

1. Aristotle and Logic

Aristotle was the creator of logic in the West — so we are constantly reminded.
This trivial historical truth makes it all the more difficult to accommodate a couple
of facts about the way he deals with logic. However, these facts are intrinsically
linked to the peculiar status of logic within Aristotle’s philosophy, at least as tradi-
tion came to construe it.

To begin with, Aristotle has no general fixed name for logic. Aristotle’s logi-
cal interests cover a wide range of topics, which extend from (to cite just some of
the main ones) conceptual analysis (in the Categories) to semantics and theory of
propositions (in the De Interpretatione), formal logic, both assertoric and modal
(in the Prior Analytics), theory of science (in the Posterior Analytics), dialectics or
argumentation theory (in the 7opics), and fallacy theory (in the Sophistical Refuta-
tions). Aristotle’s corpus does not testify to any common designation for this lot.
He certainly did not use the noun Aoy in this sense. In all evidence, it was the
Stoics who first applied this designation to logic as a whole, in their own (also very
broad) interpretation of the concept.! Aristotle did quite often use the adjective
Aoycog and the adverb Aoyikdg, but these words do not mean “logical” or “logi-
cally” in the contexts where they occur;? rather, they bear special senses there, even
slightly deprecatory ones, most commonly indicating that whatever they qualify
must be taken in a general, abstract, or merely verbal way.> On occasion, one may
find him using the term dvaAvtikog in relation to logical studies, but it seems to
have in these cases a more restricted sense, closer, as a matter of fact, to our mod-
ern conception of logic than to the broader collection of subjects encompassed by
Aristotle’s logical writings.*

So Aristotle created logic, and he may even have himself been aware of this,
if the final statement of the Sophistical Refutations, where he claims, in the most
vigorous terms, to have been pioneering a line of research that was never pursued
before, was intended to cover the whole cycle of studies he develops in his logical
treatises.’ However, he could not have said it quite the way we do — and surely not
in so few words.

DOI: 10.4324/9781003120704-1



2 Antonio Pedro Mesquita and Ricardo Santos

A second fact that thickens the mystery around the Aristotelian status of logic is
that Aristotle does not seem to have a place for it within his general conception of
knowledge either. With striking consistency throughout the corpus, Aristotle says
that all sciences fall under three types only, being either theoretical, practical, or
productive.® As far as we can guess from the somewhat scattered remarks he makes
in this regard, this threefold classification results from a teleological conception of
knowledge and, in particular, of the different types of goals it can aim at. Roughly,
the idea seems to be that either knowledge is sought in view of knowledge itself,
irrespective of what may result from it (in which case it is theoretical knowledge),
or it is sought in view of something else, and that, if the latter, either it is sought in
order to inform and guide human action (in which case it is practical knowledge)
or it is sought in order to produce some concrete object or effect, such as a house or
a healthy condition of the body (in which case it is productive knowledge).” Now,
logic, as Aristotle views it, does not seem to fit into this scheme, because, unlike
the sciences that fall under the classification, it quite simply lacks any specific
goal, be it either the production of something, human action, or knowledge itself:
it is structurally a means to achieve the goals sought by the other sciences. To this
extent, logic, although contributing somehow to human knowledge, has no place
in the threefold classification, on account of its teleological nature. This perspec-
tive can be translated into more technical terms by appealing to a basic principle of
Aristotle’s theory of science: each well-formed science studies one genus — that is
to say, it has as its object some delimited portion of reality® — and logic has none.
Logic is, as it were, intrinsically general — Aoyikog in one of the preferred senses
that the word carries in Aristotle’s idiolect.

This line of reasoning is obviously at the root of the notion that logic is an
instrument, an dpyavov, of knowledge. In fact, if you follow such line, you will
eventually conclude that logic is not a proper science or scientific field (a “part of
philosophy”, as it came to be technically called in Hellenistic times), but a mere
tool for building scientific knowledge in any domain (an “instrument of philoso-
phy”, in the same jargon).

Aristotle himself never fully develops this line of reasoning, nor does he use the
word dpyavov to describe logic. He may or may not have thought that logic was
the instrument of philosophy, but, if he did, he never put it in writing, as far as his
extant works allow us to ascertain. There are, however, a few passages in the Top-
ics where a suggestive vocabulary is used in this regard. In two of them, Aristotle
does not refer to logic or even dialectics as an instrument, but he does speak of the
instruments of dialectics, that is to say, the tools by which the dialectician is able to
build arguments for and against a given thesis. The six final chapters of Book I are
dedicated to describing those tools, and the word dpyavov occurs at the beginning
of the first one and at the end of the last one.” A reference, in the treatise’s final
chapter, to the fact that discerning the consequences of two opposite assumptions is
“no mean instrument” (00 pkpov dpyavov), because ““it then only remains to make
a right choice of one of them”, goes apparently in the same direction.'

A fourth passage, where we do not find the word dpyavov, but something of
its bouquet can be detected, is more complex. In this passage, Aristotle describes
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dialectical problems as being concerned either with choice and avoidance or with
truth and knowledge, either — he adds — on their own (§} a010) or as “auxiliary to
some other such problem” (f dg cvvepyOV TPOG TL ETEPOV TMV TO100TOV).!! The text
is difficult and uncertain, and so it admits of several interpretations. In the most
straightforward reading, Aristotle has in mind two types of dialectical problems —
let us call them “practical” and “theoretical”, respectively — and considers that, in
both cases, such problems are sometimes concerned directly with these matters —
namely, with things to choose or avoid (like whether pleasure is to be chosen or not)
and things to know just for the sake of knowledge (like whether the world is eternal
or not) — and sometimes they are only indirectly concerned with them, insofar as
solving such problems helps the former, “pure” practical and theoretical problems,
to be eventually solved as well. However, an influential line of interpretation saw
it otherwise. According to this interpretation, Aristotle is considering here three
types of dialectical problems, namely, theoretical, practical, and logical (i.e. “aux-
iliary”) problems. This is the reading adopted by Alexander of Aphrodisias.!> He
adopts it in connection with another text of the Topics, where Aristotle states that
there are roughly three kinds of premises and problems, namely ethical, physical
and “logical” (ai pév yap NBikai tpotdoeig gioiv, ai 8¢ puoikai, ai 8¢ Loyikai).' In
Alexander’s view, what Aristotle is saying in the latter passage is essentially what
he had already said in the former.'*

If Alexander were right, then Aristotle would have used the word Aoyikog in the
sense of “logical” after all, and he would have come very close to acknowledging
the instrumental nature of logic.'> But is Alexander right? Not necessarily. In the
first place, as we have seen, the text allows for a different, more natural and direct
reading. Alexander’s alternative reading probably results from a kind of unwitting
contamination by the later passage in which Aristotle distinguishes the three types
of dialectical premises. But this passage, in turn, also does not necessarily have the
sense that Alexander gives it. In fact, the word Aoywai used to discriminate one
of the three types of premises seems to retain here the usual Aristotelian sense of
“general”: “logical” premises are not those that have a logical content, as opposed
to a physical or ethical content, but those that do not have any particular content
at all, in the sense that they can be indifferently applied to physical matters as well
as to ethical matters, and simply cut across scientific disciplines. The example of
Aoy mpdtaotg given in the text (“whether the same science studies contraries or
not”) is a pretty eloquent illustration of such general premise. That said, consider-
ing that in Aristotelian terms logic is itself Aoywdg in this sense, one can perhaps
find in this text a remote ancestor of the Stoics’ use of the expression Aoy to
designate logic — and of our own, for that matter.

One final word on this issue: whether or not Aristotle was persuaded of the
instrumental nature of logic, he was certainly very much convinced of its propae-
deutic character. In fact, he warns the reader on occasion about the priority of the
“analytics” over the study of particular disciplines'® and seems to regard the former
as an essential part of the education of a cultivated person, let alone of any phi-
losopher.!” As we will see right away, this fact is not without consequences for the
history of logic, and more to the point for the history of Aristotle’s logical treatises.
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2. Logic as an Organon

If Aristotle never uses the word dpyavov to describe logic, it was not him either
who attributed this title to the set of his logical works, in particular the six that still
fall under this designation today: Categories, De Interpretatione, Prior Analytics,
Posterior Analytics, Topics, and Sophistical Refutations."® As a matter of fact, it
was not even Aristotle who organised this set as such, just as he was not, in general,
responsible for proposing any kind of ordering and succession of his works —
although sometimes the incipit and/or the explicit of some of them do give indica-
tions in this respect (it remains to be seen, in each case, whether they were written
by him). The organisation of the treatises and, in the case of the logical writings,
their gathering into a collection entitled Organon, which came to be placed at the
beginning of his extant works, were tasks accomplished by the later tradition.

Clearly, from a time that is difficult to determine with precision, successors,
followers, and commentators of Aristotle began to increasingly value the idea of
logic as an &pyavov of knowledge and to take it as a basic and core notion of
the Aristotelian canon. The motivation for this, as far as we can tell in retrospect,
was apparently threefold. First of all, no doubt, a genuinely conceptual concern
about how logic should be conceived and how it should be related to philosophical
knowledge as a whole. On the other hand, a bibliographical interest in the organi-
sation of the treatises that Aristotle devoted to logical topics within the set of his
known works. Finally, a philosophical and didactic motivation, aimed at establish-
ing the most appropriate reading order for the whole of those works and, within
them, for that particular set. All these different lines of thought were eventually
connected: the idea that logic is an instrument of philosophy has as a consequence
that it must be learned first (before learning anything that requires an instrument
to be done, one must learn how to handle that instrument), and, therefore, that the
books dealing with logic ought to come first in the well-organised succession of
the master’s works.'” And they all surely arose from intellectual debates on these
issues, very lively at the time, between Peripatetics and adherents of other philo-
sophical schools, as well as amongst the Peripatetics themselves, which today can
only be guessed at.

One such debate, motivated by the first concern pointed out earlier, seems his-
torically indisputable: the polemic between Stoics and Peripatetics on the true na-
ture of logic, either as a part, among others, of philosophy or as an instrument of
philosophy.?® However, the concept of dpyavov applied to logic appears to have
increased its relevance especially in the framework of the bibliographic and peda-
gogical motivations just mentioned.

It is likely that Andronicus of Rhodes already made use, at least implicitly, of
this concept in his (lost) book on the catalogue of Aristotle’s works,' if indeed he
reserved the first section of scholarly titles in this catalogue for the set of logical
treatises he considered authentic (the six referred to earlier, minus the De Interpre-
tatione and, perhaps, the last six chapters of the Categories, known collectively
as the Postpredicaments),”> and maybe even explicitly, in view of the fact that,
according to late Neoplatonic commentators, he recommended that the student of
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Aristotle should begin his study by them.?® Be that as it may, any of these facts
would be enough to attest that, at least starting from Andronicus, a certain
Organon was already constituted — a certain subset of Aristotle’s works grouping
together those that dealt with logic, in the Aristotelian sense, to which some kind of
pedagogical priority over the others was given. Now, by advocating that the study
of Aristotle should begin with the logical treatises, Andronicus was most likely also
entering into an ongoing debate, or even initiating one. In fact, we know that other
authors, more or less at the same time, defended different perspectives in this re-
gard. This is the case of Boethus of Sidon,?* who advocated that the student should
rather start with the physical treatises, because, so Philoponus explains, physics “is
more familiar and well-known, and it is always necessary to start from things that
are clearer and well-known”? — a distinctively Aristotelian remark, which bears
witness to the fact that antiquity knew of different, well-informed positions on the
starting point of philosophical studies within Peripatetic circles. A little further on,
Philoponus says that others still advocated starting with ethics; he does not clarify
who though, and so does not allow one to ascertain whether these were also An-
dronicus’ contemporaries.? It is, however, likely that he had in mind people within
Platonic?” and/or Stoic circles.”® Among Aristotle’s commentators, Aspasius, more
than a century after Andronicus, seems to share the latter point of view.?’ The rea-
soning he develops in his commentary appears to be somehow at the basis of the
thesis assumed by the Alexandrian commentators (which we will shortly return to)
according to which some kind of “character-building” must be presupposed even
before the student devotes himself to the study of the logical “instrument”.

To sum up, Andronicus undoubtedly knew an Organon (if he did not himself in-
vent it),*® and he may even have assumed the concept of and used the word dpyavov
to ground his defence of the pedagogical priority of logic.?! It is nevertheless not
credible that Andronicus was the first to use such a concept in this context since
the doxographic section of Diogenes Laertius’ notice on Aristotle, which is usually
deemed to come from an early Hellenistic source and therefore to predate him,
expressly states that logic is an instrument and not a part of philosophy.*

Among the authors whose texts on this subject we know directly, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, in the second to third century AD, is the first to expressly spell out
this idea and to set forth the principle according to which logic, by virtue of having
the purpose of contributing “to the discovery and construction of other things”,*
must be understood as an instrument of science.* By the time of the Alexandrian
commentary, from the fifth century on, this thesis is already perfectly assimilated
and is simply assumed, regardless of how each commentator presents and justifies
it.* With a twist though, for Ammonius, the founder of this exegetical school, con-
siders logic to be both an instrument and a part of philosophy: an instrument when
considered formally and abstractly, a part when applied to a particular content. This
view, which became prevalent in the later commentary within the school (and is
also present in Boethius),?® may have originally come from Proclus, who had been
Ammonius’ teacher in Athens.’’ From the instrumental character of logic, they too
justify the priority given to it in the ordering of Aristotle’s treatises and in the rec-
ommended succession for their reading.’® However, they generally recognise the
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importance of some preliminary moral education, for, as Simplicius puts it, “instru-
ments belong to the category of intermediary things, and it is possible to use them
either well or badly, as is illustrated by the majority of Sophists and rhetoricians”;*
so, to avoid circularity, this moral education should be of a pre-philosophical na-
ture, “through unwritten habituation and non-technical exhortations, which rectify
our characters by means both written and unwritten”.*

It is a particularly telling sign of the deep and long-lasting influence exerted by
the Aristotelian reception we have been following that the medieval manuscripts
all preserve the priority of the Organon within the Aristotelian corpus, a habit that
has lasted since the invention of the printing press until our days.

3. Composition of the Organon

Let us now turn to the internal composition of the Organon. We are already aware
that this was not the work of Aristotle himself. How was it that it came to acquire
the stable content that is today its own? The story has many gaps, but it may be
fairly (and to some extent conjecturally) reconstructed as follows.*!

To all appearances, upon his death, Aristotle left the gigantic work he had writ-
ten in a state substantially different from that in which we now have it. This original
state is hinted at by two of the three ancient catalogues of Aristotle’s writings we
possess — namely, those preserved by Diogenes Laertius (third century AD) and by
Hesychius of Miletus (sixth century AD), whose ultimate common source probably
dates back to the third century BC.*? In fact, these two catalogues testify to what ap-
pears to be the independent existence of what we now know as parts of our modern
treatises (books or collections of books), sometimes, but not always, alongside the
complete treatises themselves.** For instance, Moraux, in his seminal study on the
ancient lists of Aristotle’s works, records at least nine partial editions of the Topics
with different titles,* in addition to the complete treatise itself, probably under two
different designations.* And the examples could be multiplied, using, for instance,
the case of the Physics, the Metaphysics, the Rhetoric, etc.

On the other hand, within the logical section of the catalogues, titles that tell us
nothing today proliferate,* and the six traditional works of our Organon appear
scattered and in unexpected and somewhat incongruous places. Thus, in Diogenes’
catalogue, the Categories and De Interpretatione stand together, but out of context
with the others, namely, in places 141-2, relegated to the distant section of collec-
tions, between a collection of laws in four books and that of the constitutions of 158
city-states. The other four can be found in the logical section, but with numerous
titles in between: the two Analytics are in positions 4950, the Topics seems to ap-
pear under number 55 and perhaps under number 52, and the Sophistical Refuta-
tions occurs in position 27 (if it is actually this treatise that is referred to by the title
Ilepi éprotik®dv, in two books).

On the contrary, in the third catalogue, the one by Ptolemy al-Garib (sometime
between the first and the third century AD), bizarre titles and titles seemingly cor-
responding to parts of larger treatises are almost entirely absent, and the order of
the logical corpus is already practically that of the modern Organon. The only
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difference concerns the Topics placement between the Prior and the Posterior Ana-
Iytics, facilitated by the fact that only the former is there entitled Analytics, the
latter appearing under the title Apodictics.

This discrepancy between the two groups of ancient catalogues can only be
accounted for by the fact that something happened between the time when the
archetypes of Diogenes’ and Hesychius’ were composed and the time of the source
or sources that Ptolemy used to compose his own. Someone must have interfered
during this time interval in such a way as to cause this palpable change in the
state of the received corpus. Tradition points to Andronicus of Rhodes. Porphy-
ry’s testimony according to which Andronicus “divided the works of Aristotle and
Theophrastus into treatises (mpaypoteiag), collecting related material into the same
place”,* is a particular strong point for this historical identification since the disap-
pearance of the partial versions and the massive arrival on the scene of the treatises
that are now part of the corpus, particularly, but not only, in what concerns the logi-
cal works, is precisely one of the distinguishing features of Ptolemy’s catalogue in
comparison to its earlier counterparts.*

As we saw earlier, it was probably also Andronicus who for the first time put
together five out of the six treatises of our Organon, thus constituting its aboriginal
version. These were joined sometime later by the De Interpretatione, which he
considered spurious. This Organon with six treatises — the short Organon, as it is
known, and which is the one we have today — was Alexander’s favourite, a fact
which surely contributed to its historical success.

However, antiquity knew of other hypotheses for the composition of the
Organon, the Neoplatonic school of Alexandria having been particularly prolific in
testing them.*” Ammonius did not innovate on this matter, remaining faithful to Al-
exander’s preference for the short Organon.” But Simplicius made another choice,
by adding the Rhetoric to the six treatises already collected.” This was a perfectly
sensible and justifiable choice, from an Aristotelian viewpoint. On the one hand,
Aristotle frequently relates rhetoric to dialectics and logic in general, both in the
Rhetoric itself and in other treatises.”? On the other hand, although the distinction
between demonstrative, dialectical and eristic syllogisms — on which since Alex-
ander the preference for the short Organon is mainly based> — is characteristically
Aristotelian,* it is no less certain that Aristotle also speaks of rhetorical syllogisms
in his logical treatises,* as well as in the Rhetoric,’ whose syllogistic form he even
explains in the Prior Analytics.’” Moreover, the addition of rhetoric to the cycle of
logical studies adopted by Simplicius had reputable antecedents. Clearly, it had a
distant Stoic pedigree, since the Stoics famously divided logic into dialectics and
rhetoric.® However, one need not go as far back in time or as far away from the Ar-
istotelian tradition as ancient Stoicism to find sources that might have more directly
inspired Simplicius. In Middle-Platonic times, authors who welcomed Aristotle as
one of their predecessors provide grounds for a more generous conception of log-
ic’s scope, such as the one underlying Simplicius’ choice. One of these authors is
Alcinous (second century AD). In his division of philosophy, three major sections
are distinguished (theoretical, practical, and dialectical), in the last of which the
part concerning syllogism enumerates apodictic syllogisms, dialectical syllogisms,
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sophisms, and rhetorical syllogisms (or enthymemes).”® A similar quadripartite
classification of syllogisms, also including the rhetorical syllogisms, more or less
contemporary to that of Alcinous, is found in Galen.®® Converted into terms of
the organisation of Aristotle’s works, the conception of the general scope of logic
shared by these two authors matches Simplicius’ Organon encompassing seven
parts, among which is the Rhetoric.

Gourinat calls this Organon “semi-long” to distinguish it from the one proposed
by the later Alexandrian commentators (Olympiodorus and Elias), which is known
as the “long Organon”, insofar as an eighth treatise, the Poetics, is added to the
seven treatises already recognised by Simplicius.®! Elias gives two ingenious ex-
planations for this choice, the first of which is partially similar to that given by his
predecessors within the school for opting for either the short Organon or the semi-
long one. The first explanation is that logic has three divisions, one that precedes
demonstration (developed in the Categories, De Interpretatione, and Prior Analyt-
ics), another that concerns demonstration itself (studied by the Posterior Analytics),
and a third that deals with what “poses as” (0modvetar) or imitates demonstration,
which has various forms, examined by the Topics, the Sophistical Refutations, the
Rhetoric, and, he adds, the Poetics. The second explanation, which additionally
gives partial support to the previous one, is that there are, according to Elias, five
types of syllogism, namely, the demonstrative, the dialectical, the rhetorical, the
sophistical, and the poetic. The demonstrative syllogism has completely true prem-
ises; the poetic has completely false premises; the others three types of syllogism
have premises some of which are true and some of which are false: if more true
than false, then the syllogism is dialectical; if more false than true, the syllogism is
sophistical; if equally true and false, the syllogism is rhetorical. This latter explana-
tion, and therefore the former, does not appear to have any grounds in Aristotle’s
texts. The most that could be said (and it is very little) is that one can find in these
texts some sporadic approximations between the Rhetoric and the Poetics.®

The conclusion is, therefore, that at the end of antiquity Aristotle’s Organon
consisted of eight treatises, namely, Categories, De Interpretatione, Prior Analyt-
ics, Posterior Analytics, Topics, Sophistical Refutations, Rhetoric, and Poetics (al-
ready in this order — to which we will turn right away).® Curiously enough though,
all of the Organon’s earliest manuscripts already contain the short version.*

4. Order of the Organon

The internal order that we find today in the Organon seems to have been fixed
by the Alexandrian authors, where we find it for the first time explicitly assumed.
However, between at least Andronicus, in the first century BC, and the time of
Ammonius, in the fifth century AD, several alternative orderings may have been
tried. One of them, by the Peripatetic philosopher Adrastus of Aphrodisias (second
century AD), is well-known. According to the testimony of the commentators, in
Adrastus’ lost work On the Order of Aristotle’s Treatises (Ilepi Tfic TéEewc TV
Aprototéhovg cvyypappdytmv), he argued that the Topics should come right after
the Categories,® which is why he presumably attributed the title [Tpo t@®v tomik®dV
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(“before the Topics™) or [Ipo t@v tomwv (“before the [common] places™) to the lat-
ter treatise.® In his testimony, Simplicius does not state outright that Adrastus gave
it this title as a result of his decision of ordering the treatise immediately before the
Topics, but, given the context in which it is set, which has precisely to do with the
different titles given to the treatise in antiquity (in the case, IIpo T®v Tomk®Vv), this
is a fair assumption, which seems moreover confirmed by Ammonius’ reference to
this issue.

The motivation behind Adrastus’ opinion regarding the order of these two trea-
tises is described by Simplicius as follows:

Knowledge of simple words, as provided by the book of the Categories,
must at any rate come first. Before proceeding to the demonstrative method,
however, and the syllogisms and premises which necessarily precede it, he
[Aristotle] transmits to us the method which reasons syllogistically from
widely-held and plausible beliefs. . . . For if we must proceed from the widely-
held to the demonstrative, and from the plausible to the unconditionally true,
then, Adrastus would say, it is right that the study of the Topics should pre-
cede the study both of demonstration and of those matters which are neces-
sarily taken up before demonstration.®’

So, as Kupreeva puts it, “according to Simplicius, Adrastus ordered the logical cor-
pus by increasing certainty: from the mostly descriptive Categories and the Topics
which operates with dialectical reasoning to the rigorous theories of demonstration
and syllogism in the Analytics”.%®

However, this ordering led to a few dilemmas. To begin with, as to where the
Sophistical Refutations should be placed: should it be put right after the Topics,
as the close relationship between these two works recommends (many even go as
far as to consider that the former is no more than the ninth book of the latter), or
should it be located at the end of the whole cycle, as its particular subject matter as
well as its concluding remarks, to which we have already referred, seem to favour?
Secondly, this ordering breaks the connection that seems natural between the Cat-
egories and the De Interpretatione, insofar as these treatises can both be seen as
introductory to the treatment of formal logic and the theory of demonstration that
Aristotle carries out in the Analytics, and which, in any case, they neither develop
nor presuppose. Should this natural connection be simply ignored? Adrastus’ own
solution seems to have involved sacrificing the link between the Categories and the
De Interpretatione, by adopting the following succession: Cat. — Top. — SE —
Int. — APr. — APo.” The solution adopted in Ptolemy’s catalogue is, as we have
seen, informed by the opposite decision, since it opts instead for the succession:
Cat. — Int. — APr. — Top. — APo. — SE. We ignore what decision Andronicus
had already taken in this matter, if any, but he had in any case an easier task since
he did not recognise the authenticity of the De Interpretatione.

In this context, the solution adopted by the Alexandrians, which accepted both
the sequence Categories/De Interpretatione and the sequence Topics/Sophistical
Refutations and rejected only the idea that the Categories should be seen as some



10  Antonio Pedro Mesquita and Ricardo Santos

kind of prologue to the Topics, had particularly good conditions for success. And
success it had, as we can witness today, considering that it became the canonical
ordering of the treatises within the Organon.

The suggestive wording of Ptolemy’s catalogue when introducing the Catego-
ries (“his book known as Categories, which is the first book of logic, one book™)
and the De Interpretatione (“his book known as Perihermeneias, which is the sec-
ond, one book”) implies that at least the succession of these two books and their
placing at the beginning of the logical corpus was already accepted by some schol-
ars long before the Alexandrians, sometime between Andronicus, who did not ac-
knowledge the latter treatise as a legitimate member of the set, and Ptolemy’s time,
which, according to Rashed, can be tentatively dated not later than the third century
AD.” As to the priority of the Categories within the whole logical corpus, every-
thing suggests it was the work of Andronicus.”" It is worth noting that if, by any
chance, the interpolation of the Topics between the Prior and the Posterior Analyt-
ics in Ptolemy’s catalogue were to be shown to have resulted from an accident of
transmission, as, for instance, a copyist’s error, having occurred somewhere along
the Syriac or Arabic receptions of the text, then the complete cycle itself would
already appear, in its present order, in this catalogue.

The Alexandrians, however, based this ordering on a philosophical and peda-
gogical justification that made it very attractive. On the one hand, it allowed the
treatises to be arranged in a logical order, from the simple to the complex and
from the most general to the most particular. So you would start with “simple
terms”, in the Categories, then you would move on to propositions, in the De
Interpretatione, and finally you would arrive to syllogisms, in the Prior Analyt-
ics; once there, the various types of syllogism could be studied: apodictic in the
Posterior Analytics, dialectic in the Topics, eristic in the Sophistical Refutations,
and so on (if any other types of syllogism were recognised). On the other hand,
the ordering was in line with the organic conception they had of Aristotle’s logi-
cal project: the centre of the Organon was, for them, occupied by the Posterior
Analytics, where the study of “the method of philosophy”, that is, demonstration,
is carried out; the other treatises were arranged according to how they relate to
this centre, either leading to it or departing from it. The former treatises deal with
what is presupposed in the demonstration (namely, its logical structure, that is,
the syllogism; the constituent parts of syllogisms, which are propositions; and
the constituent parts of these, which are terms — respectively dealt with in the
Prior Analytics, De Interpretatione, and Categories). The latter concern methods
“auxiliary” to demonstration, as Philoponus neutrally describes them, or which
have only the “appearance of demonstration”, as most of the commentators pre-
ferred to depict them (and should therefore be avoided, some of them add), which
are studied by the remaining treatises of the Organon. So, basically, with the
centre duly fixed, they simply went backwards to the simplest and most primi-
tive elements presupposed by it, arriving at the Categories, and then forwards,
following the “imitations of the method”, as many as each of them thought were
represented in Aristotle’s work, thus ultimately arriving either at the Sophistical
Refutations, the Rhetoric, or the Poetics.™
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It should be recognised, however, that scattered and occasional references by
Aristotle himself seem already to point in the direction of this ordering. Thus, the
sequence in which he indicates the various types of syllogism at the beginning
of the Topics, after having recalled the definition of syllogism given in the Prior
Analytics,” prefigures the succession of the last four treatises of our Organon, from
this treatise onwards. On the other hand, the beginning of the Prior Analytics and
the end of the Posterior seem to have been written to draw attention to the fact that
they make up a single inquiry, on syllogism and demonstration, pursued in that or-
der.™ Finally, as we noted earlier, the final words of the Sophistical Refutations are
consistent with the closing of a cycle — which, if applied to the whole of Aristotle’s
logical treatises, would favour not only its current order, which was already the
Alexandrian, but also likely its current content, i.e. the short Organon.

5. Authenticity, Title, and Chronology of the Treatises in the Organon

To conclude, a few words on the authenticity and title of the treatises that compose
this Organon, as well as on their relative and absolute chronology.

The authenticity of the treatises in the short Organon was never put into ques-
tion in antiquity, with the exception of the De Interpretatione, whose reference,
in the opening lines, to the On the Soul Andronicus took to be inaccurate and un-
founded, leading him, as we already know, to athetising the whole treatise.” He
also considered the Postpredicaments to be misplaced at the end of the Categories,
but this does not necessarily imply that he doubted or refused the authenticity of the
text.”® According to the solitary testimony of Olympiodorus, the authenticity of the
Categories had been under attack as well;”” Ammonius, however, maintains that
“everyone agrees that the treatise is a genuine work by the philosopher”.”® In mod-
ern times, only the authenticity of the Categories was seriously questioned, and
even several authors who accept it have consistently suspected that the Postpredic-
aments, its traditional final six chapters, did not come from the hand of Aristotle.”

The titles of Aristotle works were not officially given by him, following the
common practise at his time, although, in some cases, we can find him using pre-
ferred expressions to refer to them. In general, titles of scientific and scholarly
writings such as Aristotle’s came to be adopted thanks to consolidated common
usage, and, unless the author himself gave any indications on the subject, normally
originated in the habit of referring to the work in question either by some expres-
sions occurring in the incipit, or by what was more or less consensually consid-
ered for a relatively long period of time to be its subject matter. The six treatises’
established titles predominantly follow Aristotle’s own usages, though, as we will
shortly see, in one case the title comes directly from the incipit, and in another its
origin remains rather mysterious.

Antiquity knew of several different titles attributed to the Categories. Besides
this very title, the commentators list the following:

* Tlepi tdv katnyopidv (On the Categories);®
o Aéka katnyopiag or Katnyopiot 6éxa (The Ten Categories);®!
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o Tlepi tdv déka yevadv (On the Ten Genera);*

* Tlepi tdv yevdv tod dvtog (On the Genera of Being);¥

o Tlepi tdv déka yev@dv 100 6vtog (On the Ten Genera of Being);
o TIpo tdv tomkdv or IIpd t@v Tondv (Before the Topics).®

We know very little about the origin of these titles. Elias and the anonymous scho-
liast make some less than credible assignments, even if one of them is histori-
cally well-founded, namely, the attribution of ITepi t@v yev@v tod dvtog (Elias) or
Iepi tdV déka yevdv tod vtog (scholiast) to Plotinus.® As for the title ITpo tédv
tomk@v or IIpd tdv tondv, we already know that it became famous (or infamous)
due to its use by Adrastus in the framework of his ordering of Aristotle’s logical
treatises. The anonymous scholiast attributes to him the very authorship of the
designation.?” This is hard to believe, though, since Simplicius, in a testimony we
have quoted before,®® says that Andronicus rejected the section of the Categories
known as the Postpredicaments because he considered it to be a late addition made
by those who had titled the treatise IIpo T®v té6n®v. This fact shows that such des-
ignation was already known as an alternative title in the first century BC, about two
centuries before Adrastus. So to accommodate all the testimonies on this subject
without contradicting Simplicius’, the reference of this alternative title to Adrastus
made by the other commentators must be understood as the revival of an earlier
attribution — a particularly authoritative and influential one, which strongly and
enduringly linked the two together in people’s minds. The most reasonable line of
thought here is thus to suppose that the title IIpo t@v ténwv/Tomik®dv was attributed
to our Categories somewhere in Hellenistic times, having then fallen into disuse
(perhaps through the intervention of Andronicus, as Bodéiis would have it) and
later recovered by Adrastus, only to be then again defeated, and definitively, by the
title by which we know it today. Note, moreover, that Olympiodorus suggests that
this alternative title had been popular once, which is consistent with a disseminated
and at least relatively prolonged usage of it.*

As to the history of these several titles, the only true rivalry that appears to
have ever existed is the one between the titles Categories and Before the Topics.
And with good reason too, since these were allied to distinct, well-defined choices
regarding the conception of the Organon and its internal ordering. As we have al-
ready seen, Andronicus rejected the title Before the Topics while defending the title
Categories, which may have even been his own invention.” For his part, Alexander
of Aphrodisias generally refers to the Categories by this name, although he some-
times also refers to it as On the Ten Categories;’* and in Galen the latter title also
occurs.”? Porphyry, in his extant commentary on the treatise, undertakes a strenu-
ous defence of the title Categories,” but he was convinced that this title came from
Aristotle himself, as in general were the subsequent Neoplatonic commentators of
the treatise.” By the time of later scholars within this exegetical tradition, the title
was completely established as the canonical one.*

The title TIepi epueveiag is our mystery: it does not come from the incipit of
the treatise, and Aristotle never refers to it by this designation. Someone must
have given it at some point in time and the designation stuck. However, the title
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is ancient, since it appears in Diogenes’ and Hesychius’ catalogues (even if in im-
plausible places), and Andronicus seems to have discussed it already under this
designation.” Sedley makes two interesting suggestions in this regard. The first is
that the title Iepi €ppeveiog should probably be understood as “On language”, for
which he gives a matching occurrence of the word €ppeveia in this sense in the De
anima.’’ The second is that the original title, as intended by Aristotle himself, might
have been On Affirmation and Negation, for which he argues with the parallel titles
of Theophrastus’ logical works corresponding to the ones in Aristotle’s short Orga-
non (all identical but in this case, where Ilepi katoQdcE®g Kol ATOEAGE®G seems
to have been the correlative title).”® Both suggestions, whose roots can be found in
nineteenth century German scholarship,” are highly speculative, but clearly wor-
thy of reflection. Aubenque holds a different perspective. He thinks that the title
Iepi éppeveiag does justice to and is the right one for the treatise, understood in
the traditional sense attached to the word épueveia, in light of the symbolic nature
of language that Aristotle describes in the treatise’s first chapter, which involves
processes of interpretation and translation. So, for all we know, this title could even
have been Aristotle’s own choice after all.!® Plainly, modern controversy around
the title does not help to clear the mystery up.

With regard to the Prior and Posterior Analytics, the situation is just the op-
posite. Aristotle often refers indistinctly to either of these treatises by the common
plural T dvodvtikd.!®! The word “analysis” is used in several senses by Aristotle,
and he never explains which of them is the pertinent one for this designation. How-
ever, the ancient commentators, who attached much importance to this question,
unanimously held, at least since Alexander, that, in general, all analysis consists in
the reduction of a compound to that of which it is composed, the particular sense
applicable here being the reduction of all arguments “to the three figures of the
syllogism”, that is, to their logical form — as is in fact done in the Analytics, specifi-
cally in the collection of books which came to be called Prior.!®> The distinction
between the two Analytics as 1@V npotépwv (analytica priora) and 1@v VoTEP®V
(analytica posteriora) is not attested in the Aristotelian corpus. However, it is cer-
tainly very old since it appears in the two catalogues of Aristotle’s works that come
from an earlier original (those of Diogenes and Hesychius), probably, again, from
the third century BE.!® This differentiation is, according to the commentators from
Alexander on, due to the fact that the former deal with the syllogism in general
while the latter deal with a particular type of syllogism, the demonstrative syllo-
gism, so that the former should be studied before the latter.!

Interestingly enough, Aristotle refers on occasion to our Prior Analytics as the
books On Syllogism,'” and in one passage at least — a particularly important one
since it occurs at the end of the investigation undertaken in the two treatises — it
almost seems that, in his mind, our Posterior Analytics perhaps deserved rather
the title On Demonstration.'* Suggestively, these two titles survived as alternative
titles until relatively late in antiquity. We have already seen that it is under a title
close to the latter (Apodictics) that the Posterior Analytics appear in Ptolemy’s
catalogue. Later still, the same alternate use of the latter two titles is suggested by
a passage in Ammonius’ commentary on the Categories: “the same argument and
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order [applies] all the way up to the Posterior Analytics, that is, the Apodictics”.*""
However, Galen, who himself seems to favour the alternative titles, remarks that
most people of his time referred to the treatise on syllogism as the Prior Analytics
and the treatise on demonstration as the Posterior Analytics.'®® In fact, the modern
titles can be found, for instance, in Aspasius’ commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics,'® as well as in the anonymous commentary on books II-V of the same
work,!"? and the same is the case throughout Alexander’s commentaries.!!!

Regarding the Topics — a designation that Aristotle himself used in cross-refer-
ences!!? — Brunschwig provides an excellent synthesis of its origin:

[“Topics™] is derived from the term tomog (“place”), which . . . he uses to
designate each of the argumentation schemes which should allow the dialec-
tician to argue for or against a given proposition, and of which the Topics are,
for the most part, a long enumeration: the term seems to be borrowed from
the language of mnemonics, which recommended to its followers a kind of
mental spatialization of the material to be memorized.!'

Finally, the Sophistical Refutations (to which Aristotle refers at least once as if it
were a part of the Topics)!'* owes its title to the incipit of the treatise.!'> However,
there is reason to believe that Aristotle would also be willing to adopt the title On
Eristic Arguments (Ilepi €piotik@v) since this is how he refers to it later in the
treatise itself, as well as elsewhere.!'® Moreover, it is likely that this title was actu-
ally assigned at one time to the treatise since Diogenes’ catalogue mentions a ITepi
€PLoTIKAV, in two books, in number 27, which is generally considered to refer to
this treatise.!!” It is therefore possible that, for a period, these two alternative titles
coexisted, although the one that has lasted until our days was certainly the domi-
nant and most common already in antiquity.

As to the chronology of the logical treatises, in spite of the attempts that have
been made since Jaeger’s seminal 1923 work on the evolution of Aristotle’s thought
to establish the date of at least his major works, prudence advises us to remain
sceptical about the chances of ever being able to satisfactorily reach this goal. Aris-
totle’s extant corpus is composed of scholarly treatises, written for the inner circle
of his disciples and associates; as such, they were repeatedly revised, emended, and
added to over time. So the best that we can expect, to expand Barnes’ apt remarks
on the Analytics to the whole of Aristotle’s works, is to be able to conclude that
this particular passage in this particular work is (probably) earlier or later than that
particular passage in that particular work.!'® The strongest indication of the ulti-
mate futility of chronological endeavours applied to the entire Aristotelian corpus
is given by the fact that those already made largely contradict each other. Consider-
ing the particular nature of Aristotle’s treatises, they all are, in fact, doomed to fail.

Concerning the logical corpus, there are, however, some aspects on which most
scholars agree — namely, that the Categories and books II-VII of the Topics are
early, probably dating from the beginning of Aristotle’s autonomous career as a
philosopher inside the walls of the Academy.!'” On the contrary, there is a preva-
lent tendency to consider the De Interpretatione a more recent work, with some
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scholars dating it even to the last decade of Aristotle’s life.!*® On the Analytics,
authors diverge, defending almost every conceivable position. Ross and Diiring,
for example, maintain that both treatises are early;'?! Nuyens considers the Prior
Analytics to be early but the Posterior Analytics late;'?? conversely, for Solmsen, it
is the Posterior Analytics that is early, while the Prior Analytics is late.'>> Only the
thesis of a late date for both works does not seem to have attracted any advocates.
This being the case (and there is a big “if”” here), it could be said that, within the
logical corpus, the Categories and the central books of the Topics were the first
works that began to be written and the De Interpretatione the last, with the Analyt-
ics somewhere in between.

The relative chronology within the Organon, as far as a sort of majority consensus
can be established, corresponds with this general picture, except for that of the Prior
and Posterior Analytics, which was a hot issue for contemporary criticism for much
of the last century. Traditionally, it was accepted that the canonical sequence of the
two treatises corresponded to the order of their actual writing.!** This view was chal-
lenged by Solmsen, in his influential 1929 work on the evolution of Aristotelian logic
and rhetoric (i.e. on the internal evolution of Simplicius’ Organon, one might say),
where he argued that the Prior Analytics was the last work of this corpus to be com-
posed.'? A polemic ensued, with ardent contention from both sides —and, as could be
expected, with no conclusion at the end. All in all, the wisest position on this issue is
probably Barnes’, when he notes, in a passage already referred to, that

the chronological question, if coarsely posed, assumes that Aristotle either
wrote first the Prior and then the Posterior Analytics, or else vice versa; and
this assumption is in all probability false. The two works, as we have them
today, represent the latest stage in an uncompleted series of revisions: two
sets of notes were worked at, added to, and emended over a period of years;
and in the course of their long careers they enjoyed the benefits of a mutual
influence. It is plainly silly to say that one treatise was “written” before or
after the other. We can at best hope to show that passage X in treatise A was
written, in its present form, after passage Y in treatise B.!%

This is also the view of Brunschwig, who claims that, as they stand today, neither
of the two treatises can be regarded as entirely prior or entirely posterior to the
other.'”’

In conclusion, if caution is generally advisable in any course of action, it most
certainly is concerning the question of the chronology of Aristotle’s works. Thus,
in this matter, it was perhaps Randall who came closest to the truth, when he re-
marked as follows:

Jaeger’s brilliant genetic hypothesis has revolutionized Aristotelian studies.
For a generation it has indeed led to the expenditure of much time and effort
in trying to determine just when Aristotle wrote a particular passage or book,
effort that many scholars are beginning to suspect might well have been bet-
ter spent in analysing what he said in it.!?
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II. Contents of This Volume

Marco Zingano’s contribution, “Aristotle’s Categories: Ontology without Hylo-
morphism?”, is concerned with the meaning of the ten categories listed by Aristotle
in Chapter 4 of that work: substance, quantity, relatives, quality, where, when, po-
sition, having, doing, and being affected. Avoiding any mention of the distinction
between matter and form (which takes central stage in the Physics and the Meta-
physics), Zingano tries to understand the categories as being at the same time the
ultimate predicates, the most general concepts, and the highest genera of being. Fo-
cusing primarily on Chapters 5 to 8 of the Categories, he uncovers their common
structure, which includes a first part, where the kinds of being under the category
are enumerated, and a second part, where the basic traits shared by every member
of the category are examined. Those basic traits answer, for each category X, three
main questions: Do members of X have contraries? Do they admit degrees? What
is their proprium? On Zingano’s view, contrariety, gradability, and the proprium
are very important properties in Aristotle’s ontology. They work as the basic tools
with which one can locate everything there is in one of the ten categories, thus
“charting” the realm of sensible being (leaving non-sensible substances out of the
picture). In the received text of the Categories the project is obviously incomplete,
and Zingano makes some conjectures about the location and possible content of
the lacunas.

Katerina Ierodiakonou’s essay, “Are the Same Thoughts Shared by All Peo-
ple?”, focus on Aristotle’s famous statement, in the first chapter of De Interpreta-
tione (16a3-9), that, whereas written marks and spoken sounds are not the same
for all people, affections of the soul and actual things are indeed the same for all.
Many readers of those lines have identified affections of the soul with thoughts and
wondered why does Aristotle claim that all people have the same thoughts. Iero-
diakonou considers how the ancient commentators have interpreted that claim. As
early as the second century CE, the Peripatetic commentator Aspasius pointed out
the pervasiveness of moral disagreement among humans as problematic for such a
claim, suggesting that Aristotle would not extend it to thoughts involving abstract
concepts like justice, but was referring only to affections that result from sense
perceptions. After reviewing the views of several Greek, Latin and Byzantine com-
mentators, Ierodiakonou chooses Alexander of Aphrodisias (II-III centuries CE)
as her main target. Though admitting a high degree of uncertainty, she conjectures
that Alexander followed Aspasius’ footsteps and drew a distinction between affec-
tions of the soul and thoughts, allowing him to maintain that it is only the former
that are shared by all people. Relying on Alexander’s distinction between forms
and universals, Ierodiakonou finds plausible ascribing to him a view according to
which thoughts involve concepts that are dependent on each individual’s intellec-
tual capacities, insofar as they result from a process of separation of the forms of
perceived things that may be idiosyncratic.

Francesco Ademollo’s essay, “De Interpretatione 3 on Isolated Verbs”, offers
a detailed analysis of lines 16b19-25, where Aristotle makes some brief remarks
about what a verb means when it is uttered on its own (not as part of a sentence).
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That difficult passage has two parts. First, Aristotle states his view of verbs ut-
tered in isolation. He says that they signify something (and in that respect they
work as a kind of name) but do not signify “whether it is or not”. Ademollo thinks
that this part is relatively straightforward. He calls what an isolated verb signifies
a “predicate” and explains what it does not signify as whether such a predicate
holds or does not hold of something. In the second part, Aristotle provides an ar-
gument for this last claim about what an isolated verb does not signify, and there
it is much harder to see what the argument really is. Many readers think that the
argument gives a description of the signification of the copula, while assuming that
every verb can be replaced by a phrase composed of the copula plus a participle.
Ademollo criticises that interpretation and proposes instead that Aristotle is there
using “to be” in its existential sense, giving “to exist” as a revealing example of
a verb that, when standing alone, is neither true nor false, even though it signifies
a certain predicate. This leads him to address the difficult question of the relation
between Aristotle’s understanding of that predicate and his view that the several
ways of being cannot be reduced to a unique genus.

Paolo Crivelli’s essay, “Truth and Formal Validity in the Prior Analytics”, con-
cerns the definition of syllogism given in 24b18-22, where Aristotle says that a
syllogism is “a discourse in which, certain things having been posited, something
different from the things laid down results of necessity due to these things being
there”. Crivelli discerns four conditions in the definition. According to the first two,
only inferences with multiple premisses and one conclusion distinct from them are
syllogisms. The third condition requires that syllogisms are valid inferences, in the
sense that their conclusions follow necessarily from the premisses. A passage in
APr. 132 shows that these three conditions are not jointly sufficient, because there
are inferences satisfying them all which Aristotle does not count as syllogisms.
Hence, the fourth condition is crucial, and Crivelli’s main aim is to understand it.
Relying on Aristotle’s examples of non-syllogistic inferences and on his method of
rejection by counterexamples, Crivelli argues that what it introduces is a condition
of formality, requiring that all inferences of the same form be also valid. Though
stressing that Aristotle’s conception of logical form differs in important ways from
the modern conception, the chapter ends up confirming his place as the first one to
recognise that logic is formal.

Ricardo Santos’ essay, “Aristotle on Negative Terms and Obversion”, concerns
a possible extension of the assertoric syllogistic that Aristotle seems to have consid-
ered at a certain point in the development of his logical thinking, of which Chapter
10 of De Interpretatione and Chapter I 46 of the Prior Analytics are witnesses. The
extended system would make room for the negation of terms (in subject or predi-
cate positions) besides standard copula negation. Santos asks how Aristotle under-
stands negative terms and their contribution to the truth conditions of categorical
propositions. He wants to use this question as a test case to help adjudicating the
dispute between the main semantic approaches that interpreters have applied to
the syllogistic, namely, the set-theoretic and the mereological approaches. An im-
portant constraint of the enterprise is that a satisfactory answer must accord with
Aristotle’s view that obverting an affirmative proposition is valid, but obverting a
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negation is not. Santos criticises the dominant interpretation according to which
Aristotle understands negative terms in a way that, similarly to privatives and con-
traries, can be modelled set-theoretically in terms of restricted complements. He
also shows that the mereological approach faces serious difficulties in trying to
accommodate Aristotle’s views on obversion. As an alternative, Santos defends
the simple view that a term like “not-just” is understood as applying to everything
that is not just. To explain Aristotle’s asymmetric judgements about obversion, he
argues that the simple view should be coupled with a semantics in which negations
have no existential import, while affirmations have it. The chapter discusses the
extent to which those views are supported by the relevant texts.

Pierre-Marie Morel’s essay, “Proof and Demonstration: the Meaning of
deucvovan in the Posterior Analytics”, concerns a question that translators of that
work need to confront: if anddei€ic and dmodeucvovar are the technical terms for
“demonstration” and “to demonstrate”, how should one render the numerous and
pretty varied uses of the verb dewviovar? The chapter surveys all the occurrences
and argues that the verb covers a wide range of meanings. Sometimes it is syn-
onymous with amodeicvivar, indicating a scientific deduction in the strict sense.
In other occurrences, it has a more general sense, subsuming “demonstration” as
a special case and conveying a looser notion of showing that something is the
case by way of some kind of deductive inference. However, still in other cases,
it is applied to non-deductive inferences, as when induction is presented as a way
of “showing the universal” (71a8: dewvivieg 10 kabBoLov). In its more relaxed
uses, dgtkvovat can even be used for incorrect and unsuccessful attempts at proving
something. Morel’s essay shows that dewvOvar, despite its meaning fluctuations,
plays an important role in Aristotle’s efforts to build a rich logical and epistemo-
logical vocabulary.

Pierre Pellegrin’s essay, “Causal Explanation and Demonstration in Posterior
Analytics 11 117, concerns the relation between Aristotle’s doctrine of the four
kinds of cause and his views on demonstration and the demonstrative syllogism.
For Aristotle, in every scientific inquiry, the search for the cause can be seen as
a search for the middle term of a demonstrative syllogism. In APo. 11 2, 90a6-7,
he states that “the cause is the middle term”, and in Chapter II 11 he develops
that idea by considering each kind of cause. However, that chapter is full of dif-
ficulties and Pellegrin addresses many of them, starting with the curious fact of
having the material cause exemplified by a geometrical proof. Pellegrin gives
a reconstruction of the proof and of its recasting in the form of a syllogism, the
middle term of which stands to its conclusion as a piece of marble stands to the
statue that is made of it. In the syllogism given as example for the workings of
the final cause, it seems that the final cause is represented by the major term, not
by the middle one. Pellegrin accepts this appearance and explains it by describ-
ing teleological explanations as “second-order explanations”, which require the
cooperation of an efficient cause expressed by the middle term. In the last part of
the chapter, he gives an explanation for the absence of a dedicated example
of the formal cause, arguing that the causal middle term works always also as a
formal cause.
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David Bronstein and Breno Zuppolini’s contribution, “Aristotle on Multiple
Demonstration: A Reading of Posterior Analytics 11 17-8”, concerns the question
of whether the same demonstrable attribute can be explained by more than one
cause (of the same kind). Aristotle’s discussion of that question in 4Po. 11 17-8
has often been accused of inconsistency. Through a careful, line by line, analysis
of those chapters, Bronstein and Zuppolini build an interpretation that manages
to put all pieces together in a coherent view. The key to the interpretation is the
distinction of different versions of the question, which receive different but com-
patible answers. Clearly, Aristotle favours a monistic view according to which, if
P is a demonstrable attribute of a genus G, there is a unique causal middle term M
explaining why G is P. (At various places he claims that M is the definition of P,
i.e. that it gives an account of what being P is.) Also, if S1 and S2 are subordinate
species of G, Aristotle thinks that there is a unique cause of their being P, which
is just G itself. However, there are other special cases regarding which Aristotle
gives a pluralistic answer. One is the case of homonymy, where what appears to
be the same attribute turns out to be different attributes with the same name. A more
interesting case is that in which S is a species of G and both have a demonstrable
attribute P. Bronstein and Zuppolini argue that Aristotle holds that the explanation
of why each of them is P must be different. They extract from the text the following
example: fig trees shed their leaves because they are broad-leafed plants, which
shed their leaves because their sap coagulates; and while it is true that coagulation
of sap is responsible for leaf-shedding also in fig trees (as in other broad-leafed
plants), it is not the appropriate cause of their doing so. At the end of the chapter
they try to make good sense of this rejection of demonstrative status to a syllogism
that results from a substitution of coextensive attributes.

Colin Guthrie King’s essay, “Linguistic Theory and Dialectical Rules in the
Topics”, concerns the nature of the dialectical rules given by Aristotle in the Top-
ics. One should bear in mind that, in that work, Aristotle assumes on the part of
the reader a degree of familiarity with a specific type of argumentative practice
for which he is trying to provide methodological instructions. It is a rather codi-
fied practice, a kind of game with conventions and well-defined rules, which takes
place orally between two participants, who play the roles of questioner and an-
swerer. An argument is thus constructed by way of questions and answers: the latter
provide the premisses that the questioner can use to draw a conclusion. Refutation
is a prominent goal of those exchanges, but other more constructive ends are also
contemplated. King’s main aim is to show the beginnings of a linguistic theory,
with logical, semantic, and pragmatic components, underlying Aristotle’s instruc-
tions for dialectical argumentation. He puts special emphasis on the pragmatic sig-
nificance of the theory of predicables, trying to show how they track different types
of commitments that speakers may incur and how those commitments activate dif-
ferent norms or standards of correctness for the utterances they produce.

Hermann Weidemann’s essay, “A Trouble-Maker for Translators: the Aristote-
lian Phrase 10 i jv etvon”, deals primarily with a question of translation, but one
that significantly affects the interpretation of Aristotle’s metaphysics. The phrase
10 1l v etvor, which occurs already in the Topics and in the Posterior Analytics,
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is clearly meant to express the essence — understood as the complete and specific
essence — of something. Aristotle says there that the ti fjv eivon of something is
what its definition signifies and quite often he uses that expression interchangeably
with 70 ti éotw (literally, “the what [something] is”). Granting all that, Weidemann
goes on to ask what the literal translation of the special phrase could be. He starts
by observing that the article t6 nominalises the question i fjv €ivon, and that the
imperfect 7v indicates (using a Greek idiom with no equivalent in English) that
the answer to that question is regarded as having already been given. He argues that
the infinitive eivon has there an existential sense and, finally, asks what question is
introduced by the interrogative pronoun ti. On the view he defends, the relevant
question presupposes a close connection between essence and existence, a connec-
tion that can be stated by saying that the essence of X is something Y such that,
for X, to exist just is to be Y (existing is the same as being Y). The phrase 10 ti
7 etvor would be a formula that Aristotle devised to refer to the Y in this schema.
Weidemann hypothesises that the formula is an abbreviation of the expression 16
[10] ti [efvon] v [10] eivon, whose literal translation could be “the what-to-be-it was
to-be”. In the chapter, Weidemann argues against alternative interpretations, sup-
ports his hypothesis with linguistic and textual evidence, and replies to objections.

Antonio Pedro Mesquita’s essay, “How Do Differentiae Fit into Aristotle’s Sys-
tem of Predicables?”, concerns the question of what predicable should differentiae
like “terrestrial” or “two-footed” be regarded as falling under. In the 7opics 1 4,
Aristotle states that every predicate that may occur in a proposition is either a ge-
nus, a definition, a distinctive property or an accident. These classes of predicates
became known as the “four predicables”. In Top. I 8, the classification is shown
to be a principled one, based on the two criteria of “being convertible” with the
subject and “signifying the essence” of the subject. In both texts, Aristotle remarks
that the differentia, being (like the genus) a proper part of the definition and not
convertible with the subject, should be classified together with the genus. One
may call this the “official doctrine”. Strangely enough, in several other texts, Aris-
totle seems to deviate from it, suggesting sometimes that differentiae are distinctive
properties and, more often, that they are mere qualifications. Mesquita provides
interpretations of the problematic passages, aiming at reconciling them with the of-
ficial doctrine. He argues that Aristotle, even when drawing attention to important
similarities they have with distinctive properties and qualifications, never abandons
the view of differentiae as essential properties. As Mesquita understands him, Aris-
totle calls differentiae qualifications only in a very special sense, namely, as essen-
tial features that demarcate a species within a genus. Though Aristotle thinks that
differentiae, as a rule, extend beyond the species they belong to, in Top. 122b39—
123al he admits that they may in some cases have the same extension, a concession
that could be regarded as bringing them closer to distinctive properties. Mesquita
argues that, even in cases of coextensiveness, there is still a difference in their mode
of predication, such that no differentia is ever interpreted as an in itself distinctive
property.

Paolo Fait’s essay, “Misplaced Trust and Blind Reasoning: Aristotle on the Fal-
lacy of Equivocation”, concerns the discussion of the fallacy of equivocation in
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the Sophistical Refutations. Calling it “the paralogism depending on homonymy”,
Aristotle finds its source in the fact that some words, used in dialectical arguments,
have more than one meaning — something he deems inevitable, given that words
are finite, whereas things are infinite in number. Aristotle gives examples of the fal-
lacy, provides insightful analyses in the course of examining them, draws important
distinctions and gives advice on how to deal with homonymy in argumentation.
From those scattered materials, Fait tries to reconstruct a more unified Aristotelian
account of how the fallacy works, in the form of a two-component model. In the first
part of the analysis, he finds at work a principle of truth maximisation according to
which each premiss in an argument should be interpreted in a way that makes it more
likely true. This principle, recommending the choice of the “best” meaning in each
case, favours disambiguation. However, Fait also finds evidence of a second part,
guided by a principle of “blind reasoning”, in which words are used and inferentially
manipulated, like pebbles on an abacus, without paying much attention to their mean-
ings. The treatment of words as mere syntactic objects, in the process of drawing
conclusions, explains how shifts of meaning in the premisses can often escape notice.

Paulo Fernando Tadeu Ferreira’s essay, “On the Fallacy of Accident in Aristo-
tle’s Sophistical Refutations”, criticises one fairly common understanding (“the re-
ceived view”) of the fallacy of accident and offers an alternative. Two well-known
examples of the fallacy are “the dog father” and “the one approaching”: in the first,
someone tries to deduce that the dog is your father from premisses saying that the
dog is yours and it is a father; in the second, from the fact that you know Coriscus
but do not know the one approaching (who happens to be Coriscus), the conclusion
is drawn that you both know and not know him. Aristotle defines the fallacy of ac-
cident as occurring “when any chance thing is held to belong in the same way to
the object and to its accident” (SE 5, 166b29-30), and Ferreira starts by applying
this definition to another example, where from the premisses “Coriscus is different
from Socrates” and “Socrates is a man”, the conclusion “Coriscus is different from
man” is drawn: he identifies Socrates with “the object”, man with “its accident”,
while the attribute belonging to them both is being different from Coriscus. This
attribute belongs in itself to Socrates and, because Socrates is a man, it also belongs
to man, but only by accident and not “in the same way”’. According to the proposed
analysis of the fallacy, it is crucial that a relation is present in the argument, usually
embedded in the major term: it can be the relation of being different, the relation of
an owner to his possession or of a knower to something known. The terms of a rela-
tion must be properly specified (according to what is essential to their being in that
relation), even if many other predicates apply (accidentally) to them. Thus, being
a man is accidental to Socrates when he is taken in his relation — of difference — to
Coriscus; likewise, being a father is accidental to the dog when he is taken as your
possession and being Coriscus is accidental to the one approaching when he is
taken as the object of your knowledge. The substitution of something accidental
for one of the relata is, on Ferreira’s view, the common mistake at the origin of all
examples of the fallacy of accident.

Pieter Sjoerd Hasper’s contribution, “‘Those Searching for Gold Dig Up a Lot
of Earth’ — On Contamination and Insertion in the Early Manuscript Tradition of
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the Organon: The Case of the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations”, deals with
the Greek text of the two last works in the Organon, of which we have modern crit-
ical editions by David Ross (1958) and Jacques Brunschwig (1967, 2007). Hasper
thinks there is room for improvement and what he presents here is part of work in
progress aiming at a new edition. His reconstruction of the textual tradition of the
two works is based on a richer collection of 17 manuscripts, together with the Latin
translation by Boethius, five Arabic translations from the ninth and tenth centu-
ries and Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary on the Topics. The relations of the
manuscripts with one another can be described on the basis of a “stemma” (a tree of
descent) that divides them in three main groups. Hasper gives several examples of
passages where the manuscript tradition has very likely resulted in insertions and
changes to the text, which have spread over a more or less inclusive group of manu-
scripts. Since the oldest extant manuscripts are from the ninth and tenth centuries,
it remains possible that some changes happened before their common ancestor and
that we will never recognise them. Hasper adds three appendices: one listing and
discussing proposals by previous modern editors for deleting words from the text
of the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations, one on the text of the Analytics, and
one with a new critical edition of the Greek text of Book 8 of the Topics.
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Notes

1 See, for instance, Aetius I, Pref. 2 (= SVF 11.35 = LS 26A), and Diogenes Laertius VII
30.1-7 (=SVF I1.37 = LS 26B.1).

2 It could be argued that Top. I 14, 105b19-25, is an exception. We will turn to this text
in a moment.

3 lerodiakonou (1998: 35) reminds us that “the first occurrence of Aoywn referring to
Aristotle’s logic is found in Alexander’s commentary on the Prior Analytics” (1.3: 0
AOYIKT TE KO GLAAOYIGTIKT) TPOYLOTEIR).
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See, for instance, Metaph. IV 3, 1005b4. We will have something more to say about
this term later on, when discussing the titles of Aristotle’s logical treatises (Section 5).
Cf. SE 34, 183b15-184b8.

See Top. VI 6, 145a15-6; VIII 1, 157a10-1; Metaph. VI 1, 1025b25; VI 1, 1026b5; XI
7, 1064a16-9; EN VI 2, 1139a27-8; X 8, 1178b20-1. Cf. also Protrepticus 6R (= 6W,
59-70D, 55-66C). In addition to these complete occurrences of the triad, there are
several references to the theoretical sciences as opposed to the practical sciences (for
instance, Metaph. 11 1, 993b20-3, and EN X 7, 1177b1-4; but cf. EN 1 3, 1095a5-6;
1 2, 1103b27-9; VI 13, 1143b28-33; X 10, 1179a35-b2; EE 1 5, 1216b21-5), to the
theoretical sciences as opposed to the productive sciences (see Metaph. 1 1, 982al; IX
8, 1050a23-b6; X119, 1074b38-1075a5; EE 11 1, 1219a13-8), and to the practical sci-
ences as opposed to the productive sciences (cf. EN1 1, 1094a3-6; VI 2, 1139b1-4; VI
4, 1140a1-20; VI 5, 1140a31-b7; MM 1 34,1197a3-13).

See Protrepticus. 6R; De an. 111 4, 430a2-5; Metaph. 1 1, 981b13-25; 11 1, 993b20—
3; IX 8, 1050a23-b2; EN I 1, 1094a3-5; VI 2, 1139a31-b5; VI 5, 1140a31-b7; X 7,
1177b1-4; MM 134,1197a3-13; EE 15, 1216b10-9; 1 1, 1219a13-7.

See APo. 128, 87a38-b4; and cf. APo.17, 75a38-b20; Metaph. 111 2, 997a18-25; X1 3,
1060b31-6; XI 7, 1063b36-1064a4.

Respectively, I 13, 105a21-2, and I 18, 108b32.

See Top. VIII 14, 163b9-11; the translations are by Pickard-Cambridge (1984).

Top. 111, 104b1-3 (but see the whole passage, lines 1-12).

Cf. In Top. 74.11-75.3 Wallies.

Top.114, 105b19-21 (followed by examples of each, lines 21-5; the example he gives
here of a physical problem is the same he had given in 104b7-8 for a theoretical prob-
lem, namely, “whether the world is eternal or not™).

Cf. In Top. 93.22-7 Wallies.

Actually, Alexander maintains that he explicitly claims it: cf. In Top. 74.33-75.1
Wallies.

See Metaph. IV 3, 1005b2-5.

See Metaph. IV 4, 1006a5-7; cf. PA11, 639al-6, and ENT 4, 1094b23-7.

As we shortly see (in Section 3), antiquity witnessed other Organa, with partially dif-
ferent components.

This connection is particularly clear in Elias, /n Cat. 117.17-118.31 Busse.

The existence of such polemic was questioned: see Tae-Soo Lee (1984: 46) (referred to
by Ierodiakonou 1998: 36). More recently, Griffin (2015: 34) ascribes the very origin
of the Peripatetic notion of dpyavov to their philosophical interchange with the Stoics
on the status of logic, which he then tries to reconstruct. For the Stoic’s position, see,
again, Aetius, I, Pref. 2 (= SVF I1.35 =LS 26A), and also Diogenes Laertius VII 39-41
(= LS 26B) and Plutarch, De Stoicorum repugnantiis 1035a (= SVF 11.42 = LS 26C).
According to Sextus Empiricus, the Stoic division of the parts of philosophy into logic,
physics, and ethics can already be found in Xenocrates (cf. Math. VII 16). This does
not mean, of course, that he was already using these terms. Cicero traces the division
back to Plato himself (Acad. Post. 1.v.19), as does Aristocles of Messene (fr. 1.6-9
Chiesara); but Sextus, in the same passage, states, with his usual sharpness, that it is
found in Plato only potentially.

The figure and editorial work of Andronicus became controversial after the publication
of Barnes’ influential article (1997). For a very sensible and balanced reassessment
of the situation leading to “some less minimalist conclusions than Barnes’ own”, see
Hatzimichali (2013), and also her more recent (2016). For a summary of the available
data on Andronicus and his work, see, in addition to the texts already indicated, Griffin
(2015: 26, 29-32, and appendix 2).

An argument in favour of this being the case is the fact that this is what happens in
Ptolemy al-Gharib’s catalogue (except, of course, that the latter contains all the six
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treatises of our Organon). In fact, even if this catalogue is not a simple transcription
or summary of Andronicus’ own, as Rashed, Ptolemy’s most recent editor, maintains
(and inter alia the exception referred to confirms), its comparison with the two other
subsisting ancient catalogues shows that it expresses a much more modern state of the
corpus than those, indeed much closer to the one we have now, which is only compat-
ible with having a post-Andronican character. We will have more to say about this later
on (Section 3). On Andronicus’ athetised treatises, see infra (Section 5) the remarks on
the authenticity of Aristotle’s logical writings.

Cf. Philoponus, /n Cat. 5.18-23 Busse, and Elias, /n Cat. 117.22—4 Busse.

According to the preserved text of a passage from Philoponus’ commentary (quoted in
note 31), Boethus was Andronicus’ pupil. Rashed (2021a) has recently given reasons
to at least suspend judgement on this matter.

In Cat. 5.16-8 Busse (Sirkel, Tweedale, Harris, and King’s translation (2015)).

Cf. In Cat. 5.23-7 Busse. See, in the same direction, Olympiodorus, Prol. 8.29-9.13
Busse, developed by Elias, In Cat. 117.15-119.25 Busse.

There is a suggestion to this effect in Ammonius, /n Cat. 5.31-6.8 Busse, and Elias
expressly states it in /n Cat. 117.24 Busse.

A reference by Simplicius (/n Cat. 5.16-8 Kalbfleisch, cited in the following, in the
text) can be construed in this way. And see again on this Diogenes Laertius VII 3941
(=LS 26B).

Cf. In EN 1.2-2.13 Heylbut and especially 2.6—7, which significantly refers to So-
crates’ authority (the Pythagoreans are also mentioned soon after: 2.10-1).

As Barnes (2005: 52) claims.

Philoponus’ justification for this defence, in the context of the passages referred to ear-
lier, leans heavily in this direction: “But his [Boethus’] teacher, Andronicus of Rhodes,
examining the question more accurately, said it was necessary to begin with the logic,
which is the one concerned with demonstration. Since, then, the Philosopher used the
demonstrative method in all of his treatises, we have to first master this so that we might
follow more easily his other works” (/n Cat. 5.18-23 Busse; Sirkel, Tweedale, Harris,
and King’s translation (2015)). The question, of course, is whether this justification was
already in Andronicus himself or whether it is an explanatory assumption by Philoponus.
See DL V 28.5-6. The terms of the statement strongly suggest the idea of a controversy
between opposite conceptions of logic.

In APr. 2.14-5 Wallies.

See In APr. 1.3-4.29 Wallies; cf. In Top. 74.26-75.3 Wallies.

Cf. Ammonius, /n Cat. 4.28-5.4 Busse; In APr. 8.15-11.21 Wallies; Philoponus, /n
Cat. 3.8-21 Busse; In APr. 6.19-9.20 Wallies; Simplicius, /n Cat. 4.21-6 ¢ 14.19-25
Kalbfleisch; Olympiodorus, Prol. 7.24-8, 14.13-18.12 Busse; Elias, In Cat. 115.14—
117.14 Busse.

Cf. In Isag. 140.13—-143.7 Brandt-Schepss.

See D’Hoine (2016: 379-80).

Cf. Ammonius, /n Cat. 5.31-6.8 Busse; Simplicius, /n Cat. 5.3—6.5 Kalbfleisch; Olym-
piodorus, Prol. 8.29-9.13 Busse; Elias, In Cat. 117.15-119.25 Busse. Philoponus is
the most circumspect and the least committed on this issue: see /n Cat. 5.15-33 Busse.
In Cat. 5.16-8 Kalbfleisch.

In Cat. 6.1-2 Kalbfleisch (both translations by Chase (2003)).

In the next few paragraphs, we follow sometimes very closely parts of Mesquita
(2021). The same will occur again occasionally throughout the text.

Diogenes counts 146 titles in his catalogue of Aristotle’s writings, and Hesychius’
catalogue plus the appendix lists 197. Even accounting for spurious and repeated titles,
this is indeed a gigantic production: compare, for instance, with Plato.

Barnes disputes this interpretation. For him, ancient catalogues reflect the items existent
in certain private libraries, not necessarily the state of the corpus at that time (Barnes
1997: 64-5). But it seems rather doubtful that the latter does not somehow follow from
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the former. If the ancient catalogues reflect the items existing in a private library, then
they testify to the independent existence of parts of treatises that today we only know
as a unit. Now, if this is so, then at some point these parts existed as independent books,
and to this extent, their existence in private libraries does give us some insight into
the state of the corpus at the time they entered those libraries. For a reflection some-
what confluent with ours, see Hatzimichali (2013: 25): “Diogenes’ catalogue may not
represent the exact books available to everyone across the Hellenistic world, but it is
nevertheless indicative. It suggests that books from various treatises were circulating
individually, many works had different titles and there was no thematic division into
groups of works”. Another feature of these two catalogues is that a significant number
of our modern treatises are not mentioned in them; just by way of example, one cannot
find in Diogenes’ catalogue writings like the On the Heavens, On the Soul, Metaphysics,
Nicomachean Ethics, all the biological treatises other than the History of Animals, etc.
Cf.DL31; DL 32=H28; DL 39=H 35, DL44=H43; DL 53 =H 50, DL 57=H 55;
DL 58 =H 56; DL 59 =H 57; DL 60 = H 59.

In DL 52 =H 49 and DL 55; cf. H 51-52.

For instance, in Diogenes’ catalogue: Syllogisms; Propositions; Definitions; Divisions;
Objections; On Question and Answer; On Dialectical Arguments; On Eristics; Eristical
Propositions; Eristical Solutions; Sophistical Divisions; and many others, all of them
between titles 25 and 73, which corresponds to the logical section of the catalogue.
Vita Plotini 24.8—11; translation Barnes (1997: 37).

Barnes (1997) takes a strongly deflationary view of what would have been the innova-
tive contributions introduced by Andronicus’ edition. At present, however, there is a
growing tendency to re-assign to him the more ambitious type of intervention that was
consensual prior to that publication; in addition to the authors already cited in note
21, see more recently Rashed (2021b: CCCXLIV-XLVII). Again, nothing in what
has been said in the text implies that Ptolemy’s catalogue is a simple transcription of
Andronicus’ (from the prologue of his letter, the opposite can actually be inferred), but
only that it is essentially indebted to a state of composition and ordering of the corpus
that has already passed through Andronicus’ hands. At this point, therefore, we depart
from Rashed’s conclusions, for whom Ptolemy’s catalogue “refi¢te un état archaique
et non andronicien du corpus” (Rashed 2021b: CCCXXVI).

For this issue, Gourinat (2013) is particularly useful.

See In Cat. 5.13-30 Busse, and In APr. 1.9-2.18 and 3.36—4.7 Wallies.

Cf. In Cat. 4.28-5.1 Kalbfleisch.

See Rh.11, 1354al-11 (where he famously declares that “rhetoric is the counterpart of
dialectics”); 135513-8; 12, 1356a20-33; 1358a10-4; 1 4, 1359b2—18; II 24, 1402a3—
28, and cf. APr. 1123, 68b8—14, and SE 15, 174b19-23.

See Alexander, In APr. 1.3-9 Wallies and /n Top. 2.15-26 Wallies.

See Top. 11, 100a25-101al17; cf. SE 2, 165a38-bl11.

See, for example: APr. 11 23, 68b8-14; APo. 1 1, 71a9-11, SE 5, 167b8-9; 15,
174b19-23.

See Rh. 11, 1355a4-10; 2, 1356a34-b18.

Cf. APr. 1127, 70a10-24.

Cf. Diogenes Laertius VII 41-44.

Cf. Didaskalikos, 111.2, 153.30-7 Hermann = 3.21-4.2 Whittaker.

See De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 11.3.7-12.

See Olympiodorus, Prol. 8.4—10 Busse, and Elias, /n Cat. 116.29—117.14 Busse. Philo-
ponous, who seems to adhere to Simplicius’ solution, is also aware of this particular
arrangement: cf. /n Cat. 5.8—14 Busse.

Both treatises are mentioned together in /nt. 4, 17a4-7, and there are a number of
cross-references between them: the Rhetoric refers to the Poetics six times (far less
than the references to the 7opics, and just a little bit more than the references to the
Analytics), and the latter refers to the former once.
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The order is slightly subverted in the case of Olympiodorus, who places the Topics af-
ter the Sophistical Refutations (an incoherent succession, which can only be accounted
for as result of some kind of lapse), and Elias, who separates the Sophistical Refuta-
tions from the Topics by placing it after the Rhetoric, thus matching the grading of syl-
logisms with mixed alethic premises that has just been mentioned and that in his text
immediately follows the ordered listing of the logical treatises. This long Organon was
preserved in the medieval Arabic reception: see Black (1990); regarding the presence
of Elias’ scheme in Al-Farabi, see Mandosio (2013: 299); and, for the influence of this
model on the medieval Latin West in the period of high scholasticism, see Brumberg-
Chaumont (2013).

As Brunschwig (1989: 486) aptly remarks. For an even shorter Organon in the Syriac
tradition (restricted to the Categories, De Interpretatione, and Prior Analytics — or
even only the part concerning the assertoric syllogism), see Hugonnard-Roche (2013).
Cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 15.36-16.4 Kalbfleisch.

Ancient commentators alternate regarding the title: Porphyry uses the former in his
commentary (In Cat. 56.14-31 Busse: twice, in 56.18 and 56.23—4), as does Sim-
plicius (/n Cat. 15.26-16.16 Kalbfleisch: three times, in 15.28, 15.30, and 16.14),
and Boethius (/n Cat. 263b Migne); but Ammonius uses the latter (/n Cat. 14.18-20
Busse), as does Simplicius later in his commentary (In Cat. 379.8—-10 Kalbfleisch), and
also Olympiodorus (Prol. 22.34-5 Busse, and In Cat. 134.2-7 Busse), Elias (In Cat.
132.22-133.8 Busse — two occurrences, in 132.26 and 133.3 — and 241.30-3), and the
anonymous scholiast of the Categories (Scholia 32b36 Brandis). For simplicity’s sake,
we will from now on use the title “Before the Topics” for both Greek variants.

In Cat. 16.4-13 Kalbfleisch; Chase’s translation (2003). We will see in a moment
which are the matters “necessarily taken up before demonstration” that Simplicius has
in mind.

Kupreeva (2016: 140).

Cf. Moraux (1973: 93). Note that this succession agrees well with the interpretation of
the De Interpretatione set forth by Whitaker, for whom this treatise “should be viewed
as closely connected to the Topics and Sophistici Elenchi, rather than as the middle
treatise between the Categories and Prior Analytics, as it has traditionally been seen”
(Whitaker (1996: 4); and cf. Sedley (1996: 88-9)).

Cf. Rashed (2021b: CCXXXIT-XXXIV).

See Griffin (2015: 7-11, 22, 26, 29-32, 32-5, and in general Chapter 2).

This philosophical and pedagogical justification of the ordering of the Organon is par-
ticularly clear in Ammonius (/n Cat. 5.8-29, and 14.18-15.2 Busse), Simplicius (/n
Cat. 14.33-15.25 Kalbfleisch), Elias (In Cat. 116.29-117.14 Busse), and Boethius (/n
Isag.l 12.23-14.25 Brandt-Schepss). See also Arethas of Caesarea, In Cat. 135.35—
136.3 Share.

Top.11,100a25-101a24; and cf. SE 2, 165a38-b11.

See APr. 11, 24a10-1 (and I 4, 25b26-31); APo. 11 19, 99b15-7. And recall that this
succession is preserved in all the ancient catalogues but Ptolemy’s.

See Ammonius, /n Int. 5.24—6.4 Busse; Philoponus, In De an. 27.21-9, 45.8-14 Hay-
duck; Boethius, /n Int. 11 11.13-13.11 Meiser; cf. Alexandre, In APr. 160.31-161.1
Wallies. On this, see also Moraux (1973: 117-19). The lines in question are 16a3-9.
Cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 379.8-10 Kalbfleisch. Simplicius says that Andronicus was
only one among several that thought this way: “for some, among whom Andronicus
is one, say that these matters have been appended by someone against the purpose of
the book, namely by the man who inscribed the book of the Categories with the title
[Ipo t@v témwv” (Chase’s translation (2003)). Boethius (/n Cat. 263b Migne) gives a
testimony more or less in the same terms, as does Ammonius (/n Cat. 14.18-20 Busse),
though the latter does not specifically refer to Andronicus.
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But he does not say by whom: cf. Prol. 22.38-24.20 Busse. He enumerates four argu-
ments given against the authenticity of the Categories, which also appear in the anony-
mous scholia (33a28-b34 Brandis) and partially in the Arabic medieval scholarship
(see Georr (1948: 152-3)).

‘Ot 8¢ yviolov 00 PLA0GOPOL TO GOYypappa Ttavieg oporoyodot: In Cat. 13.25
Busse; an additional reason for thinking so based on the pervasiveness of its doctrines
throughout the corpus is given in the immediate sequence: 13.26—14.1. Philoponus’
testimony is essentially the same (cf. In Cat. 12.34—13.5 Busse). See also Simplicius,
In Cat. 18.11-2 Kalbfleisch, and Elias, In Cat. 133.9—19 Busse.

Regarding all textual and historical issues on the Categories addressed in this section,
Frede (1987) is still paramount. For brief summaries of the polemics surrounding the
authorship of this treatise from the 19th century on, see Bodéiis (2001: XCIVnn1-3)
(who leans towards suspecting the authenticity: CIII-CX), and Griffin (2015: 3n7-8).
Brunschwig (1989: 500) also mentions scholarly criticism of Book V of the Topics in
the early 20th century.

Cf. Elias, In Cat. 132.24 Busse, and Scholia 32b32-3 Brandis. But compare Porphyry,
In Cat. 57.15 Busse, where this title seems to occur as an involuntary slip.
Respectively, Porphyry, In Cat. 56.15 Busse, and Simplicius, /n Cat. 15.29 Kalbfleisch.
See Porphyry, In Cat. 56.19 Busse; Simplicius, In Cat. 15.29 Kalbfleisch; Scholia
32b33 Brandis.

See Porphyry, In Cat. 56.18-9 Busse; Simplicius, /n Cat. 15.28-9 Kalbfleisch; Scholia
32b35 Brandis.

See Porphyry, In Cat. 57.14 Busse; Elias, In Cat., 132.25 Busse.

See Porphyry, In Cat. 56.18 Busse; Simplicius, /n Cat. 15.28 Kalbfleisch; Elias, /n Cat.
132.26 Busse; Scholia 32b36 Brandis. For the two variants of this title, see note 66. Elias
(In Cat. 132.27 Busse) and the anonymous scholiast (32b38) add another title, namely
Tlepi tdv kaboLov Adywv, which they assign to Archytas of Tarentum, a contemporary of
Plato (assuming that a switch of names occurred in lines 26—7 of Elias’ text, as Moraux
(1951: 63) suspected, and makes perfect sense), whom they regarded as having writ-
ten the archetype of Aristotle’s Categories under such title — actually a Neopythagorean
forgery from the turn of the first century BC to the first century AD (see on this Ulacco
(2016)).

On the Genera of Being is actually the title of the three treatises that Plotinus devotes
to the categories (42—4 = Enneads 6.1-6.3).

Cf. Scholia 32b36-37 Brandis.

In Cat. 379.8-10 Kalbfleish (see note 76). Moraux (1951: 61) tries to discredit this
testimony.

Cf. Prol. 22.34-5 Busse. On the other hand, this disseminated usage may also account
for the passage where Elias assigns the title to Adrastus’ contemporary and fellow
Peripatetic Herminus (/n Cat. 241.30-3 Busse), when earlier he had attributed it to
Adrastus himself (132.26-7: again, accepting the names’ switch we have mentioned
in note 85). Note further that in Diogenes’ and Hesychius’ catalogues the title Ta ©po
T@®v TOn®v in one book can be found, respectively, under numbers 59 and 57; this title
may either refer to our treatise, under a different designation, or to the first book of the
Topics, existing in an independent state, as Moraux (1951: 58-65) argued for.

See Bodéiis (2001: XXIV-XLI), and Griffin (2015: 7-11; cf. 36-41).

For example, in In Top. 65.15 Wallies (€v 1@ ITepi 1dv déko katnyopidv); cf. In Top.
93.11 Wallies (&v taig 6éKa katnyopiorg).

Cf. De libris propriis X1X.42.12-3 (tdv déka katnyopidv).

Cf. In Cat. 56.14-58.20 Busse. See also Ammonius, /n Cat. 13.12-9 Busse; Philo-
ponus, /n Cat. 12.17-27 Busse; Simplicius, /n Cat. 15.26—18.6 Kalbfleisch; Olympi-
odorus, Prol. 22.13-37; Elias, In Cat. 132.22—-133.8 Busse.
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See the passages quoted in the previous note. Elias and the anonymous scholiast even
go as far as to say that some other similar titles, namely, On the Categories (both) and
On the Ten Genera (only the scholiast), were given to the treatise by “companions”
(étaipor) of Aristotle.

This is particularly visible in Dexippus, In Cat. 5.17-8 Busse, and Simplicius, /n Cat.
15.26-30 Kalbfleisch.

For further discussion of this title, see Weidemann (1994: 41—4) and Whitaker (1996:
5-7).

De an. 11 8, 420b19-21. Whitaker (1996: 6) subscribes to this suggestion as well, for
which he gives two other occurrences: P4 11 17, 660a35-6, and Po. 6, 1450b13-5.
These references are also partially given by Aubenque, who adds still a few others
(Aubenque (2009a: 104-5); see also Weidemann (1994: 42-3)).

See Sedley (1996: 88, 104n6). It should be noted that Sedley explicitly adheres to
Whitaker’s view that the De Interpretatione has mainly to do with contradictory pairs
and that his hypothesis about the treatise’s original title is advanced as an argument in
favour of such a view.

Cf. Weidemann (1994: 42—4).

See Aubenque (2009b: 37-44) and already Aubenque (2009a), which is a text origi-
nally published in 1991.

For instance, to the Prior Analytics in: Int. 10, 19b31; Top. VIII 12, 162b32; Rh. 1
2, 1357b24; 11 25, 1403a5; and to the Posterior Analytics in: SE 2, 165b9; VII 12,
1037b8-9; EN VI 3, 1139b27; EE 11 10, 1227al0.

Full references are given in lerodiakonou and Agiotis (2019). Some of the texts con-
sidered in their article appear in English translation in Sorabji (2012: 268-70); see
especially texts 2, 4, and 5. It is worth mentioning that, according to lerodiakonou
and Agiotis (2019: 147-9), Byzantine commentators sometimes referred to the Prior
Analytics under the alternative title On the Three Figures.

In Diogenes’ catalogue, they appear in numbers 49-50, with the following designa-
tions: [Tpotépav dvaivtikdv 0’ (Prior Analytics in 9 books) and AvolvTtik@v VoTéEPOV
peydAwv B’ (Great Posterior Analytics in 2 books); in Hesychius’ catalogue, they ap-
pear in numbers 46—7, already with their modern titles (the Posterior Analytics appears
again in the appendix, under number 134). Moraux (1951: 87-8) gives an explanation
for the discrepancy in the titles and number of books assigned by Diogenes’ catalogue
to the treatises, which has not convinced Barnes (1997: 42n176).

See again Ierodiakonou and Agiotis (2019).

Cf. APo.13, 73al4, and 11, 77a34-5.

Cf. APo.11 19, 99b15-7.

In Cat. 15.1-2 Busse; translation by Matthews and Cohen (2014). And cf. Olympi-
odorus, Prol. 8.6—7 Busse.

See De libris propriis X1X.41.22-42.5; cf. De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 11,
222.3-9.

Cf. In EN 49.1 Heylbut.

Cf. In EN 152.26 Heylbut.

See, for example: In APr. 6.14-5; 6.29-34; 42.22-5 Wallies; In Top. 2.9; 8.11-2;
26.18-20; 150.21-2 Wallies. However, he also refers to the Posterior Analytics as the
On Demonstration: see In Metaph. 266.22, and 268.5-6 Hayduck.

For instance, in: Int. 11, 20b26; APr. 11, 24b12; 11 15, 64a37; Rh. 11, 1355a28; 1 2,
1356b13; 12, 1358a29; 11 22, 1396b4; 11 23, 1398a28; 11 23, 1399a7; 11 25, 1402a35;
1126, 1403a31; IIT 18, 1419a24.

Brunschwig (1989: 499). He gives as references Top. VIII 14, 163b28-33, and Mem.
2,452a12-6.

Cf. APr.11 17, 65b16.
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115 See SE 1, 164a20; and cf. 11, 172b5.

116 Cf.SE 2, 165b8-11, and RA. 11 24, 1402a3.

117 And if Rashed is right in the argument he develops concerning the title that would
occur in position 34 of the original Greek version of Ptolemy’s catalogue (Rashed
2021b: CCLXXXIX-XCII), the same conclusion could be drawn from this cata-
logue too.

118 Cf. Barnes (1994: xv), quoted in the following, in the text. And see also Barnes (1995:
17).

119 Some even date Aristotle’s entire logical work to this period. This is famously the case
of Diiring (1966: 49), who considered that the entire Organon was written between
360 and 355 BC. In more balanced terms, Gisela Striker claimed that “there are good
reasons to think that most or all of these treatises were written early in Aristotle’s
career, beginning when he was still a member of Plato’s Academy” (Striker 2009: xi).
Brunschwig (1989: 487-8) had already pointed in the same direction.

120 See, for instance, Mansion (1945: 10); Riondato (1957: 7); Gauthier (1970: 55); Rist
(1989); Louis (1990: 95). But there are important exceptions here, as is the case with
the following: Case ([1911] 1996); Bochenski (1951: 23); Corcoran (1974: 88); Gra-
ham (1987: 298n10); and, of course, Diiring (1966).

121 Cf. Ross (1949: 22-3), and Diiring (1966: 54).

122 Cf. Nuyens (1948: 111-15).

123 Cf. Solmsen (1929: 78-150). Barnes (1981: 55-7) expressly follows him here.

124 This is the position that we find, for example, in Maier (1900: 78—82), and that was later
defended by Ross (1939: 251-72, 1949: 6-23), already in reply to Solmsen (whom we
will discuss in a moment). More recently, Rist (1989: 82-3) again welcomed the tradi-
tional chronology.

125 In controversy with Ross, he again defended this position in Solmsen (1941: 410-11)
and (1951: 563-77). In modern times, Barnes (1981) returned to this thesis, which was
also shared by Smith (1982), among others.

126 Barnes (1994: xv).

127 Cf. Brunschwig (1981: 81).

128 Randall (1962: 21).
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1 Aristotle’s Categories
Ontology Without Hylomorphism

Marco Zingano

In examining Aristotle’s Categories, 1 will mainly focus on attempting to under-
stand what Aristotle means to do with the list of categories he provides us with in
Chapter 4 of this treatise, some of which he goes on to examine in detail.! This is a
classical topic and a hotly debated one since antiquity as well. My goal is limited,
for I only want to see whether the text as it now stands can give us clues about this
issue when we pay attention to its formal structure and put aside — even if only
momentarily — other works, especially his Metaphysics, in which hylomorphism is
the key notion on which to ground the categories. Hylomorphism is absent from the
Categories, and I will try to read this treatise neither as announcing it nor as being
conceived under its shadow. Whether or not such an enterprise pays off depends on
how far we are willing to read the Categories free from Aristotle’s favoured and
most celebrated view of matter and form as the principles of what there is.

My proposal is thus to read the Categories free from any shadow of hylomor-
phism. Avoiding hylomorphism requires one not only to abandon the search for
the concepts of matter and form, or their antecedents, but also, and more impor-
tantly, not to seek for a causal link between primary substances and the secondary
substances or the other categories. Hylomorphism, in effect, is doctrine in which
form is the cause of this piece of matter being the determinate object it is. In the
Categories, in contrast, Aristotle is keen on emphasising his grounding thesis as
he reiterates six times in Chapter 5 that individuals or primary substances are the
basic ontological items because everything else is either said of them (secondary
substances) or inhere in them (all the other categories) but eschews from engaging
in any causal explanation of his dependency doctrine. He does speak of soul and
body in the Categories but does not take them as pieces of an explanatory scheme
of what a thing is, nor is he interested in examining the nature of soul or its relation
to the body. When writing the Categories, Aristotle is, or so I will argue, innocent
of hylomorphism; and I would like to see how successful such an enterprise can
be, and to which extent.

1. The Backbone of the Categories’ Central Chapters

Some considerations about the way the categories have been interpreted are help-
ful at the outset of our investigation. The categories are traditionally envisaged
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through a three-faceted approach. As predicates, they share a linguistic aspect, but
they are not exhausted by this linguistic aspect, for these predicates convey notions
or concepts, and these concepts, as they are the most general ones, chart being in its
ultimate kinds. Porphyry reports that Boethus already held the opinion that the Cat-
egories concerns “simple significant words as they signify things” (In Cat. 58, 5-6
Busse; see also In Cat. 59, 17-8 Busse), which entails that these words convey no-
tions that signify things in their utmost generality. Simplicius says that Alexander
of Aphrodisias also took it that the treatise is about “the simple and most generic
parts of speech which signify simple realities, that is, which signify the simple no-
tions about these simple realities” (In Cat. 10, 17-9 Kalbfleisch). This is what we
may now call the classical view: the categories are not predicates, concepts, or gen-
era taken separately, but are these three aspects woven together, for the categories
are the simple words that convey the notions that signify the most general divisions
of being. This three-faceted approach settles a previously hotly debated topic and
is clearly meant to align the Categories with the three-dimensional approach De
Interpretatione introduces us to right in its first chapter (namely, words are sounds
that are tokens of the concepts that stand for things), with the proviso that the words
in question are the most general ones.?

So far so good, and we can share this consensus. What I intend to do here is to
understand what motivates Aristotle to collect these ultimate predicates as one fo-
cuses solely on the treatise itself. Despite the fragmentary state of our text, we are
not totally clueless, for some useful hints can be gleaned in this respect from the
current text provided we pay close attention to the way Chapters 5 to 8 are formally
constructed, and there is even some hope that we can also have a better under-
standing of the sort of lacuna that affects Chapter 9. These signs strongly suggest
a systematic examination of the categories in terms of a set of formal features, and
thus run counter to the hegemonic view, championed by Kant, according to which
Aristotle gathered them in a haphazard fashion.

To disclose these formal features, let me begin with some well-known notes about
this treatise. It is clearly divided into three parts: (a) the first three chapters make
preliminary points, beginning in an unusually abrupt way, with no introductory para-
graph (lal — b24); (b) the second part is the most important one, running from 1b25
to 11b7, followed by the third and last section (c), traditionally called the Postprae-
dicamenta (11b17 — 15b32). Section (c) examines notions that have not been previ-
ously announced but play a significant role in the discussion: opposition, contrariety,
priority, simultaneity, and change. Then comes the last chapter of the treatise, which
examines the notion of having, a notion that figured in the list of categories provided
in Chapter 4, but, as we will see later, the treatment it receives shows traces of being
curtailed, a bit like what happens in Chapter 9. Between sections (b) and (c) there
stand the lines 11b8—14, which have clearly been interpolated by a later editor in the
hope of giving the reader the impression of a certain completeness and smoothness
in the treatise: it is said in these lines that the category of position has already been
examined in the chapter on the relatives, whereas those of where, when and having
need no special treatment, owing to their obviousness. These lines manifestly try to
fill a lacuna, the dimension of which is a matter of conjecture.
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Section (b) will be the focus of our attention. In section (b), the ten categories
are enumerated in Chapter 4 and examples are given by way of illustration; in the
sequence, substance, quantity, relatives, and quality are fully examined, and there
is the beginning of an analysis of two categories taken together, doing and being af-
fected, in Chapter 9, but this chapter is clearly mutilated. Section (b) is therefore in-
complete, but this fact should not make us lose track of a remarkable feature all the
non-mutilated chapters have in common. For these chapters present a very peculiar
structure. In the first part of each of these chapters, the different kinds that belong
to the notion at issue are listed, and examples are furnished, whenever pertinent;
then comes a second part, which discloses which are the basic traits an item has to
satisfy in order to be a member of the category under examination and, whenever
apposite, further remarks are added in a sort of coda (we will return to this point).
Therefore, the entries in section (b) have two parts neatly separated from one an-
other (I leave aside for the moment Chapter 9, for it is clearly mutilated):

Cat. 5 — <i> substance: kinds (2al11-3b23); <ii> basic traits (3b24-4b19)
Cat. 6 — <i> quantity: kinds (4b20-5b10); <ii> basic traits (5b11-6a35)
Cat. 7 — <i> relatives: kinds (6a36-b14); <ii> basic traits (6b15-8b24)
Cat. 8 — <i> quality: kinds (8b25-10b11); <ii> basic traits (10b12—11a38)

So, Chapters 5 to 8 in section (b) are clearly structured into the two parts we men-
tioned: (i) listing the main items the term refers to; (ii) the disclosure of the basic
traits any item must comply with in order to belong to a given category. Let us first
focus on part (i). In the category of substance, for instance, part (i) lists individu-
als, under the title of primary substance, and species and genera, under the title of
secondary substance; in the category of quality, part (i) mentions four cases: states
and dispositions; capacities; affective qualities and affections; and the shape or
external pattern of a thing. Part (i) is designed to enumerate the kinds into which
each category is divided. Substance is said (2al2: Aeyopévn) according to two
types, primary and secondary substances; of quantities, some are discrete, others
continuous (4b20: 10 pév . . . 10 8¢); there are four kinds of quality (8b27: &v €idog;
9al4: g€repov yévog; 9a28: tpitov yévog; 10all: téraptov yévog); relatives, in con-
trast, belong to only one kind, as they are all such things that are said to be just
what they are of other things (6a36: td towadta Aéyeton 6ca . . .). The terminology
varies (things are or are said), and Aristotle also speaks of tpomotr, manners, as
when he says about qualities that “perhaps some other manner <gAAog tpoémOC>
might come to light, but we have made a pretty complete list of those most spoken
of” (10a25-6), but he clearly means to list the main kinds into which a category
is divided, even if he does not close off the listings, as new cases may be added to
them, as might be the case for quality.

Section (i), as it lists the kinds in question, is relatively straightforward, or al-
most so. As regards quality, Aristotle adds a note (10a27-b11) to explain that things
called paronymously after the qualities are not themselves qualities, but qualified
things named after the qualities they have. But a considerable effort is done to
make things plain about the kinds of substance, as five notes are added with a view
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to securing two points: (a) primary and secondary substances are the only two
members of this category, and (b) primary substances play a pivotal ontological
role as they are the ultimate substrata (bmokeipeva) for both secondary substances
and the other categories. The first note (i.a) runs from 2b7 to 2b28 and explains
why the species is more substance than the genus (this is so because the species
is closer than the genus to the individuals that belong to them). The second note
(i.b) covers the chunk 2b29-3a6 and means to reassure that these two kinds are the
only kinds of substance there are. The third observation (i.c), from 3a7 to 3a2l,
hammers the same point home by showing that substances are not in other things,
and that the name and the definition of genera are both said of their species, and
the name and the definition of the secondary substances are also both said of the
primary substances. Then comes note (i.d) from 3a21 to b9 to tackle the problem
of the status of differentiae: no substances are in a subject, but this is not peculiar to
them, for the differentiae also are not in a subject, and substances and differentiae
alike share the characteristic according to which all things called from them are
so called synonymously. It is then shown that differentiae and substances are in
close vicinity, but it is emphasised that only individuals (substantial particulars),
species and genera are the members of the category of substance.? Aristotle adds a
fifth point (i.e) still, developed through lines 3b10 to 23, in which he introduces the
notion of 16d¢ Tt and aims at showing that there is an important difference between
primary and secondary substances. This chunk closes section (i) on substance as
it endeavours to make plain the key ontological distance between the only two
kinds of substance, primary and secondary substances, soon after differentiae have
been shown to be lying — or maybe lurking — in their vicinity.* There are thus two
intertwined problems, which explains this convoluted structure: on the one hand,
there is the crucially decisive ontological difference between primary substances
and, in the other side, secondary substances and the other categories, in the light of
which primary substances are shown to be the basic ontological items, of which the
secondary substances are said and in which things belonging to the other categories
in here; on the other hand, primary and secondary substances are opposed en bloc
to the differentiae, which should not be envisaged as substances, despite their close
nature to the cases of substance. Section (i) is therefore straightforward, except for
Chapter 5, in which those five notes are marshalled to highlight the pivotal place
individuals have as regards both secondary substances and the other categories and
to set apart the differentiae from both kinds of substance. Aristotle hammers home
the privileged ontological status of individuals without recourse to any causal ex-
planation, nor does he embark on any distinction between soul and body as form
and matter of the individual things. The main lesson is clearly asserted: individuals
are the substrata of which the species and genera are said and in which the things
belonging to the other categories in here. Consequently, the primary substances
thus conceived occupy the centre stage in the Categories’ ontology, and their privi-
leged status is secured without any talk of causal relationship.’

Section (ii), in contrast, is much trickier, for it exhibits a good number of intrica-
cies. Still, there is a point which is crystal clear and constant in all these chapters
as regards section (ii). Aristotle gives in a fixed order three characteristics. The first
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two — to have or not to have contraries, to admit or not to admit degrees — are com-
mon in the sense of belonging in the same combination to more than one category.
Then comes a third characteristic, which is the proprium of each category, neces-
sarily belonging to all and only to the items of that category, in accordance with
the technical notion of id10v introduced in Topics I 5. I dub the three-characteristic
distribution across the categories the thesis of the basic traits of being: any item that
is responds to the common-traits in a determinate fashion, and has as its proprium
this or that characteristic. When one looks at how they are distributed across the
categories of substance, quantity, relatives, and quality, the outcome is as follows:

Substance:
(bl) common-traits

(1) has no contrary <3b24-7>
(i1) does not admit of more and less <3b33—4a9>

(b2) idov-trait: to be able to receive contraries while remaining numerically one
and the same <4al0-21>

Quantity:
(bl) common-traits

(1) has no contrary <Sb11-14> [?]
(i) does not admit of more and less <6a19-25>

(b2) {idiov-trait: to be called equal and unequal <6a26-35>

Relatives:
(b1) common-traits

(1) not all of them have contraries <6b15-19> [*]
(i1) not all of them admit of more and less <6b19-27> [*]

(b2) {idiov-trait: to reciprocate <6b28-36>

Quality:
(bl) common-traits

(1) not all of them have contraries <10b12—7> [*]
(i) not all of them admit of more and less <10b26-30; 11a5—14> [*]

(b2) 1d1ov-trait: to be called similar and dissimilar <l1al5-9>
This table immediately brings forward three observations. Firstly, there is room

for controversy, which is signalled by a question mark in my table. Regarding
quantities, it is said that they have no contraries: the number ten has no contrary,
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neither has the number two. But it may seem that quantities have contraries, for
many seems to count as a quantity, and many has as contrary few, large also seems
to count as a quantity, and large is contrary to small. To dissipate the doubts about
contrary quantities, Aristotle argues extensively, from 5b14 to 6al8, that they do
not have contraries. It is shown that none of these allegedly contraries are quanti-
ties, but relatives. Moreover, not even as relatives do they have contraries, for,
even if most of the relatives have contraries, Aristotle claims that relative quanti-
ties have none (6b17-9), arguing that, if they did, it would turn out that things are
contrary to themselves, for if large is contrary to small, and the same thing is large
(in relation to x) and small (in relation to y), it would be its own contrary, large and
small — but “it is impossible for a thing to be its own contrary” (6a7—8). There thus
is room for controversy, but these controversies are supposed to have some sort of
solution within the framework of Categories.

Second observation: some traits characterise most of the items within a cat-
egory, but not necessarily all of them — this was signalled by * in my table. In the
case of relatives, some of them certainly have contraries, as virtue is the contrary
of vice, or knowledge is the contrary of ignorance. However, as we have seen,
some relatives have no contraries, as in the case of all relative quantities — oth-
erwise, there will be things that are their own contrary, as Aristotle contends.
The same happens with degrees, for some relatives admit degrees, as a thing can
resemble more or less another one, and every resemblance is a relation between
things, but again, other relatives, to wit, relative quantities, such as double and
half, do not admit degrees. Qualities also have traits satisfied by some members,
but not by all: bright is contrary to dark, but yellow or blue have no contrary. In
the same vein, three sorts of quality admit degrees (disposition, capacity, affec-
tion), but its fourth type does not, for “triangle and square do not seem to admit
of a more, nor does any other shape” (11a5-6). So these traits may be true for all
members, or only for most of them.

The third observation will lead us to a new schema. We see that two traits go
across all the categories, either positively or negatively satisfied: (1) to have or not
to have contraries, (2) to admit or not to admit degrees. Focusing on these traits,
one can draw the following diagram:

Substance Quantity Relatives Quality
Contrariety - - +[*] +[*]
To admit degrees - - +[*] + [*]

It stands out quite clearly from this table that contrariety and having degrees do
not serve to distinguish the categories, for, on the one hand, substance and quantity
satisfy both negatively, and, on the other hand, relatives and quality satisfy both
positively. So what job do having degrees and contrariety do? To see this, one has
to take into account another strategy part (ii) deploys concerning each category.
Just after introducing his characterisation of the categories based on the satisfaction
or nonsatisfaction of this set of traits (contrariety and admitting degrees), Aristotle
brings in a particular trait, a property which belongs to a category alone and is
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predicated convertibly of it, that is, the {d1ov in Aristotelian technical terminology.
If an item satisfies such a property, it is thereby lifted up as a member of the cat-
egory to which such a property is an id10v. To recall them:

1 substance: to be able to receive contraries while remaining numerically one and
the same

2 quantity: to be equal or unequal

3 relatives: to reciprocate

4 quality: to be similar and dissimilar

This is quite a distinct pattern from the previous one. In the first one, a set of traits
is established, such that the satisfaction or non-satisfaction regarding each trait,
when taken collectively, characterises the belonging of an item to a determined
category, but these traits can also be invalid to some of the items of a same category
or be valid to items of another category. Now one has to identify one and only one
trait for each category, which, if it applies to an item, immediately lifts it up as a
member of that category, for it is valid only for the items of that category and for all
of them. Both patterns are used, one after the other. In fact, the second pattern, the
id1ov-pattern, always comes after the disclosure of those traits whose joint satisfac-
tion characterises more than one category.® We are now in position to see which job
each pattern is supposed to do. The categories are outlined by the way they satisfy
(negatively or positively) the common-traits of admitting degrees and contrariety.
This means that to be an item in one category requires it to satisfy in some way both
traits; substance and quantity, for instance, satisfy both of them negatively, while
relatives and quality satisfy both of them positively. But the way in which items
comply with them in a same category is not mandatory, for some items can comply
differently with them. More importantly, these common-traits cannot distinguish
the categories, for different categories can equally satisfy them, as we have seen.
To sort them out, one has to resort to the id1ov-pattern. These patterns are thus do-
ing different but complementary jobs. The satisfaction-pattern maps the province
of being as it is spread across the different categories. To be for a thing is to stand
in some relation to these two traits. On the other hand, the {diov-pattern sorts out
everything that finds a place within that province and locates it in one and only one
category.’

Section (ii) tackles three sorts of controversy as well. One sort of controversy
concerns whether the {dov-trait has been correctly formulated. On substance, one
might think that its {diov-trait fails to single out only substances, for propositions
seem also to receive contraries while remaining one and the same. Two responses
are offered to reject the objection. Either propositions can only be said to change
insofar as they mirror the changes that primarily occur in substances (4a28-b5), or,
in a less conciliatory tone, propositions do not change at all (4b5—18). In both ways
the {d1ov-trait is secured. Again, doubt is voiced about reciprocation as the id1ov-
trait of relatives. Reciprocation is introduced as its i{d1ov-trait at lines 6b28-36, just
after the presentation of the common-traits, as one would expect. But then two
notes follow. First, there is a long note (6b36—7b14) given over to showing that one
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must give the correct correspondent term in a relation; otherwise, they will not re-
ciprocate. Then some lines are inserted (7b15-8al12) which are devoted to discuss-
ing the simultaneity that naturally occurs among items that reciprocate, for it may
sound reasonable to claim that simultaneity is the {diov-trait of relatives. However,
albeit simultaneity does obtain among some relative items, it does not do so for all,
for sensation and knowledge are not simultaneous with their objects, nor does the
destruction of the former imply the destruction of the latter. Simultaneity is thus
discarded, and reciprocation is maintained as the {diov-trait of relatives.

A second sort of controversy concerns items that seem to belong to more than
one category under the same aspect. On this point, there is a discussion (8a13-b24)
aiming to show that no substance is a relative, not even the parts of a living body
when taken as secondary substances, even though one says that the (generic) head
is head of something else, e.g. a lion’s head. Bodily parts of substances are sub-
stances indeed (8b16) and seem also to belong to the category of relatives when
taken as secondary substances. This problem motivates the search for a more ro-
bust criterion for relatives in order to rule out such a conflation, and a more refined
definition of being a relative is brought in at 8a31-3. In consequence, relatives are
no longer taken simply as things which are said to be precisely what they are of
other things, as it was proposed at the beginning of this chapter (6a36—7), but, in a
more restricted fashion, it is now required that relatives be in a more determinate
relation, so that, if someone knows any relative, he will also know that in relation
to which it is spoken of (8a36—7). Much has been said to account for this change;
suffice it here to underline that this move is done in order to prevent that the same
item, when taken under the same aspect, belong to two different categories. The up-
shot is that parts of substances are not relatives according to the stronger criterion:
it is hence false that some substances are also relatives.

In the chapter on quality, there is also a discussion of how to distinguish qualities
from relatives so that an item will not belong simultaneously to both (11a20-38).
This time, however, the solution is more accommodating. States and dispositions,
which make up one of the species of quality, are also said to be relatives, for knowl-
edge is called precisely what it is of something else (knowledge of chemistry, for
instance). This is true, but only for knowledge as a genus, for whenever one con-
siders their more specific cases (here called particulars: 1& k08’ €xacta, 11a26),
none of them is said of something else. Grammar, to stay with one of Aristotle’s
examples, is not called grammar of something, but if at all, it is relative to some-
thing else only as knowledge of, say, letters and sounds. It is not argued that states
and dispositions are not both qualities and relatives, but it is emphasised that the
more specific cases of states and dispositions are not relatives. The solution works
on the assumption that if the more specific case is only a quality and not both a
quality and a relative, even though the generic case is both a quality and a relative,
the puzzle seems to be solved, or, if it is not considered to be totally dissolved, at
least the threat of an item belonging to two categories subsides.®

A third sort of controversy concerns the common-traits, namely, whether the
more-and-less trait can or cannot be applied to states and dispositions (10b30—
11a5). The discussion is located right in between the statement that qualities do
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accept degrees (10b26-30) and the statement that not all of them do, for shape and
the external form of things do not admit degrees (11a5-14). According to some
people (who are left unnamed), it seems odd to call one justice more a justice than
another, or a health more a health than another. Aristotle is silent about whether he
finds this worry justified or not; he limits himself to observing that we do call a per-
son more just than another one, or healthier, and so forth. Maybe the qualities them-
selves cannot admit degrees, but the qualified things manifestly do, and thus, the
difficulty is solved, again on the basis of the privileged status of individuals or the
more specific cases over the more generic ones. This is not so crucial a controversy
as the former two sorts were since the common-traits allow flexibility in their ap-
plication as they may be valid only to some cases, but it is very instructive that
the difficulty is disposed of in a similar fashion to the way the controversy over
qualities and relatives was solved: the particular cases (here the qualified persons)
do admit degrees, even though one may hesitate and not attribute degrees to the
qualities themselves.
The outcome, then, is a very precise structure for Chapters 5 to 8:

(a) Part (i): list of cases (kinds and items that illustrate these kinds)

Coda: different levels of items belonging to the category of substance; exclu-
sion of items wrongly claimed to belong to a category

(b) Part (iia): the two basic traits (contrariety; degrees)
Coda: discussion about whether all items satisfy these traits in the same way
(c) Part (iib): the id1ov-trait

Coda: alleged failure of the idiov-trait to distinguish one category from the
others

(d) alleged conflation of items belonging to different categories

This seems to be a well-designed plan, which systematically runs through (a) to (d),
as can be gleaned from the formal structure Chapters 5 to 8 adhere to. This picture
discloses a systematic view on the categories — at least on the first four of them. The
order is unchanging: part (i) has the listing of kinds and some examples to illustrate
them; then comes part (ii), subdivided into the analysis of the common-traits, and the
disclosure of the idiov-trait; and within the discussion of the common-traits, contra-
riety is first examined, after which the admitting of degrees is examined. Whenever
there are reasons for doubt, these doubts are spelt out and a solution is provided.
At the end of each chapter, the alleged cases of an item belonging to more than one
category are closely scrutinised, and a solution is given to the effect that either the
alleged case is false or that the item is taken in different aspects. In the last resort, it is
shown that, despite the fact that generic cases may belong to more than one category,
the individual or more specific items do not. This well-structured analysis clearly
indicates that Aristotle means to chart the categories via the common-traits and the
{dwov-traits in a concerted effort to draw the ways of being in a systematic way.
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2. A Map of Being in the Sensible World

Charting the realm of being is for its own sake a tantalising task Aristotle un-
dertakes. It is worth noticing that such an ontological project may be useful for
other purposes as well, notably for dialectical disputes, but this is a bonus it offers,
while its main thrust is to set up the boundaries of being and to locate any item in
one of the discovered pigeonholes, via the complementary jobs discharged by the
common-traits pattern and the idiov-pattern. A caveat is required, though. Primary
substance is pivotal in such a charting, for it is the natural substratum for things in
all the other categories: as Aristotle emphatically says in the Categories, individu-
als are basic in the sense that, without them, there is nothing to be said of them or
to inhere in them. But what sort of individuals? The {61ov-trait of substance is to
be able to receive contraries while remaining numerically one and the same. Now,
only sensible substances can satisfy this {dwov-trait, for non-sensible substances
have no potentiality for change. There is therefore grandeur in this enterprise, the
charting of being, but it is restricted to sensible being. This is not to deny the real-
ity of non-sensible substances. Nothing precludes them from existing; only, they
do not belong to the scope of this investigation. Consider soul, for instance. Soul
is mentioned four times in the extant text of Categories, but it is mentioned only
to make it plain that some qualities are in men because they are in their souls, and
nothing is said about its nature or how it is related to the human body.’ The charting
has tantalising ontological ambitions, but it is restricted to the regional ontology of
sensible substances.

If this is correct, a pressing question is to ask to what extent the programme of
Categories succeeds in charting the realm of sensible being. Is it limited to four
categories, or is it supposed to expand over all of them? There are signs that it is
supposed to cover all the categories. One of these is the fact that the analysis of the
four categories is done in a fashion that is so abstract and formal that it naturally
calls for its expansion into the other categories as well. A more concrete sign is
the fact that, after introducing for the first time a common-trait (the trait of hav-
ing contraries when examining substance), Aristotle remarks that this feature is
surely not an idwov-trait, for it is shared by many other categories (3b29: én’ dAlov
ToAA@®V), but he gives only one example (the category of quantity). We are left to
imagine which other categories share this trait, but this is a sort of avowal that the
same pattern of analysis will or at least can be applied to more categories than the
four extensively dealt with in the treatise. But will this programme succeed if it is
expanded to all categories? Aristotle has singled out two common-traits only, and
one may expect him to select more traits to do the job. One may also contest the
selection of precisely these two traits: why pick having contraries and admitting
degrees to chart the province of being? But Aristotle did pick precisely these two
traits to work with in conjunction with the id1ov-trait. A comparison with what he
does when explaining the nature of the four simple sensible bodies (GC II 2-3)
may be helpful at this juncture. Fire, earth, air, and water are the possible combina-
tions of two pairs of opposites that qualify matter as their substratum: hot and cold,
on the one hand, and dry and moist, on the other. In our case, everything that is



Aristotle’s Categories 45

must comply with the two common-traits in a determinate fashion, as we have seen
in the case of four categories, and these common-traits are supposed to do the job
of outlining the entire province of being in conjunction with the id1ov-trait, which
sorts them out within this province. The outcome may not be as convincing as in
the case of the simple bodies, but one can see an analogous way of tackling this
kind of problem operating in the background.

Chapter 9, the last chapter we have for section (b), is clearly mutilated and in-
complete, but it may give us some clues on this issue.!” Minio-Paluello (1992) suggests
to place lines 11b1-7 (which comprise the entire genuine part of the chapter) into
Chapter 8 on quality, right after lines 10b26—11a14, based on the way he construes
the opening line.!! But there is another possibility, which Minio-Paluello also coun-
tenances. One may think of a lacuna before 11bl, not at the end of Chapter 8, as
Minio-Paluello seems to presume, but at the beginning of our mutilated Chapter 9.
We have no idea how long it might have been, but we do have an idea of what con-
tent it should contain. If a lacuna is placed at the beginning of Chapter 9, it would
contain part (i): some of the missing lines would list the kinds that correspond
to doing and being affected, illustrating them by some examples. Then come the
extant lines on how these items comply with the common-traits in order to count
as members of doing and being affected. This surely belongs to part (ii) of that
chapter. As we have seen, part (ii) has its own divisions, and we may accordingly
postulate a lacuna after 11b1-7, a lacuna which would contain the {Sov-traits that
only items belonging to the categories of doing and being-affected satisfy. One can
thus have an approximate idea of how mutilated it is. It lacks part (a) in which the
species are enumerated; there is also no mention in part (b) of (b2), the {dov-trait
concerning each of them. And it is also likely that a note was appended at the end of
the chapter concerning items that seem also to belong to the category of quality.!?
We cannot predict the content that is lacking. But we can be fairly sure of what kind
of content is lacking.

Noticing that there must be a lacuna here, whatever be its content and size, a
zealous editor tried to fill it in with the interpolated lines 11b8—14, attempting to
make it look seamless. But this rests on a misunderstanding of the real structure of
the preceding chapters. In fact, we may postulate a great loss of pages after Chapter
9, in which the remaining categories listed in Chapter 4 or at least some of them
would have been examined in accordance with the pattern of the twofold division
we have found in Chapters 5 to 8: namely, a first part listing the kinds and a second
part disclosing how these kinds comply with the two common-traits and their {dtov-
trait. And we may also conjecture a loss of pages before the beginning of Chapter 9
too (as Minio-Paluello also suggested), containing some other categories.'* But this
is speculation. All we know is that there is a very precise pattern of analysis carried
out in Chapters 5 to 8, which allows us to think that the other chapters, if they were
written, would also have followed the same pattern. As the texts stands, Chapter 15
is the last chapter of the entire treatise and it is devoted to examining the category
of having, listed as such in Chapter 4. Now, this chapter clearly has part (i), the list-
ing of the several kinds in which it is said (15b17: xatd mieiovag tpoTOLS AéyeTOn)
and items that illustrate them, but has no corresponding part (ii). Thus, Chapter 15
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can also be seen as considerably mutilated, as it currently stands, for it has only part
(i), in contrast to Chapter 9, which has only part of part (ii). It is guesswork to try
to figure out the content of the missing parts, but we can reasonably suppose which
part each chapter lacks.

Maybe we can take advantage of what Chapter 9 says about doing and being-
affected to complete our diagram as far as possible. As regards the common-traits,
the result is as follows:

Substance Quantity Relatives Quality Doing and
Being-Affected
Contrariety - - +[*] +[*] +
To admit degrees - - +[*] +[*] +

Our diagram seems to suggest a possible explanation for the order in which the
categories are examined. We have at the beginning the categories that respond
negatively to both traits; then come the categories that respond positively to both
traits, but do so only partially, as some of their items do not conform to this posi-
tive pattern. Then come the categories of doing and being-affected, in which both
traits are treated positively, with no exception, since all their members conform
to the same pattern. Maybe some of the missing categories have items that satisfy
in a positive fashion, either totally or partially, one of the common-traits, but the
other one in a negative fashion, either totally or partially. For instance, being-in-
a-position and having seem to admit degrees but do not have contraries. It is too
difficult to imagine how the ordering would continue, but one can think of a serial
ordering arranged according to the way the items of each category satisfy the two
common-traits, to have contraries and to admit degrees, beginning with those that
comply negatively with both of them, then going along with those that comply pos-
itively with both of them, but having exceptions, then moving on to the categories
whose items comply with the common-traits positively for all their members, and
in the remaining part of the list mentioning those categories which comply with
the common-traits in opposing ways, one way positively, the other way negatively,
either entirely or only partially as regards their members. So seems to go the chart-
ing of the sensible world, as the common-traits come in several combinations and
the number of items they apply to within the categories may vary. The province of
being would thus be charted in its entirety, as being is dispersed into the ten cat-
egories the common-traits outline, and the categories encompass all there is, each
thing that is being located in one and only one category according to the {dtov-trait
it satisfies, alleged exceptions being disposed of as the analysis unfolds.

3. The Categories and Hylomorphism

We can now see that the project Aristotle carries out in the extant parts of his Cat-
egories is most likely the beginning of a mapping of all sensible beings in their
most general articulations, in their ultimate and basic joints, so to say, and such a
charting is expected to go in its full dimension through all the categories. As the
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text now stands, this charting is carried out only in Chapters 5 to 8, though. All the
same, such a project betrays metaphysical ambitions, and considerable ones, even
though it is conceived of as a sort of regional ontology, restricted as it is to the prov-
ince of sensible substances. Quite significantly, it is carried out from a deflationary
perspective, for it postulates that only individuals are the natural basis for every-
thing that is since individuals are the substrata of which secondary substances are
said and in which things that belong to the other categories inhere. Metaphysically
speaking, it provides us with an ontology without hylomorphism: being is unveiled
in its ultimate articulations, even though form and matter are not envisaged as the
principles of substance, nor is there any explanatory scheme in terms of causation.

If all this makes sense, one may wonder why such a minutely construed, meta-
physically ambitious, and apparently ontologically promising project remained frag-
mentary, transmitted only in its scaffolds, as if it were abandoned at some point.
Perhaps this is all due to textual transmission, which made the treatise full of lacunas
and rendered it too difficult to grasp its original intent. This may be the case, and we
cannot take definite sides about this issue. But how to explain not only the lacunas
in the Categories, but more importantly the silence about it in the extant works, in
which references are constantly made to the doctrine of categories, albeit no clear
reference is made to the freatise itself? We may never have an answer to this ques-
tion either, constrained as we are to reckon its fragmentary state as an obstacle to any
further investigation. However, we may think of a reason more fitting for a philo-
sophical mind like Aristotle’s. The reason would be that, albeit this is a grandiose
programme, it has two flaws that become more and more salient as Aristotle’s phi-
losophy evolves towards a full-fledged system. On the one hand, its regional charac-
ter makes it that Aristotle gradually loses interest in it and becomes more and more
intrigued with another project, that of construing a unified doctrine of substance that
might contemplate sensible substances and non-sensible substances alike at one fell
swoop. A unified doctrine of substance requires a different conceptual framework in
which the regional ontology of sensible substances is superseded by a more encom-
passing ontology. On the other hand, causation becomes one of the main subjects of
Aristotle’s thinking, as the Posterior Analytics makes plain. Now, causation is dra-
matically lacking in the project the Categories carries out, and once form is inserted
into an explanatory scheme and is envisaged as the cause of this piece of matter being
the determinate object it is, a new scenario emerges, to the unfolding of which the
Categories’ project is much less attractive. In other words, Aristotle becomes anxious
to write Metaphysics A and Z-H and got so deeply entangled in them that he gives no
more attention to his ontological charting of sensible substances. This is, of course,
a conjecture, but, as I said, it is at least in line with Aristotle’s mindset and makes us
think of Aristotle’s metaphysics as continuously evolving as he endeavours to answer
the question about what there is in terms of a general science of being.

Notes

1 Itake for granted the unity and authenticity of the Categories. For an illuminating study
on this issue, see Michael Frede’s paper (1987), originally published in 1983 and, more
recently, Bodéiis (2001).
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Albeit no explicit mention is made to De Interpretatione to ground this reading of the
goal of Categories. For a survey on the issue of its oxomndg, see Hoffmann (1987).

The precise status of differentiae and where one ought to posit them amongst the cat-
egories is a topic hotly debated by the Greek commentators: see Porphyry (In Cat. 94,
20-96,2 Busse), Dexippus (In Cat. 47,28-51,2 Busse), Ammonius (In Cat. 45,7- 48,11
Busse) and Simplicius (/n Cat. 97,24 — 102,10 Kalbfleisch).

It should be noted that sandwiched in between section (i.d) there is a warning accord-
ing to which one need not be disturbed by the fear that one might be forced to say that
parts of a substance are not substances because they are in a subject (3a29-32). The
reason adduced is that in 1a24 it has already been expressly stipulated that things are in
subjects not as parts of substances (but it is not clearly said whether parts of substances
are either the corporeal parts of a body or the incorporeal parts, like the parts of a
definition).

Cat. 3b10-23 may be seen as an early stage for the thesis that form is the cause of what
the individual thing is, since secondary substances are envisaged as that which marks off
what primary substances are. But this is rather foresight through the benefit of hindsight;
as such, the passage only posits secondary substances in a sort of ontological limbo,
in-between individuals, which they are not, and qualities properly speaking, which they
cannot be.

Some id10v-traits are announced by a highlighting phrase, but not all of them. The i51o0v-
trait of substance is introduced by pdiiota 8¢ id10v (4all); quantity’s id1ov-trait is an-
nounced by id10v 8¢ pdArota (6a26). But quality’s id1ov-trait is simply said to be an {d1ov
(11a8), while the idwov-trait of relatives is not introduced by any of these expressions.
Actually, it has to be inferred from the text, for it has no introductory expression; the
term that comes closest to this avowal is oikeio at 7a30. Still, that reciprocation is the
idov-trait of relatives can be easily inferred from what is said in the passage.

It is worth noticing that the Greek commentators are at a loss when it comes to assess
what the common-traits and the {6iov-traits are for. Their common strategy is to take
these features as substituting for the inevitably missing definitions of the categories,
given that one cannot produce a definition of the ultimate genera. The Greek commenta-
tors envisage thus the common- and the {d1ov-traits as doing fundamentally the same
job, which is to serve as a second best through which to circumscribe the categories.
And if this is their common job, one should rather set aside the common-traits and
search directly for the {d10v-traits, for only they, if anything, can properly substitute for
the lacking definitions, as the common-traits are inconclusive, since sometimes they
are not valid for all the items of the same category, sometimes they are equally valid
for items belonging to different categories. In this sense, the nepi tdv kabOrov Loywv,
a forgery wrongly attributed to Archytas, fares much better, for it endeavours to clearly
indicate the common and the proper attributes of the categories, even though it has no
clue what their original intent is.

This explains why it is said that “if it happens that the same thing is a quality and a
relative there is nothing absurd in its being counted in both the genera” (11a37-8) — on
the proviso that the particular cases be qualities but not relatives (11a35-6), the same
thing here referring only to the same generic thing. Otherwise the assertion would clash
with Aristotle’s practice of distinguishing senses in order to prevent that the same item
belong to more than one category under the same aspect.

Soul is mentioned at 2 1a26, 1b2, 8 9b34, 11 14al8, always in connection with qualities
that are present in individuals because they are present in the soul of these individuals,
without prompting Aristotle to investigate the nature of soul.

I leave aside the problem that Chapter 9 collects two categories together, doing and
being-affected, whereas Chapters 5 to 8 deal each with only one category.
Minio-Paluello edits 11b1-2 as follows: &émdéyetar 8¢ koi 1O TolElv Kol TAOKEW
dvavTidT T, Kod 70 PdALov Kod o fjrTov. On his construal, the first koi is naturally taken
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in the sense of “also”, which favours the idea that this passage follows another one in
which the same features are asserted. But other manuscripts and the Oxyrhynchus papy-
rus POxy 2403 have émdéyeton 8¢ Kol T0 molelv Kol 10 Tdoyew, in which the first kol is
correlated to the second one, referring to both doing and being-affected, and no longer
points to a passage mentioned before.

12 When examining the third kind of quality (affective qualities and affections), Aristotle
excludes from them affections that easily fade away, as when someone reddens through
shame, or pales through fear (9b28-33). The person reddened through shame is said to
be affected somehow (9b32: memovOévan t1), which makes one wonder whether it should
be classified within the category of being-affected.

13 The papyrus POxy 2403 has four fragments, the first of which runs from 8 11a25 to 9
11b2. It is quite interesting to note that there is a sign in front of b1 to indicate the begin-
ning of a new chapter, which exactly corresponds to our division between Chapters 8
and 9. But this only proves that our current text is quite similar to the ones current in the
third century of our era (the most likely date of this papyrus).
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2 Are the Same Thoughts Shared
by All People?

Katerina lerodiakonou

The abundance of books and articles discussing the first chapter of Aristotle’s
De Interpretatione is notable. Questions concerning how this chapter fits with
the rest of the treatise and whether it actually presents the Aristotelian theory
of signification have often been raised and various interpretations have been of-
fered. There is an issue, however, that has drawn much less attention, although it
concerns a genuinely puzzling statement right in the first lines (/nt. 16a3-9). As
is well known, Aristotle said that written marks and spoken sounds are not the
same for all people, whereas affections of the soul and actual things are the same.
Supposing, then, that when Aristotle talked of affections of the soul he meant
thoughts — as many Aristotelian scholars seem to have assumed — was he correct
to claim that the same thoughts are shared by all people? Did he really mean that
any time, for instance, two people think of a horse or of justice, their thoughts
are identical? John Ackrill (1963: 113—14) lists among the “grave weaknesses”
in Aristotle’s theory of signification the fact that “it is not true that all men meet
the same things or have the same thoughts”; he even adds that “Aristotle would
have made his point more cogently if he had said that different men may share the
same thought”.

But it is not only contemporary readers of Aristotle’s logical treatise who have
been perplexed by his statement. The Greek and Latin Aristotelian commentators
of late antiquity were also intrigued by the opening lines of the De Interpreta-
tione and undertook to explain what Aristotle could have meant by claiming that
all people share the same thoughts. In this chapter, I closely study their differ-
ent interpretations and, in particular, I focus on Alexander of Aphrodisias’ views,
which [ try to reconstruct on the basis of the available scarce evidence. Briefly
stated, I argue that Alexander seems to have drawn a distinction, which was not
later endorsed by the Neoplatonists, between affections of the soul and thoughts;
affections of the soul result from the reception of the forms of perceptible things
and are the same for all people, whereas thoughts are abstract concepts or com-
binations of abstract concepts and may differ. My contention is that, according
to Alexander, Aristotle understood affections of the soul in this way, that is, as
clearly distinct from thoughts, when he rightly claimed that they are shared by
all people.!

DOI:10.4324/9781003120704-3
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1. De Interpretatione 16a3—9

Let me start by quoting in translation the relevant passage from the De
Interpretatione:

Now what is in spoken sound are symbols of affections in the soul, and writ-
ten marks symbols of what is in spoken sound. And just as letters are not the
same for all people, neither are spoken sounds. But what these spoken sounds
are in the first place signs of are the same affections of the soul for all; and
what these affections are likenesses of are also the same actual things. These
matters have been discussed in the work on the soul and do not belong to the
present treatise.

(Aristotle, Int. 16a3-9; trans. Ackrill 1963, modified)>

Four items are mentioned in this passage, namely actual things (mpdypora), affec-
tions in the soul or of the soul (t& &v T yoyi Todnpata, Tabquoate tig youyic), what
is in spoken sound or spoken sounds (t& €v f] e@Vij, eovai),> and written marks or
letters (ypagopeva, ypappota). At first blush, Aristotle claims that written marks are
symbols (cOpPora) of spoken sounds, spoken sounds are symbols and signs (onpeio)
of affections of the soul, and affections of the soul are likenesses (opowdparta) of ac-
tual things. He also claims that written marks and spoken sounds are not the same for
all people, whereas affections of the soul and actual things are the same.

The interpretation of these few lines, however, is far from being as straightfor-
ward as that; there are indeed many points in this passage, which have aroused
endless debates among the Aristotelian scholars of all periods in the history of
philosophy. For instance, is there a difference between what is in spoken sound and
spoken sounds or between written marks and letters? How should we differenti-
ate “symbols”, “signs”, and “likenesses”? What does it mean that spoken sounds
are in the first place signs of affections of the soul? Is this passage consistent with
other Aristotelian treatises, for instance, the Sophistical Refutations (165a6—10), in
which spoken sounds are said to be symbols of actual things and not of affections
of the soul?* These are not the questions I am interested in, here; rather, I want to
investigate the different explanations that were given in antiquity of Aristotle’s
seemingly innocent statement that affections of the soul are the same for all people.

2. The Ancient Debate

2.1 HaOnuara tijs woyifs

To begin with, Aristotle’s use of the phrase “mabnparta i yoyiig” caused much tur-
moil among the Aristotelian exegetes. For although Aristotle explicitly states that he
discussed these matters in the De Anima (Int. 16a8-9), it is not at all clear to which
particular passage he refers, since in the relevant passages from his psychological
treatise he talks about thoughts (vofjuata)’ and not about affections of the soul.® In
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fact, it is for this reason that the first organiser of the Aristotelian corpus, Andronicus
of Rhodes, is reported to have claimed that the De Interpretatione is inauthentic.”

But declaring spurious the whole treatise did not gain much support among
the ancient commentators. On the contrary, they kept the first lines of the De In-
terpretatione intact, and most of them claimed that Aristotle’s reference to the De
Anima makes perfect sense since affections of the soul should be understood, in
this passage, as referring to thoughts. For instance, in his commentary on the De
Interpretatione, the Neoplatonist commentator of the late fifth to early sixth cen-
tury Ammonius of Hermias repeats, again and again, that the affections of the soul
signified by spoken sounds are nothing but thoughts:

Therefore, those first entities of which what is in spoken sound are signs —i.e.
are significant, as being symbols — these are thoughts, which are affections of

the soul and the same among all people, and hence by nature.
(Ammonius, In Int. 24.10-2 Busse; trans. Blank, modified. See also,
Ammonius, In Int. 6.4-7.14; 22.18-20 Busse)®

Most importantly, it seems that the identification of thoughts with affections of the
soul allows Ammonius to claim, without any hesitation, that in Aristotle’s view
thoughts are naturally the same for all people.” And we find exactly the same position
in the seventh-century paraphrase of the De Interpretatione by another Neoplatonist
commentator, namely, Stephanus, who also uses the same example that Ammonius
(In Int. 19.10-2 Busse) used before him for illustrating a thought shared by all:

It is reasonable, then, for him [i.e. Aristotle] to apply “likenesses” to thoughts,

since it is not possible for me to think of a horse in one way and for that per-
son in another.

(Stephanus, In Int. 6.9—11 Hayduck;

trans. Charlton, modified)'

2.2 Peripatetic Doubts

There is some textual evidence, though, that the Peripatetics after Aristotle ques-
tioned his statement that affections of the soul are the same for all people; this is at
least what we read in Boethius’ second commentary on the De Interpretatione, which
is of invaluable help in our attempt to reconstruct the lost commentaries on this logi-
cal treatise by Aspasius, Herminus, Alexander of Aphrodisias, and Porphyry. More
specifically, according to Boethius, the second-century Peripatetic commentator As-
pasius as well as Herminus, the teacher of Alexander of Aphrodisias, found it difficult
to accept the claim that all people share the same affections of the soul or, assuming
that affections of the soul refer to thoughts, that all people share the same thoughts.
Aspasius, Boethius tells us, puzzled over the Aristotelian statement that affec-
tions of the soul are the same for all people because people often express divergent
opinions concerning, for instance, the nature of what is just or what is good:

Aspasius finds himself in great difficulties on this point. How, he wonders,
is it possible that the affections of the soul are the same for all people when
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there is such a diverse opinion on the just and the good? Aspasius thinks that
Aristotle meant the affections of the soul have nothing to do with incorporeal
things but only with things that can be perceived by the senses.

(Boethius, In Int. 11 41.13-9 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)"

Boethius, here, gives us a hint about the way Aspasius explained Aristotle’s baf-
fling claim. He points out that, in Aspasius’ view, the soul’s affections mentioned
in the first lines of the De Interpretatione should be understood as resulting from
the perception of actual things and not as abstract concepts, like the just or the
good.

Herminus also argued, according to Boethius’ report in the following passage,
that Aristotle could not have meant that thoughts are the same for all people, al-
though his suggestion differs from that of Aspasius. He claimed that in cases of
equivocation people may not share the same thoughts, because in such cases it
is possible that two people, for instance, entertain two different thoughts that are
signified by one and the same spoken sound. Herminus thus emended Aristotle’s
text by substituting in line 16a6 “tavtd”, i.e. “the same”, with “tadta”, i.e. “these”,
so as to read “these are affections of the soul” instead of “affections of the soul
are the same”. Besides, such an emendation would not have involved changes in
the original text, which was written in capital letters and without accents, and hence
allowed both readings:'?

For he [i.e. Herminus] says it is not true that thoughts, which spoken sounds
signify, are the same for all people. For what, he says, is expressed in equivo-
cation, when one and the same type of spoken sound signifies more than one
thing? He thinks the following is a more truthful reading: “Now what these
are in the first place signs of, these are affections of the soul for all; and what
these affections are likenesses of, these too are things”, so that here is appar-
ently demonstrated what spoken sounds signify or what affections of the soul
are likenesses of. According to Herminus, all we must take from this is that
affections of the soul are what spoken sounds signify as though he said “af-
fections of the soul are what spoken sounds signify” and “what those that are
contained in thoughts are likenesses of are things”, which is the equivalent of
saying “things are what thoughts signify”.

(Boethius, In Int. 11 39.26-40.9 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)"

Most commentators, however, did not take Herminus’ emendation seriously and
instead made an effort to understand the Aristotelian claim without modifying it.!*
Still, it is interesting to consider his motivation for offering a different reading of
Aristotle’s text rather than following Aspasius’ interpretation.!® For, in Herminus’
view, at least the way Boethius presents it, Aristotle could not have stated that
all people share the same thoughts since he was well aware of the fact that there
are cases when one and the same spoken sound signifies more than one thing.
For instance, when someone utters “dog” (kb®v), to use a standard ancient exam-
ple, it may be that the speaker thinks of the domestic animal, whereas the listener
thinks of the Dog Star, the dogfish, or even the Cynic philosopher. So it could be
suggested that Herminus opted for his radical reading, because he thought that
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restricting Aristotle’s puzzling statement to cases of perceptible things cannot set-
tle the issue, as Aspasius seems to have thought, since even in such cases we may
confront the difficulty raised by ambiguous terms. Nevertheless, this suggestion re-
mains speculative since there is no additional textual evidence to further support it.

2.3 The Neoplatonists’ Replies

Aspasius and Herminus, therefore, tried to deal with what they believed was a
counter-intuitive statement, namely, that affections of the soul, understood as
thoughts, are the same for all people. Aspasius restricted its reference to cases of
perceptible things, whereas Herminus tried to efface it from Aristotle’s text. On
the other hand, there were ancient commentators who insisted that the Aristotelian
statement makes perfect sense. Boethius tells us that Porphyry was right to endorse
Alexander’s position, according to which there is no reason to adopt Herminus’
emendation since equivocation is eliminable, and we can therefore preserve the
claim that spoken sounds signify one and the same thought. For in oral communi-
cation, Boethius adds, if the speaker thinks about and expresses a certain thought
but the listener thinks about something different, the speaker should simply make
plain what is said and the listener should accept it so that they both agree on one
and the same thought (Boethius, /n Int. 11 40.12-22 Meiser).'¢

As for the doubt raised by Aspasius, Boethius also suggests a reply, without
stating in this case whether it is his own or whether it was given by one of his pre-
decessors, for instance, Porphyry or Alexander:!’

But he [i.e. Aspasius] is wrong, for the person who errs is never said to have
understood, and the person who thinks of what is good but not in the same
way as it is but differently, will perhaps be said to have had an affection of
the soul of sorts, but will certainly not be said to have understood. Now when
Aristotle talks about likeness he is making statements about understanding.
For it is impossible that people who think what is good is bad have conceived
in their mind the likeness of the good. For they have not understood the thing
that underlies, but since what is just and good may be so by convention or
nature, and if they are talking about what is just and good in terms of civil
law or injustice, the affections of the soul are certainly not the same, because
civil law and civil good are by convention rather than by nature. But natu-
ral good and justice is the same for all nations. And in the case of god, too,
though his worship may be diverse, there is an identical understanding of a
certain pre-eminent nature.

(Boethius, In Int. 11 41.19-42.6 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)'®

It is noteworthy that Boethius, here, expands Aspasius’ claim into a view on
conventional as opposed to natural justice and good. He stresses that there is no
disagreement among people when these concepts are used to signify what is just
and good by nature, and similarly, in the case of the concept of god, there is no
disagreement when it comes to his real nature. Furthermore, in this response to



Are the Same Thoughts Shared by All People? 55

Aspasius, Boethius distinguishes the true understanding of what is just and good
from simply having different opinions on these matters. He argues that it is only in
the cases of natural justice and natural good that we can talk of true understanding;
in such cases, all people have the same affections and, if their opinions differ, it is
clearly due to misconception. On the other hand, in the cases of civil justice and
civil good, it is indeed possible for people to entertain different thoughts that are all
perfectly acceptable since in such cases people’s affections signify what is simply
by convention and thus may differ.

A similar defence of Aristotle’s statement that people share the same thoughts is
also to be found in two comments written in Byzantium, which are so much alike
that either the one is a copy of the other or both have a common source. The first
comment is by Michael of Ephesos, the 12th-century Aristotelian commentator in
the intellectual circle of the princess Anna Komnene,'” while the second is by Leo
Magentenos, a late-12th- or early-to-mid-13th-century scholar about whose life we
know very little.?’ Both comments make the surprising claim that it was Alexander,
rather than Aspasius or Herminus, who objected (éviotatat) to the view that all
people share the same thoughts on the basis that our thoughts of the same thing
are often quite different. Even though the attribution of this objection to Alexander
is problematic, since it is not supported by any other source, at least these Byzan-
tine comments provide us with a response to the Peripatetic doubts, according to
which all people share the same thoughts because, when different thoughts signify
the same thing, only the true one (10 dAn0ég) should be properly called a thought
(kohodpev kvpimg vonua).2! This response of course reminds us of the cases of
natural justice and natural good since Boethius, too, talks of a single thought that
is properly said to signify the true nature of these concepts, a single thought that is
shared by all people. It is reasonable to suspect, therefore, that both authors of the
Byzantine comments as well as Boethius may have adopted this position from the
same ancient commentator, which could have been Porphyry.?

3. Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Interpretation

3.1 Boethius’ Testimony

Apart from Aspasius, the ancient and Byzantine commentators seem to have all as-
sumed that in Aristotle’s controversial statement, which claims that the same affec-
tions of the soul are shared by all people, the soul’s affections should be understood
as thoughts. But is there perhaps another commentator who does not subscribe to
this view? According to Richard Sorabji (2012: 631), although the Neoplatonist
commentators claimed that mafnpoata tiig yoyiic, which he translates as “experi-
ences”, refer to thoughts, Alexander of Aphrodisias was “presumably” of a differ-
ent opinion:

In equating experiences with thoughts, the ancient commentators did not by
“thoughts” mean thinkings [i.e. acts of thinking], but thoughts that we think.
Presumably the experiences were not thoughts for Alexander, because he
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regards what is in spoken sounds to be thoughts, which suggests that thoughts
are merely symbols of experiences, not identical with them.

In other words, Sorabji claims that Aristotle’s phrase “what is in spoken sound”
(ta év 1} pwvij) was interpreted by Alexander as standing not for spoken sounds
(pwvai) but for thoughts (vonpata). This implies that Alexander clearly distin-
guished between thoughts and affections of the soul since what is in spoken sound,
i.e. thoughts, are said to be symbols of affections of the soul. Sorabji (2012: 636-7)
thus proposes that, according to Alexander, and in contrast to the Neoplatonists, it
is only the soul’s affections and not thoughts that can be said to be likenesses of
actual things:

Alexander’s remarks suggest a divergence from the Neoplatonist interpreta-
tion that thoughts are likenesses of things. Instead, thoughts are rather sym-
bols of experiences and it is only the experiences that are likenesses of things.

The only passage, however, that Sorabji (2012: n.3) mentions in support of his
interpretation is the following:

And Alexander tries to explain the passage [i.e. Now what is in spoken sound
are symbols of affections in the soul, and written marks symbols of what is in
spoken sound. And just as letters are not the same for all people, neither are
spoken sounds.] in this way. He meant, he says, that things that are in spoken
sound (ea quae sunt in voce) signify (designare) thoughts of the mind (intel-
lectus animi) and proves this with another example.

(Boethius, In Int. I 35.21-9 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010)%

But Boethius does not say, in this passage, that things in spoken sound are identical
with thoughts, and thus, he does not distinguish between thoughts and affections
of the soul. He simply states that, according to Alexander, things that are in spoken
sound, i.e. spoken sounds, signify thoughts in the sense that they are symbols of
thoughts. For the verb “designare” should be understood, here, just like in the fol-
lowing passage and in other nearby passages of Boethius’ commentary (e.g. In Int.
1T 34.26 Meiser), as having the sense “to be a symbol of something” rather than “to
mean something”.*

Besides, the example that comes right after this passage is not an example il-
lustrating that things in spoken sound are identical with thoughts, but an example
illustrating how to understand that things in spoken sound are symbols of thoughts.
For things in spoken sound, i.e. spoken sounds, are said to be symbols of thought
in exactly the same way written marks are symbols of spoken sounds, and this
explains, in Alexander’s view, why both spoken sounds and written marks are not
shared by all people:

For what is in spoken sound signifies (significant) affections of the soul in
the same way as what is written signifies (designant) spoken sounds. We
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therefore understand the phrase and those things that are written as if he said
“just as those things that are written are [signs] of the things that are in spo-
ken sound”. That what is written, Alexander said, is a sign of spoken sounds,
i.e. names and verbs, he showed from his words “and just as letters are not
the same for all men, neither are spoken sounds”. For it is an indication that
the signification of the spoken sounds themselves is contained in the letters
that when the letters vary and what is written is not the same, the spoken
sounds must also differ. This is Alexander’s interpretation.

(Boethius, In Int. 11 35.29-36.10 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010)*

So there is no indication, at least not here, that Boethius ascribes to Alexander the
view that things in spoken sound are identical with thoughts and thoughts are sym-
bols of affections of the soul. But is there any other textual evidence on the basis of
which we could support Sorabji’s insight that Alexander clearly distinguished be-
tween the soul’s affections and thoughts? And if there is some evidence, what does
such a distinction amount to, and how did Alexander use it in order to interpret
Aristotle’s perplexing claim that all people share the same affections of the soul?

Earlier in his second commentary on the De Interpretatione, Boethius (In Int.
II 25.15ff Meiser) mentions the different ways in which Herminus, Alexander, and
Porphyry tried to explain the reason that Aristotle included his theory of significa-
tion at the beginning of this logical treatise.?* Herminus, Boethius claims, did not
offer any good argument to support his view that Aristotle’s aim was “to inculcate
the usefulness of the book he was composing” (In Int. 11 25.22-26.1 Meiser). Al-
exander made a different suggestion, according to which names and verbs, whether
on their own or combined in sentences, take their meaning from their content,
and since their content consists in what they signify, Alexander conjectured that
Aristotle had decided to start the De Interpretatione by stating in few lines what
the spoken sounds are meant to signify (/n Int. I1 26.1-12 Meiser). Boethius thinks
that, although Alexander managed to understand better than Herminus the purpose
behind the insertion of these lines, still he “did not properly disentangle the main
reason for Aristotle’s treatment” (In Int. 11 26.14—7 Meiser).

Finally, Boethius presents Porphyry’s explanation, which he himself adopts
as the correct one. According to Porphyry (In Int. 11 26.17ff. Meiser), Aristotle’s
predecessors had a lively debate about the signification of spoken sounds and he
simply wanted to put forward his own position on this issue. For some ancient
philosophers claimed that spoken sounds signify actual things, others defended the
view that they signify incorporeal natures (incorporeas naturas) similar to the Pla-
tonic Ideas, others that they signify sensations or sense perceptions (sensus), and
still others that they signify images (imaginationes). Aristotle, on the other hand,
is said to have argued that spoken sounds signify thoughts, which clearly differ
from sense perceptions and images. To support Porphyry’s interpretation, Boethius
quotes in the original a sentence from Aristotle’s lost dialogue De Justitia,*” which
states that there is a natural distinction between thoughts and sense perceptions
(In Int. 11 27.14-5 Meiser);? if there was no such distinction, Boethius comments,
Aristotle would have talked of affections of the body rather than of the soul (/n Int.
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1127.18-25 Meiser). And for further support, Boethius quotes in addition a passage
from the De Anima (111 8, 432a10-4),% according to which thoughts are clearly
distinguished from images, even though they cannot be formed without them (/n
Int. 11 28.3—7 Meiser). Hence, Boethius concludes (In Int. 11 29.13—6 Meiser), when
Aristotle claimed that spoken sounds signify affections of the soul, he must have
meant that they signify thoughts and not sense perceptions or images.

It should be noted, though, that Boethius’ adopted interpretation also stresses the
fundamental role of perception and imagination in the process of forming thoughts,
right in accordance with the passage from the De Anima that he himself quotes. In
fact, he even depicts the relation between perception, imagination, and thinking
with an analogy from painting:

For just as painters are accustomed to outline a body and make it underlie
where they intend to express someone’s face in colours, in the same way a
sensation and image naturally underlie the perception of the soul. For when
something falls under sensation or under thought, firstly an image of it must
be born, then a fuller thought supervenes and distinguishes all its parts which
in the image had been previously represented in a confused way.

(Boethius, In Int. II 29.3—10 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)*

Moreover, later on in his second commentary, Boethius returns to the importance
of perception in thinking and makes clear that it is in perception that the soul re-
ceives from actual things their forms, on the basis of which it generates thoughts:

For when someone thinks of some thing he must first receive through an im-
age the form and specific character of the thing thought, and there must occur
either an affection or a mental perception (intellectus perceptio) accompa-
nied by some affection. When this is placed and fixed in the recesses of the
mind, there occurs a will (voluntas) to convey the affection to another person.
A certain forceful drive (actus) to continue the thinking comes next from
the power of deepest reason. Speech explicates this and expresses it, relying
on the affection that was first established in the mind or, more precisely, on
the signification that has developed along with the developing speech which
adapts itself to the movements of the signifying (inner) speech.

(Boethius, In Int. 1T 34.2-19 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)*!

That is to say, Boethius seems to recognise different stages in a process that starts
from receiving the forms of actual things and ends with their being signified by
spoken sounds; the forms of actual things either affect us or are perceived by the
mind together with an affection in a way described as intellectus perceptio, and it
is on the basis of these affections that our intellect generates the thoughts signified
by spoken sounds.

Boethius, most probably, follows Porphyry in his account. But did Porphyry fol-
low Alexander? Did Alexander accept that spoken sounds are signs of thoughts and
not of actual things, images, or sense perceptions? Boethius (/n Int. 11 40.30-41.11
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Meiser) tells us that Alexander puzzled over Aristotle’s statement that spoken
sounds are in the first place signs of affections of the soul and not of actual things,
given that spoken sounds are indeed the names of things. The explanation Alexan-
der offered was, according to Boethius’ report, that we use spoken sounds in order
to signify not actual things but those “affections of the soul that are produced in
us from the things” (In Int. 11 41.10—1 Meiser);* and these affections of the soul
Boethius identifies with thoughts, in accordance with his own understanding of
the first lines of the De Interpretatione. So the question remains: Did Alexander
himself identify the soul’s affections with thoughts, or did he rather draw a clear
distinction between them, so that he could claim that spoken sounds are symbols of
thoughts, thoughts are symbols of affections of the soul, and affections of the soul
are likenesses of actual things? Since Boethius’ comments do not give us any fur-
ther clue on this issue, we need to examine what else we know about Alexander’s
theory of cognition.

3.2 Alexander in His Own Words

In his surviving writings, Alexander hardly uses the term “maOfpata” and never
contrasts it with the term “vonpoarta”,* which appears often enough in his com-
mentaries as well as in his own treatise De Anima, in the Mantissa, and in the
Quaestiones. In fact, his references to vonuozo, understood as the internal objects
of voglv, i.e. as thoughts or concepts, have drawn the attention of many contem-
porary scholars whose interest principally lies in Alexander’s theory of universals
(kaBOLov).** Some of the issues discussed by them bear upon his account of the
relation between forms and universals, upon the way universals are generated, and
upon his views on their ontological status. Needless to say, such issues become
part of my present inquiry only insofar as they pertain to Alexander’s explanation
of the first lines of the De Interpretatione, so a great deal of interesting points in his
analysis of universals are admittedly brushed over, here, and remain unexamined.

It is generally agreed that Alexander makes a novel distinction between, on the
one hand, what it is to be a form or nature and, on the other hand, what it is to be
a universal. Universals must actually belong to more than one particular thing,
which implies that there can be no universals of individuals — for instance, the sun,
the moon, or the universe — whereas forms do not need to belong to more than one
particular thing, so that even individuals have forms. Moreover, Alexander claims
that, in contrast to universals, forms are in themselves neither particular nor uni-
versal; they are particular and perceptible when they exist in perceptible things,
but have the potentiality for becoming universal when they are turned into actually
intelligible objects, i.e. into thoughts or universals:*

Therefore, in the case of forms that are in matter, as I said, whenever such
forms are not being thought, none of them is intellect, if it is in their being
thought that their being intelligibles has its existence (bndctacig). For the
universal (kaB6lov) and common (kowov) things have their being (brop&ig)
in the individuals that are in matter; but once they are thought separated
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from matter they come to be common and universal, and they are intellect
at the time when they are thought. But if they are not thought, they are not
any more [i.e. do not exist any more at all].3¢ So, when they are separated
from the intellect that thinks them, they perish, if their being (efvoi) con-
sists in being thought. And similar to these are the products of abstraction
(€€ apapéoemc), such as mathematical [entities]. So this sort of intellect —
that is, thoughts (vonpata) of this sort — is perishable.

(Alexander, De An. 90.2—11 Bruns; trans.

Sharples (Sorabji 2004: 152), modified)*’

That is to say, forms are actually intelligible if and only if they are abstracted by an
intellect or, in other words, if and only if they are thought. This actualisation takes
place, just as it happens in the case of mathematical entities, when the intellect ab-
stracts or, more precisely, separates (ywpilew) potentially intelligible forms from
their matter.3® But such a separation, according to Alexander, should be differenti-
ated from the one involved in perception, when the soul receives through the senses
the forms of actual things without their matter:

Just as active perception occurs through the reception of perceptible forms
without the matter, so too thinking is a reception of forms separate from
matter. But it differs from perceptual grasping in the following respect; even
though it is not as matter that perception receives perceptible forms, it never-
theless has a grasping of them as being in matter . . . The intellect then does
not receive forms by becoming like matter, nor does it receive them as being
combined with matter, in the way perceptible things are received, rather it
contemplates them by separating them by themselves from all material cir-
cumstances and receiving only them.

(Alexander, De An. 83.13-84.9 Bruns)*

Similarly, a couple of pages later (Alexander, De An. 86.28—87.23; see also, 83.2—
13 Bruns), Alexander claims that, although perception does not receive the forms
as matter, it nevertheless receives them as being in matter since perception is the
cognitive capacity that grasps “this item” (16d¢), i.e. the form of a particular thing;
next, the intellect thinks of the forms entirely separate from matter since thinking
is the cognitive capacity that grasps not “this item” but “this item’s being” (10 t®de
glvan), i.e. the universal. So if forms are not separated by an intellect, they are only
potentially intelligible and exist not as abstract thoughts or universal concepts but
merely as enmattered perceptible forms. Universals are therefore regarded as pos-
terior to forms, dependent on thinking, and perishable.*

Given Alexander’s distinction between forms and universals, is it now pos-
sible to reconstruct his position concerning the relation of the soul’s affections to
thoughts? It makes sense to think that Alexander, just like Aspasius before him,
claimed that affections of the soul are not identical with thoughts. Affections of the
soul should be understood as the result of the reception by the soul of enmattered
perceptible forms, that is, of the forms of actual things perceived as enmattered
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but without their matter.*! Thoughts, on the other hand, should be understood as
generated, on the basis of sense perceptions, by the intellect’s capacity to entirely
separate the forms of actual things from their matter. Hence, both simple thoughts,
i.e. concepts, as well as their combinations turn out to be mind-dependent and thus
may differ since there is a chance that people do not properly conceive of what
is perceived and form concepts in an inaccurate manner. Contrary to thoughts,
however, the same affections of the soul are shared by all people, because the
perceptible forms of actual things that are received by the soul are the same for all.

To conclude, my view is that Alexander’s clear distinction between affections of
the soul and thoughts allowed him to explain why affections of the soul are said
by Aristotle to be the same for all people, whereas thoughts and concepts may not
be shared by all. In opposition to Alexander, the Neoplatonists later identified the
soul’s affections with thoughts because they seem to have trivialised in the cogni-
tive process the importance of the soul’s affections as sense perceptions. For their
insistence on grasping the true thoughts that signify the real nature of things brings
to mind their ultimate aim at comprehending the Platonic Forms, which of course
cannot be achieved by virtue of the soul’s affections.

A final remark: By distinguishing between affections of the soul and thoughts,
Alexander placed the soul’s affections in an intermediate position between actual
things and thoughts; affections of the soul are likenesses of actual things, thoughts
are signs of affections of the soul, and spoken sounds are signs of thoughts. A simi-
lar intermediate position is reserved by the Stoics for the corporeal affections of
the rational soul (vonjoeig) between the actual things and the so-called “sayables”
(Aextd).*? However, the introduction of the Stoic notion of incorporeal sayables is
considered as a Stoic innovation, exactly because there is no corresponding notion
in Aristotle’s theory of signification, according to which affections of the soul are
likenesses of actual things and spoken sounds are signs of the soul’s affections. Was
Alexander urged to distinguish between affections of the soul and thoughts in order
to compensate for this gap? There is a crucial difference between Alexander’s ac-
count of vofjpata and the Stoic Aektd.* For even if they are both incorporeal, Alex-
ander’s vonuata are mind-dependent, whereas the Stoic Aektd may not be beings
(6vta) but they are said to subsist (bpiotdvar) whether someone thinks of them
or not. So even if one seriously considers the possibility that Alexander realised,
thanks to the Stoics, the importance of clearly differentiating the soul’s affections
from the abstract concepts and thoughts, his understanding of these notions was
undeniably shaped by his Aristotelian heritage.

Needless to say, there is no textual evidence that lends support to the hypothesis
of a Stoic influence on Alexander in this respect. There is also no way to establish
for sure that the reconstruction I offered of Alexander’s views on the first lines
of the De Interpretatione, plausible though it may be, actually reflects the inter-
pretation defended by him in his lost commentary on Aristotle’s logical treatise.
And, of course, one cannot be absolutely confident that Alexander’s interpretation
adequately explained what Aristotle himself had meant with his statement that the
same affections of the soul are shared by all people. It is, in fact, this frustrating
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uncertainty that Boethius expresses, in his second commentary on the De Interpre-
tatione, when he reports,

Porphyry says that some of his contemporaries interpreted this book, and
because by singling out individual interpretations from Herminus, Aspasius,
or Alexander they found many contradictions and inconsistencies in those
poorly presented interpretations, they thought that this book of Aristotle
could not be interpreted in a worthy manner, and that many men of this pe-
riod bypassed the entire contents of this book because they considered its
darkness incapable of explanation.

(Boethius, In Int. 11 293.27-294.4 Meiser; trans. Smith 2010, modified)*

Notes
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I am grateful to Robert Roreitner and the two anonymous referees for their careful and
scrupulous remarks on a previous draft of this chapter.
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TV &V Ti| PVij. Kai HGoTEP 00SE YPAUOTO TAGL T ADTE, 008 povai ol odTai- OV PévTot
tadto. onusio Tpdtav, TadTe Tict Tabhuate T Yoydic, kol dv Todta dpobuato,
npéypata §on Todtd. mEepl PEV oDV TovToV EipnTar év Toic mepl wuyfic SAANG Yép
mpaypateiog”.

I follow Ackrill in translating “emvn” as “spoken sound” since in the De Anima (11 8,
420b5-421a6), for instance, Aristotle explicitly says that ewvr is not just any sort of
sound (yo6@og) but a sound that is produced by an animal and signifies something.
These questions and many more are raised and discussed in the extant ancient commen-
taries on the De Interpretatione (Ammonius, In Int. 20.1-9 Busse; Stephanus, In Int.
5.38-6.13 Hayduck) as well as in the numerous relevant studies of contemporary schol-
ars; see, for instance, Kretzmann (1974); Irwin (1982); Pépin (1985); Chiesa (1986);
Polansky and Kuczewski (1990); Barnes (1993); Weidemann (1994: 134-53); Whitaker
(1996: 9-25); Sedley (1996 and 2004); Di Mattei (2006).

[ translate “vonpa” as “thought”, rather than as “concept”, since Aristotle refers in the De
Interpretatione, just as he does in the De Anima (e.g. 111 6, 430a26-8; 111 8, 432a10-4),
not only to concepts, which are neither true nor false, but also to combinations of
vonpoto, which can be said to be true or false.

Aristotle uses only twice the term “mdfnua” in the De Anima (1 1, 403all and 20); he
uses more often the phrase “mé0oc ti|g yuyils”, by which he refers to what we nowadays
consider as emotions, for instance, anger or fear (e.g. I 1, 403a16; b17), but also to
all kinds of affections of the soul, for instance, perception (e.g. I 1, 402a9; 403a3; 14,
408a4; 1.5, 409b15).

Ammonius, /n Int. 5.24-6.4 Busse; Boethius, In Int. 11 12.26-8 Meiser; Philoponus, In
De an. 27.21-9 Hayduck; 45.7-11 Hayduck. For a reconstruction of Alexander’s posi-
tion concerning the authenticity of the De Interpretatione, see Bonelli (2009: 57-63).
In order to defend the authenticity of the De Interpretatione from Andronicus’ worries,
some contemporary scholars, for example Maier (1900: 37) and Moraux (1973: 119),
suggest to move the part of the text referring to the De anima after the next sentence,
in which Aristotle actually uses the term “vonua” (Int. 16a9-11: “"Eott 8¢, Gomep &v
Tf] yoyfi 618 pév vompo évev tod dAndedewv | ywevdeoBol, 6té 8¢ §on @ avdykn todtavy
Vrapyew Bdtepov, obTm Kol &v Tf] eevi”).

“®V TolVLV TPGOTOC ONUETR £6TL TAL &V TH] POVT, TODT’ EGTL oNUOVTIKY (¢ cVPBOAA SvTa,
tadto vofjuatd éott mabnpota dvta Thg Wouyfs Kol dvta mapd Thct Td ovTd, S0 Kol
pvoer”.
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For a line-by-line analysis of Ammonius’ commentary on the first chapter of the De
Interpretatione and, in particular, of the 285 lines in Busse’s edition that are devoted to
lines 16a3-9 of Aristotle’s text, see Brunschwig (2008: 55-78).

“glkOTOC 0LV Kal &Ml P&V TV VONUATmY Opoimpa ey, S10TL ASHVOTOV E0TIV BAAMC Kai
A og vofjoat tnmov, Kol GAL®G Ekeivov”.

“In hoc vero Aspasius permolestus est. ait enim: qui fieri potest, ut eaedem apud omnes
passiones animae sint, cum tam diversa sententia de iusto ac bono sit? arbitratur Aris-
totelem passiones animae non de rebus incorporalibus, sed de his tantum quae sensibus
capi possunt passiones animae dixisse”.

Herminus’ emendation is also reported by Ammonius (/n Int. 24.12-21 Busse), although
Ammonius does not give any information about the reasons that led Herminus to pro-
pose it; see Magee (1989: 10-14) and Brunschwig (2008: 72-3).

“dicit enim non esse verum eosdem apud omnes homines esse intellectus, quorum voces
significativae sint. quid enim, inquit, in aequivocatione dicetur, ubi unus idemque vocis mo-
dus plura significat? sed magis hanc lectionem veram putat, ut ita sit: quorum autem haec
primorum notae, hae omnibus passiones animae et quorum hae similitudines, res etiam
hae: ut demonstratio videatur quorum voces significativae sint vel quorum passiones ani-
mae similitudines. et hoc simpliciter accipiendum est secundum Herminum, ut ita dicamus:
quorum voces significativae sunt, illae sunt animae passiones, tamquam diceret: animae
passiones sunt, quas significant voces, et rursus quorum sunt similitudines ea quae intellec-
tibus continentur, illae sunt res, tamquam si dixisset: res sunt quas significant intellectus”.
Herminus’ emendation survives only in the first correction of cod. Ambrosianus L 93
sup. (n) and in the Syriac translation by George Bishop of the Arabs (I'), which are both
quoted in the critical apparatus of Weidemann’s 2014 edition of the De Interpretatione.
On the ancient sources suggesting that Herminus was a pupil of Aspasius, see Moraux
(1984: 361-3).

For a detailed discussion of Boethius’ reply to the raised difficulty of equivocation, see
Ebbesen (1990: 162-5).

Both Magee (1989: 74) and Ebbesen (1990: 159) claim that Boethius’ reply to Aspasius’
puzzlement is most probably also based on Porphyry’s commentary. For a systematic
reconstruction of Boethius’ response to Aspasius, see Magee (1989: 73—4).

“quod perfalsum est. neque enim umquam intellexisse dicetur, qui fallitur, et fortasse
quidem passionem animi habuisse dicetur, quicumque id quod est bonum non eodem
modo quo est, sed aliter arbitratur, intellexisse vero non dicitur. Aristoteles autem cum
de similitudine loquitur, de intellectu pronuntiat. neque enim fieri potest, ut qui quod
bonum est malum esse arbitratur boni similitudinem mente conceperit. neque enim in-
tellexit rem subiectam. sed quae sunt iusta ac bona ad positionem omnia naturamve
referuntur. et si de iusto ac bono ita loquitur, ut de eo quod civile ius aut civilis iniuria
dicitur, recte non eaedem sunt passiones animae, quoniam civile ius et civile bonum
positione est, non natura. naturale vero bonum atque iustum apud omnes gentes idem
est. et de deo quoque idem: cuius quamvis diversa cultura sit, idem tamen cuiusdam
eminentissimae naturae est intellectus”.

Michael of Ephesos’ comment is included by Busse in the supplementum praefationis of
his edition of Ammonius’ commentary on the De Interpretatione (1897: xlvi):

“O AléEavdpog éviotator Aéywv TdG TO VONUOTO Tapd Tool T6 a0Td; TEPL YO
TAV OOTAV TPAYUATOV S1apopd gict vorjuata wap’ NSUIv. Kol eapey tpog 10010
Ot €k vtV TAV d0eopmV vonudtov 0 dAnbig povov €v adtoig Kolodpev
Kupiwg vonpua”.

On the textual evidence of this and other comments on the De Interpretatione by
Michael of Ephesos, see Trizio (forthcoming), who argues that these comments were
composed mainly for didactic purposes and not meant to be published in the form of
a full-fledged commentary.
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Leo Magentenos’ comment is also included by Busse in his supplementum praefationis,
in which he juxtaposes it to Michael’s (1897: x1vi):

“émel 8¢ T vonpato Topd TAoL TA o0TA e, éviotatol Tpog TodTo O AAEEAVOPOC
Aéywv * €meldn molldxig mepl T@V odTAV TPAyUAT®OV d10popd gict vorjuato map’
NUIV. Kol Qapey TpdG ToDTO OTL EK TAVIMV TAV S1POP®V VONUATOV TO GANOES Lovov
£v avtoig kakoduev Kupimg vonua”.

Leo Magentenos’ extant paraphrase on the De Interpretatione was edited by Aldus Ma-
nutius in 1503 together with Ammonius’ commentary; Busse claims that it is spurious,
but Bydén (2011: 685) argues to the contrary.

I discuss Michael of Ephesos’ and Leo Magentenos’ comments in my article on the Byz-
antine reception of Aristotle’s theory of signification (Ierodiakonou 2019: §§15-23), in
which I also present the relevant, though somewhat different, comments by the 15th-
century Byzantine scholar and Patriarch of Constantinople George Scholarios (Gen-
nadios II). For Scholarios, too, in his lengthy commentary on the De Interpretatione,
replies to the objection that people may entertain different thoughts about the same
thing, by pointing out that there is no disagreement among people when it comes to sim-
ple thoughts, for instance, the thought of a stone; it is only people’s composite thoughts
that may differ since it is only composite thoughts that are either true or false. Scholarios
thus concludes that there is no reason to doubt Aristotle’s claim that the same thoughts
are shared by all people, at least not in the cases in which vofpata refer to simple
thoughts (/n Int. 1 103-8; 257-68 Petit). On the Greek and Latin sources of Schol-
arios’ comments on the De Interpretatione, see Demetracopoulos (2010); Ierodiakonou
(2011); Balcoyiannopoulou (2018).

Ebbesen (1990: 170) claims that Michael of Ephesos’ and Leo Magentenos’ comments
“are scarcely intelligible if one forgets about the Porphyrian background”. However,
Proclus also claimed that in cases of different thoughts being signified by the same spo-
ken sounds only one should be considered as correct, namely the expert’s view; on this
point Proclus may have deviated from Porphyry’s view, according to which the correct
thought is the one shared by the many (see van den Berg (2004) and van den Berg (2008:
81-9); Sorabji (2012: 639-40). Given that these Byzantine commentators were much
influenced by Proclus, too, it becomes difficult to detect their source in this particular
case due to the extreme brevity of their comments.

“Alexander hunc locum: sunt ergo ea quae sunt in voce earum quae sunt in anima pas-
sionum notae et ea quae scribuntur eorum quae sunt in voce. et quemadmodum nec
litterae omnibus eaedem, sic nec voces eacdem hoc modo conatur exponere: proposuit,
inquit, ea quae sunt in voce intellectus animi designare et hoc alio probat exemplo”.

In Boethius’ commentary, the verb “designare” is equivalent to the verb “significare”,
which can also have two senses, i.e. “to be a symbol of something” and “to mean some-
thing”; see, for instance, Maiser’s index in his edition of Boethius’ commentary and
Magee (1989: 61-3).

“eodem modo enim ea quae sunt in voce passiones animae significant, quemadmodum
ea quae scribuntur voces designant, ut id quod ait et ea quae scribuntur ita intellegamus,
tamquam si diceret: quemadmodum etiam ea quae scribuntur eorum quae sunt in voce.
ea vero quae scribuntur, inquit Alexander, notas esse vocum id est nominum ac verbo-
rum ex hoc monstravit quod diceret et quemadmodum nec litterae omnibus eaedem, sic
nec voces eaedem, signum namque est vocum ipsarum significationem litteris contineri,
quod ubi variae sunt litterac et non eadem quae scribuntur varias quoque voces esse
necesse est. haec Alexander”.

For a more systematic presentation of the different explanations suggested by Aristotle’s
commentators, see Magee (1989: 93-5).

On Aristotle’s lost dialogue Iepi dikorocbvng, see Moraux (1957).

“ebdoet yap g0OLG dtpnTon Té T vorjpoto Kol T aictnipata”.
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“€oT1 8’ N pavtacio £Tepov PACEMG KOl ATOPACEMG GUUTAOKT YOP VONUATOV 0TI TO
aAn0ic f| weddog. té 88 mpdta vorjuata ti Stoicel Tod pn eovidopata givor; §| ovdE
TaDTO POVIAGHOTO, AL OVK GVED POVTOCUATOV”.

“nam sicut pictores solent designare lineatim corpus atque substernere ubi coloribus
cuiuslibet exprimant vultum, sic sensus atque imaginatio naturaliter in animae percep-
tione substernitur. nam cum res aliqua sub sensum vel sub cogitationem cadit, prius
eius quaedam necesse est imaginatio nascatur, post vero plenior superveniat intellectus
cunctas eius explicans partes quae confuse fuerant imaginatione praesumptae”.

“cum enim quis aliquam rem intellegit, prius imaginatione formam necesse est intellec-
tae rei proprietatemque suscipiat et fiat vel passio vel cum passione quadam intellectus
perceptio. hac vero posita atque in mentis sedibus conlocata fit indicandae ad alterum
passionis voluntas, cui actus quidam continuandae intellegentiae protinus ex intimae
rationis potestate supervenit, quem scilicet explicat et effundit oratio nitens ea quae
primitus in mente fundata est passione, sive, quod est verius, significatione progressa
oratione progrediente simul et significantis se orationis motibus adaequante. fit vero
haec passio velut figurae alicuius inpressio, sed ita ut in animo fieri consuevit”.

On Alexander’s explanation of the Aristotelian statement that spoken sounds are not in
the first place signs of actual things, see Barnes (1993: 52-3) and Bonelli (2009: 64-6).
Alexander uses the term ‘mofnpata’ very few times, mostly in cases in which he copies
Aristotle’s text, for instance, in his commentary on the Metaphysics (Alexander, In Met-
aph. 16.9; 401.15 Hayduck). As to the phrase “mafnpora tiig yoyis”, we find it only in
the spurious treatise De Febribus (27.4.8), in which it refers to affections of the soul such
as anger and fear. On the authorship of the De Febribus, which is attributed possibly to
Alexander’s father, see Sharples (2005b: 53—4).

Pines (1961); Lloyd (1981: 49-61); Tweedale (1984) and Tweedale (1993: 79-81);
Sorabji (2004: 149-52); Sharples (2005a); Rashed (2004) and Rashed (2007: 254-60);
Sirkel (2011); Helmig (2012: 155-70); Schniewind (2013: 5-9); Bydén (unpublished).
See also, Alexander, De An. 85.14-25 Bruns; Mant. 107.15-20 Bruns; Quaest. 1 3,
7.27-8.28; 111, 23.25-31; 24.11-6; 2.28, 78.18-20; 79.16-8 Bruns; In Top. 355.18-24
Wallies; Simplicius, /n Cat. 82.30-2 Kalbfleisch; 85.13-7.

Sharples rightly notes, in his translation, that this must be what the phrase “o0d¢ £€otv
£€t1” implies, “though the Greek itself does not have to mean more than ‘are not intellect
any more’”.

“&mi pdv oV TdV EvOlwv elddv, donep elmov, dtav ui vofjton Té Towadta £i0n, 00dé
20TV a0tV T VoG, &l YE v 1 voeloBat adToig 1) Tod vontoig eivar VndOCTACIS. Té Y
KaBOA0L Kol Kowva TV pev Dmap&v €v Toig kabékaotd te Kai vOrolg £xel. voodueva
8¢ ywpig HAng xowd te kol kafolov yivetal, kai t0te €oTi vodg dtav vofjtat. &l 8¢ un
vooito, ovdE oty €Tl Hote ywprobévta tod voodvtog avta vod @beipetat, €l ye &v
¢ vosichol 1O elval ovToic. Spoto 8¢ TovTolC Kol To &€ dpaipéoemg, Omoid &oTt Td
podnuatikd. e0aptog Gpa 6 To10dTog vodc, TovTESTY T TowdTa vonpata”.

In his De Anima, Alexander uses for the intellection of forms “ywpilew/yopic” (e.g. De
An. 83.15; 84.8; 20; 85.13; 87.25; 88.13; 90.5; but see Mant. 110.19: apeieiv; 111.16: 1)
aparpéoet; Quaest. 11 14, 59.6-7: doapeicbor/apapedévimv; 15-16: kotd deaipeowv/
apapedévtov), whereas for the formation of mathematical entities he uses the phrase
“¢€ apapéoems” (De An. 90.8 Bruns). On Alexander’s theory of abstraction and math-
ematical entities, see Mueller (1990); Flannery (2003); Sorabji (2004: 293—4).

“Gomnep 6¢ N aicOnoig N kat’ Evépyelav dia Tiig TAV eld®V TAV aicONT®V Mjyewng dvev
g VAnG yivetol, obteg 8¢ Kol 1 vOnois Ajyig Tdv eld®dv €0t ympig DANG, tavt Tiig
aicOTichic avtiMyeng Stagépovoa, 1 1 Hév aicnotg, &i kol ur dg BAN Té oicOnTa £i0n
AopBavet, 6AL oBtog Y& adtdy Toteital TV AvTinyiy Mg dvimy &v DAY . . . oBte oDV
®¢ VAN yvopevog 0 vodg Tdv eid@dV obtmg adtd AapBavetl obte Og petd HAng dvra wg T
aicBavopeva, GAL adTd ko’ adtd yopilov avTa amd Tiong VAKTG TEPIoTdoems HLova
AapBavov Bempel”.
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40 There is a problem concerning the coherence of Alexander’s account of the ontological
status of universals because sometimes he seems to divert from his standard conceptual-
ist position and follows a realist one; see especially, Quaest. 1.11,24.19-22 Bruns. Some
contemporary scholars treat the problematic passages as inauthentic, others attempt to
harmonise his allegedly conflicting views, and still others accuse him of inconsistency;
for instance, see Pines (1961: 29); Lloyd (1981: 51); Tweedale (1984: 296) and Tweed-
ale (1993: 81); Sorabji (2004: 151); Sharples (2005a: 43); Sirkel (2011: 303—4).

41 This is, after all, in line with Aristotle’s account of perception in De An. II 12, according
to which perception is not only an affection of the sense organs but presupposes that the
perceiver has a soul that receives through the sense organs the forms of actual things
without their matter.

42 For different interpretations of the Stoics’ understanding of vorjceig and Aextd, see e.g.
Long (1971); Barnes (1993); Frede (1994); Gourinat (2019: 142—51); Bronowski (2019:
81-125); lerodiakonou (forthcoming).

43 There is an intriguing passage in Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s Categories (In
Cat. 9.31-10.4 Kalbfleisch), in which Simplicius claims that, according to a certain
view, the Aristotelian vorjpata are said to be similar to the Stoic Aextd. But vorjpato are
understood, here, as identical with the soul’s affections, and the similarity mentioned
concerns merely the fact that both vorjpata and Aextd are placed, in the respective theo-
ries of signification, between actual things and spoken sounds. There is also a passage in
Ammonius’ commentary on the De Interpretatione (In Int.17.20-8 Busse), which sur-
prisingly states that the Stoic Aextd are between mpdypota and vorjuata. If we accept,
however, the reading of dvoparog instead of vonpatog on line 17.27, which is in cod.
Laurentianus 72,7 (G) and Brunschwig (2008: n.36) rigorously defends it, Ammonius
simply states that the Stoic Aektd are between actual things and spoken sounds, which
is the claim found in Simplicius’ commentary and makes perfect sense.

44 “dicit autem Porphyrius fuisse quosdam sui temporis, qui hunc exponerent librum, et
quoniam ab Hermino vel Aspasio vel Alexandro expositiones singulas proferentes multa
contraria et expositionibus male ab illis editis dissidentia reperirent, arbitratos fuisse li-
brum hunc Aristotelis, ut dignum esset, exponi non posse multosque illius temporis viros
totam huius libri praeterisse doctrinam, quod inexplicabilem putarent esse caliginem”.
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3  De Interpretatione 3 on Isolated
Verbs

Francesco Ademollo

After treating the name (8voua) in Chapter 2 of the De Interpretatione, in Chapter
3 Aristotle proceeds to enquire into the verb (pfjpe). The chapter’s opening lines,
16b6—-10, set forth a famous definition, which will not be our main object of study
but will play an important background role. It will be helpful to quote these lines
in full, as they are reported by most witnesses and printed in the editions of Waitz
(1844) and Montanari (1988):

PRiuo 3¢ £6TL TO TPOGONUATVOV YPOVOV, 00 LEPOC 0VSEV onuaivel ywpic: ko
gotv del T@V Kab £tépov Aeyopévav onueiov. AEym 6& 8Tt Tpocsonpaivel
¥pOVoV, olov Dyieta pév dvopo, 10 8 Hyaiver pfjna” Tpoconuoivel yop o viv
OIapYELY. Koi Gel TV ko’ ETEpov Aeyopdvav oNUEIOV £6TLY, Olov TdV Kb’
VTOKEEVOD Tj €V VTOKEIUEVCD.

A verb is what additionally signifies time, no part of which is significant
separately; and it is always a sign of the things said of something other. It ad-
ditionally signifies time: e.g. “recovery” is a name, but “recovers” is a verb,
because it additionally signifies the thing’s holding now. And it is always a
sign of the things said of something other, i.e. of a subject or in a subject.'

Aristotle is saying that a verb has the ordinary features of a name plus other,
distinctive ones of its own. So if we turn back to how names were characterised
in Chapter 2, 16a19-20, we can infer that a verb, like a name, is a “spoken
sound significant by convention”. Indeed, Aristotle explicitly specifies here
that a verb, again like a name, has no separately significant parts. But while a
name was said to be significant “without time” (&vev ypovov), a verb, in “ad-
dition” to a name, also signifies time. Thus, the verb “recovers” not only signi-
fies recovery, just as the name “recovery” does, but also signifies there being
some recovery now. Furthermore, a verb “is always a sign of the things said
of something other”. That is to say, verbs have an essential connection with
predication. There seem to be at least two aspects to this connection: on the one
hand, a verb signifies an item of a nature to be predicated of something other,
i.e. an attribute or property; on the other, the verb actually predicates such an
item of something other.?

DOI:10.4324/9781003120704-4



De Interpretatione 3 on Isolated Verbs 71

At the end of the passage Aristotle explains what he means by “things said of
something other”. He does so with a phrase transmitted by almost all witnesses
as “i.e. of a subject or in a subject” (olov @V k0 VrokeWEvoy f &v Drokeéve,
16b10-1). This refers to the distinction advanced in Categories 2 between beings
which “are said of a subject”, i.e. essential predicates of something, and beings
which “are in a subject”, i.e. accidental predicates of something.> So here the idea
seems to be that verbs are always signs of something that gets predicated either
essentially or accidentally of something other.*

In the ensuing lines, 16b11-8, Aristotle defines the “indefinite verb” (ddpioTov
piina), a term by which he refers to negated verbs such as ovy vywaiver, “doesn’t-
recover”, and the “inflexion of verb” (rt®o1g prjpatog), i.e. verbs in a tense differ-
ent from the present. Then he concludes the chapter by adding a few final remarks
about the signification of isolated verbs, i.e. verbs that are not parts of sentences.
These remarks constitute the main subject of this paper.

Here is again the text read by the majority of witnesses and printed by Waitz
(1844) and Montanari (1984, 1988):

adTe pEv ovv ke’ avti Aeydueva To PMipate OVOHOTE 0Tl Koi onpoivel
Tt — oot yap 0 Aéywv Vv Sidvolav, Kol 0 AKoVGoG NPEUNCEY — GAA™ &l
gotv | u obmo onuoiver 0088 yap 1O sivar {f pn eivor’ onueidv éott Tod
TPAypatoc, ovd’ £av 10 OV elang adTo Kb anTO WIAGY.S adTO HEV Yap 0VOEV
€o0Tv, mpooonuaivel 8¢ ouvlesiv Tva, fiv dvev TdV GuYKEIPEVEDV 00K E0TL

vofical.
(Int. 3. 16b19-25)

When uttered just by themselves verbs are names and signify something — for
the speaker arrests the thought and the hearer pauses — but they do not yet
signify whether it is or not. For not even “to be” or “not to be” is a sign of the
object — not even if you say “what is” just by itself. For by itself it is nothing,
but it additionally signifies some combination, which cannot be thought of
without the components.

My footnotes to the Greek text account for minor textual uncertainties; more sub-
stantial textual worries will be raised in due course.
Let us now examine the various aspects of this difficult passage one by one.

16b19-21. “When uttered just by themselves verbs are names and
signify something — for the speaker arrests the thought and the
hearer pauses ...”

Aristotle here starts out by making the point that verbs uttered in isolation, i.e. not
as parts of a complete sentence, still “signify something” (onpaivet 1v), i.e. retain at
least their basic lexical signification, the one which they share with names, as he im-
plied at the beginning of the chapter, and in virtue of which e.g. the verb “recovers”
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signifies recovery.” He supports this claim with the remark that “the speaker arrests
the thought and the hearer pauses”. It is not immediately clear whether the thought
which the speaker is said to “arrest” is his own or the hearer’s.® It seems obvious
to me, however, that the reason that we can say that a verb — or for that matter
any other kind of word — signifies something is that the thoughts of both speaker
and hearer come to focus on the same item. As on several other occasions in the
first chapters of the De Interpretatione, Aristotle probably has Plato’s Cratylus in
mind, more precisely 434e—435a, where Socrates describes in the following terms
what goes on when a speaker utters a name so as to indicate something to a hearer:
“when I utter this, I think of that, and you recognise that I think of that” (¢y®d, dtov
10070 PBEYY®pUAL, SravooDpat Ekeivo, ol 8¢ yryvdokelg Tt ékeivo dtavoodpat).’

Actually, Aristotle does not say only that verbs — even when uttered in isolation —
“signify something”’; what he says is more precisely that they “are names and signify
something” (16b20). As Ammonius saw (/n Int. 45.15-23, 54.23-5 Busse), here “and”
is explanatory: Aristotle is recognising a generic sense of “name” which is equivalent
to “significant expression” and is pointing out that according to this generic sense of
the term verbs too are one kind of “names”, along with names or nouns in the specific
sense. The same generic use of “name” occurs in Plato, Sph. 261d-262a, where the
Eleatic Stranger introduces name and verb as two different kinds of “names” or “vocal
means to indicate being”.

Some scholars take a different view, according to which no generic use of
“name” is in play in our lines: Aristotle’s point is rather that an isolated verb is be-
reft of its signification of time and predication and preserves only its basic, lexical
signification, thus being reduced to the status of a mere name (in the specific sense
of the term).!° I find this implausible. Obviously, if you utter the word “recovers”
on its own, your utterance is not equivalent to an utterance of the word “recov-
ery”. It does already signify time (we can grasp the difference between “recovers”,
“recovered”, and “will recover” even outside the context of a sentence), and even
though it does not actually predicate recovery of any subject, still it calls for the
addition of a subject and manifests the capacity to predicate recovery of it as soon
as it is added. Its predicative function is, so to speak, merely inchoate, not fully
carried out, but not thereby absent.

16b21-2. “. .. but they do not yet signify whether it is or not”

Here Aristotle contrasts what verbs uttered in isolation do — i.e. signify something —
with what they do not: they “do not yet signify whether it is or not” (&l £otwv fj un
obme onpaiver). His general point is clear: a single verb lacks the complexity of
a complete declarative sentence, because it is only a part of it and hence has no
truth value. He has already made the same claim about both names and verbs in
1. 16a13-8 and will return to it in 4. 16b26-30, and 5. 17a9—12. The parallel in
Chapter 4 is especially close:!!

vOpomog onpaivel i, GAL’ ovy 6t EoTv §| 00K EOTIV.
“human” signifies something, but not that it is or is not.
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There has been some uncertainty among commentators as to how exactly this gen-
eral point is formulated in our passage — i.e. how “whether it is or not” is to be
construed. The most natural thing to do, however, both here and in 4. 16b28-9, is
suppose that the subject is the previous “something” (tt) and the verb is existential:
the verb signifies a certain predicate, but does not signify that that predicate is or
is not, i.e. that it holds or does not hold of something,'? unless a subject term is
added.”

16b22. “For not even ‘to be’ or ‘not to be’ is a sign of the object . ..”

Then Aristotle goes on to supply an argument for his claim that verbs on their own
do not signify “whether it is or not”. In this section I focus on the first clause of this
and set aside until later the second one, “not even if you say ‘what is’ just by itself”.

The first clause is transmitted by most witnesses in the form in which I quoted
it earlier:

008 Yap TO elvan fj pn) elvon onueidy €61t Tod TPyUaTOC,
for not even “to be” or “not to be” is a sign of the object.

But in due course we shall have to deal with a textual variant, read by some indirect
sources, involving among other things o0 (“not”) in place of o0d¢ (“not even”).

The basic structure of the argument seems to be clear, at least on the face of it:
Aristotle focuses on a particular verb — “to be” (efvon), along with its negation “not
to be” (un) etvar) — and denies that it is “a sign of the object”. This poses at least two
basic questions, partly interrelated with each other. (1) How is “to be” used here?
(2) What is the “object” (mpaypa) which “to be” — like any other verb taken on its
own — fails to signify?

The best way to proceed now is to keep these questions in mind and start by ex-
amining how Ammonius first attempts to understand our clause. Here and in what
follows, I report direct quotations of Aristotle’s text in spaced italics:

And he adds this by way of a syllogism: “for not even ‘to be’ or ‘not to be’is
a sign of the object”. This is an argument a fortiori that verbs do not admit
truth and falsehood [kotackevn amo tod pdiiov tod pn déxectat o prjpata
70 aAn0£g kai 10 yeddog]. For if the most primitive and general of verbs, and
those into which all the others are analysed [ta dpyoeidéotata Kai KOWOTATA
OV pnudtov kai €ig & Tavta ta dAko avoldetar], because they signify im-
mediately holding or not holding itself, are not true or false when said by
themselves, then clearly the other verbs would all the more fail to admit of one
of these properties. But the first;'* therefore the second. He assumes that of all
verbs “is” and “is not”, which he calls “to be” and “not to be”, are the most
primitive, insofar as each verb could be analysed into a participle plus one of
these [(g Gv €kdoTov TOV prpudtov g Te petoynv avalvopuévou kai Odtepov
to0tVv] — definite verbs into “is”, indefinite ones into “is not”: e.g. “runs” — ““is
a running item” [tpéyel — tpéyov €otiv], “recovers” — “is a recovering item”
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[Uywaiver — Dywivov €otiv], “doesn’t-run” — “isn’t a running item”, “doesn’t
recover” — “isn’t a recovering item”. So if these verbs are such and therefore
signify nothing true or false by themselves, then how could it make sense
for those which are posterior to these, and signify holding or not holding en-
tirely by their participation in these, to indicate anything true or false? [rnidg dv
&yol Loyov 10 botepa ToVTOV Kol TO VIapyey OA®G 1} U VTAPYEW KOTd TV
ToOTOV pETOVGIOV onuaivovta SNAOTDY Tt GANOEG 1| weboog;]

(In Int. 55.16-30 Busse)

So Ammonius construes “to be” as the copula; I shall call this the Copula Inter-
pretation of our lines. “To be” and its negation “not to be” are, Ammonius says,
“the most primitive and most general of verbs”, insofar as any other verb V" can be
analysed into a phrase composed of the copula + the participle of V: tpéyet, “runs”,
is equivalent to Tpéywv €otiv, “is a running item” or “is an item which runs”. This
equivalence is indeed stated by Aristotle in several passages (/nt. 12. 21b9-10; An.
Pr.146. 51b13-6, Metaph. V 7. 1017a27-30). Here, according to Ammonius, it
becomes the basis for an argument a fortiori concerning all verbs."

Two objections can be raised against this interpretation at this stage.

(1) First, strictly speaking it does not really seem to provide Aristotle with an
argument a fortiori. The argument is supposed to be that, since the copula is not
equivalent to a complete sentence, then verbs in general are not equivalent to com-
plete sentences. But the rationale which Ammonius reconstructs behind this is not
that the copula is different from the other verbs because for some reason it is more
sentence-like than they are so that its failure to qualify as equivalent to a com-
plete sentence entails, a fortiori, that no other verb can qualify. Ammonius’ point
is rather that the copula is different because it is implicitly contained in any other
verb, hence its failure to qualify as equivalent to a complete sentence is the direct
reason why no other verb qualifies. In this respect he had better read not ovdg
(“not even”) but rather o0 (“not”) — an alternative reading found in some indirect
sources, as I have already anticipated and as we shall shortly see in more detail. In-
deed, some modern interpreters adopt this modified version of Ammonius’ view.!'¢

(2) Secondly, and more importantly, whatever of the two variant readings you
accept, the Copula Interpretation is unnatural and far-fetched. The context contains
no reference whatsoever to the specific doctrine of the equivalence between verb
and copula + participle; no ordinary reader would be able to detect its presence
here.!” Indeed, since the beginning of the treatise we have encountered no reference
at all to “to be” as copula. The verb has only figured in its existential use, in which
it has served as a stand-in for any verb — and in contexts very similar to our present
one, whose point was to stress the difference between individual names or verbs
and complete sentences. The first such passage was 1. 16a13-38:

Names and verbs by themselves [adtd] are like thoughts without combina-
tion and separation, e.g. “human” or “white”, when nothing further is added;
for they are not yet true or false, but they are a sign of something determi-
nate.'® For even “goat-stag” signifies something [onpaivel pév t1] but is not
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yet true or false, unless “to be” or “not to be” [10 etvor fj un elvan] is added,
either simply or with reference to time.

Then came 2. 16b1-5, where Aristotle pointed out that “inflexions of names” like
“Philo’s” or “to-Philo” (®ihwvoc, ®iAwvt) differ from names in that

an inflexion when combined with “is”, “was”, or “will be” is not true or
false [petd tod Eotv fj v ) EoTon vk dAn0eveL T} Wevdeton], whereas a name
always is. Take, for example, “Philo’s is” or “Philo’s is not” [Dilwvog €ty
1 o0k €otwv]: so far there is nothing either true or false.

Then comes chapter 3, with our passage. But if we read on, we find other examples:
4. 16b28-9, which we encountered earlier (“human” signifies something, “but not
that it is or is not”), and 5. 17al1-2, which is again similar (the definition of hu-
man is not yet a declarative sentence unless you add “is”, or “will be”, or “was”, or
something like that). Briefly, each of Chapters 1, 2, 4, and 5 insists on the difference
between terms and sentences and does so by recourse to examples involving the ex-
istential “to be”. Copula sentences only become a subject matter in Chapter 7, with
the analysis of the various kinds of quantified and non-quantified sentence and their
oppositions, and then are explicitly theorised in Chapter 10. There Aristotle, after
dealing with sentences with existential “to be” such as “A human is”/*“A human is
not” (§otwv dvBpomog/ovk Eativ GvBpwmog), identifies a distinct class of sentences
in which “is” “is additionally predicated as third” (19b19-20), such as “A human
is just”/“A human is not just” (§ott dikaog dvOpwmoc/ovk Eotl dikanog GvOpwmTOg).
Against this background the probability that in our Chapter 3, 16b22-3, “to be” and
“not to be” are cryptic references to a very specific doctrine about the copula turns
out to be minimal, whereas the probability that we have just another occurrence of
the existential “to be” is overwhelming. I shall call this the Existential Interpreta-
tion of our lines."”

A cautionary note before we move on. It is often claimed that Aristotle, like
Plato, sees a close connection between the existential “X is”” and the copulative “X
is F”’. On a fairly prudent version of this view, “X is” is at least logically equivalent
to “For some @, X is ®” for certain values of “®”, i.e. those which are essential to
X.% Here I am not challenging this kind of account; my point is just that, whatever
continuity Aristotle may want to posit between the two uses of “to be”, the De
Interpretatione also draws, both in theory and in practice, a distinction (at least a
syntactic one) between them.

The Existential Interpretation fits well with “not even” (003¢). Aristotle has just
said that a verb by itself signifies something but not whether it is (i.e. exists) or not.
But surely — someone might think — the very verb “is”, or “is not”, does signify
whether the item signified is or not? Of course not, replies Aristotle: not even “to
be” or “not to be” (i.e. “is” or “is not”) can do so. As Ax (1979: 274-7) pointed
out, this is actually parallel to the goat-stag argument in Chapter 1, 16a13—8, which
we read earlier. There too Aristotle had just claimed that names and verbs are un-
like complete sentences and are neither true nor false, and then proceeded to
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pre-empt the possible objection that empty names like “goat-stag” should count as
false names: “For even ‘goat-stag’ signifies something but is not yet true or false”.
Thus, 16al16 “for even” (koi yap) and 16b22 “for not even” (003¢ yap) are parallel
to one another: both introduce a clause which establishes the terms/sentences dis-
tinction a fortiori by showing that “even” a special case, which might be thought to
constitute a counterexample, does not in fact do so.?!

Our next question is what Aristotle means when, in 16b22-3, he claims that “to
be” or “not to be” is not a sign “of the object” (tod npdyparog). Could the “object”
be the predicate signified by the verb? This seems to be the view of Ammonius,
In Cat. 56.2—-10 Busse. If so, then Aristotle would be repeating what he said at
16b20-1: a verb signifies something, but whether or not that something exists de-
pends on the addition of a subject. Here, however, this will not do: “is a sign of the
object” cannot possibly mean “is a sign that the object exists”, and Aristotle should
be eager to keep the two formulations as distinct as possible.?

An alternative construal might take inspiration from some relevant contexts
in which the term “object” (mpdyua) is apparently used by Aristotle to refer to a
propositional content or state of affairs.” The Copula Interpretation invites — and
the Existential Interpretation allows — such a construal here too: the copula (ac-
cording to the Copula Interpretation) or the existential “to be” (according to the
Existential Interpretation) is not a sign of a complete state of affairs, unlike a fully
fledged sentence.?*

This construal might seem to be confronted with the difficulty that Aristotle says
not “of an object” but “of the object”. Why the definite article?® The difficulty
could be solved with a costless amendment: we could remove the accent from the
article ToD in order to get the indefinite tov, thus writing Tov Tpdypotog, “of some
object”.?¢ However, the Existential Interpretation (unlike the Copula Interpretation)
is also compatible with another, even easier construal: the “object” might be the
missing extra-linguistic subject, which in a complete sentence is signified by the
subject term and which a verb uttered in isolation is unable to signify. At 12. 21b28
Aristotle claims that human and white (&vBpwmrog and Agvkdc) are “the underlying
objects” (ta vmokeineva mpdypata) in a copulative sentence such as “A human is
white”. Therefore, in a sentence in which “to be” is not copula but existential, such
as “A human is”, there is presumably only one “underlying object”, namely human,
and once you have “is” you need only one “object” — hence the “object” — to get a
complete sentence.

Enter Porphyry

We are now ready for Porphyry’s entrance. I shall quote the relevant passage from
Ammonius’ commentary:

If the text is as we have set it out, “For not even ‘to be’ or ‘not to
be’is a sign of the object” [00d¢& yap 10 elvar onueiov éotl 0D
mpayuatoc §i uy eivar], you will find that only the interpretation I have
expounded supports it. If, instead, it is as Porphyry the philosopher writes,
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IR

“For ‘to be’is not a sign of the object, nor is ‘not to be’” [00 yap 10 eivai
onueidv éoti tod mphyuatog i uin eivai] —although as he goes on he is
led back to the former reading and interpretation — then the text would say in
general about all verbs that they are significant of something, as has been said,
but not of truth or falsehood, which Aristotle shows by the words “but they do
not yet signify whether it is or not”, and he would be giving the reason for this
by the words “For ‘to be’is not a sign of the object, nor is ‘not to be”. This
means: “For the verb, said by itself, is not significant of the object indicated
by it holding or not holding” [0 ydp €ott onuavTikov O piipa ke’ avtd
Aeydpevov 10D dapyew 1 un vrdpyew 1O V1’ avTod dnAovduevov Tpdyual;
only if it did so would it be receptive of falsehood and truth. For he who has
said “walks” has signified some activity, but has not said anything true or false
about it, unless some subject is added, by holding or not holding of which the
walking will make a true or false sentence. Therefore “For ‘to be’is not a sign
of the object, nor is ‘not to be”™ [00 yop 10 elvar onueiov éott T0d mpdyuarog ij
w7y efvad] is equivalent to saying that the verb, said by itself, is not significant
either of the object (i.e. the one signified by it) being [t0 pflua ko’ £avtod
Aeydpevov odk 80Tt onuaviikdy obte Tod givon O mpdypa, todt’ EoTt 10 V1’
avtod onpowopevov] — which is usually signified by the affirmation — or of
it not being [oBte Tod pn etvar] — which is indicated by means of the denial.
(In Int. 56.14-32 Busse = Porph. 88F. Smith)

Let us set out schematically the main points of Ammonius’ account as it emerges
from this text.

* Porphyry knew of another reading (henceforth the “Porphyrean Reading”): ov
YOp TO £lvan oMuEIdY €0t Tod Mpdypatog ) ur| etvo, “For ‘to be’ is not a sign of
the object, nor is ‘not to be’” (lines 16—17).

* Nevertheless, in the course of his commentary he ended up endorsing the stand-
ard reading and the interpretation which Ammonius has just set forth (18).

* On the interpretation initially proposed by Porphyry (henceforth the “Porphyrean
Interpretation”), Aristotle is not speaking specifically of “to be” but of all verbs
in general (19). He has just said that verbs signify something, but not truth or
falsehood (19-21); he now proceeds to give a reason for this claim (21-2). It
goes as follows: a verb, said on its own, “is not significant either of the object (i.e.
the one signified by it) being — which is usually signified by the affirmation — or
of it not being — which is indicated by means of the denial” (28-32, cf. 22-8).

This is quite interesting. Unfortunately it is also inconsistent; for the quotation
of the Porphyrean Reading is incompatible with the account of the Porphyrean
Interpretation. The Reading as quoted seems to differ from the one we have been
discussing so far essentially in that it has o0 (“not”) in place of 00d¢ (“not even”);
the different placement of fj | ivat, “or ‘not to be’”, is irrelevant. According to
this text, t0 etvot . . . §| pn etvan, in the nominative, is the subject of 00 . . . onu&idv
€0t ToD Tpdypatog: “to be” or “not to be” is not “a sign of the object” (whatever



78 Francesco Ademollo

that may mean). In Ammonius’ account of the Interpretation, instead, “the verb
said by itself” is the subject of “is not significant”, and this in its turn governs odte
10D £tvan T Tpdypa . . . odte oD un givan (In Int. 56.30-2 Busse, cf. 23-4), which
I have translated “either of the object . . . being . . . or of it not being”. Here we
have tod etvot . . . T0D pn eivan, where the articular infinitives are in the genitive
and their subject is T0 mpdypo, “the object”. Thereby, as Ammonius says at line 19,
Aristotle turns out to be making a claim about all verbs in general, not just about
“to be”. But this meaning cannot possibly be expressed by the reading of which it
is allegedly an interpretation.

Busse (1897) saw this difficulty and tried to bring the Reading into line with
the Interpretation. He did so by suggesting, in the apparatus, that perhaps 10 £ivon
at lines 17, 22, and 29 ought to be emended to tod &ivar: “scribas tod ivor, quod
Porphyrius legisse videtur”. We might explain this multiple corruption by suppos-
ing that the text of the quotations in Ammonius’ commentary was influenced by
the vulgate text.

If this is so, then the Porphyrean Reading is not just

00 yap TO £lvan onueidy dott Tod TpdypaTog § u eivar,
for “to be” is not a sign of the object, nor is “not to be”,

as we might think on the basis of Minio-Paluello’s (1949) apparatus and as many
modern scholars believe, but rather

0¥ yap Tod ivar onueidv dott Tod TpdypoTog § pr etvor,
for they [sc. verbs uttered just by themselves] are not a sign of the being of the
object or of its not being.

This reconstruction finds some support in Boethius (/n Int. 1 64.13-65.8, 11 76.18—
77.1, 78.18-9 Meiser), who used Porphyry as a source and seems to read the same
text, and in George’s Syriac translation, I?” It is endorsed by Weidemann (2014a:
182, 2014b) as correct, and it may actually be right.® This means that the textual
evidence for the variant o0 (“not”) alone, not accompanied by tod &tvor (“of the
being”), becomes slender: the Armenian translation, A; the other Syriac translation,
¥; and the Anonymous Commentator, 7.2

But Weidemann goes further: he rates the Porphyrean Reading higher than did
Porphyry himself (who in the end rejected it) and accepts it as the correct one in the
text of Aristotle. Here I disagree, for several reasons.

1 Aristotle would not normally write ToD eivou . . . ToD mpdypatoc, “of the being of
the object”, but Tod eivou . . . 10 mpdyua, literally “of the object being”. Actually,
this is exactly how Ammonius paraphrases the Porphyrean Reading in the pas-
sage we have just read, In Int. 56.30-2 Busse (cf. 23—4). The corpus contains a
couple of parallels for the phrase 10 glvar Tod X with the meaning “the existence
of X3 but it is unclear whether they are perfectly pertinent, and in any case the
idiom is extremely unusual.
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2 The Porphyrean Reading involves a switch in grammatical number: Aristotle
was speaking in the plural of verbs spoken by themselves, but now he would
suddenly start to talk in the singular about their failing to be “a sign of the being
of the object”, without supplying a new subject term. The switch is not impos-
sible; but it is uncomfortable.’!

3 Finally, with the Porphyrean Reading the only reference to the verb “to be”
throughout the passage would be contained in the ensuing clause “not even
if you say ‘that which is’ just by itself” (003" &av 10 Ov elang avTod Kad' COTO
yilov, 16b23). This is odd; for that clause is naturally read as introducing the
participle of “to be” in order to reinforce some previous point about the verb.

In the light of these difficulties,*? what we should do with the Porphyrean Reading
is what Porphyry did, namely dismiss it. Let us move on.

16b23. “. .. not even if you say ‘what is’ just by itself”

We now come to this clause, which we initially set aside, but which has just made
an appearance in our discussion of the Porphyrean Reading. Several interpretations
of this, from Boethius onwards, start from an assumption that I reject from the
very start, i.e. that “what is” (t0 6v) here may be a way of referring to “is” (£o711),
whether in general or as the copula.®® This is linguistically impossible, and there
is no reason that Aristotle should resort to such tortured Greek here. Rather, what
we have is another argument a fortiori, which builds upon the previous one. “If the
trouble with ‘to be’ was that it lacked a subject term”, someone might ask Aristotle,
“then perhaps ‘what is’ — still a form of ‘to be’, but a nominal one — might allow us
to eat our cake and have it?”** Of course not, answers Aristotle: not even this would
do. A more precise reply would be that “that which is” is actually more of a name
than a verb from our present point of view;* but never mind.

16b24-5. “For by itself it is nothing, but it additionally signifies some
combination, which cannot be thought of without the components”

We now come to the passage’s final sentence. The way in which you read it is
necessarily oriented, to some extent, by the way in which you read the previous
sentences; at the same time it should also constitute a final testing ground for those
previous hypotheses.

On a widespread interpretation, at least in this sentence, if not before, Aristotle
is speaking of the copula. Some supporters of this view believe that the subject of
both “is nothing” (ovdév €otiv) and “additionally signifies” (tpooonuaiver) is “‘to
be’ or ‘not to be’” (1o etvar fj A elvan, b22), which they took as a reference to the
copula in the first place.*® Others — the supporters of the Porphyrean Reading — believe
that the subject is “that which is” (0 dv, b23), which is where they recognised
the copula’s first appearance in the passage.’’ Either way, Aristotle is taken to be
claiming about the copula that “by itself it is nothing” in the sense that it lacks the
basic, lexical signification which ordinary verbs have, i.e. is not (also) a name for
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something in the way in which ordinary verbs are (also) names for something. He
is also taken to be claiming that the copula signifies a “combination”, i.e. a link
between the subject and the predicate term “X” and “F” in a copulative sentence
of the form “X is F”.*® This link can only be “thought of” in the presence of the
items to be linked; in other words, only in the context of a complete sentence, in
association with a subject and a predicate term, does the copula discharge its link-
ing function. A conclusion is implied: the copula uttered by itself is not equivalent
to a complete sentence. And since any verb is equivalent to copula + participle, as
we saw earlier, from this a final conclusion is further meant to follow: no verb is
equivalent to a complete sentence.

I have two reasons for disagreeing with this interpretation of the passage’s con-
clusion. First, the passage is contrasting verbs said “by themselves” (kaf  avtd)
with complete sentences. In this context “by themselves” means “in isolation, on
their own”; likewise in Chapter 1, 16al13, Aristotle claimed that names and verbs
“by themselves” (adtd) lack the complexity of sentences. Therefore, when Aristo-
tle winds up saying something about “to be” “by itself” (a016), we should expect
that to have the same force and refer not to the intrinsic signification of “to be” but
rather to its being uttered in isolation.* Secondly — and more fundamentally — this
interpretation is incompatible with my own construal of the previous sections: If,
as I believe, the whole passage so far has been concerned with the existential “to
be”, not the copulative, then it is the former, not the latter, that should be at issue
here too.

So let us try to see what the sentence can mean, if “to be” is instead existential.
To start with, the subject of “by itself it is nothing” (o010 . . . 000V €oTv) is natu-
rally taken to be primarily * ‘to be’ or ‘not to be’ ” (10 givon fj pr ivar) — and by
extension any other verb. “What is” (10 6v) may be also involved, but its clause is
not part of the main line of argument. Now notice that “by itself it is nothing” need
not necessarily mean that “to be” does not signify anything, although this is how it
is usually understood by modern interpreters. The meaning might well be — more
modestly and to the point — that an isolated utterance of the complete, existential
“is” does not (yet) constitute anything relevant for our present purposes, i.e. any-
thing sentential. Here Aristotle may well expect us to recall Plato, Sph. 262d, where
the Stranger says that names alone or verbs alone do not constitute a sentence and
that only someone who interweaves names and verbs “accomplishes something”
(tv mepaivey) in this respect.

This alternative construal of “by itself it is nothing” is actually advanced by sev-
eral commentators, both ancient and modern. One of the ancient ones is Ammonius:

[33K3

he says that “what is” is “nothing”,* not as devoid of signification [Gonpov]
or as predicated homonymously of the objects; he rather says “it is nothing”
true or false [od0év éoti enow obte dAn0eg obte yebddog].

(In Int. 57.6—8 Busse)

These words coincide almost verbatim with those of Boethius, /n Int. 1 65.20-4,
IT 78.8—13 Meiser — which suggests that the interpretation actually goes back to
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Porphyry.*! Indeed, in the sequel (In Int 57.18-25 Busse) Ammonius implies that
this was already the view of Alexander of Aphrodisias.*

But does Aristotle after all believe that an isolated “is” signifies anything? (I
might have asked “does Aristotle after all believe that an isolated existential ‘is’
signifies anything?” — but the existential and the copulative are indistinguishable
when the verb is uttered in isolation.) If my suggestion is right, the text is not re-
ally designed to answer this question, and it is difficult to work out what Aristotle
would say if we asked him. The problem is compounded by its potential connec-
tions to broader issues — which cannot be properly addressed here — about the
purport of Aristotle’s famous slogan, “What is is said in many ways” (10 0v Aéygton
molhay®ds, Metaph. IV 2, VII 1, etc.). If that is intended as a thesis about the sense
or meaning of the verb “to be”, and if the thesis is that “to be” has as many differ-
ent senses as there are categories and no common, generic sense,* then perhaps
Aristotle might believe that an isolated “is” signifies nothing because it is not tied
by context to any particular category.*

However, it is far from clear that this is really what Aristotle would think. Why
should he not simply say that a contextless “is”, like any isolated utterance of a word
endowed with different senses, signifies many things? Think of the famous proof of
the Principle of Non-Contradiction in Metaph. IV 4, 1006a18-b11. The Principle’s
opponent is challenged to utter just a single significant word; his acceptance of an
account of what the word signifies commits him, in the final analysis, to the very
Principle he wants to deny. Never mind if the word signifies not just one thing but
many, Aristotle says, as long as they are a definite number: all we need to do is asso-
ciate each of the things signified with a different account. Only if the word signified
indefinitely many things would it be the same as if it signified nothing at all.

Furthermore, “What is is said in many ways” also admits of other, less radical
construals. In particular, there is some reason to believe that, although of course
Aristotle holds that there is no genus of being but rather several different ways of
being, as many as the categories, nevertheless he takes the verb “to be” to have a
weak generic sense which cuts across the categories. This weak generic sense is
what enables him to claim, in APo. II 1-2, that we can know that X is (811 £€o11)
before we know what X is (ti €o11); and to introduce, in Metaph. IV 1-2, a general
enquiry into “being qua being” (10 dv 1} dv). And after all, how could Aristotle deny
that there is a recognisable lexical difference between an isolated utterance of “is”
and one of a nonsense verb such as “piffs”? So I actually incline to believe that
Aristotle takes an isolated “is” to have some sense of its own.*

k3 sk ook

Let us now come to the second limb of the final sentence: “but it additionally
signifies some combination, which cannot be thought of without the components”
(mpooonpaivel 8¢ ohvBesiv Tva, fiv Gvev 1@V cuykepévoy ook ott vofjoar). This,
I take it, refers to the verb’s predicative function and means that the verb can per-
form that function only when a subject term is added to it, hence only in the context
of a complete sentence: the existential “is”, like any other verb, is an incomplete
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expression, awaiting completion by a subject term. Thus, the ‘combination’ of
which Aristotle is thinking is not the one between the subject X and the predicate F
in a copulative sentence of the form “X is F”’; it is rather the one between X and F in a
name-verb sentence of the form “X Fs”. There is nothing odd about this; interpret-
ers who hold that in this sentence Aristotle is speaking of the copula must in any
case take the point to be generalisable to all verbs. And the word cOvBeatg, “combi-
nation”, was used with reference to name-verb sentences in Chapter 1, 16al2, and
even before in Plato, Cra. 431c and Sph. 263d.%

Note that, according to the account I have just set forth, there is a subtle asym-
metry in the way in which the two particles pév . . . 8¢ (literally “on the one hand . . .
on the other”) contrast the final sentence’s two limbs, the negative (“by itself it is
nothing”) and the positive one (“it additionally signifies some combination, which
cannot be thought of without the components™). For even though pév is placed after
avto, “by itself”, in fact both limbs of the antithesis are about the isolated verb: on
the one hand it is incomplete; on the other, it invites completion by a subject term.
This kind of asymmetry is fairly common and unproblematic.*’

The verb “additionally signifies” (tpoconpaiver) was used by Aristotle at 16b6—
10 (which we quoted at the outset) to refer to the verb’s signification of time; there
the point was apparently that the signification of time is added to a verb’s basic,
lexical signification. Since in the same lines Aristotle also said that a verb is a sign
of something predicated, thereby apparently meaning also that a verb is a sign of
the predication itself (i.e. that the verb ascribes the predicate to the subject), it is
tempting to suppose that he regards that too as a kind of “additional signification”.*
This would explain his use of “additionally signifies” in our passage. It would leave
open the question whether the additional predicative signification implies the pres-
ence of a more basic lexical signification — as in ordinary verbs — or “to be” is a
special verb that can have the additional signification while lacking the basic one.*
As I said earlier, I incline to the former option.

An alternative construal of the final sentence’s second limb is proposed by Am-
monius, /n Int. 57.13—-8 Busse:

That “what is” “additionally signifies” the combination, and that not only this,
but also each of the simple vocal sounds does so in the same way, seems not
to have been said in the same way in which the verb was said to “additionally
signify” time; rather, it is used for “signifies additionally to something else”
[mpog €tépw onpaivewv]. That is to say, when joined with something else
it signifies a combination [cuurAekopevov £T€p@ Tvi onuaively cOvieotv]
which is then receptive of falsehood and truth; the simples must be conceived
of before this combination.

Thus Ammonius takes “but it additionally signifies some combination” etc. as a
point about “to be” — and by extension any other verb — not as uttered in isolation
but rather as already joined with a subject term to form a complete declarative sen-
tence. Boethius, In Int. 11 78.21-6 Meiser, essentially agrees,” and since his lines
are part of a section whose beginning (Il 78.8—13 Meiser) has already turned out
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to be parallel to Ammonius’ commentary, and hence probably to depend on Por-
phyry,*" it is a likely guess that we still have remnants of Porphyry’s commentary
before us. Indeed, there is some evidence in Ammonius (/n Int. 57.19-33 Busse)
that in fact all this goes back to Alexander.

The construal of the ancient commentators restores a perfect symmetry between
the two limbs of the final sentence: now the two words which immediately precede
pév and o€, i.e. avtd and Tpoconpaivet, refer precisely to the two contrasted condi-
tions of being uttered in isolation vs being joined with a subject term. This counts
as an advantage. In my opinion, however, it is not sufficient to render this construal
plausible. For it is very doubtful that the preverb npoc- in Tpoconpaivet is suffi-
cient to convey the required reference to the presence of a subject term.

Conclusion and Envoi

We have argued our way through the intricacies of this passage; it is time to sum
up. I will do so by finally offering a complete paraphrase of our lines that reflects
our previous conclusions:

When uttered just by themselves verbs are still a specific kind of names and
therefore signify some predicate (for the speaker arrests his own thought on
something and causes the hearer to do the same), but they do not yet signify
whether or not that predicate exists, i.e. whether or not it holds of something.
For even the verb “to be” or “not to be” is not a sign of the extralinguistic
subject [alternatively, reading not tod but tov: “of some state of affairs’] — not
even if you utter the description “what is” just by itself. For “to be” by itself
does not amount to a complete sentence; rather, it conveys the additional
signification of a combination with a subject — a combination which cannot
be thought of unless all of its components are present.

A final remark. If you compare this paper with Ackrill’s commentary, you will see
that I have ultimately done little more than confirm his interpretation — which he
set out in a couple of crisply written pages — by supporting it with more detailed
arguments and more erudition. I hope this may be an opportunity to reflect on the
way in which his work, 60 years after its publication, is still a model of acumen,
conciseness, and clarity for ancient philosophy scholars.
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Notes

1 Following Ackrill (1963), I use “recovery” and “recover” to render the Greek terms
Vyiewa and vywivo (literally “health” and “be healthy”) in the absence of an English
verb corresponding to the latter.
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Throughout the paper I have freely modified Ackrill’s (1963) translation of the De
Interpretatione and Blank’s (1996) translation of Ammonius’ commentary on the De
Interpretatione. The manuscript sigla are those of Weidemann’s (2014b) edition.

With what I have just written on verbs and predication cf. more fully Ademollo (2015:
49-50). See also Ackrill (1963: 118-19); Whitaker (1996: 58); Weidemann (2014a:
173—4); Frede (unpublished).

On beings which “are said of a subject” and beings which “are in a subject” see Ackrill
(1963: 74-6); Wedin (2000: 38—66).

Ammonius, /n Int. 50.7-14 Busse, reports that Porphyry — presumably in his lost com-
mentary on the De Interpretatione — mentioned the existence of an alternative reading:
“some” did not read xoi del T@V kad’ £1£pov Aeyoudvay onueidy éotiy, olov TV Kad’
VokeéVoL 1 &v dokeéve (“and it is always a sign of the things which are said of
something other, i.e. of a subject or in a subject”), but rather kai dei T@v vVrapydVIOV
oNUETdY £oTtv, olov TV Kad Hrokeévov (“and it is always a sign of the things which
hold, i.e. of a subject”). The alternative reading was printed by Minio-Paluello as the
text of his 1949 edition and then translated by Ackrill (1963); part of it, i.e. the omission
of 7 év Vmokeéva, is also endorsed by Weidemann (2014a: 175-6; 2014b). I believe
that Weidemann’s hybrid text cannot be right, but I cannot discuss the issue here.

1] pn etvan is read by some witnesses in a different position, i.e. after Tod mpaypoaroc, as
we are partly going to see later on. This is also the text printed by Weidemann (2014b).
Nothing really important hangs on this issue.

o010 Ko™ avTo (or avtd kad’ £avto) is the reading of the majority of witnesses, which
Waitz (1844); Montanari (1984, 1988) and Weidemann (2014b) print in their editions.
Others read just avto or ko’ avTO, or even nothing at all; this last reading is endorsed
by Minio-Paluello (1949), who prints yiAdv unaccompanied, presumably regarding the
expansions o0T0 Ko’ avTO/avTo/Ked avTo as glosses.

Of course the verbs uttered in isolation are meant to include finite verbal forms such as
“runs” or “sleeps”. Bérthlein (1984: 23740, 244) argues that Aristotle is speaking only
of infinitives, but this supposition is not backed by any substantial argument and indeed
is incompatible with the passage’s overall train of thought.

See Ammonius, /n Int. 54.25-55.10 Busse; Boethius, /n Int. 11 72.11-74.33 Meiser;
Montanari (1988: 242—8); Weidemann (2014b: 179-80).

On the Cratylus passage, see Ademollo (2022a). The allusion is confirmed by the fact
that the Aristotelian sentence contains, at the same time, yet another echo of the Craty-
lus, namely of the etymology, advanced at 437a, of émotqun (“knowledge”) as that
which fotnow Nudv €rl toig Ipdypoct v yoynv (“arrests our soul at the objects™). See
Weidemann (2014a: 179).

Whitaker (1996: 55-8). Contrast Ackrill (1963: 121): “Aristotle must be using ‘name’
here in its wide, non-technical sense; he explains what he means by it by adding ‘and
signifies something’. He is not saying that ‘runs’ on its own is a name and not a verb,
but he is bringing out that ‘runs’ needs a subject if it is to perform the assertive role for
which it is cast”.

See Ax (1979: 273).

I assume that for a predicate F to “be” (i.e. to exist) is for F to hold of something (i.e. for
something to be F). Cf. the authors mentioned in n. 13; and see (Mignucci 2007: 249): “gli
universali per Aristotele non hanno esistenza autonoma. In realta quello che si domanda
quando si chiede ‘esiste X?’ ¢ se esistano le cose che sono X”’; Ademollo (2022b).

See Boethius, /n Int. 1 64.26-7 Meiser; Ackrill (1963: 121-2): the verb “runs” “by it-
self does signify something, running, but not that that thing is, i.e. not that there is any
running; only if you add a name (‘Socrates runs’) will you be saying that there is some
running”; Bérthlein (1984: 240); Weidemann (2014a: 180). Ackrill rightly rejects an
alternative interpretation: “It is tempting to translate the last words of the sentence as
‘whether anything is or is not the case’; and similarly at 16b29 . . . This gives the correct
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point but is probably an incorrect translation”. A similar interpretation was adopted by
Ammonius, /n Int. 55.11-6 Busse; the Anonymous Commentator, /n Int. 10.8—10 Taran;
and Stephanus, /n Int.13.30-1 Hayduck.

GAAQ pnv €l T0 TpdTOV, Kai TO devTepov dpa (55.22-3): like Blank (1996) I have not
translated &1, which should I think be deleted. Ammonius has announced a syllogism (/n
Int. 55.16 Busse); he has stated a conditional sentence (/n Int. 55.16 Busse: i yap . . .
ovk v déyovto Tovtev) which constitutes the major premiss of a hypothetical syl-
logism; here we have respectively the second premiss (aAla pnv {€i} 10 npdrov) and
the conclusion (kai 0 dgvtepov dpa) of that syllogism, in accordance with standard
(originally Stoic) logical terminology.

With Ammonius cf. Stephanus, /n Int. 13.33—-6 Hayduck, and the Anonymous, In Int.
10.14-11.5 Taran. The views of these ancient commentators are endorsed by Bérthlein
(1984: 246-7).

This possibility is considered and then rejected by Ackrill (1963: 122) (cf. next note). It
is endorsed by Whitaker (1996: 56-8).

See Ackrill (1963: 122); cf. Montanari (1988: 262).

At 16a15-6 I am following the punctuation obte yop yebdog obte aAnbBéc nm, onpeiov
&’ €oti t00d¢, proposed by Sedley (1996: 93, 2004: 14—15) and adopted by Whitaker
(1996: 33—4) and Weidemann (2014b).

See Ackrill (1963: 122-3); Barnes (1996: 189).

For some discussion, see Brown (1994) and Charles (2002).

Notice, however, that the Existential Interpretation would be no less compatible with a
text which (as, we shall shortly see, in some indirect sources) at 16b22 read ov (“not”)
in place of 00d¢ (“not even”). All we would have to suppose is that Aristotle was pre-
senting the particular case of “to be”” and “not to be” not as the basis for an argument
a fortiori (as with the reading ov6¢) but simply as an example which stands in for any
other verb. In fact, this is just what he does in many passages of the De Interpretatione,
including those which I cited earlier as evidence for his use of the existential “to be”
and “not to be” in Chapters 1, 2, 4, and 5: 16a13-8, 16b1-5, 16b28-9, 17a11-2. See
further n. 29.

Cf. Weidemann (2014a: 182).

npdypa as state of affairs: see Cat. 5. 4b8-10, 12. 14b14-22; Metaph. V, 29. 1024b18-21
(probably the most uncontroversial instance); IX 10. 1051a34-b9. See (Crivelli 2004:
46-2,2015: 193-202).

See Anon. /n Int. 10.14-5 Taran: “The verb is not capable of indicating a true or false
object” (00K €0t TO Pripa SNAOTIKOV dANO0DG Kal Yevdodg mpdyprotog); Ackrill (1963:
122); Nuchelmans (1973: 33—4); Bérthlein (1984: 248).

Cf. Ax (1979: 279) and Whitaker (1996: 56), who translate tod mpdypatog as “einer
Sache”, “of a thing”. Whitaker’s own interpretation of tod mpdypatog is that it is a
“thing” which the copula fails to signify, because it “does not in fact signify anything”
(cf. Boethius, In Int. 11 76.10—15 Meiser). If this were the meaning of the present clause,
I fail to see how it could fulfil the function, which the “for” (ydp) assigns to it, of ex-
plaining the previous claim that verbs uttered by themselves “signify something . . . but
they do not yet signify whether it is or not”.

De Rijk (2002: 217 n. 101) dismisses this solution as “too bold”. One wonders what he
would have said of a real conjecture.

See the apparatus of Weidemann (2014b). Note, however, that in /n Int. 11 76.10-5
Meiser, Boethius clearly presupposes the vulgate text in which 1o givou 1j pm eivan is the
grammatical subject of onueidv €0t 100 Tpdypatog. Note also that the transition to the
lines in which he seems to presuppose the Porphyrean Reading is neither clear nor ex-
plicit. If anything, Boethius seems to be contrasting two different interpretations of the
text (see 76.26—7 hic est melior intellectus) but shows no awareness that two different
readings are involved. Cf. Blank (1996: 152-3 n. 217), who resists Busse’s correction:
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Boethius “gives no indication that Porphyry’s text of Aristotle had a different reading.
Instead, he thinks that the same text (i.e. 10 lvat) needs to be interpreted as though it
were the genitive”. This, however, is to ascribe to Porphyry and Boethius an utterly
ungrammatical construal of Aristotle’s Greek.

Cf. Montanari (1984: 1845, 1988: 256-8). Montanari, however, doubts that the Por-
phyrean Reading was a genuine reading at all, and would rather regard it as a conjecture.
I suspend judgement.

In the previous section, n. 21, I pointed out that the Existential Interpretation, which I de-
fended there, is compatible both with the reading 00d¢ and with the reading ov. Now that
oV on its own turns out to be poorly attested, however, it is probably safest for supporters
of the Existential Interpretation to leave it aside and hold on to the mainstream ovde.
The parallels are cited by Weidemann (2014a: 184). One is EN IX 9. 1170b7-17, where
Aristotle seems to shift from 10 TV gilov (sc. eivar), to T 10D gikov. Another is Ph. IV 12,
where Aristotle repeatedly describes time as measuring 1o givor of someting (e.g. 221a5-6
TV kivnow kol 10 eivou Tiig Kiviiceme, “both motion and the being of motion”; cf. 221a7,
a9, b27, b30-1) and also claims that something “is in number” if and only if there is a
number tod mpdypatog, “of the object”, and o eivan adtod, “its being”, is measured by
number (221b14-6). See Delcomminette (2020) for discussion of the phrase in Ph. IV 12.
See Bérthlein (1984: 235-6, 243). Weidemann (2014a: 184-5) dismisses this objection
on the grounds that in 16b19-22 “ein Numeruswechsel stattzufinden scheint”.
Birthlein (1984: 234, 243) and Montanari (1988: 259) also argue that the Porphyrean
Reading would add nothing new to the previous “but they do not yet signify whether it
is or not” (GAL" i éoTv T un) obm® onpaivey). This is right if the “object” is meant to be
the entity signified by the verb; from this perspective I am not reassured by Weidemann’s
(2014a: 183) claim that “for they . . . the object” is meant to explain the previous clause
rather than give grounds for it. But there would instead be no repetition if one or other
of the two alternative construals of the “object” were right, i.e. if were rather meant to
be a state of affairs or the extralinguistic subject (see section ad 16b22). Therefore, the
argument is not decisive.

Perhaps there is a hint in this direction in Ammonius’ account of how Porphyry dealt
with this clause, 57.1-6 Busse. Boethius clearly translates and construes 10 dv as equiv-
alent to £€o7tt in in Int. 1 65 Meiser; he is more cautious in /n Int 11 77-8 Meiser. Among
modern interpreters see Weidemann (2014a: 185) (who finds this use “noteworthy”).
Cf. the Anonymous Commentary, /n Int. 11.14-19 Taran.

See Ackrill (1963: 123-4) (and indeed already Ammonius, In Int, 56.4-5 Busse).

See Ackrill (1963: 122) (who does not endorse this interpretation), Ax (1979: 277);
Whitaker (1996: 56-8); and perhaps also Barnes (2009: 32, 45). See also Montanari
(1988: 270-2; cf. 263-4), whose stance is peculiar: he 1dent1ﬁes the subject with 0
givor fj pn elvor but holds (implausibly in my opinion) that only at the present stage is
Aristotle construing that specifically as the copula.

Weidemann (2014a: 185-6); see above.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Metaph. 371.20-36 Hayduck (cf. Boethius /n Int. 11 77.3—
13 Meiser), seems to take this line and give it a further twist. In the course of comment-
ing on Metaph. V 7, he claims that “to be” signifies the “holding” (bmap&ig) which is
“appropriate” to the item to which it is attached — i.e. to the category to which the item
belongs — and quotes our passage as confirming this claim. The idea seems to be that
in a sentence of the form “X is F” the copula “is” signifies nothing but the “holding”
of F — a “holding” which is of a different kind depending on the category to which F
belongs: substantial in “Oscar is a cat”, qualitative in “Oscar is handsome”, quantitative
in “Oscar is 20 inches long”, etc. For the translation of Alexander’s dmap&ig as “holding”
see Barnes (2009: 41-2); the term is instead translated as “existence” by Dooley (1993:
44, 144 nn. 161, 164) and Bonelli (2001: 92—4).

See Burnyeat (2003: 14): “Aristotle is often supposed to say here that the ‘is’ in ‘Socrates
is wise’ has no semantic meaning of its own, but is a mere copula. Yet it fits the context
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better to take this a remark about someone uttering the solitary word ‘is’ all by itself, not
about the word ‘is’ in a standard predication”. The quotation is continued in n. 44.
Ammonius assumes that the subject of “by itself it is nothing” is “that which is” (10 dv).
As can be seen by what I said earlier, I believe he is wrong on this specific point.

On Porphyry as Boethius’ main source, and the common source of Ammonius and
Boethius, see Ebbesen (1990: 374-7) and Blank (1996: 3—4).

At In Int. 11 78.8 Meiser, Boethius uses the words ve! certe (whose meaning here seems
to be “In fact, however . . .”; cf. In Int. 11 76.15 Meiser) to introduce this interpretation
immediately after explicitly ascribing to Porphyry a different and incompatible one, ac-
cording to which “is” — whether existential or copulative — when uttered on its own nihil
omnino significat (In Int. 11 77.13-78.8 Meiser). This — and not the view I ascribe to him
in the main text on the basis of the convergence between Ammonius and Boethius — is
usually reported by scholars as Porphyry’s interpretation. Here is my conjecture: both
interpretations were present in Porphyry’s commentary in the same order; Porphyry in-
troduced the second, superior one with 1}, which is typically used by Aristotle and his
commentators to announce a new and better solution to the problem at hand; Boethius
literally followed Porphyry in reporting both interpretations, translating 7 as vel certe,
whereas Ammonius more economically reported only the second, superior interpretation.
See n. 45. Among modern commentators see Ackrill (1963: 123) (quoted in n. 46) and
Birthlein (1984: 250).

For discussion, see Matthews (1972); Barnes (1995: 72—4); and McDaniel (2017: 12—
34) (on Aristotle see especially 30-1).

Cf. Burnyeat (2003: 14), the immediate sequel of the quotation in n. 39: “It is not that
in a standard predication the verb has no meaning in its own right, but that what its
meaning is (what sort of being it signifies) is contextually dependent on the subject and/
or predicate expression flanking it; hence, without a context it has no meaning at all,
whereas an ordinary verb uttered on its own (someone suddenly shouts out ‘Sits’) does
at least put the hearer in mind of its signification”.

Cf. the authors mentioned in n. 43 and the view, defended by Ruijgh (1979) and West
(2016), that the original sense common to the Greek “be” and its Indo-European coun-
terparts is “be there, be present, be available”.

Ammonius seems to have a view similar to the one we are considering when he
claims that the existential “is” signifies dmap&ig, “holding” (/n Int. 44.11-14 Busse).
He also seems to ascribe something similar to Alexander (/n Int. 57.23—6 Busse). Ac-
cording to his report, in the course of commenting on our passage Alexander claimed
that “is” is a name, just like any other verb, and as such it “primarily” has the function
of signifying something, i.e. “participation in being” (tfig Tod dvtog pebé&emq) — i.e.,
presumably, existence. Unfortunately this is very different from what Alexander says in
the Metaphysics commentary (see n. 38). For this reason Suto (2012: 218) doubts the
soundness of the report. Alternatively, Ammonius might be reporting an interpretation
which Alexander considered but did not ultimately endorse: cf. n. 41 for a similar case.
My interpretation thus coincides with that of Ackrill (1963: 123): “Perhaps Aristotle’s last
remark is not about the copulative but about the existential ‘is’. If so, ‘by itself it is nothing’
does not characterize the copula in contrast to ordinary verbs. It means only that ‘is’ (‘ex-
ists”), like other verbs, asserts nothing on its own. Like them it both signifies something and
also indicates a synthesis — it calls for the addition of a subject-term in order that it may fulfil
its role as a sign of something said of something else”. Cf. Barnes (1996: 189): “Aristotle
ought to be talking of existential ‘sivar’”. Barnes (2009) takes a different view: see n. 36.
See Denniston (1954: 371-2), with examples.

A different use of mpoconpaivew is in play at /nz. 10. 20a12—13, where Aristotle claims
that the quantifiers “every” and “no” mpocoomnpaivet universal quantification, meaning
that this is what they contribute to the whole sentence. Nuchelmans (1973: 29; cf. Barnes
2009: 53) takes this to be the pertinent use in our passage; I find this unconvincing.
See Whitaker (1996: 56).
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50 Cf. In Int. 1 65.25-66.25 Meiser. Boethius renders Aristotle’s Tpoconuaivel as consig-
nificat, “co-signifies”; cf. Stephanus In Int. 13.38, 15.2 Hayduck cvoonpaivel. Among
modern interpreters Ammonius is followed by Bérthlein (1984: 250-1).

51 Seen. 41 and text thereto.

References

Ackrill, John, trans. 1963. Aristotle s Categories and De Interpretatione. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Ademollo, Francesco. 2015. “Names, Verbs, and Sentences in Ancient Greek Philosophy”.
In Linguistic Content: New Essays on the History of Philosophy of Language, edited by
Margaret Cameron and Robert Stainton, 33—54. Oxford: Oxford University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780198732495.003.0003

. 2022a. “Why the Cratylus Matters, or: Plato’s Cratylus and the History of the Phi-

losophy of Language”. In Plato s Cratylus: Proceedings of the Eleventh Symposium Pla-

tonicum Pragense, edited by Vladimir Mikes§, 26—47. Leiden and Boston: Brill.

. 2022b. “Anti-Platonism in Aristotle’s Categories”. In Thinking and Calculating.
Essays in Logic, Its History and Its Philosophical Applications in Honour of Massimo
Mugnai, edited by Francesco Ademollo, Fabrizio Amerini and Vincenzo De Risi, 31-52.
Cham: Springer.

Ax, Wolfram. 1979. “Zum solierten pfjpo in Aristoteles’ de Interpretatione 16b19-25. Archiv
fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 61: 271-9. https://doi.org/10.1515/agph.1979.61.3.271
Barnes, Jonathan. 1995. “Metaphysics”. In The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle, edited

by Jonathan Barnes, 66—108. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 1996. “Grammar on Aristotle’s Terms”. In Rationality in Greek Thought, edited by

Michael Frede and Gisela Striker, 175-202. Oxford: Oxford University Press (reprinted

in Jonathan Barnes. 2012. Logical Matters. Essays in Ancient Philosophy II, edited by

Maddalena Bonelli, 147-71. Oxford: Oxford University Press).

. 2009. “Notes on the Copula”. Dianoia 14: 27-62. https://doi.org/10.1400/145439

Bérthlein, Karl. 1984. “Nochmals iiber das isolierte Aussagewort (CA, De Interpretatione,
Kap. 3). Mit einem Anhang zur Diskussion iiber die Echtheit dieser Schrift”. Rheinisches
Museum 127: 227-58.

Blank, David. 1996. Ammonius: On Aristotle on Interpretation 1-8. London: Bloomsbury.
https://doi.org/10.5040/9781472551726

Bonelli, Maddalena. 2001. Alessandro di Afrodisia e la metafisica come scienza dimostra-
tiva. Naples: Bibliopolis.

Brown, Lesley. 1994. “The Verb ‘To Be’ in Greek Philosophy: Some Remarks”. In Lan-
guage (Companions to Ancient Thought, 3), edited by Stephen Everson, 212-36. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Burnyeat, Myles F. 2003. “Apology 30b 2—4: Socrates, Money, and the Grammar of
yiyvecOor”. Journal of Hellenic Studies 123: 1-25. https://doi.org/10.2307/3246257 (re-
printed in Myles F. Burnyeat. 2022. Explorations in Ancient and Modern Philosophy, Vol.
4, 5-40. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Busse, Adolf, ed. 1897. Ammonius. In Aristotelis De Interpretatione commentarius. Com-
mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca IV.5. Berlin: Reimer.

Charles, David. 2002. “Some Comments on Prof. Enrico Berti’s ‘Being and Essence in
Contemporary Interpretations of Aristotle’”. In Individuals, Essence and Identity: Themes
of Analytic Metaphysics, edited by Andrea Bottani, Massimiliano Carrara and Pierdaniele
Giaretta, 109—26. Dordrecht, Boston, and London: Springer.




De Interpretatione 3 on Isolated Verbs 89

Crivelli, Paolo. 2004. Aristotle on Truth. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511482496

. 2015. “Truth in Metaphysics E 4”. Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 48: 167—
225. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780198735540.003.0005

Delcomminette, Sylvain. 2020. ““Etre dans le temps, c’est avoir son étre mesuré par le
temps”: a propos de Phys. 1V, 12, 220b32-221a9’. In TO METPON. Sur la notion de
mesure dans la philosophie d’Aristote, edited by Giovanna R. Giardina, 45-65. Paris:
Vrin.

Denniston, J.D. 1954. The Greek Particles. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

de Rijk, L.M. 2002. Aristotle: Semantics and Ontology, Vol. 1. Leiden, Boston and Ké&ln:
Brill.

Dooley, William E. 1993. Alexander of Aphrodisias: On Aristotle’s “Metaphysics 5. London:
Bloomsbury. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781472551573

Ebbesen, Sten. 1990. “Boethius as an Aristotelian Commentator”. In Aristotle Transformed.
The Ancient Commentators and Their Influence, edited by Richard Sorabji, 373-91.
Ithaca, NY. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781474297554.ch-016

Frede, Michael. unpublished. “Aristotle on Nouns and Verbs in De Interpretatione”. Paper
presented at the 13th Symposium Aristotelicum (Pontignano, 1993).

Matthews, G. 1972. “Senses and Kinds”. Journal of Philosophy 69: 149-57. https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/2025226

McDaniel, Kris. 2017. The Fragmentation of Being. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mignucci, Mario. 2007. Aristotele: Analitici Secondi. Organon IV. Rome and Bari: Editori
Laterza.

Minio-Paluello, Lorenzo, ed. 1949. Aristotelis Categoriae et Liber De Interpretatione. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.

Montanari, Elio. 1984. La sezione linguistica del Peri hermeneias di Aristotele. Volume
primo: il testo. Florence: Distribuzione Licosa.

. 1988. La sezione linguistica del Peri hermeneias di Aristotele. Volume secondo: 1l
commento. Florence: Distribuzione Licosa.

Nuchelmans, Gabriél. 1973. Theories of the Proposition. Ancient and Medieval Conceptions
of the Bearers of Truth and Falsity. Amsterdam and London: North-Holland.

Ruijgh, C.J. 1979. “A Review of: C. H. Kahn, The Verb “Be” in Ancient Greek”. Lingua 48: 43-83.

Sedley, David. 1996. “Aristotle’s De Interpretatione and Ancient Semantics”. In Knowledge
Through Signs, edited by Giovanni Manetti, 87—108. Turnhout: Brepols.

. 2004. “Aristote et la signification”. Philosophie Antique 4: 5-25.

Suto, T. 2012. Boethius on Mind, Grammar and Logic. Leiden and Boston: Brill.

Waitz, Th. 1844. Aristoteles: Organon Graece. Leipzig: Pars Prior.

Wedin, M.V. 2000. Aristotle’s Theory of Substance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/112.447.583

Weidemann, Hermann. 2014a. Aristoteles: Peri hermeneias. Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110409192

, ed. 2014b. Aristoteles: De Interpretatione. Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter.

West, M.L. 2016. “So What Is It to Be?”. In Sahasram Ati Srajas: Indo-Iranian and Indo-
European Studies in Honor of Stephanie W. Jamison, edited by Dieter Gunkel, Joshua Katz,
Brent Vine and Michael Weiss, 486-98. Ann Arbor and New York: Beech Stave Press.

Whitaker, C.W.A. 1996. Aristotle s “De Interpretatione”: Contradiction and Dialectic. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0199254192.001.0001




4 Truth and Formal Validity in the
Prior Analytics

Paolo Crivelli

In the Prior Analytics, Aristotle maintains that every inference that is a syllogism
must satisfy both the condition of having its conclusion resulting necessarily from
its premisses and a further condition which he expresses by the phrase “due to these
things being there”. The chief aim of this chapter is to understand what this ad-
ditional requirement amounts to. The main evidence for resolving this problem is
provided by two passages of the Prior Analytics: the first is Aristotle’s discussion of
the method of rejection by counterexamples, the second contains his remarks about
non-syllogistic inferences where however the conclusion results necessarily from
the premisses. A careful analysis of these two passages shows that the additional
requirement expressed by the phrase “due to these things being there” demands that
the trait of having the conclusion resulting necessarily from the premisses should be
shared with all inferences of the same structure, or “form”. Aristotle’s conception of
the form of an inference is different from the modern one because it is not based on
the idea of substitution in a shared schema. It is based instead on the idea of a shared
structure of semantic relations between terms, where the semantic relations can be
expressed by means of very different formulations (for instance, “every” and “all”
can be used to express the same semantic relation between terms).

This chapter is divided into four sections: the first examines the definition of syl-
logism in the first chapter of the Prior Analytics, the second discusses the method
of rejection by counterexamples, the third comments on a passage where Aristotle
offers examples of non-syllogistic inferences where the conclusion results neces-
sarily from the premisses, and the fourth contains some concluding remarks about
Aristotle’s views about necessity. It turns out that although Aristotle can be credited
with the view that logic is formal, the way in which it is formal for him is different
from that in which it is such for many modern philosophers and logicians.

1. Aristotle’s Definition of Syllogism

The conditions which a syllogism must satisfy. Aristotle defines syllogism as follows:

T1 A syllogism is a discourse in which, certain things having been posited, some-
thing different from the things laid down results of necessity due to these things
being there [t® todto givon].

(Arist. APr. 11, 24b18-20)*

DOI:10.4324/9781003120704-5
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This definition mentions several conditions. There is some unclarity as to how
many they are and what they amount to.

The plural phrase “certain things having been posited” indicates that only infer-
ences with two or more premisses are syllogisms. There is independent evidence
for crediting Aristotle with this requirement.’

The requirement that the syllogism’s conclusion be “different from the things laid
down” banishes petitio principii: a syllogism must not assume what it sets out to estab-
lish. There is independent evidence for crediting Aristotle also with this requirement.*

The third condition for an inference’s being a syllogism is that its conclusion
should result necessarily from its premisses.’ I use the adjective “valid” to mean
“having the conclusion that results necessarily from the premisses”. Thus, every
syllogism is a valid inference.

The phrase “due to these things being there”. Aristotle adds that in a syllogism the
necessity of the conclusion’s resulting from the premisses must be “due to these
things being there” (24b20). He explains the phrase “due to these things being
there” as follows:

T2 By “due to these things being there” I mean “to result because of these things”,
and by “to result because of these things” I mean “additionally needing no term
from outside for the necessity to come into being”.

(Arist. APr. 11, 24b20-2)

The expression “I mean” (“Aéym” at 24b20) suggests that Aristotle is endowing the
phrase “due to these things being there” with a technical meaning (cf. “Aéyw” at
24a17 and “Aéyouev” at 24b28). If this is right, then the phrase must be understood
according to the explanation Aristotle is offering. The explanation comes in two
stages: a first account and a second one that expands on the first. The first account
is formulated by means of the words “to result because of these things” (24b20-1);
the second one by means of the words “additionally needing no term from outside
for the necessity to come into being” (24b21-2).

The second account’s formulation contains the expressions “the necessity” and
“no term from outside”. The expression “the necessity” probably refers to the ne-
cessity with which an inference’s conclusion results from its premisses (cf. “results
of necessity” at 24b19-20). The expression “no term from outside” is harder to
explain. Many commentators, from Alexander (/n APr. 21, 22—6 Wallies) onwards,
think that the occurrence of “term” here should be understood on the basis of the
immediately preceding definition of 24b16-8 so that the terms in question should
be those that are constituents of propositions. Aristotle can hardly mean that the
item “from outside” which a syllogism does not additionally need for its conclu-
sion’s resulting necessarily from its premisses is a term that is a constituent of
a proposition: no inference needs the addition of such a term (because the ad-
dition would yield an ungrammatical result), so the phrase “due to these things
being there” would be idle. However, in the Prior Analytics Aristotle often uses
“such-and-such term” to mean “such-and-such proposition”: for instance, he uses



92  Paolo Crivelli
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“universal term” to mean “universal proposition”,® “particular term” to mean “par-
ticular proposition”,” “affirmative term” for “affirmative proposition”,® and “nega-
tive term” for “negative proposition”.? It may therefore be plausibly assumed that
when he says that a syllogism additionally needs no “term from outside”, he means
that it additionally needs no “proposition from outside”.!® “From outside” probably
means “from outside the premisses”.

It has been suggested that the verb “glvar” in “t( tadta elvar” has veridical
value (“to be true”, “to be the case”).!" But Aristotle cannot mean that the conclu-
sion of a syllogism must result necessarily due to the premisses’ being true: he is
aware that syllogisms can have false premisses.'? It is more likely that “civar” here
means simply something like “to be there” (as in my translation): the point made
is that some conclusion results of necessity thanks to “these things”, namely, this
proposition and this one and . . . (one is supposed to imagine the demonstrative
pronoun picking out certain specific propositions), “being there”, namely being
among the premisses.!?

Several commentators, both ancient and modern, think that the phrase “due to
these things being there” introduces the additional condition of having the conclu-
sion that results with logical necessity without the aid of tacit premisses.'* They
attribute to Aristotle the idea that in some inferences, although the conclusion re-
sults necessarily from the premisses explicitly formulated, only the supplement of
one or more unexpressed further premisses yields an inference where the conclu-
sion results with logical necessity. The phrase “due to these things being there”
would have the role of excluding from the domain of syllogisms the inferences that
have the conclusion resulting necessarily from their premisses but that need such
a supplement to attain logical necessity. This suggestion has a lot to be said for it.
However, it faces two challenges. What is exactly the nature of the logical neces-
sity Aristotle is introducing? How can one find indications of this logical necessity
in the phrase “due to these things being there” or Aristotle’s explanation of it? The
main objective of this chapter involves responding to these challenges.

Aristotle’s second account of the phrase “due to these things being there” poses
an exegetical difficulty. For, according to the most natural way of understanding
it, Aristotle’s second account states that the phrase is setting the requirement that
an inference can be a syllogism only if its own premisses are sufficient for its
own conclusion to result necessarily from them.!* Now, if the third condition for
an inference’s being a syllogism is satisfied, namely, if the inference’s conclusion
results necessarily from its premisses, then the inference’s premisses are certainly
sufficient for its conclusion to result necessarily from them, so the requirement
set by the phrase “due to these things being there” would be already met. Hence,
the phrase would be introducing a redundant condition.'® This, however, would be
extremely strange, for three reasons: firstly, a definition whose definiens mentions
a redundant condition would be a poor definition; secondly, the effort Aristotle puts
into explaining the phrase would be surprising if the phrase introduced a redundant
condition; thirdly, in a later passage of the treatise Aristotle remarks that “the nec-
essary extends beyond the syllogism, for every syllogism is necessary while not
everything necessary is a syllogism” (4Pr. 1 32, 47a33-5), and the only portion of
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the definition of syllogism that could vindicate this remark is the phrase “due to
these things being there”. The best solution to this difficulty is to abandon the most
natural way of understanding Aristotle’s second account.

In view of this, I provisionally put on one side the problem of the interpretation
of Aristotle’s explanation of the phrase “due to these things being there”. Instead I
try to understand the phrase by looking at the passage that contains its only occur-
rence in the Prior Analytics outside T1 and T2. The results obtained by considering
this passage will help me to go back to offer a plausible interpretation of Aristotle’s
explanation of it.!’

2. The Method of Rejection by Counterexamples

The role of counterexamples. As it is well known, the syllogisms Aristotle stud-
ies come in three figures. When he discusses syllogisms in a given figure, Ar-
istotle proves two things. Firstly, he proves that for certain ways of arranging
terms in an inference’s premisses (ways that fit the figure in question), there is
a way of arranging these terms in the inference’s conclusion (a way that also
fits the figure in question) whereby all inferences where terms are thus arranged
are valid (when he proves this, Aristotle mentions only the “logically strongest”
way of arranging terms in the conclusion). Secondly, Aristotle proves that for
all the remaining ways of arranging terms in an inference’s premisses (ways
that fit the figure in question), it is not the case that there is a way of arrang-
ing these terms in the inference’s conclusion (a way that also fits the figure in
question) whereby every inference where terms are thus arranged is valid. This
second task he carries out by means of a compact “method of rejection” based
on counterexamples.

Aristotle’s most extensive discussion of his method of rejection occurs in con-
nection with its first application:

T3 However, if the first follows all of the middle and the middle belongs to none
of the last, there will not be a syllogism of the extremes: for nothing necessary
results due to these things being there [t® tadta etvoi]. For it is possible for the
first to belong to all as well as to none of the last, so that neither the particular
nor the universal comes to be necessary. And, since nothing is necessary, there
will not be a syllogism through these.!® Terms for belonging to all are ““animal”,

“man”, “horse”; for belonging to none, “animal”, “man”, “stone”.
(Arist. APr. 14, 26a2-9)

Passage T3 contains the only occurrence of the phrase “due to these things being
there” in the Prior Analytics outside T1 and T2. It belongs to Aristotle’s treatment
of first-figure syllogisms. Aristotle proves that in the case of the first-figure way of
arranging terms in the premisses whereby for some terms 4, B, and C, the prem-
isses are a proposition with predicate-term A and subject-term B which is true just
if AaB and a proposition with predicate-term B and subject-term C which is true
just if BeC, there is no first-figure way of arranging these terms in the conclusion,



94  Paolo Crivelli

i.e. no way of arranging terms in the conclusion such that it is a proposition with
predicate-term 4 and subject-term C which is true just if 4 is related C in any of
the four ways in which this can occur, whereby any inference where terms are thus
arranged is a syllogism."

When he is out to prove that no inference where the terms in the premisses are
arranged in a certain way that fits a certain figure is a syllogism in that figure, Ar-
istotle’s strategy is to find two trios of terms whose semantic relations guarantee
that two trios of propositions whose terms are suitably arranged are actually true:
in one trio of actually true propositions, one is a universal affirmative proposition
whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question and the other two are
propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under scrutiny;
in the other trio of actually true propositions, one is a universal negative propo-
sition whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question and the other
two are propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under
scrutiny. On the basis of these two trios of actually true propositions, Aristotle
infers,” on the one hand, that it is possible that a universal affirmative proposi-
tion whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question is true together
with two propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under
scrutiny, and, on the other hand, that it is possible that a universal negative propo-
sition whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question is true together
with two propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under
scrutiny. Aristotle then presupposes that necessarily if a universal affirmative (re-
spectively: negative) proposition is true, then any universal and particular negative
(respectively: affirmative) proposition with the same predicate- and subject-term is
false.?! This allows him to infer, on the one hand, that it is possible that a universal
negative and a particular negative proposition whose predicate- and subject-term
fit the figure in question are false while two propositions whose predicate- and
subject-term fit the arrangement under scrutiny are true and, on the other hand, that
it is possible that a universal affirmative and a particular affirmative proposition
whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question are false while two
propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under scrutiny
are true. This finally enables him to conclude, on the one hand, that it is not neces-
sary that either the universal negative or the particular negative proposition whose
predicate- and subject-term fit the figure in question results from the two proposi-
tions whose predicate- and subject-term fit the arrangement under scrutiny and, on
the other hand, that it is not necessary that either the universal affirmative or the
particular affirmative proposition whose predicate- and subject-term fit the figure
in question results from the two propositions whose predicate- and subject-term fit
the arrangement under scrutiny.

Aristotle’s reasoning is partially captured by the following symbolic represen-
tation of it: Aristotle asserts oo A B A v, he infers O(a A B A 7), he presupposes
o(y o —9) A o(y D —¢), he infers O(a A B A —=6) A O(a A B A —¢), and he concludes
—0((a A B) 2 8) A ~o((a A B) D €). The whole reasoning is carried out twice: once
with a universal affirmative y (to which correspond a universal negative d and a
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particular negative €), once with a universal negative y (to which correspond a
universal affirmative § and a particular affirmative €).

Let us take stock to reflect on what Aristotle’s method of rejection has ac-
complished so far. Aristotle is considering a certain way of arranging terms in
premisses that matches a certain figure. There are four corresponding ways of ar-
ranging terms in a conclusion that matches the figure. For each of the four ways of
arranging terms, Aristotle specifies an inference whose conclusion does not result
necessarily from the premisses. That inference is surely not a syllogism because
it violates one of the conditions for being a syllogism. This, however, does not
exclude that other inferences with terms arranged in the same way could have
their conclusion resulting necessarily from their premisses. Now, Aristotle surely
wants also to exclude these other inferences from the class of syllogisms. How
can he achieve this?

This is probably where the condition set by the phrase “due to these things being
there” comes into its own (note its occurrence in T3, at 26a4-5). Consider again the
final explanation of the phrase in T2: “additionally needing no term from outside
for the necessity to come into being” (24b21-2). Some inferences have their con-
clusion resulting necessarily from their premisses, but the necessity of their conclu-
sion resulting from their premisses depends on, or “needs”, one or more necessarily
true propositions that are not among their premisses. Consider, for instance, the
following inference:

[t] Every triangle studied by Tim is a right-angled triangle
Every triangle with the Pythagorean property is a triangle loved by Jane
Every triangle studied by Tim is a triangle loved by Jane

(where the Pythagorean property is the property which a triangle has just if the
area of the square built on one of its sides is equal to the sum of the areas of the
squares built on its two other sides). The conclusion of [t] results necessarily from its
premisses, but the necessity of its resulting from them depends on, or “needs”, the
necessarily true proposition “Every right-angled triangle is a triangle with the Py-
thagorean property”, a proposition that is not among the premisses: the dependence,
or “need”, becomes apparent when one realises that if (counterfactually) the propo-
sition “Every right-angled triangle is a triangle with the Pythagorean property” were
not necessarily true, or, in other words, if (counterfactually) it were not the case that
necessarily every right-angled triangle is a triangle with the Pythagorean property,
then the conclusion of [t] would not result necessarily from its premisses. Aristotle’s
explanation of the phrase “due to these things being there” in T2 indicates that an
inference is a syllogism only if it does not have the characteristic of [t] I have just
described: an inference is a syllogism only if it is “additionally needing no term
from outside for the necessity to come into being” (24b21-2), i.e. only if “no term
from outside”, i.e. no necessarily true proposition outside the premisses, is “addi-
tionally needed” (as a necessary condition) “for the necessity to come into being”,
i.e. for the conclusion’s resulting necessarily from the premisses.?
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An important aspect of the situation on which Aristotle is concentrating is
that if the conclusion of an inference results necessarily from its premisses but
this necessity depends on the specific terms occurring in the premisses and in the
conclusion, then the necessity does depend on, or “need”, some necessarily true
proposition outside the premisses, and the inference is therefore not a syllogism
because it fails to satisfy the condition set by the phrase “due to these things being
there”. This can be seen in the case of [t]: the necessity of [t]’s conclusion result-
ing from its premisses depends on the specific terms occurring in the premisses
and in the conclusion. In particular, it depends on the terms “right-angled trian-
gle” and “triangle with the Pythagorean property”. For, if “right-angled triangle”
were replaced with “isosceles triangle”, then the conclusion of the inference thus
obtained, namely,

[t]" Every triangle studied by Tim is an isosceles triangle
Every triangle with the Pythagorean property is a triangle loved by Jane
Every triangle studied by Tim is a triangle loved by Jane

would not result necessarily from its premisses. The phenomenon is not confined to
[t]: it holds for all inferences. Therefore, if an inference is a syllogism and therefore
satisfies the condition set by the phrase “due to these things being there”, then the
necessity of its conclusion’s resulting from its premisses does not depend on the
specific terms occurring in the premisses and in the conclusion. This implies that the
necessity of the conclusion’s resulting from the premisses is unaffected by uniform
replacements of terms. We therefore obtain the following result: if an inference is
a syllogism, then not only its conclusion results necessarily from its premisses but
also every inference obtained by uniformly replacing the terms actually present in it
with new ones has its conclusion resulting necessarily from its premisses.

This result is relevant to the method of rejection by counterexamples. For it
implies that once Aristotle has found a single inference that does not have its con-
clusion resulting necessarily from its premisses, he is in a position to claim that
every inference from which the one he has found can be obtained by a uniform
substitution of terms does not have its conclusion resulting necessarily from its
premisses “due to these things being there” and therefore fails to be a syllogism.
This provides an answer to the question prompted by the way in which Aristotle
deploys his method of rejection: he finds an inference where terms are arranged in
a certain way and the conclusion does not result necessarily from the premisses,
and he goes on to claim that no inference where terms are arranged in that way
has its conclusion resulting necessarily from its premisses “due to these things
being there”. Finally, no such inference is a syllogism. To put the point briefly: an
inference has its conclusion resulting necessarily from its premisses “due to these
things being there” just if it is valid and every other inference where the terms are
arranged in the same way is valid.”

My interpretation of the role of the condition expressed by the phrase “due to
these things being there” is tailored to Aristotle’s second and final account of the
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phrase: “additionally needing no term from outside for the necessity to come into
being” (24b21-2). But it suits Aristotle’s first account too: “to result because of
these things” (24b20-1). The first account’s “because” jargon introduces ideas
that pertain to the domain of causality. This fits well with my interpretation, ac-
cording to which the role of the condition expressed by Aristotle’s difficult phrase
is to indicate that no factor on which the validity of an inference depends, i.e. no
“cause” of the validity, fails to be reported by the premisses. In fact, the theoretical
area thereby introduced is one that appears elsewhere in Aristotle’s logical works.
Aristotle is worried about inferences where the facts reported by the premisses do
not match those that are responsible for the conclusion resulting necessarily from
them. Usually, he mentions situations where some irrelevant fact is mentioned
(such situations are connected with the so-called “fallacy of the false cause”);**
here, in the Prior Analytics, he concentrates on situations where some relevant
fact is omitted.

Necessity for the a-e pair in the first figure. Does any inference that embodies the
arrangement of terms described in passage T3 have its conclusion resulting neces-
sarily from its premisses? Consider the following inference:

[d] Every artifact is a cloak
No doublet is an artifact
Some doublet is not a cloak

The terms involved in [d] are “cloak”, “artifact”, and “doublet”. The first prem-
iss, “Every artifact is a cloak”, is a proposition with predicate-term “cloak” and
subject-term “artifact” which is true just if “cloak” belongs to all of “artifact”. The
second premiss, “No doublet is an artifact”, is a proposition with predicate-term
“artifact” and subject-term “doublet” which is true just if “artifact” belongs to none
of “doublet”. The conclusion, “Some doublet is not a cloak™, is a proposition with
predicate-term “cloak” and subject-term “doublet” which is true just if “cloak”
does not belong to some of “doublet”. Thus, in inference [d] the terms are arranged
in the way specified in T3. To see that the conclusion of [d] results necessarily from
its premisses, begin by converting the premisses: the second premiss, “No doublet
is an artifact”, yields “No artifact is a doublet”; the first premiss, “Every artifact
is a cloak™, yields “Some cloak is an artifact”. From these two propositions, “No
artifact is a doublet” and “Some cloak is an artifact”, you obtain (by a syllogism in
Ferio) “Some cloak is not a doublet”. Given that “cloak” and “doublet” are syn-
onymous, you may swap their occurrences, thereby obtaining “Some doublet is not
a cloak”, which is the conclusion of [d].

The necessity whereby the conclusion of [d] results from its premisses is very
“robust”: it is guaranteed by the substitution of synonymous expressions. How-
ever, [d] does not have its conclusion resulting necessarily from its premisses “due
to these things being there”: for, as passage T3 shows, some inference obtained
from [d] by a uniform replacement of terms actually has true premisses and a false
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conclusion, and this entails the possibility of its premisses being true while its con-
clusion is false, thereby showing that its conclusion does not result necessarily
from its premisses, i.e. that it is invalid. Just consider

[d]" Every man is an animal
No horse is a man
Some horse is not an animal

Inference [d]’ is obtained from [d] by a uniform replacement of terms (“arti-
fact” replaced with “man”, “cloak” with “animal”, and “doublet” with “horse’)
and is not valid. So, although the conclusion of [d] results necessarily from its
premisses, it does not do so “due to these things being there”. Hence, [d] is not
a syllogism.

Syllogistic “form”. The ways of arranging terms considered by Aristotle are not of
a purely syntactical nature. Rather, they concern the truth-conditions of an infer-
ence’s premisses and conclusion given with respect to the terms they involve. Let
me explain with examples:

[b] All birds are bipeds
All ravens are birds
All ravens are bipeds

[v] Every mammal is a vertebrate
Every dog is a mammal
Every dog is a vertebrate

Inferences [b] and [v] are syllogisms. In [b], one premiss is a proposition with pred-
icate-term “biped” and subject-term “bird” which is true just if “biped” belongs to
all of “bird”, the other is a proposition with predicate-term “bird” and subject-term
“raven” which is true just if “bird” belongs to all of “raven”, and the conclusion is a
proposition with predicate-term “biped” and subject-term “raven” which is true just
if “biped” belongs to all of “raven”. Again, in [v] one premiss is a proposition with
predicate-term “vertebrate” and subject-term “mammal” which is true just if “ver-
tebrate” belongs to all of “mammal”, the other is a proposition with predicate-term
“mammal” and subject-term “dog” which is true just if “mammal” belongs to all of
“dog”, and the conclusion is a proposition with predicate-term “vertebrate” and sub-
ject-term “dog” which is true just if “vertebrate” belongs to all of “dog”. Hence, for
both inferences, there are terms A4, B, and C such that the premisses are a proposition
with predicate-term A and subject-term B which is true just if AaB and a proposition
with predicate-term B and subject-term C which is true just if BaC and the conclusion
is a proposition with predicate-term 4 and subject-term C which is true just if 4aC.
The two inferences therefore have their terms arranged in the same way. But they are
not substitution-instances of the same valid inference-schema. To be sure, the first
inference is a substitution-instance of the valid inference-schema “All Ss are Ms, all
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Ms are Ps, therefore all Ss are Ps”; the second is a substitution-instance of the valid in-
ference-schema “Every S is a M, every M is a P, therefore every S is a P”. But these are
different inference-schemata, and there is no single valid inference-schema of which
both inferences are substitution-instances (they are both substitution-instances of the
inference-schema “A, B, therefore I' ”, which, however, is invalid). In this sense, the
ways of arranging an inference’s terms considered by Aristotle are not of a syntactical
nature® but concern the semantic relations between terms in the propositions that are
the inference’s premisses and conclusion and the pattern whereby these terms return.

So the arrangement of terms in an inference may be described as a “form” of the
inference, but on condition that the expression “form” is used quite differently with
respect to modern logic. Moreover, in Aristotle the form that consists in the arrange-
ment of terms in an inference is fixed by the inferences that instantiate it: once one
has identified the terms occurring in a given inference, the arrangement of terms can
be immediately read out of the inference (Aristotle restricts his gaze to predicative
declarative sentences).?® In modern logic, it is usually assumed that the same infer-
ence can instantiate more than one form and is formally valid just if it is an instance
of at least one valid form (where forms are the primary bearers of validity). For
instance, according to the modern approach, inference [v] can be taken to instantiate
two forms: “Z, H, therefore ©” and “Every S is a M, every M is a P, so therefore,
every S is a P”. It is only because it instantiates the second of these forms that [v] is
valid. Thus, according to the modern approach, an inference is valid just if it instanti-
ates at least one valid form, and it is invalid just if it instantiates no valid form. In the
case of Aristotle, inference [v] has exactly one arrangement of terms. In general, for
Aristotle every inference has exactly one form, which is fixed by the arrangement of
terms in its premisses and its conclusion. Note that in Aristotle the property of having
the conclusion that results necessarily from the premisses, i.e. validity, is attributed
only to inferences, never to ways of arranging terms or to forms (the idea of a valid
form is modern).

3. Non-syllogistic Valid Inferences

An example of non-syllogistic necessity. Apart from the passage about the method
of rejection by counterexamples, another passage of the first book of the Prior Ana-
Iytics promises to provide some information concerning Aristotle’s views about
the requirement set by the phrase “due to these things being there”. It belongs to
chapter 32, where a novel section of Aristotle’s study of syllogisms begins: Aris-
totle is now interested in how given inferences in natural language can be reduced
to (“avayew”, cf. 46b40, 47a36, 50al17), or analysed into (“dvarvew”, cf. 47a4),
syllogisms in the figures.

T4 First one must try to select the propositions of the syllogism . . . , then con-
sider which is general and which particular; and, if they have not both been
assumed, one must oneself posit one or the other of the two. For, sometimes
after proposing the universal proposition they do not assume the one contained
in this one, neither in writing nor while interrogating; or they propose these but
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they omit those through which these conclude, while they ask other things in
vain.”” We must then inquire whether something superfluous has been assumed
and whether one of the things that are necessary has been omitted, and the one
we must posit and the other subtract, until we reach the two propositions: for
without these it is impossible to reduce the inferences that have been asked in
this way. In some it is easy to see what is missing, but others elude us and seem
to syllogize because something necessary results from the things laid down, for
instance if it were assumed that a substance is not destroyed unless a substance
is destroyed, and that if the things of which something is made are destroyed
then what is made of them also perishes, for once these have been posited it
is necessary that a part of a substance be a substance, but it is not syllogised
through the things assumed, but propositions are wanting. Again, if, there being
a man, it is necessary for there to be an animal, and, there being an animal, it
is necessary for there to be a substance, then, there being a man, it is necessary
for there to be a substance.” But it has not yet been syllogized: for the proposi-
tions are not as we say. In cases of this sort we err because something necessary
results from the things laid down, since the syllogism also is necessary. But the
necessary extends beyond the syllogism, for every syllogism is necessary while
not everything necessary is a syllogism.

(Arist. APr.132,47a10-35)

I focus on the first of the two inferences mentioned in T4:?°

[s] A substance is not destroyed unless a substance is destroyed
If the things of which something is made are destroyed then
what is made of them also perishes
A part of a substance is a substance

The first premiss of inference [s], “A substance is not destroyed unless a substance
is destroyed”, is rather compressed. I take it to be a telegraphic formulation of the
claim that only a substance can by its destruction bring about the destruction of
a substance.*® Such a claim has some intuitive appeal because substances are the
universe’s most fundamental entities.

Aristotle explicitly describes inference [s] as having the conclusion that results
necessarily from the premisses, i.e. as valid, but as failing to be a syllogism (cf.
47a23-4, 47a26-7). Since it has two premisses and its conclusion is different from
both of them, the reason that [s] fails to be a syllogism must be that it violates the
condition expressed by the phrase “due to these things being there”. The validity of
[s] depends on the specific terms it contains: in fact, some inference obtained from
[s] by a uniform substitution of terms is invalid because it has true premisses and
a false conclusion (consider, for instance, the result obtained from [s] by replac-
ing the only occurrence of “part” with “accident”: the conclusion of the inference
thus obtained, “An accident of a substance is a substance”, is surely false while the
premisses, which are the same as [s]’s, are true).*! Thus, Aristotle seems to be com-
mitted to acknowledging an inference that has its conclusion resulting necessarily
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from its premisses but violates the condition expressed by the phrase “due to these
things being there” because some inference obtained from it by a uniform substi-
tution of terms, i.e. some inference that shares its arrangement of terms, does not
have its conclusion resulting necessarily from its premisses. This fits well with the
results of my analysis of the method of rejection by counterexamples. The reason
why inference [s] depends for its validity on the specific terms it contains is that
it includes two pairs of semantically equivalent but distinct expressions: the pair
“to be made of”—“to be a part of” and the pair “to perish”—“to be destroyed”. The
validity of [s] depends on two necessarily true propositions: the proposition “One
thing is made of another just if the latter is a part of the former” and the proposi-
tion “Something perishes just if it is destroyed”. Neither of these propositions is
among the premises of [s]: Aristotle could say that [s] is not an inference “addition-
ally needing no term [sc. no necessarily true proposition] from outside [sc. outside
those listed among the premisses] for the necessity to come into being” (24b21-2).
In order to get rid of the dependence on specific terms, one would need to add these
propositions as premisses. It is likely that this is what Aristotle has in mind when
he says that in inference [s] the conclusion “is not syllogized through the things
assumed, but propositions are wanting” (47a27-8).%2

4. Conclusion

Preservation of necessity. The following result has been reached: Aristotle’s view
is that the conclusion of a given inference results necessarily from its premisses
“due to these things being there” just if not only the given inference has its conclu-
sion resulting necessarily from its premisses but also every other inference where
the terms are arranged in the same way as in the given one has its conclusion result-
ing necessarily from its premisses. This Aristotelian view is important with a view
both to its past and to its future.

With respect to the past, it is important because the presence of the phrase “due
to these things being there” in the definition of the syllogism amounts to an explicit
theoretical recognition of the formal character of logic. This marks a major differ-
ence with respect to the Topics. Although this earlier work contains a definition of
syllogism that is close to that of the Prior Analytics, and although the way in which
it develops its theory arguably shows that its author is conscious of the formal
character of the discipline, it does not contain a description of the formal character
of the inferences it deals with. To put the matter abruptly: the dialectic described in
the Topics is, perhaps, formal; but it does not say that it is.

With respect to the future, Aristotle’s view that the validity of a given infer-
ence must be shared with the other inferences of the same form is remarkably
different from the approach usually taken by modern logic. The modern approach,
influenced by Tarski’s work, usually analyses the necessity of an inference’s con-
clusion resulting from its premisses as preservation of truth from the premisses to
the conclusion under all ways of interpreting the non-logical vocabulary.** Without
betraying its spirit, one could also describe the modern approach as analysing the
necessity of an inference’s conclusion resulting from its premisses as preservation
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of truth from the premisses to the conclusion in every inference of the same form
as the given one.** Aristotle’s view is different: it does not analyse the necessity of
a given inference’s conclusion resulting from its premisses as preservation of truth
in all inferences of the same form as the given one.*

What is validity for Aristotle? What is the nature of the necessity of an inference’s
conclusion resulting from its premisses? In the Prior Analytics, Aristotle seems to
take this necessity as an unanalysed given.* The only trait of it that surfaces is that
an inference where the premisses are true and the conclusion is false does not have
the conclusion resulting necessarily from the premisses. This is fairly trivial and
says little about the necessity in question.

Modern approaches to modal logic might tempt one to credit Aristotle with an
account of necessity that relies on “possible situations”. So suppose it to be the case
that, according to Aristotle, for the conclusion of an inference to result necessarily
from its premisses is for there to be no possible situation where the premisses are
true and the conclusion false.’” Consider the following inference (an instance of ex
contradictione quodlibet):

[c] Every dog is a vertebrate
Some dog is not a vertebrate
Some cat is a mouse

Since there is no possible situation where [c]’s premisses are true, there is no pos-
sible situation where [c]’s premisses are true and its conclusion false; moreover, for
every inference that shares [c]’s arrangement of terms, there is no possible situation
where its premisses are true and its conclusion false. So if, according to Aristotle,
for the conclusion of an inference to result necessarily from its premisses were for
there to be no possible situation where the premisses are true and the conclusion
false, [c] would be a syllogism (note that [c] has two premisses and its conclusion
is different from them).

There are reasons for thinking that according to Aristotle inferences like [c] are
not syllogisms. For, in Prior Analytics 11 15, Aristotle studies syllogisms whose
premisses are either contradictory or contrary propositions and he examines what
happens to syllogisms of this sort in each of the three figures. He says nothing
about inferences with contradictory premisses and a completely unrelated con-
clusion. Such a silence would be strange if he thought that inferences with con-
tradictory premisses and a completely unrelated conclusion are syllogisms.*® It
therefore suggests that in his view, inferences with contradictory premisses and a
completely unrelated conclusion, namely, inferences like [c], are not syllogisms.
To be sure, the evidence is not decisive. For instance, Aristotle’s silence could be
due to the simple fact that he had not thought of inferences like [c]. Alternatively,
despite what chapter Prior Analytics 11 15 leads us to expect, perhaps he took [c]
to be an imperfect syllogism and had a way of perfecting it.* Nevertheless, it is at
least likely that Aristotle did not regard inferences like [c] as syllogisms. This tells
against crediting Aristotle with the view that for the conclusion of an inference to
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result necessarily from its premisses is for there to be no possible situation where
the premisses are true and the conclusion false.

I suspect that Aristotle would deny that the conclusion of [c] results necessarily
from its premisses, i.e. would deny that [c] is valid, and for this reason would also
deny that [c] is a syllogism. Hence, the issue of the preservation of validity across
inferences of the same form as [¢] would not even arise for him.*

Does Aristotle take the Stoic approach to validity? Although, as I said earlier, in
the Prior Analytics Aristotle seems to take necessity as an unanalysed given, one
would like to have at least a vague grasp of the intuitions that might lead Aristotle
to deny that the conclusion of [c] results necessarily from its premisses. Any at-
tempt to reconstruct his intuitions in this area is bound to be speculative. I shall
nevertheless float a hypothesis.

Aristotle might be thinking roughly along the same lines as some Stoics did about
one century after him: he might assume that an inference’s conclusion results neces-
sarily from its premisses just if its premisses jointly exclude the contradictory of its
conclusion.*! The premisses of [¢] are of course jointly impossible, but it would not be
natural to regard them as jointly excluding the contradictory of the conclusion of [c].
If this was the way Aristotle was thinking, one would see why he could deny that [c]
is valid. What might tell in favour of crediting Aristotle with a line of this sort is that
in the Prior Analytics (11 4, 57b13—4), he appears to endorse the view that a proposi-
tion does not result necessarily from its own negation. His endorsement of this view
would be understandable if he thought that a proposition results necessarily from some
propositions (one or more) just if the latter propositions jointly exclude the contradic-
tory of the former and he further assumed that no proposition excludes itself.*
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21

22

23
24

25
26
27

Cf. Barnes ([1980] 2014: 362); Barnes ([1981] 2014: 100-1).

Cf. APr. 11 2-4; Top. VIII 11, 162a8-11; Mignucci (1998: 63); Castagnoli (2016: 15).
Cf. Mignucci (2002: 6); Mignucci (2008: 252-3); Morison (2015: 113). On one occa-
sion (in APr. 350, 14 Wallies) Alexander paraphrases Aristotle’s “16 tadto sivar” by
“1( TodTo KeloOo”.

Cf. Alex. Aphr. in APr. 21, 10-23, 2 Wallies; Ammon. in APr. 30, 5-18 Wallies; Phlp.
in APr. 35, 2-36, 13 Wallies; Frede ([1974] 1987: 115); Mignucci (2002: 6-7), which
retracts (1996); Striker (2009: 81). The only exceptions known to me are Hadgopoulos
(1979: 121) and Mignucci (1996: 47-8).

Cf. Alex. Aphr. in APr. 21, 21-4 Wallies; Pacius (1605: 115); Di Lascio (2014: 273-4).
Cf. Mignucci (1996: 47-8).

In two passages of other works dedicated to inferences that pertain to the sphere of
dialectic (ZTop. VIII 1, 161b28-30 and SE 6, 168b22-5), Aristotle takes the phrase
“due to these things being there” to require the avoidance of idle premisses. It is not
clear whether these remarks concerning the role of the phrase “due to these things
being there” in other works should be brought to bear on the Prior Analytics. From a
methodological point of view, the correct procedure is to understand the meaning of
the phrase “due to these things being there” in the Prior Analytics on the basis of the
explanation offered in this work itself. After all, the phrase could be used differently
in different works. It is also worth noting that the last sentence of the first of the two
passages, “so that the syllogism does not come about due to these things being there”
(161°30), seems to presuppose that an inference can be a syllogism even if it violates
the condition set by the phrase “due to these things being there”. If it does presuppose
this, then the role envisaged by the passage for the condition set by the phrase “due
to these things being there” is radically different with respect to the Prior Analytics.
I construe “dia TovTOV” with “cvAloyiopndc” (as does Jenkinson (1928), ad loc.) rather
than with “&vtog dvaykoaiov” (as does Smith (1989: 4)): cf. 113, 32a17-8; 27, 43b13-4;
132, 47a27-8.

In discussing the four semantic relations between terms, I adopt certain standard tradi-
tional abbreviations. Thus, every instance of every schema in the following left-hand
column will have the same meaning as the corresponding instance of the schema on the
same line in the following right-hand column:

“IlaX” “IT belongs to all of £~

“Ilex” “I1 belongs to none of £”

“TLL” “IT belongs to some of X’

“IloX” “IT does not belong to some of X~

Ab esse ad posse valet consequentia. Cf. Lear (1980: 55-6, 67).

This presupposition is warranted by the laws that govern contradictory and contrary
propositions in the “square of opposition”.

The proposition on which the conclusion’s resulting necessarily from the premisses de-
pends must be a necessarily true proposition: otherwise, it will not suffice to guarantee
that the conclusion results necessarily from the premisses. The dependence of the con-
clusion’s resulting necessarily from the premisses on it becomes clear by considering
what the situation would be like if this proposition, which in fact is necessarily true,
were not necessarily true.

Cf. Corcoran (1974: 105-6).

Cf. APr. 11 17, 65b13—66al5; Top. VIII 11, 161b28-30; SE 4, 166b26; 5, 167b21-36;
6, 168b22-5; 7, 169b12-7; 8, 170a1-2; 29, 181a31-5; Alex. Aphr. in APr. 22,30-23,2
Wallies; Castagnoli (2016: 9-28).

Cf. Morison (2011: 172-82).

Cf.11,24al16-7; 24a28-9; 24b16-8.

Aristotle means that one must find the major and the minor premiss, and that if either
is missing one must supply it. The terminology he uses to refer to the major and minor
premiss is unusual and fluctuating.



Truth and Formal Validity in the Prior Analytics 105

28 My translation here presupposes that the man—animal—substance inference has condi-
tionals as premisses and conclusion. This is not the only possibility: for a discussion of
the alternatives and a defence of a translation along the lines of the one offered above,
see Ebrey (2015: 190-1).

29 The reason why the second inference mentioned in T4, the man—animal—substance infer-
ence, does not rank as a syllogism is that “the propositions are not as we say” (47a30-1),
i.e. are not “propositions” in the sense defined at the beginning of the Prior Analytics (at
I 1, 24a28-30). Though interesting in its own right, this way of failing syllogistic status
is not pertinent to the present inquiry.

30 A different reconstruction of the first premiss of [s] is favoured by Ebert and Nortmann
(2007: 800).

31 Actually, there are reasons to doubt the second premiss of [s]: if I lose a hand, or (less
dramatically) a hair, it does not follow that I perish. The second premiss of [s] seems
to be true of entities that populate Aristotle’s category of quantity: lines, surfaces, bod-
ies, places, stretches of time, numbers, sentences (cf. Cat. 6, 4b20—5a37). I wonder
whether [s] played a role in Aristotle’s reflections about the mereological properties of
substances and quantities.

32 Cf. Pacius (1605: 185-6); Malink (2014: 164-5); Malink (2015: 287-8). Steinkriiger
(2015: 1436-9) argues for a radically different interpretation of T4. A passage in
the Sophistical Refutations (6. 168a26-33) can be read in such a way as to commit
Aristotle to the claim that the use of different albeit synonymous expressions in
an inference can be responsible for its not being a syllogism. However, the inter-
pretation of this passage is controversial: its different interpretations are clearly
outlined by (Malink 2014: 160—1), but doubts may be raised about his preferred
solution.

33 Cf. Tarski ([1936] 1956: 417).

34 Quine (1986: 53-5) actually favours an account of this sort.

35 Cf. Mignucci (1998: 67-9). By contrast, Lukasiewicz (1957: 10-12) and Patzig (1968:
26-7) attribute to Aristotle a Tarski-style analysis of validity.

36 Cf. Lear (1980: 2—14); Cavini (1989: 35).

37 Cf. Hodges (2001: 38).

38 Cf. Priest (2007: 132); Malink (2013: 78-9). Woods and Irvine (2004: 64-5) argue that
Aristotle has systematic reasons for rejecting ex contradictione quodlibet as a general
principle.

39 One of the most authoritative recent reconstructions of Aristotle’s syllogistic, due to
John Corcoran, implies that inferences like [c] are syllogisms that can be perfected
by reduction to the impossible: cf. Corcoran (1972: 697-9) and Corcoran (1974:
108-12).

40 Thanks to Marko Malink for alerting me to the issue whether instances of ex contradic-
tione quodlibet turn out to count as syllogisms.

41 Cf.D.L.7.77.

42 A similar suggestion had already been made by Hadgopoulos (1979: 123—4).
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S Aristotle on Negative Terms and
Obversion

Ricardo Santos

1. Introduction

Commentators usually take “Aristotle’s logic” to be the logical system described in
Prior Analytics 1 1-22, which can be divided in two main parts, the assertoric and
the modal syllogistic. In that system, negation works in a way that, from a modern
standpoint, looks uncommon and rather limited. It is often pointed out that Aristotle
does not use sentence negation, the kind of external negation we know from Stoic
logic and its descendant, modern propositional logic. Negation in Aristotle’s logic
is internal, it attaches to the verb of the sentence or, more precisely, to the copula.!

But that is not the only difference. We are used to see negation as a unary op-
erator (expressing a unary truth-function) that can be iterated and combined with
other operators (unary or binary), to yield more and more complex statements. For
Aristotle, in contrast, negation is not an independent operator and basic negative
statements are not more complex than affirmative ones. In his view, affirmative and
negative statements are structurally on the same level, the difference between them
being that one has an affirmative while the other has a negative copula.? Being part
of alogically simple copula, and not an operator on copulas, negation cannot in this
view be iterated.’ If one wants to deny a negative statement, one must replace the
negative copula with an affirmative one.

Negation in Aristotle’s logic seems also limited because the copula is the only
part of the sentence where it can enter. In comparison, modern predicate logic
offers a much wider range of options. For example, a sentence like “Some stars
are mortal” is analysed as having a logical form, “For some x, x is a star and x is
mortal”, which contains four parts that can be negated. It is interesting to notice
that, at some point in his work, Aristotle must have realised that his logic has that
limitation and made an essay to improve it in that respect. Chapter 10 of De Inter-
pretatione bears witness to that effort. In it, Aristotle explores ways of combining
standard copula negation with a new form, which may be called ferm negation and
consists in the operation of replacing a term “A”, occurring as subject or predi-
cate in a categorical proposition, with the corresponding negative term “not-4”.
Again, this negation cannot be iterated: if one wants to negate a negative term,
one must replace it with the corresponding positive term. Using this new form,
Aristotle gives examples of surprising complexity, like “Not every man is not-just”
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(19b34-5) or “Every not-man is not-just” (20a22-3). While obviously taking these
statements to be meaningful, he is not very clear about the meaning he attaches to
them and in particular to their components “not-man” and “not-just”.*

Chapter 1 46 of the Prior Analytics, which most probably is a revised and
improved version of De Interpretatione 10, opens with the question whether
statements of the forms “S is not P” and “S is not-P” have the same or different
meanings. This question invites a comparative study of copula negation and term
negation. Aristotle undertakes that study and concludes that they must have differ-
ent meanings, for one is a negation whereas the other is an affirmation. This has
great significance because, in his logical system, affirmations and negations are
always proved in different ways (through different moods). Now, if “S is not-P”
is an affirmation, it must have an opposite negation and that is “S is not not-P”.
With the resulting four forms, Aristotle draws a diagram (in 51b36-9) that is the
ancestor of the now famous “square of opposition”. Analysing the logical rela-
tions represented in that square, he describes a form of inference that later became
known as obversion. In traditional logic, obversion is usually defined in the fol-
lowing way: from a categorical proposition of the form “[Every/Some] S [is/is not]
P”, one gets its obverse by (1) changing its quality and (2) replacing its predicate
with a corresponding “negated predicate” (subject and quantity being kept fixed).
For example, from “Every man is just”, one may infer, by obversion, “No man is
not-just”. Aristotle’s remarks about the square imply that he regards the obversion
of affirmative to negative propositions as valid but rejects the obversion of negative
to affirmative propositions as invalid. Although that is indeed the view standardly
ascribed to Aristotle in the textbooks on the history of logic,’ it is far from clear
why he thinks that obverting a negative proposition is not logically valid and how
that is related to the meaning he attaches to negative terms.

Negative terms and obversion are understudied topics in Aristotle’s logi-
cal works. Most accounts of his assertoric logic limit their attention to the four
basic forms of categorical proposition and do not consider term negation at all.
Lukasiewicz explicitly says that Aristotle excluded negative terms from his logi-
cal system, and Patzig writes that “Aristotle ignored negative terms and hence the
logical operation of the negation of term-variables”. Those statements are under-
standable, for it is undeniably true that the logical system that Aristotle describes
in APr. I 1-22 does not contemplate negative terms. However, /nt. 10 and APr. |
46 provide solid evidence that at a certain stage in the development of his logical
thinking, Aristotle gave considerable attention to the use of negative terms and took
them seriously enough to have considered the possibility of extending his syllogis-
tic to include them. Apparently, he did not complete that project. Nonetheless, what
he actually wrote about it is not only interesting in itself but can also be informative
in important ways about Aristotle’s general semantic views. In particular, one natu-
rally wonders what is the semantic understanding of term negation that underpins
Aristotle’s judgements concerning obversion.

In this chapter, I discuss the semantics of term negation from Aristotle’s point
of view. The guiding question is: which semantics for term negation captures best
the various things Aristotle says about negative terms and the validity of inferences
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involving them? I consider three different semantic frameworks and possible an-
swers within each framework.

The first framework is that of traditional set-theoretic semantics, according to
which positive terms should be assigned sets of individuals as their interpreta-
tions and negative terms should be assigned their complements. This suggestion
seems hard to reconcile with Aristotle’s view that “being not-white” and “not
being white” are different in form as well as in content — unless one takes each
complement to be relative, not to the whole domain but to some suitable proper
subset of the domain. I argue against this appeal to restricted complements,
showing that it is not supported by the textual evidence, that it would have un-
desirable consequences and that it is actually in conflict with some of the things
Aristotle says.

The second framework is that of mereological semantics, which has in recent
years been ingeniously explored as providing new and interesting answers to old
problems in Aristotle’s logic.” According to this semantics, predication is a part-
whole relation, i.e. a primitive relation of inclusion. In this framework, the natural
way to handle negative terms would be in terms of mereological complements,
where the complement of something is composed of all and only those things that
are disjoint from it. The question whether Aristotle could assume that everything
has a complement has already been singled out as controversial for independent
reasons. His views on obversion make it even more so and raise serious doubts
about the tenability of the mereological approach.

After these criticisms, I defend a semantics that goes back to standard set-the-
oretic relations but, unlike the traditional semantic theory first considered, gives
the truth conditions of categorical propositions in such a way that true affirmations
require the existence of things falling under their subjects, while true negations do
not. In this semantics, negative terms have simple complements as their extension,
and the obversion of affirmations comes out valid, but the obversion of negations
fails, in accordance with Aristotle’s pronouncements. I show that there is strong
textual evidence in favour of the modified truth-conditions and that the few recal-
citrant passages can be explained away.

2. Term Negation in the Traditional Set-Theoretic Semantics

I start by briefly introducing the basic notions of the set-theoretic semantics tradi-
tionally given to the language of Aristotle’s assertoric logic. Every interpretation of
the language is based on a non-empty set of individuals, usually called its domain.
Every singular term (if there are any) is assigned an individual from the domain as
its referent and every general term is assigned a subset of the domain as its exten-
sion. Then, truth-conditions for the different forms of propositions are given in
terms of relations between the sets that are the extensions of the terms composing
them, namely,

(T1) an a-proposition, of the form “P belongs to every S” is true if and only if the
extension of S is included in the extension of “P”;



Aristotle on Negative Terms and Obversion 111

(T2) an e-proposition, of the form “P belongs to no S is true if and only if the
intersection of the extensions of “S” and “P” is empty;

(T3) an i-proposition, of the form “P belongs to some S” is true if and only if the
intersection of the extensions of “’S” and “P” is not empty; and

(T4) an o-proposition, of the form “P does not belong to some S” is true if and
only if the extension of “S” is not included in the extension of “P”.

Finally, logical consequence is defined as truth preservation in every interpretation.

As is well-known, the main difficulty for this semantics lies in the so-called
problem of existential import. For example, an inference from “P belongs to every
S to “S belongs to some P”, which Aristotle regards as valid (and adopts as a
basic rule, usually called the rule of a-conversion), comes out invalid according
to this semantics. The usual way of repairing this conflict consists in removing the
empty set from the possible extensions of general terms. In other words, empty
terms would not be allowed in Aristotle’s logic. Critics of this approach think that
the requirement that every term must apply to something is an extra-logical and
unrealistic assumption that would diminish the value of the logic. Besides, there is
textual evidence against it: for example, in APr. I 38, Aristotle gives a syllogism
with “goat-stag” (his favourite example of an empty term) as minor term. Those
in favour of the traditional approach have some lines of defence available to them,
which I will not review,® since the main issue I am here concerned with is how the
approach could handle negative terms and inferences by obversion.

In this semantics, the natural way of dealing with the negation of terms is by
using complementation of sets and saying that, if the extension of a term T is some
set o (of individuals from the domain), then the extension of the negative term
“not-T” is the complement of a, that is, the set of all individuals in the domain that
are not members of a. However, this rule, together with the truth-conditions given,
validates forms of obversion that are rejected by Aristotle, as for example the infer-
ence from “Some S is not P’ to “Some S is not-P”.

One way to overcome this difficulty would be to impose some restriction on
the complementation, saying instead that, if the extension of T is a, then the ex-
tension of “not-T” is the complement of a, not in the whole domain but relative
to some suitable proper subset R of the domain (which must include a), that is,
the set of all members of R that are not members of a. With this modified rule in
place, the inference from “Some S is not P’ to “Some S is not-P” would come
out invalid because there would now be room for interpretations in which some
S-objects are not members of the extension of “P” (thus making the premise
true) and, because they lie outside R, are also not members of the extension of
“not-P” (thus making the conclusion false). Could Aristotle have something like
this rule in mind, understanding term negation on the basis of such restricted
complements? 1 will argue that he did not, although several leading interpreters
read him that way.

One strategy to implement the idea of restricted complements would be to claim
that general terms have, as part of their meaning, something one might call a range
of application (or a range of possible values) and that it only makes literal sense to
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affirm or deny them of objects in that range. For example, “green” could only be
affirmed or denied of material things or bodies and it would be meaningless to say
that a number is or is not green.’ Evidently, Aristotle could not agree with this view,
for he thinks that “of every single thing either affirmation or denial is true” (4Pr.
1 46, 51b33).!° For him, even though numbers are not the kind of thing that could
have a colour, it is true that numbers are not green.

From an Aristotelian point of view, a better way of using restricted comple-
ments to give an account of negative terms invalidating the obversion of negations
would be to consider that, if an object lies outside the range of application of a
term T, then while it is true to deny T of it, it would be false to affirm the negative
term “not-T” of it. For example, while numbers are indeed not green, it would be
false, according to this proposal, to say that they are not-green. The negative term
would have a narrower (and in a way more positive) meaning, according to which
it would only apply to things that could be coloured (viz. bodies) but are not green.
This view strikes me as very implausible, especially if it is to be applied across
the board, to negative terms of any sort. It is hard to find a sensible reason to hold
that genuine entities like numbers (whatever their nature) are not green but fail to
be not-green and are not clouds but fail to be not-clouds. Be that as it may, that is
exactly the view most commonly ascribed to Aristotle. For ease of reference, I will
call it Restricted Complements.

J. L. Ackrill, in his notes on /nz. 10, makes “two suggestions as to precisely what
force Aristotle means to attach to ‘is not-just’”’ and says that “it is difficult to decide
between [them]” (1963: 143—4). According to one suggestion, “not-just” is equiva-
lent to “unjust”, bearing in mind that “Aristotle recognizes that there is an inter-
mediate condition between justice and injustice” in Cat. 12a24-25. According to
the other, “not-just” means “either unjust or in the middle condition between being
just and being unjust”.!! The important thing to notice is that, on both options, the
extensions of “just” and “not-just” would not be jointly exhaustive of the domain.
There would be things belonging to neither of them. And Ackrill gives an example:
“stones are not just but they are not not-just” (1963: 143). If Aristotle were to agree
with Ackrill’s example, he would accept Restricted Complements.

Mario Mignucci states that, in Aristotle’s view, the extension of “not-white” is
not “the complementary class” of the extension of “white” (1969: 508). He adds,

Instead, here Aristotle places himself on the level of ordinary language,
where “not-white”, in the proposition “x is not-white”, names, not the class
of all elements that are not white, but rather that which is of a colour other
than white.'?

For one last example of support to Restricted Complements, Gisela Striker says
that, for Aristotle,

a statement of the form “S is P’ may be false in three different types of cases:
either (i) when S lacks the property P, but could have it, or (ii) when S is not
the sort of thing that could be P, or (iii) when S does not exist. . . . In order to
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mark the distinction between the three types of cases, Aristotle engages in a
bit of linguistic regimentation. He introduces a special and slightly awkward
phrase fo indicate the first kind of case, by placing the negation after the word
“is” instead of before it. I have followed other modern translators in render-
ing these expressions as “is not-P” by contrast with the standard “is not P”’.
(2009: 241-2, my italics)

She means that the standard form of negation, “S is not P”, is true in all the three
cases alike and it does not differentiate between them. Aristotle would have intro-
duced the negation of terms to be able to distinguish the first case from the other
two.® A statement of the form “S is not-P” would be true in the first case, but it
would be false in the remaining two. Again, the characteristic claim of Restricted
Complements surfaces: if S is not the sort of thing that could be P (as, for example,
a stone is not the sort of thing that could be just), then S is not P, but it is false to
say that S is not-P.

I believe there is no sufficient textual evidence for Restricted Complements as
an interpretation of Aristotle’s understanding of negative terms. What most com-
mentators are doing when they defend that view is trying to assimilate negative
terms either to contraries or to privations. However, as [ will argue, the texts do not
show that Aristotle thinks they are equivalent.

In Categories 10, 11b38—12a25, Aristotle draws a distinction between two kinds
of contraries: those that have nothing intermediate and those that have something
intermediate between them. For example, there is no intermediate between sick-
ness and health. Every animal’s body is either sick or healthy, tertium non datur.
Similarly, every number must be either odd or even. But between black and white,
there are many other colours. And a human being can be neither good nor bad
or neither just nor unjust. Aristotle’s description of these examples shows that he
takes contraries to have something like a range of application: he remarks that
sickness and health “naturally occur in animals’ bodies”, that odd and even “are
predicated of numbers”, that black and white “naturally occur in bodies”, and that
bad and good “are predicated both of men and of many other things”. Clearly, the
opposition between a pair of contraries — of either kind — occurs only within their
specific range of application. An animal that is not sick must be healthy, and a body
that is not white must be black or of some other (intermediate) colour. However, it
is not the case that everything that is not sick must be healthy, because numbers, for
example, are neither sick nor healthy.'* Hence, contraries provide a perfect model
of the sort of opposition in which opposites are incompatible or mutually exclusive
but not jointly exhaustive of the domain. Therefore, if negative terms worked like
contraries, that would explain how predications of “T” and “not-T” could be both
false in some cases.

However, there is no mention of negative terms in the discussion of contraries
in Cat. 10. It is true that there is some overlap of examples between that discus-
sion and the discussions of negative terms in /nz. 10 and APr. 1 46, for “just”,
“good” and “white” are used on both occasions. But there is no indication in Cat.
10 that Aristotle equated negative terms with contraries. The text is silent about
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the relation between “not-just” and “unjust” or between “not-white” and “black”.
Besides, even if some negative terms are (as it were) “negated contraries” like
“not-just”, it is important to note that not all of them are. One of the main examples
in Int. 10 is “not-man”, and that is obviously not the contrary of “man”, because we
know from Cat. 5 that substances have no contraries (3b24-7).

What is probably driving interpreters like Ackrill to these assimilations is a re-
mark that Aristotle makes about “privations” (ctepnoeic) in Int. 19b24 and repeats
in APr. 146, 52al5. In these two passages, Aristotle is describing the relations be-
tween the four forms “S is P”, “S is not P”, “S is not-P”, and S is not not-P”’ (which
in APr. 146 he labels, with their subjects suppressed, A, B, C, and D, respectively),
and he draws an analogy involving two more forms, “S is Q” and “S is not Q”,
where “Q” is opposed to “P” as a privation to a possession. He draws a diagram
with the form of a square, with A and B on the top corners, C under B and D under
A. He gives several examples of predicates that could take the place of “P” —“just”,
“equal”, “good”, “white” — but, for the analogy with privatives, he gives the pair
“equal” vs “unequal” as an example of possession and privation.

Aristotle’s choice of example seems a bit odd because “equal” and “unequal”,
or equality and inequality, are not paradigmatic of the opposition between posses-
sion and privation (which he illustrates, in Categories 10, with sight and blind-
ness). Aren’t equal and unequal opposed as contraries rather than as possession
and privation? Perhaps that explains why commentators vacillate, equating nega-
tive terms sometimes with contraries, sometimes with privatives. In fact, it does
not matter much, so long as the opposition holds in both cases within a restricted
range. And that is indeed the case, for Aristotle has made clear in Categories 10
that a privation cannot be predicated of everything that lacks the corresponding
possession (he said there that “it is not what has not teeth that we call toothless, or
what has not sight blind, but what has not got them at the time when it is natural
for it to have them” [12a31-3]). Restricted Complements is true both of contraries
and of privative terms. Hence, if negative terms are equivalent to either of them,
Restricted Complements is true of negative terms as well — or so the defenders of
this interpretation think.

The interpretation is not supported by the text, though. Aristotle does not say

EEINNT3

that negative terms as “not-just”, “not-equal”, or “not-healthy” mean the same as

“unjust”, “unequal”, or “sick”. He does not even say that they are true of the same
things. Here is what he says:

The privations too are similarly related to their predications' in this arrange-
ment: let “equal” be designated by A, “not equal” by B, “unequal” by C, “not
unequal” by D.

(APr.146, 52a15-7)

Aristotle is making an analogy. In the square he has described, the relation of “S
is not-P” to “S is P” is similar to the relation of “S is Q” to “S is P” when Q is a
privation opposed to P. For example, “x is not-equal” and “x is unequal” are “simi-
larly related” to “x is equal”. Perhaps a better example would be to say that “x is
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not-healthy” and “x is sick” are “similarly related” to “x is healthy”. As we will see
in a moment, the relation is the following: they cannot both be true, but they can be
both false. The important thing to note is that having this relation in common does
not entail that the terms “not-equal” and “unequal”, or “not-healthy” and “sick”,
mean the same. More than that, it does not even entail that they are true of the same
things. If two terms stand in this relation to a third one for different reasons, they
can have different extensions. Crucially for our purposes, it can happen that one
satisfies Restricted Complements while the other does not.

The logical relations that Aristotle finds in the square are quite simple and well-
known by now. “S is P” and “S is not P’ (labelled A and B) compose a contradic-
tory pair, and so do “S is not-P”” and “S is not not-P” (labelled C and D) (the first
of each pair affirming what the second denies). The members of such pairs cannot
both be true, but one of them must be. Or, as Aristotle puts it, after removing the
subjects from the statements: “one or the other . . . will belong to everything and
never both to the same” (51b39—40). The opposition between “S is P and “S is
not-P” (or between A and C, along the diagonal from the top left to the bottom
right) is, according to Aristotle, weaker:'¢ they cannot both be true, but they can
be both false. From the fact that they cannot both be true, it follows that C entails
B (i.e. that “S is not-P” entails “S is not P”’) and that A entails D (i.e. that “S is P”
entails “S is not not-P”’). Notice that these two entailments are forms of obversion
of an affirmative statement. On the other hand, from the fact that A and C can be
both false, it follows that the converse entailments do not hold: B does not entail C
and D does not entail A. The consequence is that the obversion of affirmatives is a
valid inference, while the obversion of negatives is invalid. It should be highlighted
that the main ground for this judgement is the double claim, made by Aristotle,
that A and C (i) cannot both be true, but (i) can be both false. This logical relation
between A and C is similar to the one we find in the opposition between possession
and privation (and also between contraries).

In order to see that the noted logical similarity between negative terms and
privatives, i.e. the fact that they both satisfy principles (i) and (i7), does not entail
that they are synonymous or even co-extensive, let us go back to one of Ackrill’s
suggestions about “not-just”. He said that Aristotle might take “not-just” as equiva-
lent to “unjust or in the middle condition”. I don’t think this is right, because I
believe Aristotle would agree that stones are not-just. But suppose we had a term
with the meaning Ackrill was envisaging and let us use “disjust” as being that term.
Obviously, “unjust” and “disjust” would not mean the same and they would have
different extensions (“disjust” being true and “unjust” false of things in the middle
condition). However, their predication of a subject would be “similarly related”
to the predication of “just” because some things — stones, for example — would be
neither just nor unjust and they would also not be disjust.

To make the argument even stronger, suppose now we had a term with the mean-
ing of “unjust, or in the middle condition between just and unjust, or a stone”. Let us
use “distonust” for it. “Just” and “distonust” can never belong to the same thing, but
there are things they are both false of — for example, lakes. The opposition between
“is just” and “is distonust” also satisfies principles (i) and (i7) (i.e. “distonust” is
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also “similarly related” to “just”). But “distonust” is obviously neither synonymous
nor co-extensive with “unjust”. Most importantly, “distonust” does not satisfy Re-
stricted Complements, because it is true of things (stones) that lie outside the range
of “just”. This imaginary example shows conclusively that Aristotle’s analogy of
negative terms with privatives is not sufficient evidence that he took negative terms
to be ruled by Restricted Complements.

To find positive evidence that Aristotle does not think that negative terms are
ruled by Restricted Complements, we should look at the way he justifies his ex-
amples. In 51b36-52a14, he starts with “good” and “not-good” and then switches
to “white” and “not-white”. They are obviously mutually exclusive, as Aristotle
points out: “it is impossible to be white and not-white at the same time, or to be a
not-white log and to be a white log” (52a2-3). So principle (7) is satisfied. Regard-
ing principle (i), Aristotle says,

But C will not always belong to B, for what is not a log at all will not be a
not-white log either.
(52a4-5)

And a few lines below, he says,

But A does not belong to every D, for of what is not a log at all it is not true
to say A (that it is a white log), so that D is true and A (that it is a white log)
is not true.

(52a9-12)

The interpretation of these lines is not straightforward. If taken literally, they pre-
sent an extremely poor and unconvincing argument. It is obvious that, if something
is not a log, it will not be a white log either, and it will also not be a log that is
not-white. But that only proves that “is a white log” and “is a not-white log” can be
simultaneously false (and their negations true) of the same subject, which is hardly
any news (just take a white cat as subject) and is clearly not what Aristotle needs.
It is very unlikely that Aristotle has such a poor argument in mind. The passage
should be read in a more charitable way. What could he mean? Why does he bring
in the example of the log? What role does the assumption of something not being
a log is supposed to play?

I will defer the interpretation of this passage to section four. For now I will just
point out how it speaks against Restricted Complements. An advocate of that view
will naturally be led to consider that the assumption of something not being a log
might play the role of introducing an object outside the range of application of the
term under discussion. Such a suggestion, however, cannot succeed for two main
reasons. First, if that were what Aristotle means, why does he not give a positive
example of something that could not be white? If he believed that a number, a soul
or a voice is neither white nor not-white, it would be natural for him to give one
of these as an example.'” I think he does not do it because he believes that num-
bers, souls and voices actually are not-white. Secondly, the range of application of
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“white” is constituted by bodies and not by logs (Cat. 12al1: “black and white nat-
urally occur in bodies”). If Aristotle wanted to refer in general terms to something
outside the range of “white”, he would naturally use “body” instead of “log” and
appeal to something of a non-bodily nature. I think he does not do it because his
purpose is to introduce not something outside the range of application of “white”
but rather something perishable that can cease to exist (when reduced to ashes).
Going back to Striker’s classification, I shall argue that the type of falsity Aristotle
has here in mind is the third, not the second.

Summing up, I conclude this section by stressing that Restricted Complements,
the view of negative terms and obversion that most commentators assign to Aristo-
tle and that naturally aligns with the set-theoretic semantics traditionally given for
his assertoric logic, is not supported by the textual evidence, in particular by the
analogy with privative terms made in /nt. 10 and APr. I 46. Moreover, the way Ar-
istotle justifies the failure of obversion of negations in APr. I 46, with the example
of “what is not a log at all” (52a10: 10D 6Awg pr| 6vrog EvAov), speaks against that
view. Since evidence against Restricted Complements is also evidence against the
traditional set-theoretic semantics, we should look for some alternative semantics.

3. Term Negation in Mereological Semantics

In recent years, several authors have tried to use mereology, the formal theory
of parts and wholes, as a basis to give a semantics for Aristotle’s logic (both as-
sertoric and modal) that, desirably, would yield better results than the traditional
set-theoretic semantics. The proposal can be metaphysically motivated by the idea
that Aristotle understood predication as a part-whole relation, or a relation of mere-
ological inclusion. The paradigmatic case of inclusion would be the relation of a
species to a genus. That man is a species of the genus animal just means that man is
a part of animal, exactly the relation that is expressed by the a-proposition “Animal
belongs to every man”. Proponents of the traditional set-theoretic semantics think
that this relation of inclusion between species and genus is reducible to a more fun-
damental relation of membership between individuals and their species and genus.
They would say that, in general, a species A is included in a genus B if and only if
every individual that is a member of A is also a member of B. The mereologists are
opposed to this reduction. Instead, they think that individuals are parts of a species
in exactly the same manner as species are parts of a genus. This relation of inclu-
sion is fundamental and primitive. It cannot be defined. However, one can inquire
into its properties. Undoubtedly, Aristotle believes it to be a transitive relation.'®
But what other properties does it have?

Marko Malink (2013) argues that there is only one other property that Aristotle
assumes the relation of inclusion to have, which is reflexivity. I will follow his
approach, because it is at present the most developed one in the literature. That
inclusion is reflexive means that everything is a part of itself. As a consequence,
statements like “Man belongs to every man” would be always true, according to
Aristotle. The truth conditions of the other propositional forms can be defined
straightforwardly on the basis of the parthood (or inclusion) relation: “B belongs to
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some A” is true if and only if some parts of A are also parts of B (or if the As and
the Bs overlap), “B belongs to no A” is true if and only if no part of A is a part of
B (or if the As and the Bs are disjoint), and “B does not belong to some A” is true
if and only if some part of A is not a part of B (or, equivalently,' if A is not a part
of B). Given these conditions, two other notable consequences of the principle that
everything is a part of itself are that “A belongs to some A” is also always true and
that “B belongs to every A” entails that “A belongs to some B”. The problem of
existential import would thus seem to be very simply solved.

According to classical systems of mereology, besides being reflexive and tran-
sitive, there are other conditions that the relation of inclusion needs to satisfy.?
Notoriously, mereological inclusion is usually thought to be antisymmetric and to
satisfy some principles of supplementation and composition. Antisymmetry is the
principle that two things can only be part of one another if they are the same. Sup-
plementation is a very important notion in mereology and it is vital in a discussion
of negative terms and obversion. First, one must distinguish between a part and a
proper part. A proper part of something is a part of it that is distinct from it. And
supplementation has to do with what remains of something when a proper part is
removed from it. Must it leave behind at least one other proper part? Supplemen-
tation principles admit a great variety of forms, but the simplest of all says what
happens when one thing A is not a part of another thing B. The principle tells us
that there is always a (unique) relative complement of B in A, that is, something
composed of all and only the parts of A that are disjoint from B. For example, if it is
true that some logs are not white, the principle of supplementation guarantees that
there is something composed of all and only the logs that are not white, what we
might call “the not-white logs”. Finally, a principle of composition should tell us
under what conditions given things compose other things of which they are parts.
For example, if there are logs and there are white things, is there also something
that we could call the sum (the mereological analogue of union) of all the logs and
all the white things? And if there are white logs, is there also what we could call the
product (the mereological analogue of non-empty intersection) of the logs and the
white things? The simplest principle (known as mereological universalism) gives
an affirmative answer to every composition question of this sort.

Malink argues that the system of mereology assumed by Aristotle is very weak
and does not include any other principle besides those of reflexivity and transitiv-
ity. He advances several reasons for that claim and, obviously, here it is not the
place to discuss them in any detail. I will mainly focus on the issue of supplementa-
tion, because it is directly relevant to the subject of this essay.

The connection of supplementation with obversion is indeed very close. Ob-
version is a form of inference that leads one from propositions asserting a cer-
tain relation between things referred to by two categorical terms “A” and “B” to
propositions asserting another relation between the thing referred to by “A” and
the thing referred to by “not-B”, the negation of “B”. What is this thing referred to
by the negation of “B”? In a mereological framework, the natural answer would
be that “not-B” refers to the complement of B, i.e. to the thing composed of all
and only the things that are entirely disjoint from B. The role of the principle of
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supplementation is precisely to assert the existence of such complements. What is
Aristotle’s position regarding the existence of complements? Malink thinks that
Aristotle “is committed to denying the universal existence of complements” (2013:
99). I find his arguments for that claim unconvincing.

The issue of the existence of complements can be discussed either at the meta-
physical level — asking whether everything has a complement — or at the linguistic
level — asking if there is a negative term opposed to every positive term of the
language. Malink tends to see the question mainly as linguistic. In the De Inter-
pretatione, Aristotle introduces indefinite names such as “not-man”. However, he
does not use them in Prior Analytics 1 1-22. Only in APr. I 46 does he consider
the possibility of extending the syllogistic to cover the use of such terms, but he
obviously did not complete the project. So the question we have to raise is hypo-
thetical: if Aristotle were to go on with that project, would he have accepted that
every positive term can be meaningfully negated? Malink follows Flannery (1987)
in considering that Aristotle is “reluctant” to use negative terms, but it is hard to
see where they can find evidence of such reluctance. No doubt it cannot be in the
official exposition of the syllogistic (in I 1-22) because there he does not use them
at all. On the other hand, where he discusses them, in /nt. 10 and APr. I 46, there
is no sign of reluctance.?! On the contrary, the typical reaction of a modern reader
of those chapters is to find him very liberal in the use of negative terms, in subject
and in predicate position alike, exploring the logic of forms of expression that
look “awkward” (Striker), artificial, or “invented” (Ross), and not to be found in
ordinary talk. The rules that he lays down for their use, though illustrated with par-
ticular examples, are obviously intended as completely general, there being no sign
that he takes the negation of terms to be a construction whose application is to be
limited to some cases only. Moreover, if there is no topical restriction for the use of
standard copula negation, why should there be such a restriction for the use of term
negation? In most cases where it is true to say “x is not white” it is also true to say
“x is not-white”, but in some cases, Aristotle says, the first is true while the second
is not. However, those cases have nothing to do with possible failures of mean-
ingfulness because he thinks the predication of the negative term is false in them.
Rather, as [ will argue, those cases have to do with the subject being an empty term.
Furthermore, if Aristotle accepts empty terms in the syllogistic, the possibility of
some negative terms (like “not-natural”, “not-finite” or even “not-existent”) being
empty, or true of nothing, is also not a reason to doubt their meaningfulness.

Malink has more theory-laden reasons to think that Aristotle must deny the uni-
versal existence of complements. One reason that I cannot discuss here is that it
seems to be incompatible with an extremely odd form of logical relation between
two terms (so-called asymmetric conversion) that, based on 4APr. II 22, he thinks
Aristotle accepts as consistent.”? Also, Malink believes that if the principle of sup-
plementation (asserting the existence of complements) were to be added to the
axioms of the mereological semantics he gives for the syllogistic, the system would
turn out to be extensional, while Aristotle’s semantic views are non-extensional
(2013: 84-5). That is a big issue, that I also cannot discuss, but it is worth noting
that supplementation forces extensionality only if antisymmetry is also assumed,
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and if one has qualms about extensionality, it is antisymmetry that one should start
by being wary of.

On the other hand, Malink acknowledges that there is evidence against his claim
about complements in Aristotle’s proofs by &kfecic, in particular in his ecthetic
proof of the validity of Bocardo. Bocardo is the following form of inference: P
does not belong to some S; R belongs to every S; therefore, P does not belong to
some R. Seen from a mereological perspective, its validity can be said to rely sim-
ply on the transitivity of the parthood relation. Indeed, assuming transitivity, if S is
a part of R but not of P, R must also not be a part of P. Aristotle offers two proofs
of the validity of Bocardo. The first one is a proof by reductio, using Barbara. It
can be seen just as a way of showing that transitivity has such a consequence. After
giving it, Aristotle adds that Bocardo can also be proved without reductio “if one
of the Ss is taken to which P does not belong” (4Pr. 1 6, 28b20-1). Lukasiewicz
(1957: 64-5) has suggested that with this brief direction Aristotle is probably allud-
ing to the following reasoning:

1 P does not belong to some S major premise
2 R belongs to every S minor premise
3 There is an X such that S belongs to every X (i.e. X is 1, principle of ecthesis
“one of the Ss) and P belongs to no X (i.e. “P does
not belong to it”)
4 S belongs to every N 3, existential instantiation
5 P belongs to no N 3, existential instantiation
6 R belongs to every N 2,4, Barbara
7 P does not belong to some R 5,6, Felapton

Line 3 is the crucial step in this proof and it relies on the principle of o-ecthesis.
Given the mereological truth conditions previously assumed for the categorical
propositions, the validity of that principle entails that the mereological principle of
supplementation holds: if S is not a part of P, then there is a part of S that is disjoint
from P (it is the relative complement of P in S).

Malink acknowledges this but argues that there is an alternative reconstruction
of the ecthetic proof of Bocardo, which relies on a weaker principle, which does
not entail supplementation or the existence of relative complements. The weaker
principle says instead that, if P does not belong to some S, then there is an X such
that S belongs to every X and P does not belong to some X. The validity of such a
principle does not depend on supplementation and it does not require that P has a
complement (or a relative complement in S). For the term “set out”, the N, cannot
be a part of P, but it can overlap with P.

The alternative reconstruction of the ecthetic proof offered by Malink is ex-
tremely implausible. The weaker principle does not deserve to be called a principle
of ecthesis at all, because according to it the item invoked, “one of the Ss”, is not
a new item, something below S or an instance of S, but it is just S itself. In the
mereological semantics, the premise “P does not belong to some S” is true just in
case S is not a part of P. By reflexivity, S is a part of S. Therefore, there is a part of
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S (namely, S itself)* that is not a part of P. In fact, saying that S is not a part of P
and saying that some part of S is not a part of P amount exactly to the same thing
(as I have pointed out in note 19). So, thus understood, the ecthetic step would be
redundant, a simple restatement of the premise, only with some re-lettering (writ-
ing “N” instead of “S”). No wonder, then, that the alternative proof is vulnerable
to the objection that it makes such a step “superfluous” (cf. pp. 93—4 and 97). With
it we have not moved forward in any way, we are just where we started, with the
o-proposition as premise (since the added a-proposition is totally trivial). It is as if
we had reason this way:

1 P does not belong to some S.
2 There is an X such that P does not belong to some X.
3 Call it N: P does not belong to some N.

Of course, whatever follows from line 3 would have followed directly from line 1
(except for the uninteresting consequences of the re-lettering).

By contrast, with the principle of o-ecthesis, at the crucial step we are sin-
gling out a part of S that is disjoint from P. It may turn out that one such part
is S itself (if S happens to be disjoint from P), but we cannot rely on that be-
cause it is also possible that S and P overlap. In either case, one is asserting,
there is a part of S disjoint from P, namely, the relative complement of P in S.
This assertion is not redundant, it introduces a state of affairs distinct from the
one stated in the premise (viz. that S is not a part of P). But one thing follows
from the other only if the principle of supplementation is assumed. If Aristotle
agrees with the consequence, as it seems, he must be assuming that the princi-
ple holds.?*

Aristotle’s proofs by ecthesis are not the only evidence of his acceptance of sup-
plementation and the existence of complements. His views on negative terms and
on obversion, expressed in /nt. 10 and APr. 1 46, are also highly relevant in this
regard. I will argue, in the rest of this section, that they not only pose a problem to
Malink’s claim that “some terms may have . . . complements, but not all” (p. 99)
but also threaten the viability of the mereological approach.

Let us start by stressing the fact, already noticed, that when Aristotle in Int. 10
gives rules for the negation of terms, he states them with unrestricted generality.
For example, before drawing the first square, he writes:

when “is” is predicated additionally as a third thing, there are two ways of
expressing opposition. . . . Because of this there will here be four cases . . . I
mean that “is” will be added either to “just” or to “not-just”, and so, too, will
the negation.

(Int. 10, 19b19-26)

The “two ways of expressing opposition” that Aristotle here refers to are by ne-
gating the copula and by negating the predicate. He takes as starting point a
simple proposition of the form “S is P”, for which he gives the example “Man
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is just”. To that proposition one can “express opposition” by saying “Man is not
just” and one can also do it by saying “Man is not-just”. And the same happens
with each of the latter. For example, to “Man is not-just” one can “express op-
position” either by saying “Man is not not-just” or by saying “Man is just”. The
result are the four forms he places on the corners of the first square drawn in Int.
10. It seems obvious that he means that there are a/ways these two ways of ex-
pressing opposition. He is not contemplating the possibility of there being some
cases in which, for lack of a negative term (or complement), opposition could
only be expressed in one way, by negating the copula. A similar remark can be
made about the second square, in which universal quantification is introduced,
taking as starting point “Every man is just”: one can always express opposition
either by negating the quantified copula or by negating the predicate. In these
passages Aristotle shows no reluctance to use negative terms. On the contrary, he
seems to assume that every term that can be used as a predicate in a proposition
can be (meaningfully) negated.
A bit further in Int. 10, Aristotle writes,

Since the contrary negation of “every animal is just” is that which signifies
that no animal is just, obviously these will never be true together or of the
same thing, but their opposites sometimes will (e.g. “not every animal is just”
and “some animal is just”). “No man is just” follows from “every man is not-
just”, while the opposite of this, “not every man is not-just”, follows from
“some man is just” (for there must be some).

(20a16-23)

In the first part of this passage, Aristotle reviews some of the main logical rela-
tions present in the square of opposition for categorical propositions. He points
out that a- and e-propositions are contraries (they cannot be true together), but that
their contradictories, i.e. the corresponding o- and i-propositions, are not contraries
(they can be true together). In the second part, Aristotle expresses his acceptance
of the obversion of affirmative propositions (universal and particular).?® As we saw
in the previous section, this acceptance is also stated in APr. 1 46.

Now, if one assumes that those propositions have the mereological truth
conditions previously given and that the negation of terms works as a mereo-
logical complement operator, the two stated entailments will have to rely on the
following mereological principles: (i) if x is a part of y, then x is disjoint from
the complement of y, and (ii) if x overlaps with y, then x is not a part of the
complement of y. Aristotle can only accept these principles in full generality
if he assumes that everything has a complement. Malink claims that he could
not have assumed this, that he is committed to denying it. If that were the case,
Aristotle could only assume the following restricted versions of (i) and (#7): (i*)
if x is a part of y and y has a complement, then x is disjoint from the comple-
ment of y, and (ii*) if x overlaps with y and y has a complement, then x is not
a part of the complement of y. These restricted principles would only support
restricted versions of the two stated entailments, conditional on the predicate
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being possibly negated. However, as in the previous passage, it seems obvious
that Aristotle means that the stated entailments a/ways hold. He is not contem-
plating the possibility of there being some cases in which they fail for lack of
a negative term.

Is this conclusive evidence that Aristotle assumes the universal existence
of complements? The conclusion is a tempting one, but it raises a serious
worry: if everything has a complement, then, assuming again the mereological
truth conditions for the categorical propositions given before, the obversion of
negative propositions comes out valid as well. Indeed, with supplementation
in place, the following two principles also hold: (ii7) if x and y are disjoint,
then x is a part of the complement of y, and (iv) if x is not a part of y, then x
overlaps with the complement of y. Now, (iii) and (iv) have the consequence
of making the obversion of e- and o-propositions valid, respectively, but we
have seen that Aristotle implies in APr. I 46 that these two forms of obversion
are not valid.

Restricting the existence of complements does not solve the problem. Aristotle
thinks that the obversion of negative propositions is invalid in exactly the same
cases that the obversion of affirmative propositions is valid, that is, in cases that
involve the very same terms. If the existence of complements is required to make
the latter valid, it cannot be denied to avoid making the former also valid. The
different treatment of the two forms of obversion must have, in Aristotle’s view, a
source other than the existence or non-existence of complements. In particular, the
non-existence of complements cannot be what explains the invalidity. And if that is
not the culprit, the suspicion falls on the mereological truth conditions themselves.
The mereological semantics does not seem to provide an easy way of accounting
for Aristotle’s views on negative terms and obversion. We should look for some
other approach.

4. Term Negation in a Modified Set-Theoretic Semantics

Several interpreters think that Aristotle holds the view that, of what does not
exist, every affirmation is false and every negation is true.?® He states it for
the case of singular statements in Cat. 10 (13b29-33), and there are good
indications that he would extend it also to general statements. One indica-
tion is what he says about negated verbs in Int. 3: expressions like “does
not recover” are indefinite verbs because “they hold indifferently of anything
whether existent or non-existent” (16b15). This seems to imply that for him a
general statement like “Goat-stags do not recover” would count as true. The
extension to statements in which the verb is a copula, or a quantified copula,
is straightforward.?’

Neither of the two semantic frameworks we have discussed in the previous sec-
tions accommodates that view of the difference between affirmation and negation
in connection with existence. In this section I will explore a third option that gives
central stage to the idea that an existential requirement is present in affirmations
but not in negations. The essential move is to go back to the set-theoretic semantics
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described in section two and change the truth conditions of the a- and o-propositions
to the following:?®

(T1*) an a-proposition, of the form “P belongs to every S is true if and only if the
extension of “S” is not empty and it is included in the extension of “P”’;

(T4*) an o-proposition, of the form “P does not belong to some S is true if and
only if either the extension of “S” is empty or it is not included in the exten-
sion of “P”.

This semantics, unlike the traditional one, can perfectly account for both Aristotle’s
acceptance of empty terms and the validity of a-conversion, that is, of the inference
from “P belongs to every S” to “S belongs to some P. So the problem of existential
import is readily solved.

Now what does “not-white” mean? What is it true of? The natural answer,
within this semantics, is that the extension of “not-white” is just the complement
of the extension of “white”: the set of all and only those things in the domain that
are not in the extension of “white”. Such an answer implies that it will be true to
say that numbers are not-white and stones are not-just. Clearly, however, goat-stags
and chimeras will not be in the extension of “not-white” because there will be no
goat-stags or chimeras in the domain.

This way of explaining the meaning of negative terms relies on nothing simi-
lar to Restricted Complements. That is a great advantage because it would be ex-
tremely hard to determine a range of application for every term, as one would need.
Think of a case like “man”. If the semantic value of “not-man” had to be defined
relative to a range of application, what could that range be? Would “not-man” refer
to the mammals other than men? Why not the animals other than men, or even the
living beings other than men? Restricted Complements is a feature of contraries
and privative terms, but it does not extend to negative terms. However, as we saw,
the point of the logical analogy made by Aristotle between negatives and privatives
remains fully respected.

Finally, Aristotle’s judgements about the validity and invalidity of the different
forms of obversion are fully vindicated by this modified set-theoretic semantics.
The validity of the obversion of affirmations relies on the fact that the extension
of a term and its complement are mutually exclusive — nothing can be a member
of both. The explanation for the invalidity of the obversion of negations is just a
bit trickier. Although the extension of a term and its complement are also jointly
exhaustive — everything is a member of one or the other — because negations with
an empty subject are true but affirmations are not, obversion of negations fails in
exactly those cases.

These explanations of Aristotle’s judgements about obversion seem to agree
quite well with the texts in /nt. 10 and APr. I 46, especially with the latter. The
main theme of APr. I 46 is the question whether “not to be this” and “to be not-
this” “signify the same or different things” (51b6). Aristotle’s answer, stated in
52a24-6, is that they signify different things, because the first is a negation whereas
the second is an affirmation. It is in the context of establishing this point that the
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discussion of obversion occurs. It seems very natural to see that different logical
properties assigned to affirmation and negation are what underwrites Aristotle’s
claims regarding obversion.

In more detail, the interpretation based on the modified set-theoretic semantics
provides a reasonable explanation for Aristotle’s puzzling use of the example of the
“log” in APr. 146, 51b25-31 and 51b41-52al4. In those passages, Aristotle wants
to show that statements of the forms “S is not P”” and “S is not-P” are not equivalent
and have different logical behaviours. It would be a gross mistake to try to show
this with an example where “P” is replaced by a complex predicate, “white log”,
and “not-P” is replaced by that predicate with only one component negated, “not-
white log”. However, if Aristotle believes that affirmations with empty subjects
are always false, there is a reasonable way of understanding what he says. One can
show that “S is not white” and “S is not-white” are not equivalent by pointing out
that the latter entails something that the former does not — namely, that there are S's
or that something is an S. Because, if that is so, then, if nothing is an S, nothing is
a not-white S either, so “S is not-white” would be false, but the negation “S is not
white” would remain true. My suggestion, then, is that in those passages Aristotle
is presenting this type of argument and using “log” as an example for the empty
subject “S”. When he says that “being not-white” does not follow from “not being
white”, “for what is not a log at all will not be a not-white log either” (52a5), he
means to refer to a possible situation in which, talking about a log that has ceased
to exist (perhaps because it has burned), it is still true to say “the log is not white”,
but it is false to say “the log is not-white”. Exactly as, if Socrates is dead, it is true
to say “Socrates is not sick”, but both “Socrates is sick” and “Socrates is not-sick”
are false.

This interpretation is confirmed by 51b25—7, where Aristotle writes, “Nor are
‘to be not-equal’ and ‘not to be equal’ the same. For the one has a certain under-
lying subject, what is not-equal, and this is the unequal; but the other has none”.
The natural way of reading this sentence is as meaning that, in order to be true,
the affirmative “S is not-equal” must have something as subject (0mokertai Tv),
while the negative “S is not equal” may not have it. This strongly suggests that,
in the examples with “log” and “white”, the log is the underlying subject and
the assumption of something not being a log at all works as an assumption of
there being no subject, a case in which the affirmation is false, while the negation
remains true.

One textual obstacle remains: why does Aristotle say “and this is the unequal”?
Some interpreters think that he is here equating the not-equal with the unequal,?
showing that he understands them as synonymous. I have already argued against
the identification of negative terms with privatives and so I cannot agree with that
reading. Expressing a privation, “unequal” has a range of application and there
will be things outside that range that are neither equal nor unequal. But “not-equal”
does not have a range and is true of every real thing that is not equal. I suggest that,
by introducing “the unequal”, Aristotle is just exemplifying the need of a subject.
He is saying that the truth of “S is not-equal” requires the existence of something
falling under “S”, as for example something unequal.
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Gisela Striker agrees largely with this reading of the text in APr. I 46. She
considers that, in Aristotle’s examples, “‘log’ in effect plays the role of the subject
term”, and she says that he is committed to the view that “the truth of ordinary
negative statements, whether universal, particular, or singular, does not presuppose
the existence of things falling under their subject term” (2009: 242). Oddly, though,
she combines this interpretation with Restricted Complements and thinks that “S
is not P and “S is not-P” differ in truth-value either when the subject “S” is empty
or when it refers to something outside the range of “P” (“when S is not the sort of
thing that could be P”). There is no good reason to maintain this combination, and
there are some reasons against it. First, the resulting explanation of the invalidity
of the obversion of negations would be strongly disjunctive.’® But in 51b25-31 it is
clearly the possible lack of an “underlying subject” in true negations that is being
pointed out as the reason for the different behaviour. Second, if something is not
a log, it does not have to be something outside the range of “white” (it could be a
white cat, for example), and so Striker cannot be right when she says that Aristotle
uses that example to illustrate both cases.

Turning now to objections, some interpreters think that Aristotle holds that affir-
mations in which the subject term is identical to the predicate term are always true.
For example, we have seen that Malink claims that a-predication expresses a reflex-
ive relation of mereological inclusion. If that were the case, every self-predication
(i.e. every statement of the form “A belongs to every 4”) would be true and every
self-denial would be false, even in cases where the term “A” is empty. To illustrate,
I am claiming that Aristotle takes affirmations with “goat-stag” as subject (like
“Every goat-stag is a four-footed animal”) as always false, but the objector coun-
ters with evidence purporting to show that Aristotle is committed to take “Every
goat-stag is a goat-stag” as true. We need to examine the evidence.

The only passage where Aristotle seems to claim that a term is predicated of
itself is in APr. 11 22, 68a16-21, in the middle of the discussion of what Malink
calls “asymmetric conversion”. Apart from the dubious status of that passage, one
can see that, if read carefully, it only implies that a term is predicated of itself under
conditions that guarantee that it is not empty. Indeed, Aristotle’s remark that “B is
predicated of itself” is made under the following assumptions: “When A belongs to
the whole of B and of C and is predicated of nothing else, and B belongs to all C”.
These assumptions include affirmations with B and C as subject terms. Therefore,
if the truth of an affirmation entails that its subject term is not empty, as we are
supposing, the existential component of the truth conditions of “Every B is B” is
already assumed to be satisfied. So the passage does not show that Aristotle thinks
that universal predications in which the subject term is identical to the predicate
term are always true.

In APr. 11 15, Aristotle examines under what conditions can there be a syllogism
from opposite (contrary or contradictory) premises. Two premises in a syllogism are
opposite only if one affirms (universally or particularly) what the other denies (uni-
versally or particularly). This can only happen in the second or third figures, if the
minor and the major terms are identical so that either the middle term is both af-
firmed and denied of the same or the same term is both affirmed and denied of the
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middle.’! A syllogism from such premises will always have a negative conclusion,
either of the form “B belongs to no B” or of the form “B does not belong to some
B”. Aristotle states that, besides being negative, the conclusion will always be false
(64b9—10: “contrary to the facts) and that could be seen as evidence that he thinks
that propositions of those forms are always false, even if they include an empty
term. Stephen Read has responded to this objection along the same lines as in the
previous case of APr. I1 22, pointing out that the subject of the negative conclusion
is assumed to be non-empty in the affirmative premise (2015: 542). I think he is
essentially right, but this case can seem to be more troublesome, for two reasons:
first, because in the third figure the subject of the conclusion occurs as predicate in
both premises and, second, because the affirmative premise may itself be false. It
may be thought that in those cases the term is not necessarily non-empty.

The first worry is easy to dispel. According to the modified semantics given, true
affirmations must have not only non-empty subjects but also non-empty predicate
terms. That is because a non-empty set obviously cannot be included in the empty
set, nor can it have members in common with the empty set. So both terms are
assumed to be non-empty in the affirmative premise. The second worry is trick-
ier. Aristotle is in that chapter discussing syllogisms with inconsistent premises
and, while he is no doubt assuming some paraconsistent consequence relation (for
which the rule ex contradictione quodlibet does not hold), it is not clear what other
properties he is assuming that relation to have. For that reason, it is hard to tell
what he would say about an inference like “Every goat-stag is an animal; no goat-
stag is an animal; therefore, no goat-stag is a goat-stag”. Presumably, he wants to
count it as valid, but not trivially so.>? This means that the fact of there being no
possible situation in which both premises are true is not sufficient to account for its
validity. One needs to consider what would be the case — what specific facts would
hold — and what would not be the case in such an impossible situation. If one as-
sumes the truth conditions of the modified semantics, the following account can be
given: in a situation as described, there would be goat-stags, all of which would be
animals; given that also no animal would be a goat-stag, then no goat-stag would
be a goat-stag, but of course that would be false, because there would be goat-stags.
In this way, the statement that every syllogism from opposite premises has a false
conclusion can be reconciled with the modified semantics. The conclusion of such
a syllogism would always be false in the situation described by the premises.

Another objection is that the modified semantics does not validate the principle
of o-ecthesis. As we saw in the previous section, according to (one interpretation
of) that principle, if “P does not belong to some S” is true, then there is an X such
that “S belongs to every X and “P belongs to no X are both true. Such a princi-
ple seems to assume that the o-proposition working as premise cannot be true and
have an empty subject, contrary to the semantics. In his discussion of this problem,
Wedin claims that it only shows that o-propositions “are taken to have existential
import insofar as they occur in ecthetic proofs” (1990: 148) and then tries to dimin-
ish the significance of that by stressing that ecthesis in the assertoric syllogistic
is only “an ancillary procedure”. It seems to me, though, that Wedin should have
restricted his observation about o-propositions even more, to their occurrence in
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ecthetic proofs of Bocardo, where noticeably the minor premise is an a-proposition
of the form “R belongs to every S, the truth of which requires “S” to be non-
empty. Again, the ecthetic inferential step is taken, in such a proof, under condi-
tions that guarantee its safety. There is no need to claim that o-ecthesis is generally
valid. It is enough if o-propositions can be a basis for that kind of inference under
special conditions in which its subject term is assumed to be non-empty.

The last piece of conflicting evidence is Aristotle’s dictum de omni, where he
explains the meaning of a-predications by stating, “We say ‘predicated of all’ when
none of the subject can be taken of which the other will not be said” (4Pr. I 1,
24b28-30). This could be seen as in conflict with the truth condition (T1%*) because,
when the subject is empty, there is nothing under it to be taken and so the condition
is trivially satisfied, making all a-propositions with an empty subject true rather
than false. Read (2015: 542) has replied to this objection by saying that the truth
condition in the dictum de omni is only apparently negative but is in fact an affirma-
tion (of the form “No S is not P”’) and so has existential import. The issue is com-
plicated. Of course, the sentence employed in that passage is logically equivalent
to an affirmative sentence and one could feel encouraged to argue on that basis that
it has an affirmative content. On the other hand, it is extremely counterintuitive to
say that a sentence starting with the words “None . . . can be taken” is affirmative.
Underlying the difficulty is the fact that the principles that every sentence is either
affirmative or negative, but not both, and that the contradictory of an affirmation is
anegation and vice versa, work only for a language deprived of double negation, as
is the (idealised) language of Aristotle’s syllogistic. But Aristotle writes the dictum
de omni in ordinary Greek, and one should be wary of applying the principles of
existential import across the board to anything he says. The most one can say is
that, if the dictum de omni were to be expressed in the language of the syllogistic, it
would be expressed by an a-proposition. However, that is not very helpful because
the dictum is supposed to tell us how to interpret those very propositions. I con-
clude that, whatever answer one gives to the question whether the dictum de omni
is affirmative or negative, it cannot be used as decisive evidence for or against the
modified semantics.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, I have asked what semantic framework works best in accounting for
Aristotle’s views on the negation of terms and obversion. We have examined three
options.

Starting with the traditional set-theoretic semantics, we saw that the natural way
of explaining in that framework the invalidity of the obversion of negations is by
assigning restricted complements as extensions to negative terms, making them
work like privative terms. I have argued against that option, claiming that Aristo-
tle’s analogy of negative with privative terms has been misinterpreted. Restricted
complements require a range of application, but it is implausible to assume that
every term that can be negated has such a range. Moreover, Aristotle explicitly
identifies in APr. I 46 a reason for the failure of the obversion of negations that
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does not refer to any predication “outside the range”. Rather, he refers to predica-
tions in which there is nothing “underlying” (as it happens if one says that the log
is not-white when there is no log).

We then considered the suggestion that Aristotle’s logic should be given a mereo-
logical semantics instead. In that framework, the negation of terms must be charac-
terised by appeal to complements (where the complement of something is the thing
composed of all and only the things that are entirely disjoint from it). The existence of
complements is stated by a principle of supplementation, but supplementation prin-
ciples are among the most controversial topics in mereology. It is also controversial
whether Aristotle could accept some form of supplementation. He would need some
such principle to account for the validity of the obversion of affirmations, and he
seems to rely on something very similar to it in his proofs by ecthesis, but on the other
hand, if one assumes the universal existence of complements, the obversion of nega-
tions comes out as valid as well. I have concluded that the mereological semantics is
not well equipped to account for Aristotle’s views on negative terms and obversion.

The third option we have explored looks more promising. I have called it “the
modified set-theoretic semantics” because it results from a slight modification of
the truth conditions for a- and o-propositions given in the first semantics we con-
sidered. This modification is motivated by Aristotle’s own remarks, which suggest
that he holds the view that affirmations with empty subjects are always false. In
this framework, negative terms can be semantically characterised in terms of sim-
ple complements (a much more natural option) and the different treatment of the
two forms of obversion can be seen as resulting simply from the different logical
properties of affirmation and negation. I have shown that the interpretation is well
supported by the texts and that the few recalcitrant passages can be explained away.
I do not claim that the modified semantics is the only possible way of accounting
for Aristotle’s views on negative terms and obversion, but I hope to have shown
that it provides a very reasonable and plausible interpretation of those views better
than the two best known alternatives.*

Notes

1 See, among many others, Anscombe (1956: 44); Whitaker (1996: 80); Horn (2001: 2,
21).

2 See Smith (1989: xvii) and Malink (2013: 25). Horn (2001: 45-79) discusses the op-
position between “symmetricalists” and “asymmetricalists” on the relation between af-
firmation and negation.

3 Aristotle’s negative copula seems to fit the description that Ladusaw (1996: 141) gives
of'an “exocentric” operator: “An operator which combined a predicate and an individual
to form a proposition denying the predicate of the individual would be an exocentric
negative operator because its result (a proposition) is not a possible argument for it”.
On such an approach, affirmation and negation are best seen as “modes of judgement or
predication”.

4 Expressions like “not-man” and “not-just” are called by Aristotle “indefinite names”
(16a32, 19b8-9). He finds this label appropriate because what they signify is “in a way
one thing, but indefinite” (19b9). Whitaker (1996: 63—4) provides a good explanation of
the label.

5 See e.g. Prior (1962: 127) and Kneale and Kneale (1962: 57).
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Fukasiewicz (1957: 72) and Patzig (1968: 127). Less radically, Ferejohn states that “Ar-
istotle’s attitude towards negative predicates [is] one of deep ambivalence” (2009: 273).
See, among others, Mignucci (2000), Malink (2013), and Corkum (2015).

The reader interested in knowing more can start with Crivelli (2004: 152-80, 2012:
123-4).

A view of this sort is defended by Peter Strawson in (1952: 112).

See also [nt. 20a34 (“a negation must always be true or false”), which rules out any
meaningless negation; and 21b4.

The second option is taken without argument by Cavini (1985: 19).

Ackrill concurs that for Aristotle “not-white” means “of some colour other than white”
(1963: 143). 1t is curious that Mignucci links term negation to ordinary language. Da-
vid Ross says instead that the form “4 is not-B” “is really an invention of logicians”
(1949: 423). However, Ross agrees also with Restricted Complements and says that,
for something to be not-equal, it must be “a quantitative thing unequal to some other
quantitative thing”, a requirement that is absent from the conditions for not being equal
(p- 422). Whitaker (1996: 139n10) seems hesitant over the relation between “not-equal”
and “unequal”.

That Striker includes case (iii), when nothing falls under S, distinguishes her from the
other interpreters I have quoted. I agree with Striker that Aristotle thinks that “S is not
P” and “S is not-P” differ in truth-value in case (iii), as it will become clear. My disa-
greement is over case (ii) and the claim that Aristotle uses term negation to mark the
distinction between (i) and (ii)-or-(iii).

In Cat. 12a20-5, Aristotle says that, if there are no names for the intermediates between
two contraries, “it is by the negation of each of the extremes that the intermediate is
marked off, as with the neither good nor bad and neither just nor unjust”. This is hard
to make literal sense of because, if he is willing to say that stones are neither just nor
unjust, it seems that “neither just nor unjust” applies also to things outside the range,
which are not intermediate, properly speaking.

I agree with Striker that Aristotle “is using ‘predication’ here as the opposite of ‘priva-
tion’ instead of the usual ‘state’ or ‘possession’ (££€1c)” (2009: 244).

Which should not be surprising, given what Aristotle said at the end of Categories 10,
viz. that it is distinctive of the opposition between affirmation and negation that “it is
necessary always for one to be true and the other one false” (13b2-3).

In a similar case (in Int. 12, 21b4), wanting to show that “is a white man” and “is a
not-white man” can be both false (and so are not opposed as affirmation and negation),
Aristotle gives a log as example of a possible subject. Of course, a log is something
coloured.

Transitivity of “belonging to every” is what underwrites the validity of the perfect mood
Barbara. See Cat. 3, 1b10-5 and APr. 14, 25b32-26a2.

Given the reflexivity and transitivity of parthood, “A is a part of B” and “Every part of
Ais a part of B” are logically equivalent, as are “A is not a part of B” and “Some part of
A is not a part of B”.

See Cotnoir and Varzi (2021).

The reluctance to call them “names” is not a reluctance to use them or to acknowledge
their meaningfulness.

Barnes (2007: 494) describes the supposed relation (“A holds of every B and B holds of
everything of which A holds except of A”) and considers that “it is worse than odd — it
is incoherent”.

Of course, there can be, in some cases, also a proper part of S that is not a part of P. But
that is not guaranteed; hence, it cannot be what the principle relies on.

Corkum (2015, 2018) agrees with Malink that Aristotle does not assume strong supple-
mentation but argues that he is committed to a weak form of supplementation, entailing
that nothing can have only one proper part. Weak supplementation, however, does not
validate the principle of o-ecthesis, nor does it guarantee the existence of complements.
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I am adopting the text of Minio-Paluello and using Ackrill’s translation, with a minor
change. Weidemann (2015, 2020) believes that the text of lines 20a20-23 is corrupted
and proposes an emendation, according to which Aristotle would be stating equiva-
lences instead of affirmation-to-negation entailments only. In his view, the doctrines
of Int. 10 and APr. 1 46 differ substantially; in particular, the first understands nega-
tive terms in terms of unrestricted complements, while the second understands them in
terms of restricted complements (2020: 308-9). I find the view implausible and his main
argument for the emendation unconvincing. He reads the words évérykm yép eivai tvo
(20a23) as saying that necessarily some (man) is (just) (p. 303), while I think they are
better understood as saying that there must be some (men), an existential requirement
that (as I shall defend in the next section) is part of the truth conditions of “some man is
just”, but not of “not every man is not-just”.

See, among others, Prior (1962); Wedin (1990); Back (2000); Striker (2009) and Cor-
kum (2018).

That interpretive stance faces some objections, one of which derives from a passage in
Int. 11, 21a24-8, where Aristotle seems to deny that “Homer is a poet” entails “Homer
exists”. For an attempt at reconciling the texts, see Wedin (1978). Other objections will
be addressed at the end of this section.

The truth conditions of i- and e-propositions do not need to be changed because the
requirement of their subject being non-empty is already present in the former (an af-
firmation) and absent in the latter (a negation).

See Ross (1949: 423) and Ackrill (1963: 143).

I say “strongly” because the two kinds of cases that Striker has in mind never overlap,
since if “S” is empty, it does not refer to anything. Aristotle is not a Meinongian who
believes in non-existent objects.

In fact, Aristotle contemplates two possibilities: either the major and minor terms are
identical or they are related “as a whole to a part”. This means that he considers “Every
scientific knowledge is good” and “No medical knowledge is good” as being also op-
posite premises, that lead (by Camestres) to the conclusion that “No medical knowledge
is scientific knowledge” (which he evidently takes to entail that “Some scientific knowl-
edge is not scientific knowledge”). To simplify matters, I am focusing on the first type
of case only.

Assuming Aristotle’s usual notion of a counterexample (an instance of an inference
form with true premises and false conclusion), no inference from opposite premises can
have a counterexample. But that does not mean that all such inferences are valid.
Preliminary versions of this work were presented at the University of Lisbon (April 2018)
and the University of Sao Paulo (September 2018) and I am grateful to the audiences on
both occasions for the stimulating discussions. I have benefited from discussions with
Marko Malink during the academic year 2021-2022, which I spent as a visiting scholar at
New York University. Paolo Crivelli and Paolo Fait read the penultimate draft and raised
questions that led to important improvements. Many thanks to two anonymous referees
for their helpful comments. I gratefully acknowledge the financial support of the Portu-
guese Foundation for Science and Technology within the project UIDB/00310/2020.
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6 Proof and Demonstration

The Meanings of deikvoval in the
Posterior Analytics

Pierre-Marie Morel

In the Posterior Analytics, deucvovar is often synonymous with dmodgikviva.
This is the case when it means “demonstrate” in the strict sense of a syllogistic
deduction. However, in other occurrences, it seems to designate something dif-
ferent, like a “proof” in general or a particular kind of proof. This difference is in-
directly attested, e.g. in [1] APo. IT 7, 92b37-8: “definitions neither demonstrate
nor prove anything” (o0te 0 OplopOg 0VOEV 0VTE Amodeikvuoty oite deikvuoy).!
Aristotle does not explain the difference in this passage, but it is quite clear that
there is a difference, since he takes “demonstrate” and “prove” as two distinct
options. He probably means something like this: definitions are not dmodsieic;
hence, they do not demonstrate strictly speaking. Moreover, they are not even
proofs (“demonstration” in a broader sense), that is, sorts of inferences. By “in-
ference”, I mean, roughly, this: some things are posited and other things are
derived from them. In some other occurrences, as we shall see, dsikvdvar can
hardly be translated by “prove”: when it is applied to induction, and if “proof™ is
reserved to a sort of deductive reasoning, “show” seems more appropriate. After
all, as J. Barnes reminds us, “the root meaning of deikvovat is ‘show’” (Barnes
1993: 172).

Any translator of the Posterior Analytics faces these ambiguities: Should we
translate “dewcvovar” differently from case to case? Or should we keep one and the
same translation, despite the aforementioned variations? In fact, the usual transla-
tions are “to prove” (adopted by Barnes 1993), “prouver” (Tricot 1979; Pellegrin
2005), “provare” (Mignucci 2007, who also uses “mostrare”, i.e. “to show”) and
“beweisen” (Detel 2011). One could respond that the issue does not deserve too
much attention, arguing that the verb is not very important in Aristotle’s vocabulary
in the APo. Indeed, he does not use d€i&1g in the 4Po. (as sometimes he does in APr.)
so that there is a sort of imbalance between, on the one hand, the extensive seman-
tic family of “demonstration”, which includes not only the verb dmodeikvovar but
also the emblematic substantive dnd6dei&ig and the crucial adjective dnodeictidg
and, on the other hand, the small family of deikvovat, almost exclusively restricted
to the verb itself. In the Posterior Analytics, this is a verb without corresponding
substantive.? Perhaps, one could say, Aristotle’s use of this verb is a weak one,
without significant consequences.

DOI:10.4324/9781003120704-7
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In my view, on the contrary, there is an important point at stake, and this is what
I would like to show.? Following a path which has been traced by Bonitz for the
corpus aristotelicum as a whole, I shall consider five kinds of occurrences of the
verb dewvivar: (1) as synonymous with dmodeivivar; (2) a weak or instrumental
meaning of the term (e.g. by reference to a previous argument); (3) as departing in
extension from andde&ig, when deucvivar is taken as a generic term, indicating any
kind of proof, or as designating a particular sort of demonstration; (4) as naming
a non-demonstrative operation; (5) indirect or negative meanings, when Aristotle
seems to demarcate dewvovar from amodetcvivon in the strict sense.

1. The Synonymy with dmodeikvivar

Very often, deucvivar is synonymous with amodgucvivar. This is a matter of fact,
and I will content myself with some examples.

1.1

In many occurrences, the use of deikvivar is a mere substitution, which is attested
by a direct connection to the objects and structure of demonstrative cuAloyiopodc.
Aristotle, in these cases, could use dnodeikvovor indifferently.

In I 3, 73al7, against those who say that demonstrations may proceed in a cir-
cle, Aristotle says that [2] “items which are not counterpredicated cannot ever be
proved (d€ifat) in a circle” (ta & ur AvVTIKOTYOPOLUEVE 0VOAUDSG 0Tl eIt
KOKA®). I will come back to this passage later on. For the moment, I just notice, by
comparison with the following passage, that there is no distinction, in this context,
between dmodeikvovar and dewkvovar: [3] “That it is impossible to demonstrate
simpliciter in a circle is plain, if demonstrations must proceed from what is prior
and more familiar” (kOkA@ te 6t1 AdOvaTOV dmodeikvuoBal amAdg, dfilov, elmep €k
TPOTEPMV SET TV Amddetéy slvan kol yvopiotépoy, 72b25-6).

The same can be said about [4] II 12, 95b36: “Again, if there will be a house,
in the same way there will be stones earlier. As before, the proof is (deikvutar)
through the middle term: there will be a foundation earlier” (ndAwv €i £oton oikia,
woavtmg Tpdtepov Ecovtal Aibot. deikvutar 8¢ 610 ToD pécov opoing otat yap
Oepéhog Tpodtepov). Here, the construction with “61d + genitive” and 10 pécov as
complement clearly attests the synonymy with drodewcvivai. Similarly, in [5] 123,
84b31: “when you have to prove (d¢iut) something, you should assume what is
predicated primitively of B. Let it be C; and let D be similarly predicated of C, etc.”

Aristotle contrasts arguments that proceed from case to case (for example,
among magnitudes, proceeding from what holds for numbers to what holds simi-
larly for lines, solids, or times), with arguments where a property is shared by the
species because it belongs to the genus. Of the latter, he says that [6] “now, how-
ever, it is proved universally: what they suppose to hold of them universally does
not hold of them as lines or as numbers but as this” (vOv 8¢ kaB6Aov deikvotatl ov
Yop | ypoupod fi § ap1dpol vrfipyev, GAL’ { 108, O kafdhov VIoTiOsvToL VIapyELY,
I 5, 74a23-5).
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Sometimes, dewvivar is explicitly connected to am6d€1€1s in the same sentence,
for example in I 13, 78a39:

[7] It is also possible to prove the latter [i.e. the fact that the planets do not
twinkle] through the former [i.e. the nearness of the planets], and then the
demonstration will give the reason why:.

Eyyopel 8¢ kai o1 Batépov Bdtepov derydijval, kol Eotar oD S10TL 1|
anodeig.t

1.2

In another set of occurrences, dewkvivar is opposed to the knowledge of the princi-
ples and refers clearly to the deductive process. Accordingly, it is demarcated from
mere assumption, often named by the verb Aappdvewv. Chapter I 10 of the treatise,
from this point of view, is very significant. The text runs as follows. The first sen-
tence, the definition of principles, gives, from the outset, the key of what comes af-
ter: [8] ““I call principles in each kind those items of which it is not possible to prove
that they are” (Aéyw & dpyog &v EkGotm yével tavtag Og OtL £otL un £vdéyetan
deiéat, 76a31-2). Then Aristotle distinguishes between signification, which is just
assumed or posited (AapPdverar), and existence, which is “assumed” in the case of
the principles, but “proved” (dewcvivar) in the case of the other things. It is obvious
that the process by which the “other things” are proved is demonstration itself. It
is confirmed a few lines later (76b10-5), when Aristotle sets out the three elements
which constitute the demonstrative science (dmodeiktik €mtotiun): what it posits
to exist, that is the genus; the common axioms, that is the primitive notions or
propositions “from which demonstrations proceed” (¢¢ GV nphTOV dmodeikvuot);
and the attributes, whose meaning is assumed. Significantly, at 76b21-2, he offers
a synthesis where the verb dewvivan gets the first role: [9] “Nonetheless by nature
there are these three things: that about which the science conducts its proofs, what
it proves, and the items from which it proves” (GAL’ 008&v TTOV Tii YE POOEL Tpia
Tadtd €01, TEPL & T Seikvoot koi b Selvuot kai &€ @v),® which are, respectively,
the genus or subject, attributes or properties, and the principles. Aristotle, obvi-
ously, does not worry about using deucvivar to designate, directly or indirectly, the
objects and fundamental processes which constitute the demonstrative science it-
self. It is also clear that deikvivar can be used to demarcate the deductive reasoning
in contrast to the knowledge of the principles.® In all these occurrences, it is clear
that the verb could be translated by “demonstrate”, as well as by “prove”, as long
as the latter translation does not alter the deductive meaning.

2. Asikvovon in Cross-References

We find also another kind of occurrences, with a mere instrumental use of deucvivou,
to cross-reference to previous arguments. This case is perhaps less important, at
least at first sight: it sounds purely conventional and serves as a mere transition.
But it turns out to be an interesting case. For example, we read in I 3, 73a8,” “If a
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single item is laid down, I have proved (5&€dsuctan) that it is never necessary that
anything else be the case”. Let us consider what follows immediately, marking the
two different uses of “prove” (I 3, 73a11-7):

[10] Now if A follows B and C, and these follow one another and A, in
this case it is possible to prove! (dewkvivar) all the postulates reciprocally
in the first figure, as I have provedi (bg 8édewktar) in my account of de-
duction. I have also proved! (8¢dewktar) that in the other figures either no
deduction at all comes about or else none concerning the assumptions. But
items which are not counterpredicated cannot ever be proved' (3€i&ot) in
a circle.

gav p&v ovv 16 1€ A 1 B xai 1 T #antor, kai tadt GAAMAoLC Kol ) A,
oVTo pev Evogyetar €& AAMA®Y detkvival Tavta To aitnOévia &v Td TPOT®
OYNUOTL, OG OESEKTAL £V TOIG TEPL GLALOYIGUOD. dEdeIKTAL OE Kal ATl €V TOIG
dALoc ooty Tj 00 yivetar GLAAOYIGHOG T} OV Tepl TV ANPOEVTOV. TO 08
pn GVTIKOTNYOpoOUEVE 0VSAU®DG EGTL SETENL KOKA® . . .

In this passage, deucvdvor names not only the demonstrative proof as such (fo
prove'), but also the results of previous enquiries, that is, what is now taken for
granted and does not need further justification (fo prove™). These internal refer-
ences (according to Ross, Barnes, Pellegrin, Mignucci) relate to some passages of
the Prior Analytics, about the conditions of genuine circular proofs, that is, dem-
onstrations involving convertible propositions (at 73al4, it is alluded to APr II
5-7), which are “rare in the demonstrative sciences” or “in the demonstrations”
(&v 10ig anmodeifeowv), as he says at APo. 1, 3, 73a18. More precisely, at 73a8, Ar-
istotle probably refers to APr. I 25, but it is also true, as Barnes reminds us, that it
alludes to the very definition of the cuAloywopde. So it is clear that, even though
“to prove™ takes second place to “fo prove™, it is along the same lines: it is about
a non-hypothetical truth, which does not need further justifications. One could say
the same about, for instance, II 3, 90b25, where what is referred to is beyond doubt:
“Again, the principles of demonstrations are definitions, and it has been proved
(0édewtan) earlier that there will not be demonstrations of principles”. What has
been “shown” earlier has been “proved” as well, in the sense that it can be now
taken for granted.

29

3. The Floating Extension of d€ukvivan

However, in other circumstances, deucvovon differs in extension from dmodeikvovar
in the strict sense.® Two different cases may be considered under this heading: ge-
neric extension and specification of the demonstration.

3.1

As a generic term, deicvivar indicates any kind of proof, including amodei&ic as
one of its species.
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As a matter of fact, detkvOvar can even be the genus of the very definition of
am6deiéic. It is the case in 1T 3, 90b34-7:

[11] Again, every demonstration proves something of something, i.e. that it
is or is not; but in the definition nothing is predicated of anything else — e.g.
neither animal of two-footed nor this of animal, nor indeed figure of plane
(for a plane is not a figure nor is a figure a plane).

&1 oo Amodel&lg Tl koTd TIvOg delkvuoty, olov 8Tt 6TtV §j ovk EoTiv v 8¢
6 Opopd o0V Etepov £Tépov Katnyopsital, olov obte 10 {Pov Katd Tod
dimodog oBte T0TO KOTd TOD {MOV, 0VOE 61 Kt ToD EMmESOV TO GYTjpa OV
Yap €0TL TO Emimedov oyfjua, 0VdE TO oyfipta Emninedov.

That we have to do with a sort of abbreviated definition of demonstration as such is
attested by the comparison with the essence of definition itself. Aristotle seems to
distinguish, in this passage, between the ti £o11 of the demonstration and the ti €011
of the definition. Now, dewkviOvai is clearly the generic term for non-definitional pro-
cedures, and the specification is given by the ti katd tivdc. Moreover, it is echoed
by [12] IT 4, 91a14-5: “A syllogism proves something of something through the
middle term” (0 p&v yap GLALOYIGLOG T1 KOTO TVOG dgikvuot d1d Tod pécov). Here
the same definition, applied to the cuAloyiopdg in the strict sense, is completed by
the mention of the middle term.

Further confirmation of this is to be found in I 24, 85b23—7, where the adjective
dewctkdg gets the generic function:

[13] Again, if demonstrations are probative deductions which give the ex-
planation and the reason why, and if universals are more explanatory . . .
then universal demonstrations are better. For it is rather they which give the
explanation and the reason why.

"Ett €l 1] Amodel&lg HéV €6TL GLAAOYIGHOG OEIKTIKOG aitiog Kol Tod d1d Ti, TO
kadorov & aitidtepov (§ yop ke’ adTd VLEpyEL T1, T0DTO ADTO AvT@ aitiov
10 8¢ KaBOA oL Tp@TOV aitiov Gpa 10 KaBOov) dhote kol 1 arddel&ig fetiov
pdAdov yap tod aitiov kai Tod dud Ti £oTv.

In the first sentence, the adjective dewtikdg is just transitive: the syllogism
demonstrates the conclusion by revealing the “cause” or “the reason why”. It
is clear that the emphasis should be put on “aitiog xai Tod S i rather than on
“dewtikdg”. To be probative, to prove something, is the proper function of a syllogism
so that the adjective dewtikog does not seem to add something significant to the
substantive. Nevertheless, there is probably more to this expression. Indeed, we
know that some syllogisms, or some inferences that one may call “syllogisms”, can
be either non-demonstrative deductions, or weak (or incorrect) syllogisms. So the
formula “culloyiopog dektikog® plus genitive”, as a whole, sounds like a general
designation of any kind of deduction, of which dnddei&ig properly speaking (i.e.
the deduction which reveals the universal, because it is what is most explanatory)
is a species.
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There is another clue about this in the same chapter, in 85a26—8, where Aristotle
says that “a universal demonstration shows that something else and not the thing
itself is in fact so-and-so (e.g. of the isosceles it shows not that an isosceles but that
a triangle is so-and-so), whereas a particular demonstration shows that the thing
itself is in fact so-and-so”. The passage is clearly dialectical: Aristotle, first, argues
for “particular demonstrations” against “universal demonstrations” before defend-
ing, subsequently, the latter against the former. In this sentence, he uses the verb
gmdewcvova, translated here by “show”. This is a hapax in the Analytics. In fact,
the lexicon of the émidei&ig does not belong to Aristotle’s technical vocabulary of
the theory of science.!? In this context, it seems to be a very general term, and not
a technical one, like the adjective dewctikdg. In this text too, the idea of “showing
something by way of inference”, expressed by a paronym of dewvivay, is taken at
the generic level and applied to different specific cases.!!

It is true that there is a specific difficulty in this section (Chapters 2426 of Book
I) of the Posterior Analytics: Aristotle deals with several kinds of “demonstrations”
(dmddei&ig) and evaluates their respective merits, taking them in pairs: universal
and particular demonstrations, positive and privative demonstrations, and demon-
strations which demonstrate directly and those which lead to impossible. I shall
come back to the last pair later on. For the moment, it is sufficient to notice that the
word anddel&ig names several forms of deductions which differ in value. Hence, it
is not so easy to isolate the best demonstration, or demonstration properly speak-
ing. In any case, concerning the first pair, it is absolutely clear, in I 24, 86a9-10,
that a demonstration in the highest sense, arnodei&ig without qualification, is a uni-
versal demonstration: “a universal demonstration is better since it is more of a
demonstration”.

To sum up, I think that all this gives good support to the idea that the mere
“probative” function, i.e. to show something by an inferential way, is more general
than the demonstration properly speaking, particularly when the latter is taken as
the best demonstration, demonstration without qualification. At any rate, the most
crucial is this: having to our disposal deucvovan in this broad sense, as a genus,
serves to define the demonstrative syllogism and to show its specific difference.

3.2

Conversely, the family of dewcvOvay, in particular the adjective dewkticdc, may also
be used to specify anodei&is. This is the case in the expression anddel&ig dekTiky
(“probative” or “affirmative” demonstration) at I 24—6, at APr. 11 14, and in other
passages of the APr, where am6de1&ic deuctikn is opposed either to demonstration
per impossibile or to privative demonstration. Besides, deiktikn appears only five
times in the APo, precisely in the mentioned section.

The expression am6dei&lg dektikn is somewhat strange since every demon-
stration is, by definition, “probative” in the sense of “able to prove”. Neverthe-
less, when it is opposed to the “privative demonstration” (ctepnTiKT AnddEELS),
it means the same as “positive demonstration” (kateyopikny dm6de1€ic).!? For the
clarity of the translation, there are good reasons to choose “direct” in I 25, rather
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than, e.g. “demonstration which proves” (“démonstration qui prouve” in Pierre
Pellegrin’s translation) or “affirmative demonstration” (“démonstration affirma-
tive” in Tricot).

There is a supplementary difficulty due to the fact that the same adjective, in I
246, refers to two different cases, as Barnes points out (1993: 183): as opposed,
on the one hand, to “privative demonstration”, and to “demonstration per impos-
sibile”, on the other. In addition, a privative demonstration may be said “dewctikn”,
when opposed to demonstration per impossibile, as it is the case in I 26, 87a5. For
this reason, the Mignucci-Pellegrin proposal for dewtikn in this passage, “osten-
sive”,!? is an interesting suggestion.'*

I am not sure that there is much to infer from this set of occurrences, especially
because the exact meaning of the term depends on the list of its opposites, which
is not easy to establish. For instance, as Striker says, even though demonstrations
from hypothesis involves demonstrations per impossibile, some demonstrations from
hypothesis are direct proofs. Moreover, G. Striker (2009: 109) observes, regarding
deTik@c, that “Aristotle nowhere defines this expression”.

All this reinforces the sense of “show” rather than the idea of deduction.!* More
precisely, this meaning has more to do with a certain way of deducing, than with
deduction itself, as it is suggested by the adverb within the expression detktik@dg
ovAroyileoBat, in APr. 1 29, 45b14-5. This is the reason why I am inclined to
think that translations like “ostensive demonstration” and “ostensive syllogism”
are suitable and much better than “probative”: after all, privative and per impos-
sibile deductions are called by Aristotle “demonstrations” as well, so that they are
also “probative” to some extent. Demonstrations per impossibile are convertible,
and Aristotle insists that [14] “syllogisms that lead to the impossible work in the
same way as the ostensive ones, for they come about through the terms that fol-
low or are followed by each of the two terms” (APr. 1 29, 45a23-5: Tov adtov 6¢
TpomOV £X0Vot Kal ol €ig TO AdVVaTOV (yovTeg GUALOYIGLOL TOIG SEIKTIKOIG KO YOp
obtot yivovtol 1t tdv Emouévev kol oig Eneton kdrepov). The difference is this:
[15] “in the ostensive syllogism both premises are posited in accordance with the
truth, while in the syllogism that leads to the impossible one of the premises posited
is false” (APr.129,45b10-2: év pev 1 detikd kot’ aAndgiav apedtepar tibevton
01 TPOTAGELG, £V O TQ €ig TO AOVVATOV WYEVODG 1] Hict).

All the same, using dewtikn] in the case of positive demonstration by contrast
with privative demonstration, as in the case of non-per-impossibile demonstration —
even ifit could be a source of confusion and, Barnes says, a “unfortunate” decision —
is understandable. There is, indeed, something common in both cases: the idea that
the demonstration in question “shows directly” what it proves, in accordance with
the core meaning of deiktikdg and detcvovar.

4. Non-Deductive Attestation

So far, we have dealt with deductive meanings: dewviovor applied to deductions,
or to sorts of cuAhoyicpoi. However, in some other texts of the Posterior Analyt-
ics it is also applied to non-deductive procedures and attestations, especially to
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induction. It is the case in the famous opening section of the Posterior Analytics,
atl1, 71a5-9:

[16] Similarly with arguments, both deductive and inductive: they effect their
teaching through what we already know, the former assuming items which
we are presumed to grasp, the latter proving something universal by way of
the fact that the particular cases are plain.

(Barnes 1993)

opoimg 0¢ kai mepl ToLG AdYoVg 0f Te St GLALOYICUMV Kol 01 O’ EXAYWOYTIG
GULPOTEPOL YO 10 TPOYIVOCKOUEVMV TOLODVTOL THV SdacKO iy, Ol PV
hopPavovteg ag mapa Euvievtav, ol 6 detkvivreg 10 KaBoAov 61t ToD Sijlov
glvon 10 ko0’ EKacTov.

This text should be compared with I 31, 88a2—6, about induction itself:

[17] for we have seen that there is no perception of universals. Neverthe-
less, if we observed this happening often and then hunted for the universal,
we would possess a demonstration; for it is from many particulars that the
universal becomes plain. Universals are valuable because they make the ex-
planations plain.

0 yap v Tod kaddLov aicOncig. ov ufv dAA’ 8k Tod Owpeiv Todto moArKIg
ocvpPaivov 10 kaBorov v Bnpedcavteg amddEEv glyopey €k yap TV kab’
gkaota TAEOVOV 10 kaBdiov dfjAov. 10 8¢ kaborov tipov, 6Tt dniol to
aitov-

The second passage clearly echoes the sentence “proving something universal
by way of the fact that the particular cases are plain”, in the first text. Induction,
which is not a demonstration (an6dei&ic) from the universal, “makes clear”, or
by itself “reveals”, the universal. True, in the second text, it seems that there is
a sort of amdde1&ig at the end of the inductive process, and this should remind us
that, as Mignucci, for example, observes, A4Po. I 1, 71a5-9 is not about natural
or naive induction.'® This should remind us that induction is not absolutely dis-
connected from the deductive reasoning. After all, in I 13, 78a34 ss., Aristotle
adds that what is established by induction can, in certain cases, constitute a “syl-
logism of the fact” or a deduction which gives the fact. Be that as it may, Barnes’
translation rightly underlines the temporal order of the successive stages of the
process,'” and this leads to consider induction as a distinct way of “showing”
things.

For the same reason, Mignucci (2007), at APo. Il 7. 92bl, translates deikvooty
with “show” (“mostrare”) in the sentence “an induction does not show what a
thing is, but rather that it is or is not”.!8 Indeed an induction does not “prove” prop-
erly speaking, if one understands by “proof” a deductive process. In his commen-
tary,!” Mignucci interestingly adds that Aristotle is playing here with the meanings
of dewvOvar, which sometimes means “prove”, but other times “show”. According
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to Mignucci, in the latter sense, what is a dewvidvai, is not only a “deductive de-
monstrative argument” but also an “induction” (“non solo una argomentazione
deduttiva dimostrativa, ma anche un “induzione”) so that the verb has the generic
meaning of “justify” (“giustificare”). More generally, if it is true that deucvivon
may have this generic meaning, let us also say that it fits well the particular case of
induction, each time it refers to the mere fact of “showing” something.

So how should we translate oi dewviOvteg in I 1 and should we admit the com-
mon translation of “proving”?? I think the answer depends in part on what we
expect of “proof”. If one takes the most demanding conception of what a proof
is, especially in the context of the Posterior Analytics this translation does not fit
well: if “the universal” designates a universal concept (e.g. the universal notion of
the figure or the triangle), and not a universal proposition, it is not something to
prove but something to grasp or something to derive further things from. Never-
theless, you could adopt a more relaxed conception of what a “proof” is. After all,
the modern term “proof” admits several levels of technicity and complexity. In a
police investigation, the alibi of a suspect can be taken as a factual “proof™ that he
is innocent. On the contrary, the absence of any alibi, although it is not an evidence
that he is guilty, may be considered as an element, among others, of the inquiry that
aims at “proving”, by a sort of deduction (in the broad sense), the culpability of
the guilty person. So we have, on the one hand, evidence or immediate proof and,
on the other hand, a chain of elements linked by a deductive process. In both cases
we may talk about “proofs”, although we have to distinguish between two different
kinds of attestation.

However, what Aristotle wants to point out in I 1 (text [16] above) is not the
scientific or epistemic value of induction, the positive outcomes one can expect
from it. This is not an evaluation of the epistemological power of induction. Rather,
as the first lines of the chapter make clear, Aristotle’s purpose is to emphasise that
induction — as well as deduction although in a different way — implies a sort of pre-
existing knowledge (the knowledge of the particulars), and that induction is able to
bring about a certain sort of “teaching” (5idackaiia).

Moreover, I think that the second text (I 31; text [17]) points out that induction
does not give “the reason why”, o aition, which is only given by the universal
itself. The inductive process just leads to the universal and, actually, precedes the
stage of the demonstration, which, for its part, starts from the universal.?! In addi-
tion, in the first text (I 1), ol dewvovteg are on the inductive side, by contrast with
those who have recourse to deductions or syllogisms. Mignucci’s commentary on
that point (1975: 6), is very clear and useful: here, Mignucci says, deikvOvar is
not to be understood in the strong sense of “prove”, but in the sense of “exhibit”,
“show” (in Italian: esibire, mostrare). He adds that induction does not “prove”,
excepted in the case of complete enumeration or perfect induction (4Pr. II 23,
68b27-9).

For all these reasons, for clarity, and if one takes into account the grammatical
structure of the passage (which emphasises the difference between 610 cuALOYIGUDY
and ov” énaywytic), I think that “showing the universal” is a better translation for
delcvovTeg 10 KaBOAOL.
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5. Indirect Implications for the Theory of Demonstration

Finally, one may detect a fifth class, containing indirect semantic effects due to
certain uses of dewkvovar. One should be cautious on that point because it is not
always easy to make a clear distinction between, on the one hand, indirect or nega-
tive occurrences and, on the other hand, the generic and relaxed sense of the term.
Nevertheless, there are good reasons to think that Aristotle, in some passages, is
happy to use, with deucvivar, a verb which is flexible enough to designate not only
a genuine “proof” but also a weak or incorrect kind of inference.

To begin with, one may observe that, taken that way, the term plays an important
role in dialectical arguments. See, for example, II 4, 91a35-b1:

[18] Those people who prove through conversion what soul is (or what man
is, or anything else which exists) postulate what was set at the beginning.
E.g. if someone were to claim that soul is what is itself explanatory of its own
being alive, and that this is a number which moves itself: it is necessary to
postulate that soul is just what is a number which moves itself, in the sense
of being the same thing as it.

ol p&v ovv S18 Tod dvtioTpépety deuvivTeg Ti ot yoyn, 1 Tl oty dvOpwmog
| 8AAo OTIODY TAV Svimv, TO & dpyFic aitodvat, olov &l Tic dEIOGELE YoV
givar 1o oTd avTd aitiov Tod (v, 10910 8 Ap1BuOV adTOV AVTOV Kivodva
avérykn yap aitficor TV yoyiv émep apdudv ivon adTov anTov Kivodvia,
oUTmg MG TO AdTO V.

In other words, those — probably some Platonists like Xenocrates — who pretend to
prove the essence through conversion, actually do not prove anything because their
argument is a mere postulation of what is to be proved. It would have been weird
to use amodewkvovar in this context since, according to Aristotle, this is not a case
of correct demonstration. Obviously, deucvovor is more suitable for the implicit ex-
pression of a critical distance, with the sense of “those people who #y fo prove”.?

Beyond the particular case of dialectical arguments, dewkvhval may name er-
roneous inferences, that is pseudo-demonstrations.?

See 15, 74a4-6:

[19] It must not escape our notice that we often make mistakes — what we are
trying to prove does not hold primitively and universally although we think
we are proving it universally and primitively.

A€l 6¢ pn AavBavey &1t moAAAaKig cupPaiverl Stopaptdvely kol pr HTapyew
10 Setcvopevov mpdTov kadorov, T dokel deikvucdot kaddlov TpdTov.

Among the examples which are given in this chapter, there is the so called
“proof” according to which perpendiculars do not meet because they are perpen-
diculars; actually, it is not qua perpendiculars since it holds insofar as angles are
equal (it does not hold for right angles only). I think it is significant that the verb
dewcvovar is used at the beginning of this passage for a pseudo-demonstration. An
objection may be raised: anddei&ig too appears at 74al0-1 concerning the case
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dewkvovan is applied to. But this is straightaway followed by the opposition with a
more technical and more demanding conception of demonstration, i.e. “universal
demonstration”: the demonstration which applies to its subject primitively and
universally. So, all things considered, we can guess that deikvovai, in the first
lines of I 5, prepares the ground for this opposition: one may say that an incom-
plete or partial demonstration is a sort of proof, and even a sort of ano6dei&ig in
the broad sense, but this is not a demonstration in the strictest sense of the word,
a “universal demonstration” since it does not consider the appropriate extension
of the genus.

Another example of this way of contrasting general terms with the technical
vocabulary of demonstration is offered by I 9, about inappropriate principles. Let
us briefly recall this passage. First, Aristotle posits the premises of his own argu-
ment: [20] “you cannot demonstrate anything except from its own principles if
what is being proved holds of it as such” (75b37-8: &xactov dmodeifot ovk EoTv
GAN 1) &k 6V EkdoTo ApY@V, BV TO detcvdpevoy Drdpym T xeivo). Consequently,
the aforementioned criteria of right demonstration are not sufficient: [21] “scien-
tific knowledge is not simply a matter of proving something from what is true and
indemonstrable and immediate” (75b39-40: ovk £ott 10 €nicTocat Todto, GV &
aANnO®V kai avamodeixtov derydT) kai apéowv). In both sentences, dewcvivon and
the terms of the same family are to be understood in the first way, i.e. as equivalent
to dmodewvovar properly speaking? whereas, in the second case, it seems that we
have the generic sense.?® Indeed, Aristotle intends to refine, in the following lines,
his own conception of scientific knowledge, adding a supplementary difference:
scientific knowledge as such requires — given the subject it is dealing with — the
appropriate principles (76a4—7), so premises and conclusion share a genus: “they
must be of a kind with (cvyyevi)) them” (76a30). Now, in order to demarcate the
right conception of demonstration (that is, the kind of proof which satisfies this
principle of homogeneity) from inappropriate demonstrations, Aristotle evokes the
way Bryson “proved”, as it were, the squaring of the circle:

[22] you cannot demonstrate anything except from its own principles if what
is being proved holds of it as such, scientific knowledge is not simply a mat-
ter of proving something from what is true and indemonstrable and immedi-
ate. Otherwise it will be possible to prove things in the way in which Bryson
proved the squaring of the circle. Such arguments prove in virtue of a com-
mon feature which will also hold of something else; and so the arguments
also attach to other items which are not of a kind with them. Hence you do
not understand the item as such but only incidentally — otherwise the demon-
stration would not attach to another kind as well.

(75b37-76a3)

EK0OTOV AmodEIEaL OUK E0TV AN’ T €K TMV EKAGTOV APYDV, GV TO SEIKVOUEVOV
omapyn | éxeivo, odk Fott 10 émictocOur todto, dv &€ dANO®V Kai
avomodeiktov deydf kol duécwv. Eott yap obtm deiut, domep Bpiowv
TOV TETPAYOVIGUOV. KATO KOWOV T€ Yap SEKVOOLGLY Ol To10DTol AdYyoL, O
Kol ETép® VIAPEEL S10 Kol £’ ALV £QApPUOTTOVGLY 01 AGYOL OV GUYYEVAV.
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obkodV ovy T &keivo émictortol, GAAL Kot cuUBEPNKOG 00 Yap Bv EQHPIOTTEY
1M anddeléig kol €’ GALo yévog.

Bryson did offer a proof, and even a sort of “demonstration” (line 76a2-3), but this
is not a proper demonstration because, as a parallel passage from the Sophistical
Refutations 11% shows, he pretended to solve a geometrical problem through prin-
ciples which belong, actually, to both geometry and arithmetic.

I admit that these semantic nuances are not crystal clear and that there is, prob-
ably, a certain indecision in Aristotle’s terminological choices. Nevertheless, the
terminology of “proof” appears twice in the quoted passage, and I think that this
is at least a clue in favour of the hypothesis that sometimes dewvOvat indicates an
incorrect way of proving. The translation by “prove”, in this context, is probably
better than “show” since it designates a kind of deduction, provided that we keep
in mind that it does not refer, in this particular case, to the real, scientific deduction.
This is precisely what we are looking for in this section of the Posterior Analytics:
the “demonstration and science simpliciter”, am66€1&1g and Emotnun anldg, as it
is named, just before our passage, in I 8, 75b23—5 (see also 19, 76a14): the kind of
deductive reasoning which derives a conclusion from true, immediate, universal,
and necessary premises, through the middle term, and in which premises and con-
clusion are homogeneous.

6. Conclusion

It is doubtful that Aristotle intends to assign a crucial meaning to dgikvovat in each
case. Moreover, this verb admits several degrees of precision and even its logical
extension is fuzzy. Indeed, as we have seen, it covers a wide range of meanings and
connotations. It is, in this sense, an unstable term. Nevertheless, if it is taken as an
alternative to other terms which are, like dmodeucvivou, at the core of Aristotle’s
theory of science, it is vested with an important function. Most of the time, the
traditional translation (“prove”, “proof”) does the job, provided that we keep in
mind that a single consistent translation admits a set of nuances, depending on the
particular context of each occurrence.

More fundamentally, what is at stake here, beyond mere questions of translation?
Three reasons may explain, at least in part, the pervasive presence of dgtcvovat in
the Posterior Analytics, in particular when it clearly differs from dmodeucvivaur.

First, to the extent that it is distinct from dmodei&ic and drmodeicvova, the case of
dewvovan reminds us that there is room, in addition to scientific deduction properly
speaking, for a less demanding and more relaxed conception of deduction.

Second, when it is applied to induction, with the sense of “showing some-
thing”, dewvOvar reminds us that the first principles are to be grasped without
demonstration.

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, one may suspect that Aristotle does need
this unstable verb (and other terms of the same family) in order to preserve, in con-
trast to dmodetkvovar (and to amodeiig), the technical sense of “demonstrate” (and
“demonstration”) in the strict sense of the term — for instance, in the expression
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amodeucvivar anAdg. The verb deucvivar is not the most suitable term for scien-
tific reasoning, and it is not even one of the most refined terms of Aristotle’s lexi-
con in the Posterior Analytics, but I think it is one of his main semantic tools to
build the terminology of demonstration, insofar as it leads the reader to focus on
demonstration in the highest sense of the word. Taken that way, deikvOvan is per-
haps a term whose proper meaning is less important than its function in Aristotle’s
lexical strategy. Paradoxically, the flexibility of the vocabulary of “proof”, if not its
imprecision, serves the cause of Aristotle’s project, in the Posterior Analytics, to
build a rigorous scientific terminology.

Notes

1

10

11

12

13

Translation (Barnes 1993), here and in the following, with slight modifications. Note
that if one does not follow Barnes in translating cuAloyiopdg by “deduction”, “deduc-
tion” could be a candidate, keeping in mind that certain “proofs” are not deductions, as
we shall see. I especially thank Matthew Duncombe for his careful rereading of my text,
as well as the anonymous referees and the participants in the Conference at Lisbon for
their valuable remarks and suggestions.

This is true for APo., but not for APr., where d¢i&ic appears several times: [ 15, 34a4; [
29, 45a35; 117, 59a33, 41 (where it gets the same meaning as arnddel&Lg).

Although this chapter starts from translation issues and hopes to contribute to solve
them, I do not think that arguments of a linguistic nature can be strictly distinguished
from philosophical points of interpretation. At any rate, I consider semantic distinc-
tions as a necessary (but not sufficient) basis for conceptual distinctions (here between
deucvivar and dmodeikvovor mainly).

It is worth noting that dmodewvovay, in this context, does not always refer to a “demon-
stration” properly speaking, i.e. to a sound syllogism proceeding from premises prior by
nature. In the same chapter, indeed, Aristotle admits that it is possible to “demonstrate”,
in a sense, from the fact (78a30; 36). I cannot dwell on the issue of the so called “syl-
logism of the fact”. At any rate, I consider this weaker or generic use of drodetcvivor as
an exception in the APo. As we shall see, dgucvivar would have been more appropriate
in this case since this latter term may designate both the demonstration in the strict sense
and a so-called “demonstration” (or the generic meaning of “demonstration”).

Here again, the grammatical construction reinforces the synonymy claim; for amodei&ig
+ €k + genitive, see text [3]. “By nature”: emphasised by Barnes 1993.

See also I 2, 71b23; 72a39; 11, 77a28.

For similar cases, see APo. 1 11, 77a34; 32, 88b25-6; 11 3, 90b25; 11 12, 96al, and many
other occurrences in the corpus aristotelicum as a whole.

As we have seen in 4Po. 1, 13, also different meanings of drnodetcvivar may correspond
to different extensions. I thank one of the anonymous referees for this remark.

See also 123, 85a2. As Mignucci (1975: 511), says: “qui . . . I’aggettivo ha un impiego
non tecnico”.

By contrast, in Plato’s dialogues, it designates, not only the sophistic way of developing
discourses (e.g. Prt. 320c), but also any kind of account or statement (e.g. Phd. 99d).
For a different case of the generic sense of deicvivat, one may also refer to EN. VII 1,
1145b4, 7 (two occurrences), where it is related to &vdo&o which are drawn from the
most authoritative opinions on akrasia. It is clear that this is not a demonstrative syl-
logism, but a dialectical one.

See 124, 85a13 for the latter expression. With dewctikn, see [ 25, 86a32; 86b31; 26, 87a5
(vs demonstration per impossibile).

This term is admitted in logic and in mathematics for a direct reasoning or a demonstra-
tion which makes clear the intermediaries.
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14 This is also Striker’s translation for dewtik@®dg in her translation of the Prior Analytics,
e.g. in APr.18,29a31-3 (vs demonstration per impossibile), 123, 40b25 (vs demonstra-
tion per impossibile as counting as a kind of hypothetical argument). Same translation
(“ostensive”) for the adjective in 40b27 (again: vs demonstration per impossibile as
counting as a kind of hypothetical argument). Cf. Striker (2009).

15 Cf. in this sense the German translation by Detel, “aufweisende Demonstration”.

16 About scientific (or perfect) induction and its connection to deduction (which can be
obtained from induction through the conversion of one of its premises), see APr. 11, 23,
68b15-29.

17 See also Ross’ remarks: “The knowledge of a universal principle which supervenes
on perception of particular facts is not itself deduction, but intuitive knowledge, won
by induction . . . but the principles thus grasped may become premises from which the
particular facts may be deduced” (Ross [1949] 1965: 599).

18 As Medda (2016: 1015) also does, whereas in APo. I 1, 71a8, he prefers “prove” (“le
seconde provano 1’universale attraverso 1’evidenza del particolare”).

19 Mignucci (2007: 262-3).

20 I refer here to text [16]. Among the modern translations, see Barnes in the Complete
works: “proving the universal”; Barnes (1993): “proving something universal”; Tricot:
“en prouvant 1’universel”; Mignucci (2007): “provando ’universale”; Pellegrin: “en
prouvant I’universel”, etc.

21 In this sense, see Barnes (1993: 194).

22 Italics are mine. See Barnes (1993): “try to prove”.

23 See again I 32, 88bl5, against the undiscriminating use of any principle to prove
anything.

24 See section 1.1.

25 See section 3.1.

26 See 171b16; 172a2-7.
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7 Causal Explanation and
Demonstration in Posterior
Analytics 11 11

Pierre Pellegrin

We should certainly agree with David Ross, according to whom “this chapter is
one of the most difficult in Aristotle”,! but it is also a crucial one since it comes
to grips with the connexion between the two main aspects of Aristotelian sci-
ence, namely, causal explanation (aetiology) and demonstration. I will consider
the first part of the chapter only, up to 94b26, where this combination is at stake,
leaving aside, among other subjects, the very interesting question of the unity of
the chapter. There are two problems notoriously difficult is this section: the status
of the formal cause, and the way the causal syllogism may be constructed in the
case of the final cause. To those two problems I will add another one and begin
with it: how are we to understand the sentence ndicat avtar (i.e. aition) S Tod
pécov deikvovton at the beginning of the chapter (94a23)? Answering this ques-
tion will help us to solve the second difficulty, that concerning the final cause. All
translators and commentators (except myself) consider deikvovtal as a passive
form. But in what way could the causes be demonstrated? If we are to adopt this
interpretation, we should take deikvovtar in a weak sense: “the cause is exhibited
through the middle term”

But this common position seems hardly possible since the énictac6at of the
first line refers to “science” in a proper and strong sense and therefore to causal
explanation in a proper and strong sense. Aglkvovtotr must then certainly be un-
derstood as meaning “demonstrate” in a proper and strong sense. In my French
translation of the Posterior Analytics,* 1 propose to take deikvovtor as a middle
voice form. One could object that Aristotle is supposed to make a distinction
between dmodeikvopt and deicvopt, the first term referring to demonstration in
a full Aristotelian sense and the second to the fact of making something clear.
But readers and translators of Aristotle know that he quite often uses dgikvopu to
indicate a demonstration in the proper sense. Let us try to follow the first section
of this chapter.

The first four lines remind us that there is no scientific knowledge except
through the knowledge of the causes; then Aristotle quickly describes the four
causes, and he undertakes to consider what relationship each of the causes has
with the middle term of the scientific syllogism under consideration, beginning with
the material cause.

DOI: 10.4324/9781003120704-8
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The first three lines of this section on the material cause?® are translated in this
way by Jonathan Barnes:*

An explanation [i.e. a cause in Barnes’ terminology] of the type “if something
holds it is necessary for this to hold” occurs not when a single proposition
is assumed but only when at least two are. This is so when the propositions
have a single middle term. Thus when this one item is assumed, it is neces-
sary for the conclusion to follow.

(94a24-7)

This has been interpreted in two ways:

1 These lines just remind us what a syllogistic demonstration is, and this applies
to all kinds of causes. This is Averroes’ position and also that of “the Latins”
according to Zabarella.’

2 According to “the Greeks” (Zabarella says), these lines concern the material cause
only, since they repeat in the singular the description of this cause given at the
beginning of the chapter (t6 1€ ydp 0o dvtog Todi dvéykn eivon on the one hand
at 94a24, 10 tivov dviev avéykn todt’ eivar on the other at 94a21). Zabarella
adopted this interpretation, relying on the 8fjlov 82 xoi @S at 94a27 (“this is also
clear in virtue of what follows”), which proposes an example of what has been just
said: as this example is an example of the material cause, what had been said in
the lines 94a24-27 also concerns the material cause. Aristotle gives as an example
of the working together of the syllogistic form of the argument and of the material
causality the angle inscribed in a semicircle: if B (half of two right angles) holds
of A (right angle), necessarily A belongs to C (angle inscribed in a semicircle). B
is the middle term and the material cause in virtue of which A belongs to C. In my
2005 translation of the Posterior Analytics, 1 have also adopted the interpretation
(2), considering that Averroes and “the Latins” have probably been misled by the
similarity of the definition of the material cause offered here with that of the syl-
logism found at the beginning of the Prior Analytics (a syllogism is “a discourse
in which, certain things having been supposed, something different from the things
supposed necessarily results because these things are what they are,” 24b18).6

In fact, both “the Latins” and “the Greeks” are right to some extent since lines
94a24-7 may also be applied to any syllogistic demonstration because no syllo-
gism may work with a single premiss. We could then paraphrase the text in the
following way: “the four causes demonstrate through a middle term, which presup-
poses that the argument have two premisses and not only one, and this is evidenced
by (y&p) what happens with the material cause”.

Much has been said on the present description of the material cause as “if certain
things hold, it is necessary for this to hold”, and I do not want to devote much time
to this question. Let me just mention that [ am not convinced that we have to refer to
“intelligible matter” to understand this, as some did.” We should just remember that
at Physics 11 3,195a16 the premisses (oi Vnofécelg) are given as the 10 €€ o aitid
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of the conclusion, just as matter is 10 &£ o0 aitid of artefacts. This means that what
is caused is included in the cause: from this point of view, there is nothing else in
the statue but the marble it is made of, and nothing else in the conclusion but what
is already present in the premisses. On the contrary, in the case of the moving cause,
we need some additional reality: the physician is external to the patient he is healing.

Much has been said also of the geometrical example in this passage. In fact,
this example refers to geometrical procedures that are much less complicated than
those to which it is usually considered to refer. In my view, Aristotle possibly al-
ludes to a demonstration of this kind: the angle AON is equal to two angles OAP
(since the triangle OAP is isosceles), and the angle AOP is equal to two angles
OAN (since the triangle OAN is isosceles), these two propositions relying on the
Pythagoras theorem (see the following). Therefore, the angle NAP is equal to the
half of the sum of the angles AON and AOP, this sum being equal to two right an-
gles. Therefore, NAP is a right angle.

It does not seem necessary to refer to Metaphysics 1X 9, 1051a24-9 (which
does not consider a demonstration but an “immediate grasping”) as Ross does.
But we should assume that such a demonstration takes for granted that the angles
at the base of any isosceles triangle are equal (a theorem attributed to Thales), and
that the sum of the angles of any triangle is equal to two right angles (attributed
to Pythagoras). In other words, this syllogistic demonstration presupposes some
extensive mathematical knowledge.

We have the following syllogism: AaB, BaC, AaC, in usual terms:

Half of two right angles is a right angle
The angle inscribed in a semicircle is half of two right angles
The angle inscribed in a semicircle is a right angle

An example like this shows clearly enough what a scientific syllogism is, or rather
is not: it is certainly a demonstrative procedure that makes a statement persuasive
in proving it, but not a heuristic procedure. If the premisses of this syllogism are
true, it is impossible to doubt that an angle inscribed in a semicircle is a right angle,



150 Pierre Pellegrin

but in no way does this syllogism establish the proposition “an angle inscribed in a
semicircle is a right angle”. Syllogisms offer a cogent reformulation of propositions
that have been established by other means. That is what mathematics does and not
by means of syllogisms.

In the case of the material cause, then, the material cause and the middle term
are one and the same thing, namely, B (“half of two right angles™) in Aristotle’s ex-
ample. But this happens to be true also in the case of the moving cause. This is what
Aristotle explicitly asserts at the end of the section devoted to the moving cause:
“in this case foo [i.e. as in the case of the material cause] the cause, namely the first
mover, is the middle term” (94b6).2 “Being first to attack™ is at the same time the
moving cause of the fact that the Athenians have been involved in a war with the
Persians (because the Athenians took the initiative to attack Sardis, a Persian city),
and the middle term of the syllogism:

Whoever is first to attack has to face war
The Athenians were first to attack
The Athenians had to face war

I therefore continue to think that it is better to consider the deikvovton at 94a23 as a
middle voice form rather than a passive one. The causes are the demonstrans, not the
demonstrandum: they do not appear in the conclusion. It seems that, contrary to what
he pretends to do, that is what Barnes in fact does in translating “each of the four types
of explanation [i.e. causes] is proved through the middle term”, given the reformulation
he proposes in his commentary: “each [of the causes] can appear in a demonstrative
deduction [i.e. syllogism]” (Barnes 1994: 225). This is in fact equivalent to Ross’ posi-
tion: the cause “is exhibited through” the middle term, taking deikvovtou as a passive
form, but in a weaker sense. But the context is that of scientific demonstration, as I said.

But things definitely go wrong in the case of the final cause.’ In spite of the very
numerous (and inventive) proposals of the commentators, there is no way of having
the syllogism concerned with the final cause, this final cause being also the middle
term of this syllogism.

The text is quite confused and should be read carefully:

94b16: dokel yap Vmapyew @ mepimotelv @ I 10 B 10 un émmoralev ta
outio, TOVTE 08 TO A TO VylEwov. Tt oV aitiov T I' 10D 10 A vmhpyew 10 0V
gveka; 10 B 10 pn| émmoralewv.

Which may be translated as something like “For it seems that B [digestion, defined
as “the food not remaining on the surface”, i.e. at the mouth of the stomach, or in
other words “the sinking of the food”] belongs to C [walking after dinner]. To this
one [B] belongs A [being healthy]. For what cause does A belong to C, for what
purpose? Because of B (not remaining on the surface)”. We have: BaC, AaB, AaC.
Or, in usual terms:

Walking after dinner helps digesting
Digesting produces health
Walking after dinner produces health
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“Digestion”, which is the middle term of the syllogism under consideration, is
certainly the cause explanatory of the fact that walking after dinner makes people
healthy. But it can in no way be the final cause of health. It is rather its moving
cause. Health, on the other hand, is the final cause of walking after dinner. We are,
then, facing a dilemma. Either the text is incoherent or corrupted, or, in the case of
the final cause, dwd Tob pésov does not mean that the (final) cause operates as the
middle term of the syllogism.

To solve this problem, we have to go back to the beginning of the chapter, more
precisely to 94a23-27. Let us quote and translate this passage again:

ndcon ovton S1i Tod pécov Seikvovtat. 6 Te yap o Eviog Todi dvéykm lvan
pdg pev Tpotdoemws Anedeiong ovk £oti, dvoiv 8¢ ToVAGYIGTOV TODTO &’
dotiv, 8tav &v pécov Exmotv. ToVToOL 0BV £vOg ANEOEVTOC TO GLUTEPAGHOL
&véryxn etvou.

All causes demonstrate [are exhibited] through the middle term. For “if
something is the case, it is necessary for this to be the case”, this does not
work if we take one premiss: we need at least two. And it works when these
propositions have one middle term in common. Thus, if this common term is
assumed, the conclusion necessarily follows. [The example of the right angle
inscribed in a semicircle immediately follows.]

Of course, we know, from Posterior Analytics 1 13 and other passages, that it is not
enough for a syllogism to be valid to be a demonstrative (scientific) syllogism: it
must, in addition, meet some other requirements concerning its premisses, and its
middle term should be the cause of the conclusion. This is clearly illustrated by the
famous example of the non-twinkling planets: “it is not because the planets do not
twinkle that they are near, but because they are near that they do not twinkle” (I 13,
78a37). I then take the clause micar avtar (i.e. oitiar) St Tod pécov delicvovian
just to resume the position expressed several times in the Posterior Analytics: if
you want to have scientific knowledge (énictac6ar) of something in a primary and
strong sense, you must (1) have recourse to causal explanations (which are of three
or four types; see the following) and (2) have recourse to a syllogism the middle
term of which is causal (explanatory) of the conclusion. But I do not see here the
requirement that this explanatory middle term must in addition be the cause which
the scientist has recourse to in explaining the facts he has to explain. In the case we
are considering, that of a syllogism demonstrating a proposition through the final
cause (We walk in order to be in good health), the middle term should be explana-
tory of the conclusion (good digestion explains why we are in good health), but this
middle term is not the final cause of the conclusion.

David Ross is then certainly wrong in entitling our chapter “each of the four
types of cause can function as a middle term”. Or, more precisely, this may be
the case, but it also may not. And in fact, our chapter gives examples of the two
possibilities:

1 The cause itself is the middle term. For example, “being aggressors first” is
both the middle term of the syllogism that explains why the Athenians had to
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face war and the moving cause of the situation of the Athenians (they suffer war
because they have been first aggressors).

2 The middle term is of course causally explanatory, but it may be the case that
it does not display the cause which is supposed to explain the fact which is to
be explained. The middle term “digestion” is causative of the fact that walking
makes people healthy, but not as a final cause (probably as a moving cause) of
health. Digestion is nevertheless involved in a final explanation: people walk
in order to be healthy, and this happens because, doing this, they have a good
digestion.

We should notice an additional and quite important point. In case (1) the middle
term, which is at the same time the cause involved in the explanation (for instance
the moving cause), disappears in the conclusion. This actually must be the case in
any syllogism: the middle term belongs to both premisses, but not to the conclu-
sion. “Being aggressors first” is not present in the conclusion “the Athenians had to
face war”. But in case (2) the final cause is present in the conclusion: health is the
final cause of walking after dinner, and the conclusion is “we walk in order to be
in good health”. But given what a syllogism is, the final cause cannot be both the
middle term of the syllogism and present in the conclusion.

Jonathan Barnes, one of the commentators who seriously intended to tackle this
difficulty, thinks that the problem is specific to the medical example of the text and
that we could find some explanations through the final cause in which the final
cause is at the same time the middle term of the syllogism, and this is precisely
what Aristotle alludes to at 94b9-10: d1a ti oixia Eotv; TS cONTOL TA GKELN
(“Why is there a house? For the sake of protecting belongings™). Barnes imagines
the following example:

Shelters for belongings are roofed
Houses are shelters for belongings
Houses are roofed

But this is certainly not what Aristotle has in mind here because he parallels the two
propositions “we walk in order to be healthy” and “houses exist in order to protect
goods”, both propositions being the conclusion of the syllogism and including the
final cause. The syllogism Aristotle is alluding to is rather something like this:

Roofed buildings are for the sake of protecting goods
Houses are roofed
Houses exist for the sake of protecting goods

We then certainly should accept that the final cause is not the middle term of the
syllogism in the conclusion of which this cause is present, and, therefore, mdcot
adton d18 Tod pécov deikvovrar does not imply that the cause at stake in a demon-
strative syllogism has also to be the middle term of this syllogism.
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In fact, the final cause cannot work but in connection with some material/mov-
ing cause(s), whereas a material/moving cause may be explanatory by itself. Hav-
ing attacked Sardis is sufficient to explain why the Athenians had to face war. In the
same way, if walking helps digesting, and digestion produces health, then walking
produces health, which is a sufficient explanation for health. If one wants to intro-
duce a final explanation, namely that walking is for the sake of health, one should
take for granted a previous syllogism in which the middle term “digestion” is at the
same time the moving cause of the conclusion. Final explanations are second-order
explanations.

The other difficult question we have to consider is that of the formal cause. I
think that the formal cause does not appear here in its own right but only combined
with the other causes. And this is the reason for which there is no example of the
formal cause after Aristotle has presented the material cause with the example of
the angle inscribed in a semicircle and before the moving cause with the example
of the Athenians. The order of text is interesting in itself. In the list of the four
causes at the beginning of the chapter, the formal cause comes first. But in the ex-
amination of each cause in turn, it comes just after the material cause. Why is this?

The passage should be translated in this way:

Then if B [being the half of two right angles] holds, A belongs to C (this
means that the angle in a semicircle is right). For <B> is the same thing as the
essence of <C>, because this is what the definition signifies. But on the other
hand, it also has been shown that the cause as the essence is the middle term.

(94a32-6)'°

Contrary to the other commentators, who understand “For <B> is the same thing
as the essence of <A>”, we should accept Barnes’ reading (“<B> is the same
thing as the essence of <C>"): Not “‘half of two right angles’ is the essence of
‘right angle’”, but “‘half of two right angles’ is the essence of ‘angle inscribed in
a semicircle’”). The usual reading, Barnes says, “ascribes to Aristotle the absurd
view that being half of two right angles is the essence of being a right angle”
(Barnes 1994: 227). Mario Mignucci,'! followed by Roberto Medda,'? wisely ac-
cepts Barnes’ reading.'?

In the case of the material cause, “being the half of two right angles” is the
formal cause (definition) of “angle inscribed in a semicircle”, and it is also the
middle term. The same is true for the moving cause. “Being aggressors first” is
the essence of the Athenians (what the Athenians are) in the particular situation
they were in when they attacked Sardis. In this particular situation, the Athenians
could be defined as those who attacked Sardis, though they had not been attacked.
This combination of the formal cause with the other causes is a condition for these
causes to be part of a scientific demonstration because in scientific demonstrations
premisses should have the form of I-predications,'* as I tried to show in an article
published in 1990." This interpretation agrees with those adopted by Robin, Le
Blond, and some others.
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But we should take a further step. The sentence at 94a35-36 may be read in
three ways:

1 6AAG uiv kad o8 Tl fjv glvan oitiov 8£8etcton 10 péoov (ms., Barnes, Mignucci,
Medda though he prints Ross’ text) = it has also been shown that the cause of
the essence is the middle term.

2 8AAG uRV Kad 7o Ti v etvon oftiov $£8eucton TO pécov <4v> (Ross) = it has also
been shown that the middle term is the cause as the essence.

3 dAAG pmy kad 70 Tl v elvan aitiov §£8gucton 10 pécov (Philoponus and a 14th
century Coislinianus manuscript, Bekker, Waitz) = it has also been shown that
the essence being the middle term is the cause.'¢

In my 2005 translation I have adopted (1), but I now definitely prefer (3). This may
be applied to the three examples considered by Aristotle in this chapter. “Half of
two right angles” is the essence of “angle inscribed in a semicircle” and is also the
middle term of the syllogism, and, as such, the cause for which the angle inscribed
in a semicircle is a right angle. “Being first aggressors” is the essence of “the Athe-
nians” (i.e. their definition in the peculiar situation when they have been attacked
in retaliation of their own aggression) and also the middle term of the syllogism
demonstrating why the Athenians had to face war. Finally, “digesting” (making the
food sink) is the essence of “health”, as Aristotle explicitly says at 94b19-20,!” and
B (digestion described as “the food not remaining at the surface”, 94b14) is also
the middle term, and, as such, the cause for which walking makes people healthy.
These middle terms are of course to be found only in the premisses, not in the con-
clusion. As the formal cause is present in the three cases, those of material, moving
and final causes, it is not surprising that it does not appear in its own right, and that
no example of it be given.

Here we should notice that in many definitions, especially in biology, the formal
cause merges with the final cause. The definition of the lung, for instance, as a
cooling organ at the same time gives the goal of the lung. This is a situation which
is quite common in natural science, as Aristotle recognises at the beginning of the
Generation of Animals: there are also “causes as the end and causes as the formula
of the essence, but those two should be considered pretty much as one” (I 1,715a5).'8

But the cause as the essence (10 ti v givau, 94a21) may also combine with
causes other than the final one, as I tried to show in my 1990 article. If we consider
the causes of sleep, its final cause is the conservation of the organism, but sleep
cannot be defined as “the function that preserves organisms”. Let us have a look at
the final paragraph of the De Somno, using J.I. Beare’s translation:

We have now stated the cause of sleeping, viz., that it consists in the recoil by
the corporeal element, borne upwards by the connatural heat, in a mass upon
the primary sense-organ; we have also stated what sleep is, having shown
that it is a seizure of the primary sense-organ, rendering it unable to actualize
its powers; arising of necessity . . ., i.e., for the sake of its conservation; since
remission of movement tends to the conservation of animals.

(3, 458a25-32)
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In the proceedings of the seventh Symposium Aristotelicum (1975), Jirgen
Wiesner considers the question of the unity of the De Somno. Commenting on this
last section of the treatise, he writes, “it has to be conceded that the only treatment of
the formal cause is to be found in the final recapitulation, and unlike the other causes
it has not been gone into in detail previously”.?’ But why is there no material cause
in this recapitulation? In fact, we should assume that the formal cause merges with
the material cause: the seizure of the primary sense-organ (tod mpmtov aicOntnpiov
Katdnyig, De Somno 3,458a28), i.e. the heart, making it unable to exercise its
capacities, independently of the process which brought this seizure about (this pro-
cess being the moving cause of sleep), is precisely what sleep is: it is much more
definitory of sleep than the end of sleep, namely, the conservation of the organism,
or than the upwards recoil by the corporeal element, which is its moving cause. And
this seizure is the material cause of sleep. In the same way, the definition of sperm is
identical to its moving cause, the process of concoction of the food, not to its mate-
rial cause, the food, nor to its final cause, the production of an offspring.

The idea that, in the syllogism demonstrating through the final cause, the explana-
tory middle term is the moving cause is, to some extent, according to Aristotle, made
clearer if one “transposes the formulas” (94b22). Unfortunately, the cryptic formula
petaAoapPdvery Todg Adyoug is anything but clear to us. I am not sure, but I want to
propose a hypothesis, given the comment Aristotle makes on this formula at 94b23,
namely, o1 6¢ yevéoeig avamaiy vtadBa kol £l Tdv Kotd kivnow aitiov (“the genera-
tions occur in the opposite order than the order of moving causes”). I take yevéoeig to
refer to the final causes (because of the &vtadboa, “in the present case”) and t@®v kotd
kivnow aitiov to the moving causes. If the order of the terms is inverse in explanations
through final causes to those through moving causes, the “transposition” could be this:
Instead of BaC, AaB, and AaC, we could have CaB, BaA, and CaA. Or in usual terms:

Instead of:

Walking after dinner helps digesting
Digesting produces health
Walking after dinner produces health

We could have:

Good digestion is produced by walking
Health is produced by good digestion
Health is produced by walking

What is remarkable in this syllogism is that the premisses and the conclusion are
expressions of a moving cause: health is certainly the final cause of walking after
dinner, but walking is the moving cause of health. A situation which is described
in Physics 11,3,195a8-11, a text which happens to be crucial for the interpretation
of our chapter of the Posterior Analytics: “things can be causes of each other, as,
for example, exercise is cause of good physical condition and the latter of exercise,
although not in the same way, but the one as end and the other as starting point of
the movement”. In the same way, walking is the moving cause of health, and health
is the final cause of walking.
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Why is everything clearer in this case (koi oVt pdAiov €kacto @aveital,
94b19)? Efficient causality is certainly the most obvious of all the kinds of causes,
and this is one of the reasons for which, from the Stoics onwards, causality has
been restricted to efficient causality, as it is nowadays. This passage could be a
first step towards the modern conception of causality as the action of something on
something else.?!

To conclude, we can say that the clause oot odton (i.e. aitiar) e Tod péoov
delicvovtan (94a23) should be read as implying two theses: (1) all causes prove a
proposition (e.g. the Athenians have to face war) through a middle term which is
causal (explanatory), this middle term being sometimes the cause under considera-
tion itself, sometimes not, and (2) this causal middle term (as Pacius says) is also
a formal cause.

Notes

1 Ross (1949: 638).

2 Pellegrin (2005).

3 “T6 1e yap ob Evtog 1081 dvéykn etvar wdc pév mpotdoemg Anedeiong odk Eott, Svoiv
8¢ TovAdyIoTOV: TODTO & €0TiV, BTaV EV PEGOV EXOGLY. TOVTOV OBV £VOC ANPOEVTOC TO
cLUTEPOGLA AVEyKN etvar”.

4 Barnes (1994: 59).

5 Zabarelle ([1597] 1996: 1149 B-C).

6 “Adyog &v @ TebEviaV TIVEY ETepdV TL T@V Kelpévav &E avaykng cupPaivel 6 Tadto

slvan”.

For example, Barnes (1994: 227).

“Méoov dpa. kai Evtadba TO aitiov, To TpdTOV Kvijcov”.

9 “La prova della possibilita che il medio possa esprimere la ragione finale ¢ disperata-
mente oscura”, as Mario Mignucci says in his posthumous translation with a commen-
tary of the Posterior Analytics published in 2007 (Mignucci 2007: 280).

10 “Tod B odv &vtog fuiceog &0o opOdV 10 A 16 I dndpyet (todto & fv 10 &v fuucvrhio
dpONv elvar). ToBTO 8¢ TOHTOV £6TL TO Ti NV €lvol, T TODTO Nuoive TOV Adyov. dAld
pny ki o Ti v elvon aitiov 8édetctol T pécov”.

11 Mignucci (2007: 115, 279).

12 Cf. his Italian translation of the Posterior Analytics (Migliori 2016).

13 More precisely “half of two right angles” can be considered as what the tradition called
the “nominal definition” of “right angle”, as “a figure with three angle” is the nominal
definition of “triangle” (Cf. Philiponus /n APo. 362,25- 372,18 Wallies).

14 According to Barnes’ terminology, “a propostion is an [-predication if (i) it is of the
form ‘Every B is A’, and (ii) it is true in virtue of the fact that A holds of B in itself”
(Barnes 1994: 112).

15 Pellegrin (1990: 197-219).

16 To step over the problem of the absence of an article before aitiov, Julius Pacius, in his
famous 1597 (second) edition of the Organon, reads aitiov with 10 pésov: “quiditatem
ostendimus esse causam mediam”, which an alternative version of (iii).

17 “To B 10 pn émmordlewv. todto 8’ €otiv domep €keivov [i.e. of A] Adyog: 0 yap A
obtwg arodobncetar”: “B, the fact for the food to sink, is something like the formula
of A [health], for it has been shown that A is this [i.e. you are in good health when you
digest well]”. This is true, as I said earlier, only in the situation described in Aristotle’s
examples: “digesting well” is no more the essence of health per se, than “being aggres-
sors” is the per se essence of the Athenians.

[c BN
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18 “dg téhog kai 6 Adyog Tiic ovoiac, Tadta pév obv ¢ &v Tt oyedov vmoluPeiv dei”. Cf.
Metaph. VIII 4,1044b1.

19 Lloyd and Owen (1978).

20 Wiesner (1978: 248).

21 Cf. the illuminating article by Michael Frede (1980: 217—49).
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8 Aristotle on Multiple
Demonstration

A Reading of Posterior Analytics 11
17-8

David Bronstein and Breno Zuppolini

Introduction

Can the same demonstrable attribute be explained by different causes? Or, to put it
in syllogistic vocabulary, can the same major term admit of different explanatory
middle terms? Call this “the question of multiple demonstration”. Aristotle deals
with it in APo II 17-8 and, to a lesser extent, in II 16. Interpreters have reacted
negatively to these chapters. For example, Jonathan Barnes (1994: 256—7) com-
plains that they contain conflicting views for which “there is no reconciliation”
and that “we do not have Aristotle’s last word” on the topic. Michael Ferejohn
(2013: 147-55) argues that Aristotle is committed to two alternative models of
scientific explanation and that there is insufficient textual evidence to support any
attempt to integrate them. R. J. Hankinson (2019: 488) concludes that “Aristotle’s
account seems wholly inconsistent”. In this paper, we offer a reading of 4Po 11
17-8 in which we defend a more positive verdict. We argue that there are several
versions of the question of multiple demonstration, that Aristotle’s answers vary
depending on the version, and that they form a philosophically motivated and
coherent view. His account sheds light on the structure of demonstrations and the
kind of scientific knowledge one has in virtue of grasping them. It also presents
an ancient answer to the contemporary question of explanatory pluralism: can dif-
ferent explanations of the same state of affairs be true at the same time?' As we
will see, Aristotle’s answer is in a way “yes” and in a way “no”, depending on (1)
the relations between the different explanations and (2) how states of affairs are
individuated.

In Section 1 we identify three versions of the question of multiple demonstration
and present an overview of Aristotle’s answers. In sections 2—5 we discuss these
answers in more detail. We proceed line by line through 4Po. II 17 and 18, which
we believe should be printed as a single chapter (because they pursue a single line
of argument). We divide the text as follows: 99a1-5 (T1, Section 2), 99a5-16 (T2,
Section 2), 99a16-29 (T3, Section 3), 99a30-7 (T4, Section 4), 99a37-b7 (TS5, Sec-
tion 4), 99b7-13 (T6, Section 5).?

DOI:10.4324/9781003120704-9



Aristotle on Multiple Demonstration 159

1. The Question of Multiple Demonstration

APo 11 17 opens: “Is it possible or not for there to be not the same cause of the same
thing for all the things [to which it belongs] but different [causes]?” (99al1-2). The
question can be interpreted in at least three different ways. First:

Ql: Can the same major term admit of different, inclusive explanatory middle
terms for the same minor term?

Aristotle’s answer is affirmative. According to his well-known doctrine of the four
causes, some natural phenomena are explained by a conjunction of a material, an
efficient, a formal, and a final cause.?

As Elena Comay del Junco (2019: 7-8) helpfully argues, Q1 should be distin-
guished from the main question addressed in APo. II 17-8, which is whether the
same demonstrable attribute can be explained by different, exclusive causes. This
gives us two other versions of the question:

Q2: Can the same major term admit of different, exclusive explanatory middle
terms for the same minor term?

Q3: Can the same major term admit of different, exclusive explanatory middle
terms for different minor terms?

Aristotle’s answer to Q2 is negative. As we will see, if P is a demonstrable attribute
of S, there are not different, exclusive middle terms each of which explains why
SisP.

Aristotle presents three distinct answers to Q3, depending on the nature of the
minor terms involved. A key factor is his notion of a “commensurately universal at-
tribute”.* Firstly, if P is a commensurately universal and demonstrable attribute of a
genus G, then P is co-extensive with G and there is a cause M that explains why all
and only Gs are P. For example, leaf-shedding is a commensurately universal and
demonstrable attribute of broad-leafed plant, and Aristotle identifies coagulation of
sap as the cause of all instances of leaf-shedding in broad-leafed plants:

PaM Leaf-shedding belongs to all coagulation of sap
MaG Coagulation of sap belongs to all broad-leafed plant
PaG Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant

Secondly, Aristotle believes that if S' and S? are species of G, we should not try to
explain why S' and S? are P through different causes that are peculiar to each of the
species. Rather, we should aim for a unifying cause that explains why P is a feature
of all species of G.° In other words, for subjects that are members of such a broader
kind, the answer to Q3 is negative. Interestingly, for Aristotle, the unifying cause
of the species S! and S? having P is G itself. In APo 11 16 (98a35-b4), Aristotle
says that the cause of certain species (e.g. vines, fig trees) shedding their leaves is
the genus “broad-leafed plant”, not “sap-coagulation” as we might expect. In the
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following lines (98b5-10), the demonstration of the fact that vines shed their leaves
is presented with “broad-leafed plant” as the middle term:

PaG PaG Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
GaS! Ga$? Broad-leafed plant belongs to all vine/fig tree
PaS! Pa$? Leaf-shedding belongs to all vine/fig tree

Therefore, although the answer to Q3 is negative for different subjects that are spe-
cies of the same genus (like vine and fig tree), the answer to Q3 is affirmative when
the subjects are related as species to genus (like vine and fig tree are each related to
broad-leafed plant): the middle term of “leaf-shedding” for “broad-leafed plant” is
“coagulation of sap”, while for “vine” and “fig tree” it is “broad-leafed plant”. One
of our aims in this paper is to explain why this is the case.®

Finally, for some demonstrable attributes there is no genus to which they belong
as a commensurately universal attribute, which means they are explained by differ-
ent causes depending on the subject. In these cases, the answer to Q3 is affirmative.
For example, lack of bile is the cause of longevity for quadrupeds, while having dry
bodies is the cause of longevity for birds (4Po I1 17, 99b6-7):

(P) Longevity belongs to all (M") (P) Longevity belongs to all (M?)
dryness lack of bile
(M") Dryness belongs to all (S') bird ~ (M?) Lack of bile belongs to all (S?) quadruped

(P) Longevity belongs to all (S') bird  (P) Longevity belongs to all (S?) quadruped

Let us briefly summarise the picture we have achieved so far, with the three ques-
tions and their respective answers.

Q1: Can the same major term admit of different, inclusive explanatory middle
terms for the same minor term?

Answer: Yes.

Q2: Can the same major term admit of different, exclusive explanatory middle
terms for the same minor term?

Answer: No.

Q3: Can the same major term admit of different, exclusive explanatory middle
terms for different minor terms?

Answers: (i) No, if the minor terms designate species of a genus of which the major
term is a commensurately universal attribute.

(i) Yes, if one of the minor terms designates a species and the other designates
a genus to which the species belongs and of which the major term is a commensu-
rately universal attribute.
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(iii) Yes, if there is no genus of which the major term is a commensurately uni-
versal attribute.’

In what follows we aim to show that these are Aristotle’s answers to these questions
and that they form an interesting and coherent view on how scientific explanations
should be structured.

2. Aristotle’s Initial Answer: 4Po 11 17, 99a1-16

At the beginning of APo II 17, Aristotle gives his initial answer to the question of
multiple demonstration:

T1 Is it possible or not for there to be not the same cause of the same thing for all
the things [to which it belongs] but a different [cause]? Or [is it that] if [it] is
demonstrated per se and not by a sign or incidentally, then it is not possible? For
the account of the extreme is the middle term. But if [it] is not [demonstrated]
in this way, it is possible. And it is possible to inquire incidentally about both
that of which the cause [is the cause] and that for which [the cause is the cause].

(99al1-5)

Aristotle states that if the conclusions are demonstrated per se (kaf’ a0t0) and not
“by sign” (katd onueiov) or “incidentally” (cupfepnkdc), the causes are not differ-
ent but the same.® What mainly interests us here is the opposition between conclu-
sions demonstrated per se and conclusions demonstrated incidentally. We think that
this is the distinction between per se and incidental causes.” When a builder hap-
pens to be a doctor, both the doctor and the builder might be said to be causes of the
house, but only the builder is the per se cause (i.e. the builder builds as a builder),
while the doctor is a mere incidental cause.!® Similarly, we can say of the isosceles
that being a triangle is the per se cause of its having 2R, while having two equal
sides (although an essential property of isosceles) is only an incidental cause. In
other words, 2R belongs to the triangle as such, but to the isosceles not as such, the
reason being that 2R belongs to the isosceles because it is a triangle and indepen-
dently of its being isosceles, i.e. independently of its having two equal sides.'? This
is Aristotle’s way of saying that the fact that the isosceles is a triangle is the cause
(or arelevant part of the cause) of the fact that it has 2R, whereas its being isosceles
(or having the features that distinguish the isosceles from other triangles) plays no
explanatory role.

What is the connection between demonstrating “incidentally” and demonstrat-
ing through multiple causes? If we try to explain why S' is P without taking care
to distinguish, among S'’s features, the causally relevant ones from those that are
causally irrelevant (and only incidental causes), we might end up with a middle
term M! that belongs to S! but not S? and so fail to detect the common feature in
virtue of which both S! and S? are P. For example, to demonstrate that 2R belongs
to the isosceles through features that are peculiar to the isosceles is to take 2R as
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belonging to the isosceles per se and qua isosceles. The geometer who realises that
2R belongs to the triangle per se and to the isosceles not per se will look for an
explanation among features that are common to all and only triangles and even-
tually identify one cause for all instances of the attribute (4Po. I 4, 74al1-3; 15,
74a16-b4; 124, 85b4-15).

An important aspect of per se inquiries is that, in the resulting demonstration,
“the middle term is the definition of the extreme” (99a3—4). As Aristotle makes
clear later, the middle term is the definition of the major term: leaf-shedding is de-
fined as sap coagulation at the connection of the seed (99a28-9). This is congenial
to APo. II as a whole, in which the middle term is said to be a /ogos of the major
term at least six times (4Po. II 8, 93a30-3, b3-7, b9-12; II 17, 99a3-4, a21-3,
a25-6)." In fact, one of the main theses advanced in APo. 11 is that, if P is a demon-
strable attribute, there is a per se cause that makes P a genuine, definable kind and
figures as a middle term in the demonstration that displays P’s essence.!*

In the sequel to T1, Aristotle continues to contrast “incidental” and “per se”
inquiries and demonstrations (for clarity’s sake we include the last sentence of T1):

T2 And it is possible to inquire incidentally about both that of which the cause
[is the cause] and that for which [the cause is the cause]. But these [incidental
inquiries] do not seem to be problems. If [we do] not [inquire incidentally],'
then the middle term will be similar; if the items are homonymous, the middle
term will be homonymous, and if they are as if in a kind, it [i.e. the middle
term] will be the same way. For example, why do proportionals alternate? For
the cause in lines and numbers is different and the same: qua line, different;
qua having this sort of ratio, the same. It’s like this in all cases. For the cause
of a colour being similar to a colour and a shape to a shape is different in each
different case. For similarity is homonymous in these cases. For in the latter
case it is perhaps having the sides proportional and the angles equal, and in the
case of colours it is the existence of a single perception or something else of
that sort. Things that are the same by analogy will also have the middle term
[the same] by analogy.

(99a4-16)

Aristotle first claims that (1) incidental inquiries do not yield genuine “problems”
or explananda. He then argues that (2) when the explananda are investigated per
se, the cause(s) will possess unity and sameness of one kind or another. Let us
consider (2).

In the first situation Aristotle analyses, the scientist realises that there is a unifying
cause, when she formerly thought that there was not one. For example, “why do pro-
portionals alternate?”” (99a8). At first, we might think that the answer depends on the
subjects considered: proportional numbers and proportional /ines alternate for differ-
ent reasons. This first impression is justified. After all, there is not a proper, broader
kind to which numbers, lines, and other magnitudes belong as species to a genus,
nor is there a genuine kind-term to designate it and serve as the minor term in the
demonstration (see APo. 1 5, 74a20-1). Nevertheless, it would be wrong to think that
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proportional numbers or proportional lines alternate gua numbers or gua lines, with
their respective, exclusive causes. As Hasper (2006: 262-9; 2019) puts it, Aristotle
believes there is a common, open description such as “quantities of type X", where
X is a variable for different types of quantity in different scientific domains. If so, a
single cause exists if numbers and lines are treated “as if in a kind” (®g &v yéve), i.e.
not qua numbers or qua lines but gua having such-and-such a ratio (§ 8’ &yov ab&nocwv
tolavdi) (see APo. 15, 74al17-24; 1 24, 85a36-b1). Thus, the alternation of propor-
tionals is similar to the leaf-shedding example, introduced earlier. Just as there is a
unifying cause for all instances of leaf-shedding — because there is a genus to which it
belongs as a commensurately universal attribute, namely, broad-leafed plant — so too
there is a unifying cause for all cases of alternation of proportionals. The difference
between the two examples is that there is a kind-term that is proper to a particular
scientific domain (botany) and that is co-extensive with leaf-shedding (broad-leafed
plant), whereas for the alternation of proportionals there is only a description that
designates different kinds in different scientific domains, which makes it harder for
us to see that there is a universal explanation.

In the second case discussed in the passage, a scientist realises that what ap-
pears at first to be the same attribute admitting different causes turns out to be dif-
ferent attributes sharing the same name, i.e. a case of homonymy. For example,
the reason that two shapes are similar is that their sides are proportional and their
angles equal, while the cause of two colours being similar is the perception be-
ing the same (99a11-5). One might seek a common cause for shapes and colours
without realising that similarity does not have a universal cause and, therefore,
is not a genuine kind with its own distinctive essence. The reason for this mis-
taken impression is that in ordinary language there is a single name for different
attributes. Although we use the term “similar” to vaguely describe items that
somehow resemble one another, when it comes to providing scientific explana-
tions, there is not one but several attributes to be explained (shape similarity and
colour similarity). Therefore, although we have “the same” attribute admitting
different causes depending on the subjects under consideration (and the answer
to Q3 is affirmative), the attribute is the same only by homonymy. Considered in
another way, we have two different attributes, each with its own unique cause.
This reading is confirmed by Aristotle’s claim that the middle term is the defini-
tion of the major term. If “similarity” designated the exact same attribute when
predicated of shape and colour, and if it were demonstrated through different
middle terms in each case, the exact same attribute would have two (equally cor-
rect) definitions and, therefore, two different essences. Since the exact same thing
cannot have two essences, “similarity” must designate not one but two different
attributes, each with its own essence. In fact, since in per se demonstrations the
middle term is the definition of the major, it is reasonable to conclude that ho-
monymy is a feature of any major term that is a demonstrable attribute of several
subjects without being a commensurately universal attribute of any genus that
encompasses these subjects. !¢

Aristotle describes the kind of sameness and unity we find in the causes of
these sorts of attributes by saying that “the middle term will be similar” (99a5).
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He means that if two distinct subjects S' and S? are P by homonymy (in the conclu-
sions), their respective middle terms M! and M? will be P by homonymy as well
(in the respective major premises). Similarly, if S! and S? are P as if in a kind (in
the conclusions), M! and M? will be P as if in a kind as well (in the respective
major premises). Therefore, whenever an explanandum is inquired into per se and
not incidentally, there will be some sameness and unity in the cause: either in a
straightforward way, as in broad-leafed plants shedding their leaves or triangles
having 2R, or in a more complex way, as in cases of homonymy or ones that are
“as if in a kind”.

3. Demonstrating an Attribute of a Genus and Its Species: 4Po. 11
17, 99a16-29

After sketching his initial answer to the question of multiple demonstration, Aris-
totle presents his answer (ii) to Q3:

T3 [a] The cause, that of which [it is] the cause, and that for which [it is] the cause
follow one another, as follows. Taking [things] case by case, that of which [it is]
the cause extends further. For example, having external [angles] equal to four
[right angles] extends further than triangle and rectangle, but extends equally
to them all (for they are as many as have external [angles] equal to four [right
angles]). And the middle term is similar. And the middle term is the account of
the first extreme, which is why all the sciences come about through definition.
[b] For example, leaf-shedding follows vine and at the same time exceeds it,
and [it follows] fig [and at the same time] exceeds it; but it does not [exceed]
all of them, but is equal [to them]. [c] And if you take the primary middle term,
it is the account of leaf-shedding. For there will be at first a middle term for the
others, that all are such and such; then [there will be] a middle term for this,
that the sap coagulates or something else of that sort. What is leaf-shedding?
The coagulation of the sap at the connection of the seed.”

(99a16-29)

We focus on the example of leaf-shedding, but our interpretation also holds for the
passage’s first example, external angles equal to four right angles, and for any other
demonstrable attribute that is a commensurately universal attribute of a genus that
encompasses several species. Our main proposal is that Aristotle presents not just
one demonstration of leaf-shedding but three demonstrations, where one of these
forms a series with each of the other two.!®

We begin with T3b, where we think Aristotle presents the following:

Syllogism 1a

Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all fig tree
Leaf-shedding belongs to all fig tree
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Syllogism 1b

Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all vine
Leaf-shedding belongs to all vine

We have two reasons for supposing that “broad-leafed plant” is the middle term. The
first is that in 4 Po. I 16 (98b5—-10) Aristotle presents Syllogism 1b and calls it a “dem-
onstration”. The second is the phrase “a middle term for the others, that all are such
and such” in T3¢ (99a26—7). The phrase “such and such” is a place-holder for some-
thing essential to each subject — in our view, the genus of which each is a species."”
Aristotle’s claim is that since fig tree and vine are species of the genus broad-leafed
plant of which leaf-shedding is a commensurately universal attribute, leaf-shedding
belongs to each species because it is a broad-leafed plant. As we have seen, he pre-
sents the same account in APo. I 5 (see also II 14), where he argues that 2R belongs
to each species of triangle (isosceles, scalene, etc.) qua triangle (74al6-b4). As we
discussed, it is crucial to Aristotle’s account that there is a single cause of the fact that
leaf-shedding belongs to these two distinct subjects, “fig tree”” and “vine”: their genus,
“broad-leafed plant”. This is not a case in which we have different, exclusive causes
of the same attribute for different subjects. We return to this point in the following.

In T3c Aristotle mentions “the primary middle term”, which “is the account of
leaf-shedding”, and “a middle term for this, that the sap coagulates”. These phrases
describe the same middle term: “coagulation of sap”. This is confirmed by the fi-
nal lines of T3, where Aristotle says that coagulation of sap is what leaf-shedding
is, picking up his claim that “the primary middle term . . . is the account of leaf-
shedding”. Since “broad-leafed plant” is the middle term in the demonstrations of
leaf-shedding for vine and fig tree, “coagulation of sap” must be the middle in a
demonstration of leaf-shedding for a different subject, namely, broad-leafed plant.?
Evidence for this is the phrase “a middle term for this, that the sap coagulates”.
“This” refers back to the immediately preceding phrase, “a middle term in the other
direction, that all are such and such”. That is, “this” refers to the middle term “broad-
leafed plant”. The middle term for “broad-leafed plant” connects either the major
term (“leaf-shedding”) to “broad-leafed plant” or the latter to the minor term (“vine”
or “fig tree”). In other words, when Aristotle claims that there is “a middle term for
this”, he means either that the major premise of Syllogisms la and 1b is demonstra-
ble or that the minor premises are demonstrable. However, the minor premises are
indemonstrable, for a genus is predicated essentially and indemonstrably of each of
its species. Aristotle, then, must mean that the major premise is demonstrable: there
is a middle term for “Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant”.?! Since this
middle term is “coagulation of sap”, he must have in mind the following:

Syllogism 2

Leaf-shedding belongs to all coagulation of sap
Coagulation of sap belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
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Syllogism 2 forms a series of demonstrations with each of Syllogism la and 1b
(its conclusion is their major premise).?? The crucial point is this. Here we have
a case of the same attribute (leaf-shedding) belonging to distinct subjects (vine
and fig tree, on the one hand, and broad-leafed plant, on the other) because of
different causes (broad-leafed plant and coagulation of sap, respectively). That is,
we have an affirmative answer to Q3. However, these causes are links in a single
line of explanation: vines and fig trees shed their leaves because they are broad-
leafed plants, which shed their leaves because their sap coagulates. That is, we
have answer (ii) to Q3. Therefore, the relationship between Syllogisms 1a/1b and
Syllogism 2 is different from the relationship between the two demonstrations of
longevity examined further here and any other case of homonymy (answer (iii) to
Q3). For in the latter case there is no single line of explanation linking the differ-
ent demonstrations.

We can understand the sequence of middle terms Aristotle discusses in T3c in
the following way.?* He has in mind a chain of universal “a” predications:

AaBaCaD

A: leaf-shedding

B: coagulation of sap
C: broad-leafed plant
D: fig tree

In the phrase “there will be at first a middle term for the others”, “the others”
are the species of broad-leafed plant, such as vine and fig tree. To demonstrate
leaf-shedding (A) of one of these subjects, e.g. fig tree (D), we look for the term
nearest to it: broad-leafed plant (C).>* To demonstrate leaf-shedding of our new
subject, broad-leafed plant, we select the term nearest to it: coagulation of sap
(B). Thus, this chain of predications gives rise to two demonstrations: A of D
through C (= Syllogism la) and A of C through B (= Syllogism 2). In the fol-
lowing we argue that it also gives rise to a third demonstration: B of D through
C (= Syllogism 4a). We also argue that we are not permitted to demonstrate A
of D through B. Therefore, this chain of predications gives rise to exactly three
demonstrations.

In T3a Aristotle remarks on the extensional relations at play in Syllogisms
la, 1b, and 2. Leaf-shedding extends beyond each species of the genus broad-
leafed plant but not beyond the genus itself, making it a commensurately
universal attribute of the genus. He adds that the middle term, which is a defi-
nitional account of the demonstrable attribute, is “similar”. This means that the
middle term in Syllogism 2, “coagulation of sap”, extends beyond each species
of the genus but not beyond the genus itself, making it too a commensurately
universal attribute of the genus. If leaf-shedding is a commensurately universal
attribute of coagulation of sap, then Syllogism 2 is a demonstration made up of
three universal propositions in which all the terms are co-extensive with each
other.
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4. Demonstrating a Homonymous Attribute: 4Po. I1 17, 99a30-b7

The next part of 4Po. II 17 marks a shift in Aristotle’s discussion: he presents
answer (iii) to Q3. He returns to the case, already discussed in 99a11-5, where a
homonymous attribute belongs to different subjects because of different, exclusive
causes. The example he offers is longevity, which belongs to all birds because they
have dry bodies and to all quadrupeds because they lack bile (99b5-7). Aristotle
does not argue that there are such cases of multiple demonstration. Rather, he as-
sumes that there are such cases and then argues for several claims about the exten-
sional relations between the terms involved in them. Three central claims emerge
from his discussion. In a scenario in which there are different demonstrations of
a homonymous attribute for different subjects through different, exclusive causes,
the following hold true:

1 In each demonstration, the middle and minor terms are co-extensive.?

2 In each demonstration, the major term extends beyond the middle term.

3 The minor term of any one demonstration among the different demonstrations is
not co-extensive with the middle term of any of the other demonstrations.

We divide the passage into two parts. In the first (99a30-7, T4), Aristotle advances
1 and 2. In the second (99a37-b7, T5), he advances 3.
He begins:

T4 [a] In the following way one will show [this] in the figures to those seeking
the interrelation of the cause and that of which it is the cause. [b] Let A belong
to all B, and B to each of the Ds, and to extend beyond them. Thus B would
[belong] universally to the Ds. For I call this universal, that with which it
does not convert; but a primary universal [I call] that with which each does
not convert but [with which] all of them convert and extend alongside. [c] For
the Ds, the cause of A is B. Therefore, it’s necessary that A extend alongside
(mapexteivev) beyond B.?¢ Otherwise, why will this be the cause rather than
that?

(99a30-7)

We think that several assumptions are needed to understand Aristotle’s discussion.
First, we take the Ds introduced in T4b to be species of the genus D, not individuals.?’
Second, when he says that “B would [belong] universally to the Ds”, we take him to
mean that while B extends beyond each species of D taken individually (as he states
in the previous sentence), it is co-extensive with all the Ds taken collectively, i.e. with
the genus D. Evidence for this is the fact that he immediately goes on to distinguish
between two types of universal predication. In the first, X belongs to all Y and ex-
tends beyond Y. In the second, X belongs to all Y and does not extend beyond Y; X
and Y are co-extensive. He claims that B’s relation to each species of D exemplifies
the first type of universal predication. There would be little point in identifying the
second type if B’s relation to the genus D did not exemplify it. Furthermore, as we
argue here, this assumption is necessary for making sense of Aristotle’s inference in
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T4c. So we assume that B and D are co-extensive. Since he states in T4c that B is the
cause of A for D, it follows that in this demonstration, the middle and minor terms
are co-extensive. As we noted, we take this to be one of Aristotle’s main claims about
multiple demonstrations of the sort he discusses in this part of 4Po. II 17: in each
demonstration the middle and minor terms are co-extensive.

Our final assumption about T4 is that (as we have already indicated) A stands
for a homonymous attribute that belongs to different subjects because of different,
exclusive causes — e.g. longevity, which belongs to birds and quadrupeds because
of dryness and lack of bile, respectively. This assumption is also needed to make
sense of Aristotle’s inference, and it is confirmed by the sequel to T4 (99a37-b7,
T5), as we will soon see. The two passages taken together give two demonstrations:

A belongs to all B A belongs to all C
B belongs to all D Cbelongsto all E
A belongs to all D A belongs to all E

Drawing on 99b4—7 (T5e) we suggest that the terms can take the following values:

A: longevity
B: dryness

C: lack of bile
D: bird

E: quadruped

Longevity belongs to all dryness Longevity belongs to all lack of bile
Dryness belongs to all bird Lack of bile belongs to all quadruped
Longevity belongs to all bird Longevity belongs to all quadruped

With these claims in place, we can make sense of T4c, which has puzzled com-
mentators.?® Aristotle says that B is the cause of A for D and infers from this that A
extends beyond B. We think that A extends beyond B for two reasons: first (his ex-
plicit reason), B is the cause of A for D; second (his implicit reason), C is the cause
of A for E, where C is a cause different from and exclusive of B, and E is a subject
distinct from D. If A did not extend beyond B, then it would not be a homonymous
attribute belonging to different subjects because of different, exclusive causes, con-
trary to Aristotle’s assumption. For example, longevity extends beyond dryness
for two reasons: dryness is the cause of longevity for birds and longevity belongs
to quadrupeds because of lack of bile. If longevity did not extend beyond dryness
(i.e. if they were co-extensive), then it could well be the case that dryness is the
cause of longevity not only for birds but also for quadrupeds, contrary to Aristotle’s
assumption. This gives us the second of the three main claims we noted: in a case
of multiple demonstration such as the one he assumes in this part of 4Po. 11 17, in
each demonstration, the major term extends beyond the middle term. Again, Aris-
totle is not arguing that there are such cases of homonymous attributes belonging
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to distinct subjects because of different, exclusive causes. He is assuming that there
are such cases and analysing the extensional relations between the relevant terms.

At this point one might ask, on our interpretation, how is the fact that B is the
cause of A for D relevant to the fact that A extends beyond B? This is the only
reason Aristotle offers, so it is important that we clarify its relevance. We do so as
follows. If B were not the cause of A for D, then it would not matter whether or not
A extends beyond B. Suppose that B is not the cause of A for D and that A and B
are co-extensive. In that case, it is possible that A belongs to some other subject E
because of some cause C, which is what Aristotle wants. That is, if B were not the
cause of A’s belonging to D, then the fact that A and B are co-extensive would be
no obstacle to A’s belonging to E because of C. The scenario that poses a problem
for Aristotle is the one in which A and B are co-extensive and B is the cause of A
for D. For in that case, B could well be the cause of A for both D and E, in which
case A would not belong to different subjects because of different, exclusive causes
(it would belong to different subjects because of the same cause), contrary to Ar-
istotle’s assumption. For example, if longevity and dryness were co-extensive and
dryness were the cause of longevity for birds, then dryness could also be the cause
of longevity for quadrupeds, contrary to Aristotle’s assumption. So the fact that B
is the cause of A for D is relevant to the fact that A extends beyond B. Our claim is
that this is not the only relevant fact. It is also relevant that A belongs to a different
subject E because of a cause C that excludes B.

T4 ends with Aristotle stating that if the attribute A did not extend beyond the
cause B, “why will this [i.e. B] be the cause rather than that [i.e. A]”? In other
words, if A did not extend beyond B but was instead co-extensive with it, then we
would have no way of knowing which of the following two syllogisms is genuinely
explanatory (i.e. a demonstration):

A belongs to all B B belongs to all A
B belongs to all D A belongs to all D
A belongs to all D B belongs to all D

Barnes finds this claim vexing: “Could Aristotle have written this without gloss or
apology, immediately after writing 99a21 (which says that AaB must convert) and
98b19-24 (which explains how we should discriminate between the two candidate
demonstrations)?”” (1994: 256). We think that Aristotle’s claim is consistent with
these other passages, if it is understood epistemically, calling our attention to the
difficulty of knowing, for two co-extensive attributes, which is the cause of the
other.” Recall the present scenario: B belongs to all D and is co-extensive with it,
B is the cause of A for D, and A belongs to all B and extends beyond it (and thus
beyond D). He now imagines that A does not extend beyond B but is co-extensive
with it. This creates a new scenario: A and B are co-extensive and belong to all D
with which they are also co-extensive. Now A is no longer a homonymous attribute
that belongs to different subjects because of different, exclusive causes. In this new
scenario, we no longer know and must now investigate whether B is the cause of A
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for D or vice versa. Pace Barnes, Aristotle is not denying that the major and middle
terms of a demonstration can be co-extensive. Rather, he is claiming, correctly, that
if all we know about two terms A and B is that they are co-extensive, then we do not
know, and must investigate, which of the two is the cause and which is the effect for
some subject D with which they are also co-extensive.

In the sequel to T4, Aristotle continues to investigate the extensional relations
between the terms in multiple demonstrations of a homonymous attribute for dif-
ferent subjects:

T5 [a] If A belongs to all the Es, then all those things will be some one thing differ-
ent from B. [b] For otherwise, how will it be possible to say that A belongs to
everything to which E belongs, but E does not belong to everything to which A
belongs? [c] For why won’t there be a cause such as there is for the fact that A
belongs to all the Ds? [d] But will the Es be some one thing? It’s necessary to
investigate this. Let them be C. [e] It is possible, then, for there to be multiple
causes of the same thing, but not for items the same in form. For example, the
cause [of being] long-lived for four-footed animals is their not having bile,
whereas for birds it is their being dry or some other thing.

(99a37-b7)

In T5a—d, Aristotle presents the second of the two “longevity” demonstrations we
introduced earlier:

A belongs to all B A belongs to all C
B belongs to all D Cbelongsto all E
A belongs to all D A belongs to all E

A: longevity
B: dryness

C: lack of bile
D: bird

E: quadruped

Let us first focus on T5a—b. If A belongs to all E, then E must be something differ-
ent from B. We take this to mean that if A belongs to all E and E is a subject distinct
from D (the subject of the first “longevity” demonstration), then it is not possible
that B and E are co-extensive. For example, if longevity belongs to all quadrupeds,
which are different from birds, then it is not possible that dryness (the cause of
longevity for birds) and quadrupeds are co-extensive.

To see why, suppose that B and E are co-extensive and that A belongs to all E.
Now recall that in the previous passage (T4), Aristotle had said that A must extend
beyond B, if B is the cause of A for D. The explanation we offered was that, in ad-
dition to A’s belonging to D because of B, A must also belong to some subject dis-
tinct from D, namely, E, because of some cause distinct from B, namely, C, given
that A is a homonymous attribute. However, if B and E are co-extensive, then the
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reason for asserting that A must extend beyond B evaporates. Here it is important to
remember that B and D are co-extensive. Since B and E are also co-extensive (our
assumption for reductio purposes), it follows that D and E are co-extensive. Now if
Abelongs to all E, but D and E are co-extensive and B is the cause of A’s belonging
to D, then it could well be that B is also the cause of A’s belonging to E. This is just
what Aristotle says in T5c: “For why won’t there be a cause such as there is for the
fact that A belongs to all the Ds?” This means if B and E are co-extensive, implying
that D and E are co-extensive, then the cause of A’s belonging to E could well be
the same as the cause of A’s belonging to D, namely, B.

This sets up the final, crucial move. We have just seen that if B and E are
co-extensive, then B could well be the cause of A’s belonging to E. In this new
scenario, it is possible that A and B are co-extensive: it is no longer necessary that
A extends beyond B. In the previous scenario, it was necessary that A extends be-
yond B in order for it to belong to a subject distinct from D (namely, E) because of
a cause distinct from B (namely, C). However, these considerations are no longer
relevant in the new scenario in which D and E are co-extensive (as a result of the
fact that B and E are co-extensive). But if, in the new scenario, it is possible that
A and B are co-extensive and B and E are co-extensive, then it is possible that
A and E are co-extensive. This is just what Aristotle says in T5b: if it is not the
case that B and E are not co-extensive (i.e. if B and E are co-extensive), then it is
possible that A and E are co-extensive. However, it is not possible that A and E
are co-extensive. Rather, A must belong to all E and extend beyond it because A
is a homonymous attribute that belongs to different subjects because of different,
exclusive causes. So A must belong to all E without being co-extensive with it
in order for it to belong to the distinct subject D. To achieve this result, Aristotle
states in T5b that B and E cannot be co-extensive. For, again, if they were, then
it is possible that A and E are co-extensive. This, then, is Aristotle’s conclusion:
if A is to belong to all E and E is to be a subject distinct from D (to which A also
belongs), then B (the cause of A for D) and E cannot be co-extensive. For A to
belong to all E as a subject distinct from D, there must be a cause distinct from B.
In T5d this turns out to be C.

To illustrate Aristotle’s reasoning, let us take his example in T5e. Suppose that
longevity belongs to all quadrupeds and suppose (for reductio purposes) that dry-
ness and quadruped are co-extensive. Now we assumed previously that dryness
and bird are co-extensive. It follows (absurdly, of course) that quadruped and bird
are co-extensive. If quadruped and bird are co-extensive and dryness is the cause
of longevity for birds, then dryness could well be the cause of longevity for quad-
rupeds. In that case, it is not necessary that longevity extends beyond dryness: it
is possible that the two are co-extensive. But if dryness and quadruped are co-
extensive and it is possible that longevity and dryness are co-extensive, then it is
possible that longevity and quadruped are co-extensive. So if longevity is to belong
to quadrupeds as a subject distinct from birds, which is Aristotle’s assumption, then
quadruped and dryness cannot be co-extensive. For longevity to belong to quadru-
peds as a subject distinct from birds, there must be a cause distinct from dryness.
In T5e this turns out to be lack of bile.
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In sum, T5 gives us the third claim we identified earlier. In a case of multiple
demonstration of the sort Aristotle discusses in this part of 4Po. II 17, the minor
term of any one demonstration among these multiple demonstrations is not co-
extensive with the middle term of any of the other demonstrations. T5 thus contrib-
utes to the task of identifying some of the extensional relations that hold between
the terms in a case of multiple demonstration where the demonstrable attribute is
homonymous.*

5. Demonstrating an Attribute of a Genus and Its Species,
Revisited: APo. 11 18

In Section 3 we argued that Aristotle presents the following demonstrations, where
Syllogism 2 forms a series with each of 1a and 1b:

Syllogism 2

Leaf-shedding belongs to all coagulation of sap
Coagulation of sap belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant

Syllogism 1a

Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all fig tree
Leaf-shedding belongs to all fig tree

Syllogism 1b

Leaf-shedding belongs to all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all vine
Leaf-shedding belongs to all vine

One might infer from Aristotle’s discussion in APo. I 17 that he also regards the
following as demonstrations:

Syllogism 3a

Leaf-shedding belongs to all coagulation of sap
Coagulation of sap belongs to all fig tree
Leaf-shedding belongs to all fig tree

Syllogism 3b

Leaf-shedding belongs to all coagulation of sap
Coagulation of sap belongs to all vine
Leaf-shedding belongs to all vine
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After all, since vines and fig trees shed their leaves because they are broad-leafed
plants, which shed their leaves because their sap coagulates, it surely follows that
vines and fig trees shed their leaves because their sap coagulates. In our view, Aris-
totle agrees with this inference: coagulation of sap is the underlying causal process
responsible for leaf-shedding in vines and fig trees. However, it does not follow
that he regards Syllogisms 3a and 3b as demonstrations. Indeed, we believe that
he denies that they are demonstrations. We now argue that he gives his reasons for
doing so in APo. 11 18.3!
Here is the full chapter:

T6 [a] If [the causes] do not immediately arrive at what is atomic and there is not
one middle term but several, then the causes too are several. [b] Which of the
middle terms is the cause for the particulars, the one that is first relative to the
universal or the one that is first relative to the particular? Clearly, the one near-
est to each thing for which it is the cause. [c] For this [e.g. broad-leafed plant]
is the cause of the fact that the first thing [e.g. fig tree] falls under the universal
[cause, e.g., coagulation of sap]. [d] E.g., C is the cause for D of B’s belonging
to it. And so C is the cause for D of A’s [belonging to it], B [is the cause] for C
of A’s [belonging to it], and B itself [is the cause of A’s belonging to it].

(99b7-13)

We propose that in T6a Aristotle re-introduces his answer (ii) to Q3, which we
examined in Section 3:

Q3: Can the same major term admit of different, exclusive explanatory middle
terms for different minor terms?

Answer: (ii) Yes, if one of the minor terms designates a species and the other des-
ignates a genus to which the species belongs and of which the major term is a com-
mensurately universal attribute.

Suppose we have two demonstrations:
A belongs to all C A belongs to all C

C belongs to all D C belongs to all E
A belongs to all D A belongs to all E

Here the causes “do not arrive at what is atomic”.** This means that the major
premises are demonstrable:

A belongs to all B
B belongs to all C
A belongs to all C

Therefore, there are different demonstrations of A with different middle terms (B and
C), meaning that the causes of A are “several”. This is the same situation we find with
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Syllogisms 1a, 1b, and 2. On our reading, then, T6a returns us to 99a16-29 (T3) and
reminds us of the kind of demonstrative series we find with Syllogisms 1a, 1b, and 2.

Next, in T6b by “particulars” Aristotle means species, such as fig tree and vine,
and by “universal” he means the genus of which they are members, such as broad-
leafed plant. His question in T6b is, when we are demonstrating that an attribute of
a genus belongs to its species, which of two candidate middle terms is the proper
one: (1) the one that is “first relative to” and “nearest to” the genus or (2) the one
that is “first relative to” and “nearest to” the species? In our example, the middle
term nearest to the genus is “coagulation of sap”. The middle term nearest to the
species is “broad-leafed plant”. His answer is (2), “broad-leafed plant”. His claim
is that we demonstrate an attribute such as leaf-shedding of a species such as fig
tree through the genus (broad-leafed plant) and not through the cause of the attrib-
ute belonging to the genus (coagulation of sap).

Aristotle has in mind the chain of predications and the corresponding demon-
strations that we introduced in Section 3:

AaBaCaD

A: leaf-shedding

B: coagulation of sap
C: broad-leafed plant
D: fig tree

In T6b he claims that when we are demonstrating A of D, we are to select as a mid-
dle term the term nearest to D, namely, C. We are not to select B. Indeed, he implies
that C and not B is the cause of A’s belonging to D. We should not take this to
mean that Aristotle denies that coagulation of sap is the underlying causal process
responsible for leaf-shedding in fig trees. We should rather take it to mean that we
are not permitted to demonstrate leaf-shedding of fig trees through coagulation of
sap. For in doing so we inappropriately skip the middle term that is nearest to D,
namely, C. Syllogisms 3a and 3b are not legitimate demonstrations.

This is a striking claim. In T6c Aristotle justifies it: the cause (coagulation of
sap) of the attribute (leaf-shedding) belonging to the genus (broad-leafed plant)
belongs to the species (fig tree) because of the genus. This implies that it is not the
case that the genus belongs to the species because of the cause. Fig tree undergoes
sap-coagulation because it is a broad-leafed plant; it is not the case that it is a
broad-leafed plant because it undergoes sap-coagulation. Therefore, with respect
to fig tree, broad-leafed plant enjoys causal priority over sap-coagulation. This sug-
gests that the following are demonstrations:

Syllogism 4a

Coagulation of sap belongs all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all fig tree
Coagulation of sap belongs to all fig tree
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Syllogism 4b

Coagulation of sap belongs all broad-leafed plant
Broad-leafed plant belongs to all vine
Coagulation of sap belongs to all vine

Since these are genuinely explanatory syllogisms, it follows, in his view, that when
we are demonstrating that leaf-shedding belongs to fig tree or vine, “broad-leafed
plant” and not “coagulation of sap” is the appropriate middle term. That is, his ac-
ceptance of Syllogisms 4a and 4b as demonstrations suggests that he rejects Syllo-
gisms 3a and 3b as demonstrations in favour of the demonstrative series comprising
Syllogisms la and 2 and 1b and 2. The problem with Syllogisms 3a and 3b is that
they falsely suggest that e.g. fig trees undergo sap-coagulation qua fig trees and thus
undergo leaf-shedding qua fig trees, whereas in fact they undergo sap-coagulation
qua broad-leafed plants (Syllogism 4a) and thus undergo leaf-shedding qua broad-
leafed plants (Syllogism 1a). Aristotle, then, is committed to the following principle:

GENuUs-SPECIES: If P is a commensurately universal attribute of a genus G, then
if “P belongs to all M, M belongs to all G, P belongs to all G” is a demonstration,
then for any species S" of G, “P belongs to all G, G belongs to all S*, P belongs to
all S™” is a demonstration and “P belongs to all M, M belongs to all S”, P belongs
to all S*” is not a demonstration.

This principle bears directly on the central question of 4Po. 11 17-8: can there be
multiple demonstrations of the same attribute? Aristotle’s claim is that if P is a
commensurately universal and demonstrable attribute of a genus G encompassing
several species S', . . . S", then not only can we have distinct causes of P for these
different subjects (G on the one hand and S', . . . S" on the other), we must. How-
ever, as we argued earlier, the causes, while distinct, form a single line of explana-
tion represented in a demonstrative series.*

This interpretation is confirmed by T6d, where we get the following three syl-
logisms (in this order):

1 2 3

B belongs to all C A belongs to all C A belongs to all B
C belongs to all D C belongs to all D B belongs to all C
B belongs to all D A belongs to all D A belongs to all C

It is important to note that these syllogisms are demonstrations: he says in each
case that the middle term is “the cause”. These are precisely the three demonstra-
tions to which the chain of predications gives rise:

AaBaCaD

A: leaf-shedding
B: coagulation of sap
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C: broad-leafed plant
D: fig tree

Column 3 demonstrates leaf-shedding of its proper subject, broad-leafed plant,
through the cause, sap-coagulation. Thus, it is identical to Syllogism 2:

(A) Leaf-shedding belongs to all (B) coagulation of sap
(B) Coagulation of sap belongs to all (C) broad-leafed plant
(A) Leaf-shedding belongs to all (C) broad-leafed plant

Column 2 demonstrates leaf-shedding of fig tree through the cause, broad-leafed
plant. Thus, it is identical to Syllogism 1la:

(A) Leaf-shedding belongs to all (C) broad-leafed plant
(C) Broad-leafed plant belongs to all (D) fig tree
(A) Leaf-shedding belongs to all (D) fig tree

Column 1 demonstrates sap-coagulation of fig tree through the cause, broad-leafed
plant. Thus, it is identical to Syllogism 4a:

(B) Coagulation of sap belongs all (C) broad-leafed plant
(C) Broad-leafed plant belongs to all (D) fig tree
(B) Coagulation of sap belongs to all (D) fig tree

Our proposal, again, is that Syllogism 4a is Aristotle’s way of justifying his view
that the proper way to demonstrate leaf-shedding of fig tree is through the de-
monstrative series comprising Syllogisms 1a and 2 rather than through Syllogism
3a. Now, as we mentioned, Aristotle accepts that fig trees undergo sap coagula-
tion and that this is the underlying causal process responsible for leaf-shedding in
them. His claim is that fig trees undergo sap coagulation because of some further
(in fact, essential) feature: their being broad-leafed plants. Fig trees undergo sap
coagulation qua broad-leafed plants. Therefore, they undergo leaf-shedding qua
broad-leafed plants. Broad-leafed plant is thus the appropriate cause of their shed-
ding leaves.

Conclusion

We have argued that the question of multiple demonstration can be interpreted in at
least three different ways: Q1, Q2, and Q3. The most complex version of the question
is Q3, and Aristotle’s answer to it depends on whether (1) the different minor terms
are species of a genus to which the major belongs as a commensurately universal at-
tribute (“no”), (2) one of the minor terms is the relevant genus and the other is one of
its species (“yes”), or (3) the minor terms are not members of such a genus (“yes”).
We would like to highlight two specific results of our interpretation. First, texts
such as APo. 11 17,99a16-29 (T3) and APo. 11 18 (T6) are explained by Aristotle’s
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commitment to GENUS-SPECIES. Some interpreters might think that his reason for
accepting this principle is purely taxonomic: Syllogisms 1a and 1b would be mere
classificatory inferences, meant to upgrade scientific problems by formulating
them at the proper level of generality — not surprisingly, they are sometimes called
“application arguments”.>* Against this view, we have argued that Aristotle’s mo-
tivation for endorsing GENUS-SPECIES involves explanatory concerns. Syllogisms
la and 1b take into account a fundamental part of the causal process, which Syl-
logisms 3a and 3b ignore: vines and fig trees shed their leaves because they are
broad-leafed plants. Second, we have tried to show that 99a30-b7 (T4-5) does not
contradict Aristotle’s “official” answer to Q3 in 99a1-5 (T1). In demonstrations of
attributes such as longevity or similarity, the major term extends beyond the middle
and minor terms because it is homonymous, i.e. it designates different attributes,
each with its own distinctive causal definition. If so, the existence of two exclusive
middle terms for the same major term does not mean that there are two competing
and equally successful explanations of the same scientific phenomenon. We hope
these results help mitigate the worries frequently shared by readers of these dif-
ficult chapters.®

Notes

1 We are grateful to an anonymous referee for calling out attention to this.

2 Lennox’s extensive work on APo. Il 14-8 (1987 [2001, chapter 1]; 2001: chapters 2—3;
2014a; 2021: chapter 2) shows that Aristotle’s account of scientific explanation in these
chapters is continuous with his account of the stages of scientific inquiry in 4Po. 11
1-10. Our approach to APo. I1 17-8 complements Lennox’s interpretation. We think that
Aristotle’s claims about the structure of demonstrations and the extensional relations
among demonstrative terms hold true outside of the context of inquiry: they are features
of a finished science. So while Lennox has rightly highlighted the relevance of inquiry,
we are concerned with working out the details of what gets discovered in the course of
inquiry and finds its place in a finished science.

3 See APo. 11 11; Phys. 11 3, 194b16-26; 11 7; PA 1 1, 639b11-21; Metaph. V 2,
1013a24-b28.

4 This is the notion of universal (kaB6Lov) predication, discussed in APo I 4-5. A predica-
tion “P belongs to S is “universal” in this special sense if (i) P belongs to every case of
S (katd mavtog), (ii) P belongs to S per se or in itself (kaf’ avto0), and (iii) P belongs to
S as such (1) ad16), i.e. P belongs to S qua S (4Po. 14, 73b26-7). In order to distinguish
this particular sense of “kaf6Aov” from more common meanings of the term, Aristotle
sometimes uses the expression “mp®dtov kabOrov” (APo. 15, 74ad4—6; 11 17, 99a33-5).

5 For a helpful discussion of this issue in the context of Aristotle’s theory of “problems”
(mpoPAnpata), see Lennox (2001: chapters 2—-3; 2014a; 2021: chapter 2).

6 As we noted, Ferejohn (2013: 147-55) claims that Aristotle presents two “alternative
ways of explaining” leaf-shedding (Ferejohn 2013: 149). Ferejohn also rejects attempts
to reconcile the two explanations, arguing that there is insufficient textual evidence.
One of our aims in this paper is to show that Ferejohn’s interpretation is mistaken. For
responses to Ferejohn along similar lines, see Bronstein (2016, chapter 3) and Lennox
(2014b).

7 As we will see in Section 2, as-if-in-a-kind (&g €v yévet) demonstranda are an exception
to (iii): the different subjects involved are not members of a proper genus, but nonethe-
less there is a common description that covers them and figures as a minor term in a
demonstration with a middle term that covers all instances of the major.
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This does not mean that if the conclusions are demonstrated per se, the causes are identi-
cal. As we argue here, what Aristotle means is that in per se demonstrations of the same
attribute for different subjects, if the causes are not identical, they are nonetheless the
same in some way, which is compatible with their being different in another way. Thus,
Aristotle’s claim in T1 is compatible with the view that in some cases the answer to Q3
is affirmative.

See e.g. Aquinas In APo, lib. 2 1.19 n. 3; Angioni (2016: 95-100). For a different view,
see Ross (1949: 669) (cf. Barnes (1994: 254)).

See Phys. 18, 191b4-10; cf. 11 1,192b23-7; 11 3 195a32-b3; Metaph. V12, 1026b37-102
7a4.

2R = interior angles equal to two right angles.

This intensional aspect is commonly associated with the “fj adt6” clause in APo. I 4,
73b26-7. See e.g. Angioni (2012: 50-2; 2018: 179, n. 44); Bronstein (2016: 43-4);
Charles (2000: 206-9); Hasper (2006); Kosman (1973: 375-6); Lennox (1987: 90-4);
McKirahan (1992: 95-102); Zuppolini (2018b: 130-2).

There are aspects of Aristotle’s theory of demonstration that suggest that the middle
term might be essential to the minor term. On this, see Bronstein’s distinction between
Model 1 and Model 2 demonstrations (2016: 48—50). See also Ferejohn (2013: 102-55);
Zuppolini (2018a).

For a systematic discussion of this thesis, see Charles (2000).

In 99a6, “ei 8¢ un” could be taken either as (1) “if it is not the case that these ac-
cidental inquiries are not genuine problems” (= “if they are genuine problems”) or
as (2) “if we do not inquire incidentally”. Ps-Philoponus (/n APo 11, 427.5 Wallies)
favours (1). Hasper (2006: 268) seems to have a similar view: “if not” means “if
one investigates problems where the proof is not per se”. On this reading, in the
cases described in 99a5-16, the demonstration is not per se and we do have multiple
explanations of the same major term. However, Aristotle is trying to establish that
these explanations present a certain unity that is not found in incidental causes.
We thus prefer option (2): “if not” means “if we do not study the attribute and the
subject incidentally”. For this reading, see Aquinas /n APo, lib. 2 1. 19 n. 3; Barnes
(1994: 254); Ross (1949: 669).

For a defence of the view that longevity is also a case of homonymy, see Zuppolini
(2018a: 253-6).

For an important parallel to this passage, see APo. 15, 74a26-33, with Lennox (1987: 91).
Here we are in broad agreement with Lennox (1987: 95-7;2001: 52-3) and Ross (1949: 671).
See APo.1 10, 76a40 and 76b6.

Lennox (1987: 95-7; 2001: 52-3); Ps-Philoponus /n APo 11, 429.32-430.6 Wallies;
Ross (1949: 671).

Lennox (2014a: 33).

See Lennox (1987) for whom Syllogisms 1a and 1b are examples of what he calls “type
A” explanations and Syllogism 2 is an example of a “type B” explanation.
Ps-Philoponus /n APo 11, 429.32-430.6 Wallies.

See Aristotle’s use of the expression “nearest” in APo. 11 18, 99b10 discussed further
here.

This claim does not fit Aristotle’s account of longevity in his biological works. “Ab-
sence of bile” and “quadrupeds” are not co-extensive, nor are “dry bodies” and “birds”.
Additionally, absence of bile is the cause of longevity in quadrupeds and non-quadru-
peds (PA IV 2, 677a30-b10). As is often the case in the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle’s
example does not match his scientif ic view.

At 99a36-7 Ross substitutes émexteivev for mapekteivey, which is found in the manu-
scripts. We follow Barnes in retaining napekteivetv, which is modified by &ni miéov.
Ross (1949: 671).

See e.g. Barnes (1994: 256).



Aristotle on Multiple Demonstration 179

29 Ifinstead it is understood metaphysically, stating that two co-extensive attributes cannot
be such that one is the cause of the other and not vice versa, then Barnes’ worry stands
and Aristotle’s claim seems unintelligible.

30 Our reason for claiming that longevity is homonymous is that it belongs to different
subjects because of different, exclusive causes. Since the scientific definition of an at-
tribute is based on its cause, longevity has different scientific definitions, making it
homonymous in a scientific sense. An alternative reading is that it is a non-homonymous
attribute with a disjunctive scientific definition. We reject this proposal because we think
that there is insufficient evidence that Aristotle countenances disjunctive scientific definitions.
Note that our view is compatible with the claim that longevity is non-homonymous in
an ordinary sense: wherever it appears, it is the attribute of living a long life (relative to
other species or to members of the same species). Our claim is that longevity is scientifically
homonymous because it is causally disunified. (We are grateful to Marko Malink for
discussion here.)

31 Our reading of APo. II 18 is in line with the interpretations found in Detel (1993 vol.2:
823, 827); Malink (2020: 120 n88) and Tricot (2012: 237 n4).

32 For this use of “atomic” see APo.1 15, 79a33-6; cf. 117, 81a35-7.

33 According to some scholars (Detel 1997: 84; Hankinson 1998: 160-5; 2019: 485-8;
Mignucci 2007: 300), APo. 1I 18 contradicts Aristotle’s preference for so-called “uni-
versal demonstrations” (discussed in APo.14-5; 124 and II 17) and presents a defence
of “particular demonstrations” in which (1) the minor term is not the genus to which
the major belongs as a commensurately universal attribute but one of its species and
(2) the middle term is a feature peculiar to the species, instead of one co-extensive with
the genus — e.g. the fact that fig trees shed their leaves would be explained by a middle
term peculiar to fig trees. In our view, the middle term of Syllogism 1a is “broad-leafed
plant” and, therefore, not something peculiar to fig trees but a universal term that cov-
ers all instances of leaf-shedding. Additionally, Syllogism la forms a continuous line
of explanation with Syllogism 2, which presents the “primary middle term” (99a25)
that defines leaf-shedding, namely, “coagulation of sap”. Therefore, there is no incom-
patibility between APo. I 18 and Aristotle’s preference for universal demonstration.

34 See McKirahan (1992: 177-87); Ferejohn (2013: 122-31). As noted in n. 22, Lennox
(1987) calls them “type A” explanations.

35 For helpful comments on a previous draft of this chapter, we thank Lucas Angioni, Jim
Lennox, Marko Malink, Michael Peramatzis, and two anonymous referees.
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9 Linguistic Theory and
Dialectical Rules in the Zopics

Colin Guthrie King

Introduction

The Topics is known as a system of rules for dialectical argumentation. But whence
these rules? And why did Aristotle choose these ones for inclusion in his “method”
of dialectic?

Perhaps the rules of the Topics express, albeit indirectly, a “logical” cannon
in Plato’s Academy.' Certainly many items which will count as rules have a
practical character: the tomot of the Topics codify rules in “recipes” of argumen-
tation, i.e. instructions for making particular arguments.? As Aristotle’s dialecti-
cal method is a method for making deductions (cvALoyilecOat), we may expect
that at least some of these rules — however practical their purpose — will serve to
articulate criteria for the validity of the deductions made.? In any case, we must
understand whence the normative part of the rules comes. That is the purpose
of this paper.

An answer to the first question has just been sketched: the rules are selected be-
cause they are appropriate, at least prima facie, for making deductions. The second
question, as to the normative character of (at least some) rules in the Topics, will
be the main object of concern. The paper has two parts. In the first, I consider the
relationship between reflection on language and its role in establishing the logical
framework of the Topics, in particular the theory of the predicables. The second
section concerns pragmatic and semantic aspects of the theory of the predicables in
the Topics. In the first section I argue that certain rules associated with an exclusive
interpretation of the predicables are best understood as rules of control or verifica-
tion for assertions in dialectical contexts. In the second part of the paper I relate
the theory of predicables to semantic and pragmatic features of Aristotle’s theory
of dialectic. A main upshot of the paper is to show the role of linguistic theory in
the Topics.

1. Language and the Logical Framework of the Topics

Aristotle conceives the activity of dialectical argumentation in terms of deduction
(ovAhoyiopog), i.e. arguments in which, when certain things are posited, something
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other than what is posited results by necessity through what was posited (7op. I 1,
100a25-7). Interpreters are generally agreed that deduction in dialectical contexts
is the primary object of Aristotle’s theory of dialectic in the Topics.* If we accept
this (and I do), then the question becomes: how is deductive validity conceived in
the context of Aristotle’s theory of dialectic? How do I know when I have been
refuted, not only sophistically but dialectically through a deduction? The negative
aspect of this latter question, i.e. determining illegitimate refutation and “solving
false deduction”, is of acute concern in the Sophistical Refutations (in particular SE
18). There are fewer clear indications in the main books of the Topics concerning
the criteria for deduction.

We may approach the logical framework of the Topics with a view to the task
of the dialectician. As Brunschwig has written, the task of the questioner in dialec-
tic is to construct an argument which is “formally constraining” using premisses
which the answerer cannot refuse and which “logically entail” the contradictory of
the answerer’s thesis as the conclusion.’ It would be good to know what is formal
here and what is meant by entailment. This is to be sought in the functioning of
the tomot, the means by which the dialectician finds premisses which really do
entail the desired conclusion.® The t6mog helps the dialectician accomplish this
task by providing a rule, a construction procedure, and a law. The rule is a rule
of verification, which seeks to determine if a certain proposition, p, is verifiable
given the conclusion-proposition sought, c¢. The construction procedure gives the
content of the propositions under consideration, again in departure from the con-
crete conclusion sought, c. The law has the function of introducing a relationship
of consequence between p and ¢, with the relations under consideration being types
of implication. When the dialectician has determined the relevant propositional
oyfuo for the conclusion sought, she may proceed by means of the rule to finding
the right propositional schema for the premiss. And when this is done, the relevant
law articulating the implication relation between the two oyfuoto can be identi-
fied. Thus, the dialectician will then have the means to establish the conclusion by
modus ponens if p happens to imply ¢, to destroy the conclusion by modus tollens
if ¢ happens to imply p (since if ¢ implies p, by contraposition not-p implies not-c),
or to do either if p and ¢ imply each other.”

This picture of how deduction is accomplished with the resources of the Top-
ics is widely shared.® One aspect of this interpretation which is often emphasised
is that the logical laws in the témot express schemes of argumentation.® Thus, the
logical framework of the Topics would be based on a theory of propositional rela-
tions.!® It has been noted that the deductions themselves as they figure in the Topics
are premiss-conclusion arguments with one premiss.'" This fits well with the thesis
that the warrants or laws of the Topics are theses about propositional relations. But
it is also noted that such arguments may be “gappy” in the sense that they seem to
leave certain necessary premisses unexpressed.'? More recently it has been argued
that the approach to deduction in the Topics lacks formality precisely because Aris-
totle is not concerned in a systematic way with missing premisses and gapless de-
ductions there, but that he does pursue such concerns systematically in the theory
of the syllogistic.'?
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This picture seems clear and basically correct. Still, one would like to under-
stand more precisely how the tomot relate to the core concept of deductive validity
in the Topics and its conspicuous logical framework, the predicables. The topoi do
not in themselves provide standards or tests of validity; they serve rather to con-
duce the user to construct tests for the truth of a proposition, given some previous
conclusion.!* The theory of the predicables provides the most salient normative
component of such tests: Aristotle says, after all, that dialectical premisses and
problems “refer to” these (7op. I 4, 101b17-8). My main interpretive thesis in the
following is that linguistic reflection on the constraints of the types of predication
identified by the predicables is a source of the verification tests in certain fopoi
of the Topics. The purpose of my interpretation is to bring out how the theory of
predication in the Topics serves to explicate the rules of verification and deduction
in dialectic.

I begin with a point from Alexander. Deductions are for Aristotle linguistic
items. Aristotle’s theory of deduction is concerned with utterances; a deduction is
a type of utterance.!® A primary object of the dialectical theory of deduction is to
evaluate utterances with a view to their correctness given the kind of predication
they involve.!® There is precedent for assigning “dialectic” the task of developing
linguistic controls, i.e. metalinguistic rules for arbitrating the proper meaning of
linguistic expressions. We find such a conception of dialectic’s role for example
in Plato’s Cratylus and Sophist."’ Plato’s preoccupation in these dialogues with
determining the “natural” relation of linguistic expressions for items might seem
out of place in the Topics, where respect for linguistic convention is recommended
(Top. 11 1, 109a27-33; 11 2, 110a14-22). But as we shall see in a moment, Aristotle
does not entertain diverging construals of the predicables, and he thinks that it is
decidable whether and how they are used in a given context. This is consistent and
in fact it is concomitant with the view that predicables serve to control the correct-
ness of predications.

The control function of the predicables is prominent in contexts in which the
exclusive construal for the predicables is in evidence. On the exclusive construal
of the predicables, each predicable involves a type of predication which is distinct
from and exclusive of every other type of predication.'® On the inclusive construal
of the predicables, this is not the case. Thus, if a predicate can be said of a subject,
it will qualify as an accident, but it could also qualify as a genus (that would remain
to be seen). It has been argued that the exclusive interpretation is the official, but
not the operative view in the Topics: that most of the core books assume an inclu-
sive interpretation and that the exclusive construal is not well suited to the “original
purpose” of the work.!” But the exclusive interpretation is well motivated. Its pur-
pose as a linguistic control for correctness of a proposition is clear. It occurs in the
very first tomog of the accident, which also introduces linguistic terminology in the
explanation of the rules associated with it.

One first place is to look and see if the answerer gave as accident something
which belongs in some other way. This mistake is made most with respect to
genera, for example if someone should say [Ex. 1] “it belongs accidentally to
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white to be a color”. For it is not true that color belongs to white; white’s ge-
nus is color. Sometimes the answerer will clarify this in his linguistic expres-
sion, for example by saying that [Ex. 2] “it belongs accidentally to justice to
be a virtue”. But oftentimes even without such clarification it becomes clear
that he has given the genus as an accident, for example if someone were to
say [Ex. 3] “whiteness is a state of having color” or [Ex. 4] “walking is a state
of motion”. [Rule 1] For the predication of the genus to the species never oc-
curs in a derivative form: all genera are synonymous with their species, i.e.
the species take on both the name and the definition of the genera. One who
says [Ex. 5] “the white has taken on the state of color” has not given [color
as] the genus, nor has he indicated [color] as proprium or definition, since
he has spoken in a way which indicates a derivation. [Rule 2] For the defini-
tion and the proprium do not belong to any other thing, whereas many other
things have achieved a state of being colored, e.g. wood, stone, a person, or a
horse. It is clear, then, that he has given the term as an accident.

(Top. 11 2, 109a34-b12)*

This tomoc, together with some others, gives evidence of the exclusive interpreta-
tion.?! It is not obviously concerned with inference schemes. We have in examples
1-5 several concrete instances of utterance. These utterances serve as illustrative
cases in which the speaker has, by virtue of verbal expression, made a certain non-ac-
cidental predicate an accident. The use of a specific linguistic formulation, either of a
stative perfect or of the verb “belongs accidentally to” (cuppépnKev), is construed as
sufficient evidence for the speaker’s commitment to an accidental predication, where
a genus predication is required. Aristotle considers the inverse case of giving the ac-
cident as genus in his discussion of the témot of the genus (7op. II 1, 120b15-20).
The sought conclusion in both of these cases is that the speaker has used the wrong
type of predication. The rules invoked in this context concern the type of predication
involved in the answerer’s utterance. Utterances which feature a “derivative” or par-
onymic type of relation between predicate and subject when the predicate is a genus
must be rejected because genus and species are “synonyms”, i.e. items which — like
animal and human — share a name and a definition.” Rule 1 states the reason that such
utterances are to be ruled incorrect when they feature genus terms as their predicates:
they betray ignorance of the fact that the genus and its species share what might be
called a concept. Rule 1 is, in this sense, intensional: human and animal do not rep-
resent the same sets of individuals, but human will involve the concept of the animal
(in Leibnizian terms: praedicatum inest subiecto). Rule 2, by contrast, invokes an
extensional criterion for linguistic correctness. The use of formulations involving
accidental predication prevents one from featuring a given predicate as a proprium
or a definition, because these types of predicates are co-extensive with their subjects,
whereas accidental predicates are not (if we leave per se accidents off to one side).
What kind of rules are Rule 1 and Rule 2? They are not rules of inference.
They do not concern the relationship between propositions. They legislate
on the type of linguistic expression one uses for certain types of predica-
tion. They are rules for both the use and interpretation of language. This
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is not further surprising when one considers that, in the Topics, the predicables
often figure as linguistic items or are closely associated with such items.?* At
least they are defined in reference to linguistic procedures such as predication
and signification. The definition (6pog) is defined as an account or expres-
sion (A6yoc) signifying (onuaiveov) the essence (1o ti v eivan) (I 5, 101b38);
the property (idwov) is defined as that which does not refer to (dnAoi) the es-
sence, even if it belongs uniquely to the item and can be predicated in its place
(102a18-9). The genus is defined as something which is predicated in the
what-it-is of several items which are different in species (102a31-2); it is the
sort of thing which is appropriate to say when one is asked what something is
(102a32-5). The distinctions made among the predicables involve linguistic
notions.

This is compatible with the fact that the predicables are presented as a com-
plete and exhaustive list of what every dialectical problem and premiss “refers
to” (dnAoi: 101b17-8). In Top. 1 4 Aristotle considers the items “from which” (ék
tivov) his method for dialectical training is derived. His basic assumption in ap-
proaching this matter is that arguments (Adyot) and deductions (cvAAoyiopoti) are
ultimately “from” (&) and “about” (mepi) the same things and the same number of
things, even if arguments are “from” premisses and deductions are “about” prob-
lems (101b13-6). This is because every premiss and every problem “refers to”
(dnAoi) either a property (idwov), a genus (yévog), an accident (cuppepnidc), or a
definition (6pog) (101b17-25). This “referring” is further elucidated by a distinc-
tion between two different items which the property can signify: the essence (16
i v eivan) and property (101b19-23). Aristotle decides to regiment language in
this passage and fixes “definition” (6pog) as the expression which will signify the
essence, whereas property will signify “the rest”, i.e. whatever can be counter-
predicated with the thing but does not signify its essence.

Let us consider some features of the system of predicables, with a view to their
normative aspects.?* Predicables may be conceived in terms of propositions featur-
ing predications, or as actually predicated items.?® They are not just what could be
predicated but what is predicated.? In the architecture of the Topics, predicables are
the most basic elements; they serve to order tomot or “places”, even if the places
concerned with a certain type of predicable (namely, the genus) may feature as “el-
ements”. The strategic and pragmatic character of “places” in the Topics deserves
special emphasis.?’ A t6mog is a storage place for propositional material in order to
attack a given assertion; it provides material which can be used as a premiss in a
deduction to the negation of the assertion.?® As such, the tomot are likely the prod-
uct of the application of the first “instrument” mentioned in 7op. I 13 and described
in I 14, the research and selection of propositions through directed research (I 13,
10522-3; I 14). It is at least quite plausible that the topoi were derived from a sys-
tematic application of the notion of the predicables to actual argumentation. This
would account for why the Topics is ordered as it is.

The material stored in the over 300 toémot of the Topics is heterogenous, but a
tomog typically contains an instruction for finding a proposition in order to attack a
given assertion, together with a rule or warrant which explicates why the assertion
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can be defeated, i.e. shown to be false, from the “place” which the toémog repre-
sents. On Brunschwig’s account of the tomot of the Topics, the rule featured is sub-
sumed under a “law”.?’ This terminology needs to be treated with care, at least if it
is taken to imply a distinction between logical laws and rules which are derivative
from them.* The logical function of an Aristotelian place is best understood in its
role as directing a specific argumentative task that can be accomplished under cer-
tain background assumptions given by the predication relations of the predicables.
The rules of control make those background assumptions explicit.

Consider a 16mog of the genus which features a further linguistic rule of control.

[1] See if the species given is true of something of which the genus is not,
for example: if what is or what is knowable is posited as genus of what is
thinkable. [2] For the thinkable will be predicated of what is not (many things
which are not the case are thinkable), but it is clear that what is, or what is
knowable, will not be predicated of what is not. [3] So neither what is nor
what is knowable are the genus of the thinkable, for it is necessary that the
genus is predicated of everything of which the species is predicated.

(Top. 1V 1, 121a20-6)

Sentence [1] issues an instruction concerning a context in which the species term
holds of a given item but the genus term does not. This is illustrated with an exam-
ple. In the example, the “thinkable” (do&uotov) is considered as a species which
will hold of “what is not” (t0 ur 6v). As explained in [2], given such a context,
one can argue that “what is” (t0 dv) or “what can be known” (¢motToV) cannot
be genera for “thinkable”, since neither of these may be truly predicated of “what
is not”. In [3], a rule is formulated which covers this particular example and others
like it: ““it is necessary that the genus is predicated of everything of which the spe-
cies is predicated”. The rule is derived from the practice of division, and concerns
the relation of genus and species in a given definition.?! The normative force of the
rule is derived not from a relationship of consequence but from a criterion concern-
ing the correctness of predications in extension. It is a rule for testing the correct-
ness of a statement as a type of predication.

In concluding this part, let us consider how the predicables might control the
correctness of concrete statements and how such controls are best characterised
in terms of their normative function as “rules”. In this connection Jacques Brun-
schwig made a relevant and useful observation:

One should in fact emphasize that the predicables do not represent real rela-
tions that may obtain between a subject and the properties it possesses, but
the intensional relations that may obtain between a subject and the properties
that a proposition attributes to it; dialectic has as its formal objects statements
about things, and not the things themselves.*

“Intensional relations” between a property and subject are relations which we
deem to hold in virtue of the meaning of the terms involved. The meaning of a
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term determines but is not identical to the term’s denotation. Aristotle is aware of
the possibility of semantic manipulation of terms in such a way as to undermine the
meaning of a proposition as intended by a speaker/hearer. Thus, in 7op. 1 18 the
study of the many ways in which something is said is recommended as a control to
ensure that “deductions come about not just with regard to the word but to the mat-
ter itself” (108a20-2). If it is unclear in how many ways something is said (and thus
“meant”), it is possible that answerer and questioner do not “bear their thought” to
the same thing (108a22—4). The same thing to which speaker and listener are to bear
their thought is not only the object under discussion but the meaning of the assertion
under debate. Speaker’s meaning — and in particular answerer’s meaning — is norma-
tive for dialectical argumentation:

If it has been made clear in how many ways something is said and someone
posits something in bearing thought to some one of these, the questioner
would appear ridiculous if he did not effect his argument with a view to this.

(118, 108a24-6)

The theory of meaning in the Topics reinforces the regulative function of the rules.
We will return to the relation between meaning and rules in a moment.

The framework of the predicables has as its ultimate object a privileged type
of predication relation, that of the definition to its definiendum. Even if dialec-
ticians in Aristotle’s time did not attempt to deduce definitions (as stated in a
passing remark in 7op. VII 3, 153a7-11), the predicables themselves are defined
with a view to the definition. This is supported by the order in which they are
introduced in Top. I 5 (namely, definition, property, genus, and accident).* This
is connected with the historical context of Aristotle’s theory of predicables and
predication: both are informed by practices of definition and division in the Acad-
emy.** Noting the Platonic provenance of Aristotle’s theory of the predicables as
a “regressive inquiry into the conditions of a definition”, Brunschwig observed
that the inquiry concerning definition would eventually lead to a wider study of
predication:

Aristotle in fact recognized that the act of defining is a complex one, decom-
posable into more simple elements; in his effort to reduce this complex act
to laws, he was thus led to make inquiry into the laws which govern the el-
ementary acts of which the complex one was composed, the most general of
these laws being the ones which govern the most simple acts, i.e. predication
pure and simple. The logic of definition thus led to a logic of predication.*

Brunschwig’s manner of expression — with “laws” (lois) governing “acts” — suggests
that Aristotle’s task in the 7opics is to determine logical axioms for the evaluation
of predicative assertions.** But in the search for linguistic rules, it seems rather
that actual assertions are the object of analysis in the tomot and that rules for the
evaluation of assertions are extracted from these. The difference lies in the direc-
tion of research which is in fact suggested by the first dpyavov in Top. I 15: first, we
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assemble linguistic evidence in the form of propositions, then we find the relevant
rules which govern these statements in their respective contexts.

The difference between speaking of “rules” or of “laws” is significant. Some
interpreters posit that the 7opics contain certain non-analytic (i.e. non-syllogistic, pre-
Analytics) laws which Aristotle continued to recognise as valid, notwithstanding
Aristotle’s completeness claims for his theory in the Prior Analytics.’” This would
imply that Aristotle hit upon some laws while listing a series of rules which are
formally valid in the sense that they govern valid deductions in contexts delimited,
say, by the relevant predicable under discussion. But we misunderstand the aim and
objective of the Topics in this way. The linguistic items which are the predicables
and the assertions which can be truly made featuring them seem to have been the
original objects of dialectical investigation in this work. But they are not presented
as abstracted from all context in the manner of “propositional content”. The study
of the predicables relies on examples of linguistic behaviour in dialectical contexts.
This is not a trivial feature of the character of Aristotle’s theorising in the Topics.
The collection of utterances is indicative of linguistic theory. This theory informs
the dialectical approach to deduction and is a salient feature of Aristotle’s theory of
dialectic. This theory takes utterances in context and applies the linguistic theory
through rules of control. The rules which are sought for such statements are best
understood not as “first order” laws but “metalinguistic” rules, i.e. rules about the
use of language.™®

In the next section I will seek to explain how such metalinguistic rules are re-
lated to a pragmatic approach to utterances and their meanings and how they serve
to theorise the argumentative activity of deduction in dialectic.

2. The Predicables in Application to Inference

Recall how Aristotle collects and orders the predicables, as linguistic items which
are interrelated. In doing so Aristotle regiments existing metalinguistic terminol-
ogy, for example when he restricts the expression “accident” (7Top. 15, 102b10-4).
As noted by others, it is a feature of the Topics that existing concepts and material
in use are ordered anew.* For example, the ordering of the tomot according to the
predicables to facilitate their study and memorisation has been suggested as “argu-
ably, the primary innovation in Aristotle’s exposition of the dialectical art”.4°

The innovation is not just expository or didactic. The distinction between the
predicables “is the product of a methodical analysis of the conditions which a defi-
nition must satisfy”.*! The four “methods” are each based on conditions relevant to
each predicable. In order to understand the status of the logical rules which underlie
these tests, it is important to get a firmer grasp on the nature of the conditions which
they operationalise. Here I will explore the interpretation that these are semantic
and pragmatic conditions, tests, and rules. But it is first necessary to explain how
the terms “semantic” and “pragmatic” can be applied to the theory of the Topics.*

The distinction between pragmatics and semantics has been used in various
ways.® One way of making the distinction has it that semantics concern the con-
ventional linguistic meaning of utterances or sentences, and pragmatics concern
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the ways in which the meaning of an utterance can vary from the meaning of a
speaker.* Factors which contribute to such variance include the indexicality of cer-
tain terms and expressions, ambiguity, vagueness, semantic underdetermination,
implicitness, and non-truth-conditional content. Since the use of natural language
inevitably involves many expressions which are indexical, pragmatics would have
on this version of the distinction a very broad dossier: anything which does not
belong to the “propositional content” would be pragmatic. Another way of distin-
guishing pragmatics from semantics is to refer “what is said” — the propositional
content of utterances — to semantics and have pragmatics be the “study of linguistic
acts and the contexts in which they are performed”.** Close to this is the conception
of pragmatics as concerned with communicative intentions not completely explicit
in the utterances made. This conception of pragmatics was suggested by Grice’s
influential distinction between “what is said” and “what is implied” in a given
utterance. Here, “what is said” refers to the conventional meanings of statements
and expressions; what is implied is a further matter, to be reconstructed based on
considerations of context, considerations informed by a principle of cooperation
between interlocutors and in accordance with certain maxims of conversation that
follow from the cooperative principle.*¢

More recent work in pragmatics supports the view that the contextual features
and effects of utterances contribute substantially to the content of “what it said”,
pace Grice.*” An important starting point in this regard was the observation of
Strawson that referring is something speakers do, not words; the same holds for
assertion.*® This basic observation about language (which goes for English as for
Ancient Greek) is compatible with the view of the concept of proposition as it is
expressed in the Topics. There, the concept of proposition is implied by Aristotle’s
distinction between two types of interrogative moves in dialectic that are explicitly
characterised in terms of actions of a speaker:

The problem and the premiss differ in their mode of expression. If someone
speaks in this way: “Is it the case that the definition of man is two-footed
land animal?”, or: “Is it the case that animal is the genus of man?”, then a
premiss comes about. But if [one says]: “Is the definition of man two-footed
land animal, or not?”, a problem comes about. And the same for other cases.

(Top. 14, 101b28-33)

This is a pragmatic distinction, a distinction between ways of framing the content
of a question. If you present the question as a premiss, you are engaged in one
kind of action: you introduce it for acceptance or denial. The answer forms part of
the dialogue record, i.e. what the argument is “from” (101b15-6). If you present
a question as a problem, you present it as the object of discussion and invite the
interlocutor to take a position on what will be the issue in question, i.e. what the
argument is “about” (101b16). The pragmatic distinction between problem and
premiss gives rise to the properly semantic (i.e. truth-conditional) conception of
a proposition as the item which is the object of acceptance or denial. Aristotle
articulates elsewhere that the dialectical question is an invitation to take one part
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of a contradiction (De int. 11, 20b22—4). In the Prior Analytics, the dialectical
question is prefaced by a general definition of the “premiss” (mpotaci) as a state-
ment which affirms or denies something about something (Adyog xata@atikog
amopoTikog: APr. 11, 24al6; cf. APo. 12, 72a8-10). The notion of npdtacig has
here evidently come to take on the wider meaning of any predicative assertion or
denial (without the Topics distinction of its argumentative use). The specific term
for utterances which may be true and false is however the “assertive statement”
(AOyog amopavtikdc: Int. 4, 17a2-3).* But even in this wider employment of the
term mpOTACLS, its pragmatic aspect is clear in the marked difference between two
different speaker intentions (assertion or denial). It has been noted that Aristotle
nowhere explicitly raises the question of what bearers of truth and falsehood are.®
In the Topics, the approach to the specific linguistic items which can be bearers of
truth and falsehood is conspicuously pragmatic. He is interested in their context
of use. Contexts of use are made explicit, as seen in the first topos of the acci-
dent, by reference to the appropriate linguistic forms of predication given by each
predicable.

This approach to the verification of statements can also be seen as prag-
matic. Having distinguished the predicables, Aristotle goes on to emphatically
state that dialectical premisses and problems do not all explicitly mention the
predicables:

Let no one assume that each of these [i.e. property, genus, accident, defini-
tion] is, said by itself, a premiss or a problem, but rather that premisses and
problems come about from these.

(Top. 14, 101b26-8)

How are we to understand the claim that premisses and problems are from the
predicables? Aristotle states here that he should not be understood as stating that
each premiss or problem in dialectic explicitly mentions one of the predicables as
such. The qualification that dialectical question-premisses and question-problems
are from the predicables may be understood as saying that they are presupposed
in such discourse. In this case, we could understand this from pragmatically. The
predicables would then form part of the implicit framework of dialectical dis-
course. And as the predicables are the proper object of Aristotle’s investigation
in core books of the Topics, this framework would also be central to the concep-
tion of Aristotle’s investigation of dialectic. But the predicables themselves also
have semantic features. The predicables track types of commitments of speakers
in dialectical argumentation, and their detection is useful because it activates a
series of strategies with associated rules of operation in the appropriate context.
The determination of the predicables themselves can be seen as ways of identify-
ing the type of commitment a speaker has made. We may see this in the case of the
definition, the compass of the entire system in the 7opics. The definition is a kind
of signifying expression: a formula (Adyog) which signifies the essence, where the
essence itself is expressed either by a single word or by a formula, i.e. a phrase (I
5, 101b38-102al). Aristotle’s reason for the claim that there is one and the same
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“method” for definitional-type statements is made by appeal to their (refutational)
use in argumentation in connection with claims of difference and identity:

If we are able to argue that [the definition] is the same [as what it is predi-
cated of] and that it is different, then in the same way we shall also be in a
good position to attack definitions, for when we have shown that it [scil. the
definition] is not the same [as that of which it is predicated], we will have
destroyed the definition.

(I5,102al1-4)

This elucidation of the unity of the “method” of definition is instructive. Once the
interlocutor has committed to a definition-type statement, we can use the semantic
conditions associated with this type of statement — in the case of the definition, the
extensional requirement that the definition be co-extensive with the subject and
the non-extensional requirement that the subject be “in” the definition — to refute
that statement. Committing to a claim involving a certain type of predicable, as a
semantic type, has certain pragmatic consequences which can be exploited. It com-
mits the interlocutor to the semantic constraints associated with this predicable and
activates a series of rules which can be used in argumentation against one who is
committed to said claim.

The identification and distinction of predicables thus serves as the key for iden-
tifying rules which can be applied to someone committed to such a claim. That the
other predicables may be used in this way is indicated by the language in defining
them. The property is a counter-predicating expression which does not indicate
(dnAoi) the essential part of the essence, for example the property of human beings
that they are able to learn grammar (I 5, 102a18-22). A constraint for the invoca-
tion of a property in linguistic expression is that the utterance with this feature can-
not be used to signify something which can belong to something else — or, if such
an expression is used to express a property, it requires further qualification so that
it can function as a property (102a22-8). The use of such further qualifications, in
such a case, can be considered as a pragmatic indication that someone is using this
predicable.

Predications involving the predicable of the genus are a particularly important,
elemental, linguistic types for dialectical discussions. These discussions, at least
on the model assumed in the Topics, concern definitions, or are related to them.
Thus, predications of the genus-type are used to respond to the question “what is
it”? (102a32—-4). This is also the point at which the system of predicables intersects
with the other main semantic system in the Topics, that of the “types of categories”
or predication. The first category in Topics 19 is given as the “what-it-is” (103b20—
3) — though it is clear from that chapter that predicables can occur in all categories
and that, in fact, the “what-it-is” may sometimes mean the essence of the item,
sometimes the quality, sometimes the quantity, ef cet. (103b27-9). The predicable
of the genus is involved in predications that indicate a definitional feature which is
shared by many things differing in species (102a31-2). As a method, the study of
the genus concerns all the tests and rules relevant for determining if two items are
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in the same genus, and so it will also concern the marking off of a species from a
genus through one or more differentiae.

As we have seen, something like the theory of metalinguistic types (a theory of
types of linguistic expressions) must have already been alive when Aristotle wrote
the Topics, for he introduces his terminology by way of appropriation. We see this
in the two definitions of the accident cited in 7op. I 5. On one definition, accident
is defined as “that which is neither definition nor property nor genus, but which
belongs to the item” (I 5, 102b4-5). This is consistent with an exclusive division
of the predicables featured in 7op. I 8, 103b6—19, on which every proposition be-
longs to only one type of predication. But the accident also figured as “that which can
belong to one and the same item, or not belong to it, for example: being seated
can belong to a certain individual, or not” (I 5, 102b6-8). This definition has been
taken by some commentators, already in antiquity, to be related to the two-category
scheme know in the Early Academy wherein all things were said either “in them-
selves” (t& ko’ avtd) or “in relation to something else” (td mpodg T1).%!

Interpreting the predicables as semantic-pragmatic types and as the linguistic
basis for finding concomitant rules for these types may help us understand fluc-
tuation in the system of the predicables. If we are attacking a certain statement,
we might have an interest in interpreting the statement of the interlocutor as one
type, namely, the type with which we may most readily refute the thesis. The
strategic purpose of refutation will in any case inform our interpretation of the
interlocutor’s utterances — if destroying the statement is the overriding goal. But
if we are constructing a definition, it might be useful to first establish any kind
of belonging whatsoever, e.g. the loosest type of belonging: the accident, with
a view to the further question of whether the item which may be predicated as
a property is truly a definitional type. This will involve a more open interpreta-
tion, one typical rather of a constructive kind of argumentation not primarily
concerned with refuting claims but testing them. It is quite likely that Aristotle
makes reference to just such a type of dialectic in Top. VIII 4-6. The démarche
of the predicables in the Topics may be seen not only as one featuring ever more
stringent tests for the purpose of refutation but also, from a constructive point of
view, as building up from the most basic kind of belonging (the accident) to the
most specific type of belonging (the definition).

It has been noted that Aristotle’s assertoric syllogistic works only with the re-
lation of “belonging” enriched by a rigorously applied quantificational scheme,
whereas the tomot of the accident include only basic quantification.” In particular,
Aristotle does not consider in the Topics unquantified expressions such as “man is
animal” as unquantified. Because of the lack of positive determinations about the
relation of “belonging”, Aristotle was confronted with the question of whether p
belonging to s would imply, in itself, anything else. In this way he arrived at non-
analytic logical laws such as the law of contraposition: if a belongs to b, then non-b
belongs to non-a.** But in this domain, too, semantic features of the terms involved
cannot be ignored and are even especially prominent in Aristotle’s treatment. Some
of the very first tomot of the accident concern semantic features of terms: whether
the term involved is being employed in popular usage or not (7op. I1 2, 110a14-22)
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and whether it is used in many senses (Zop. II 3, 110a23-32). Unlike the asser-
toric syllogistic, which uses only quantification as a semantic enhancement of three
statements relating three terms through a middle term, this is an approach which
makes full use of the semantic features of language to generate implications and to
explore the rules which govern them.

Conclusion

Jacques Brunschwig once employed a developmental conjecture to explain the co-
occurrence of the two interpretations of the predicables. His theory has it that the
inclusive interpretation is the original one, closely tied to the “fundamental pro-
ject” of the Topics, and that the exclusive interpretation is characteristic of a later
stage of composition of the Topics documented in 7op. I and early chapters of Top.
V.3* He bases this interpretation in part on the claim that the inclusive interpretation
is more characteristic of dialectic as practiced.*

His conjecture is hard to verify or falsify. [ have tried instead to show the impor-
tance and argumentative function of the exclusive reading of the predicables. Aristo-
tle extracts, by means of this version of the theory, norms for assertions in dialectic
which enforce certain interpretations on the utterances of the participants. Which in-
terpretation of the utterance we take may depend on what we seek to be doing in the
argument. If our aim is constructive and exploratory, then an inclusive interpretation
of the predicables may be preferable because it permits us to begin with a relation
of belonging and then to specify with tests of increasing specificity how an attribute
belongs. If our aims are refutation or the testing of an existing definition, it will be
useful to apply an exclusive interpretation of the predicables to see if the parts of the
definition are correctly assigned, i.e. to see if what is given as a property is really
a property in the exclusive sense of being co-predicated with the subject while not
being its definition. Thus, in V 3, 131b37-132a9, where an exclusive interpretation
of the property is explicitly in force, the argumentative intention of the arguer is to
refute (dvackevdlovta, 131b37) and, in particular, to show that the definition has
been given as if it were a property. When the property is given in this way, it is not
“well formulated” (kah®dg keipevov), because the semantic function of the definition
is to signify the essence, and “the property must not signify the essence” (131b38—
132al). The exclusive interpretation is thus indicative of a more precise semantics,
one which restricts the meaning of the utterance. This more precise semantics will
be useful for certain critical or peirastic purposes, but perhaps not only for those.

The difference between these two intentions in argumentation is reflected in the
difference between the inclusive and exclusive interpretations of the predicables.
Both interpretations are informed by an understanding of what each predicable
implies when it is interpreted in one of the relevant ways. As a study of 7op. V has
shown, even here most of the toémot are open to either the inclusive or the exclusive
interpretation — and thus are useful for both argumentative intentions.*

I have argued for a particular reading of the predicables on which they are open
to either interpretation. The decision regarding their interpretation depends in part
upon the type of dialectical procedure one is engaged in, and this in turn informs
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the kind of theory sought when exploiting the predicables in order to derive from
them rules of implication.
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Notes

1

W

3

Hambruch (1904: 21) suggests that Aristotle formulated the rules in the Topics in order
to prepare his students for debate with members of the Academy, as a “clever applica-
tion of Academic logic for disputations with Academics”. For Hambruch this meant
that the Topics is to be used as a source of information (albeit a biased one) for such
“Academic logic”.

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: ix).

Top. 11, 100a18-21: “The purpose of the treatise is to discover a method of making
deductions about any problem put forward upon the basis of &vdo&a, and so that we
ourselves, when defending an argument, will not utter anything contradictory”.

There are two notable outliers. Maier (1900: II 78 n. 3) suggested that Aristotle “discov-
ered” the notion of deduction only later in the course of composing the Topics. The view
that the theory of dialectic is based on a theory of non-deductive inference was taken
up later by Burnyeat (1982). Interpreters in agreement that the main body of the Topics
is concerned with deductions in the Aristotelian sense (i.e. cuvALoyiopol) are: Solmsen
(1929: 38); Kapp (1942: 12); Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: xxxviii—x1v); Smith (1994:
144-8); Primavesi (1996: 22-6); Rapp (2000); Malink (2015).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: xxxviii).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: xxxix): a T6mog is a “machine for generating premisses based
upon a given conclusion”.

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: x1—xli).

Primavesi (1996: 87) et passim; Smith (1997: xxviii); Rapp (2000: 22-3); Reinhardt
(2000: 18-19).

Thus Rapp (2000: 23): “Wichtig ist fiir die Topoi der Topik folgendes: Die allgemeine
Regel eines Topos dient als Argumentationsschema. Sie kann gelesen werden als “wenn
der Gegner so-und-so zugesteht, dann kann darauf so-und-so deduktiv hergeleitet
werden”. Rapp’s “allgemeine Regel” corresponds here to Brunschwig’s “law”, not to
the instruction rule which constitutes the imperatival part of most tomot of the Topics.
This consequence is drawn explicitly in Primavesi (1996: 87-8).

Rapp (2000: 24-7).

Rapp (2000: 27-8).

Malink (2015: 284-97).

Allen (1995: 189-90); (Allen 2001: 53).

Alexander, In Top. 7.15-25 Wallies.

Sainati ([1968] 2011: 31, 37, 39-41).

Cratylus 390c10—e5: the dialectician is the one who knows how to ask and answer, and
the establisher of names is a “dialectical man” who looks to the nature of each name and
can place its form (180¢) into both letters and syllables. Sophista 253d1-e5: the dialecti-
cian is the one who knows how to discriminate forms (&idn) according to their kind or
type (yévn). The discussion of Being, Motion, Rest, Same, and Other in Sophista 255¢8
ff. raises the question how these major kinds can be related through “participation” or
predication.
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This construal of the predicables is in evidence in Top. 1 4, 101b17-25, where we read
that “every premiss and problem signifies either a proprium, or a genus, or an accident”;
in the definition of the accident as that which is “neither definition nor proprium nor
genus” (I 5, 102b4-7); and in the “deduction” by division of the predicables as mutually
exclusive types of predication in Top. I 8,

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: Ixxvi-Ixxxiii); Brunschwig 1986.

My translation. Text as in Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: 35-6). For a helpful discussion of
the tomog, see Primavesi (1996: 117-21).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: Ixxix n. 3) mentions, in addition to 7op. I 1, 109b34 and IV
1, 120b21-35,V 3, 131b37-132a9; V 4, 132b35ff., 133a18ff.; V 5, 13529-19. On V 3,
131b37-132a9, see Reinhardt (2000: 145-51), who suspects this passage as the product
of a (not very competent) redactor. [ will leave the passages in 7op. V out of considera-
tion for the moment and focus on Zop. Il and IV.

This is a slightly different relation of “synonymy” than that featured in Cat. 1, 1a12-5,
where the items designated as cuvdvopa are species related to a genus. See Primavesi
(1996: 119).

Outside the Topics, of course, the situation is different. Genus and accident are promi-
nent as terms signifying certain non-linguistic items. For the genus, see e.g. Metaph. V
28, 1024a29-b4, where the term is said or applied when there is continuous generation
of entities having the same species, and in order to designate types, such as plane and
solid as types of figure. This is distinguished from the linguistic sense of the term in
which genus figures as the “the first item in definitions, which is said in the what-it-is,
and of which the differences are said as qualities” (1024b4—6). For a developmental ac-
count of Aristotle’s theory of genus and differentia, see Granger (1984). The determina-
tion of accident at Metaph. V 30, 1025a14-5 as “that which belongs to something and
which is true to say, but which is neither necessary nor for the most part” combines both
an ontological and linguistic determination.

For treatment of the predicables, see Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: Ixxvi-lxxxiii and
121-4); Sainati ([1968] 2011: 70-97); Barnes (1970); Ebert (1977) (with a criticism of
Brunschwig’s interpretation); Brunschwig (1986) (in reply to Ebert 1977); Slomkowski
(1997: 69-93); Reinhardt (2000: 25-37), with special attention to the i{6tov; Schramm
(2004: 41-83).

We find predicables determined as predicative questions (i.e. propositions or problems)
at Top. 14, 101b17-8: “Every proposition and every problem refers either to property or
to genus or to accident”. When the predicables are introduced in 7op. I 5, the focus shifts
to their role as predicated items, e.g. “Property is that does not refer to the essence, but
which belongs (brapyer) to the item alone and which can serve as predicate in its place”
15,102a18-9).

Ebert (1985).

The following remarks are limited to the toénot of the Topics. On the tomot of the Rheto-
ric and their relationship to those of the Topics, see Solmsen (1929: 61-2); Rapp (2002:
11 270-99).

Primavesi (1996: 83—4); Primavesi (1998: 1264).

We recall again Brunschwig [1967] 2009: x1—xli) (cited earlier): “Every [place] presents
itself as a rule, associated with a procedure of construction, and founded on a law”
(Brunschwig’s emphasis, my translation). What Brunschwig calls a “rule” is part of
what I am calling an instruction.

As e.g. in de Pater (1965: 140-3), who maintains that Aristotle’s places express “axi-
ological laws” from which certain other places may be derived.

de Pater (1965: 167-270) discusses the importance of division for the “common” témot
in particular.

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: 1): “Il faut en effet souligner que les prédicables ne désignent
pas les relations réelles qui peuvent s’établir entre un sujet et les propriétés qu’il pos-
séde, mais les relations intentionelles qui peuvent s’établir entre un sujet et les propriétés
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33

34
35

36
37

38
39
40
41
42

43

que une proposition lui attribue; la dialectique a pour objets formels les discours sur les
choses, et non ces choses elles-mémes”. See also Smith (1997: xxix).

See Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: xxvi), who suggests that the privileged position of the
definition with respect to the other predicables is indicated by the fact that it is defined
with regard to the essence (10 i fjv elvat), a notion which is itself not further explained
in the context of the Topics.

Solmsen (1929: 153-4).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: liv): “Aristote a reconnu en effet que 1’acte de définir était un
acte complexe, décomposable en éléments plus simples; dans son effort pour soumettre
a des lois cet acte complexe, il était donc conduit a rechercher aussi les lois qui régissent
les actes élémentaires dont il se compose, les plus générales de ces lois étant celles qui
régissent le plus simple de ces actes, a savoir la prédication pure et simple. La logique
de la définition 1’a ainsi conduit a une logique de la prédication”.

As noted in n. 9, this interpretation was in fact offered by de Pater (1965).

Bochenski (1956: 58-9) refers to the “copious rules” of the Topics and emphasises that
“most” logically relevant formulae in the Topics are rules, not laws (106). But he still
subsumes his selection of rules from Top. 11 8, I11 6 and IV 4 to laws (Gesetze) of classes
and predicates and laws of relations (105-10). Bochenski adopts a developmental view
of such laws as he identifies in the Topics and the Rhetoric — these are “formulae cre-
ated at a time before he discovered the analytic syllogism” (102). But this distinction
between rule and law is foreign to the Topics — unless it is expressed by Aristotle’s term
Kkowdv/kowd in the sense of an “axiom” (possible in SE 11, 172a29, which is classified
as such a use in Bonitz (1870: 400a5).

See the critical remarks in Sainati ([1968] 2011: 48), on Bochenski’s approach to topical
rules.

As de Pater (1965: 69) puts it, in the domain of dialectic “Aristote n’a pas inventé, mais
ordonné”.

Kakkuri-Knuuttila and Tuominen (2012: 56).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: xlix).

My thanks to an anonymous reader for pressing the need to clarify the distinction and its
application to Aristotle’s Topics.

For a helpful summary of various ways of making the distinction, see (Bach 1999) and
his chronologically ordered overview (81-2).

Bach (1999: 66).

Stalnaker (1970: 275).

Grice ([1968] 1991: 306-7).

See e.g. Recanati (1989); Carston (1999: 108-99).

Strawson (1950).

Nuchelmans (1973: 32).

Crivelli (2004: 45).

Against the thesis that this two-category scheme corresponds to the substance/accident
distinction in Xenocrates (Granieri 2019).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: lii-liii); Malink (2015: 278-85).

Primavesi (1996) sought to explore the limits and specific features of this “logically most
promising” (Brunschwig) approach in his interpretation and commentary of 7op. II.
Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: Ixxx—Ixxxiii).

Brunschwig ([1967] 2009: 1xxxii).

Reinhardt (2000: 30).
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10 A Trouble-Maker for
Translators

~

The Aristotelian Phrase 0 ti fjv lvou

Hermann Weidemann

I

To translate ancient philosophical texts in general and to translate philosophical
texts written by Aristotle in particular is, as we all know, a troublesome job. What
quite often causes trouble to translators of Aristotle’s writings is the fact that, al-
though it is sufficiently clear what a certain sentence or phrase literally means, it
is unclear what is meant by it, but there are also cases in which it is just the other
way round, in which it is not a lack of clarity about what is meant by a certain
sentence or phrase that causes trouble but rather a lack of clarity about what the
sentence or phrase in question literally means. A case in point is the phrase 10 ti v
givan — 10 e for short — which has been called an “uncouth and obscure phrase” by
Emerson Buchanan,' a “bizarre expression” by Jonathan Barnes,” and even a term
which is “untranslatable” by more than one scholar.’ That in the Dictionnaire des
intraduisibles, the Dictionary of Untranslatables, as the Vocabulaire européen des
philosophies is subtitled, an entry for the phrase 10 e is to be found is nothing to
be surprised about.*

Whereas the question what is meant by this phrase is clearly answered by the
passages in which it occurs, the answer to the question what it literally means,
which is far from obvious, is completely left open. A translator, who is not satis-
fied with replacing the phrase by a co-extensive phrase or term but is ambitious to
render it by an expression which reflects its literal meaning, must take the trouble,
therefore, to find out what this meaning is by looking for clues to it and indications
of it in the relevant texts. This I shall try to do in this essay, putting the main em-
phasis on Aristotle’s logical writings, his so-called Organon.’

It is in two treatises of the Organon that the phrase 10 tng occurs, namely, in the
Topics (Book I, Chapters 4, 5, and 8; Book V, Chapters 3 and 4; Book VI, Chapters
1, 4, 5, and 8; Book VII, Chapters 3 and 5) and in the Posterior Analytics (Book
I, Chapters 22 and 33; Book II, Chapters 4, 5, 6, 8, and 11). From the Topics we
learn that the tne of something is what its definition signifies (cf. I 5, 101b38; VII
3, 153al5-6; VII 5, 154a31-2), that signifying its tne is what makes the definition
of something differ from iS1ov-predicates, i.e. predicates which specifically apply
to it without defining it (cf. I 4, 101b19-23; 1 5, 102a18-9; I 8, 103b7-12; V 3,
131b38-132a9), that an incomplete definition fails to state the tne of the thing to
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be defined (cf. VI 5, 143a17-8; VI 8, 146b31-2), and that both the definition and
the tne of something can syllogistically be demonstrated (cf. VII 3, 153a14-5).
That such a demonstration is possible is a thesis which Aristotle extensively dis-
cusses in Chapters 3—7 of the second book of the Posterior Analytics, coming to the
conclusion in Chapter 8 (cf. 93b15-20) that, on the one hand, what something is
cannot be demonstrated, but that, on the other hand, without a demonstration, what
something is cannot be made plain and intelligible.® It is within this discussion that
most of the occurrences of the phrase t0 e in the Posterior Analytics are to be
found. Especially worth mentioning is the beginning of Chapter 6, where the e
of something is described as that specific property of the thing in question which is
composed of all the parts of what it is (cf. 92a7-9).

As for the question what is meant by the phrase 10 tg, then, the answer of
the relevant Organon-texts is unmistakable and straightforward: the tne of some-
thing is its complete and specific essence as opposed to its generic essence, which
it shares with other members of the same genus, on the one hand, and its non-
essential specific properties, which are peculiar to its species but do not belong
to what it is, on the other hand. The e of a human being, for example, is what is
signified by the dpog-predicate (or opiopog-predicate)’ “two-footed land animal”
(Top.14,101b30. 32; Top. V 3, 132a2) as opposed to the yévog-predicate “animal”
(Top.14,101b31), on the one hand, and {dwov-predicates like “capable of acquiring
the ability to read and write” (Top. 1 5, 102a20. 21-2) or “naturally tame animal”
(Top. V 1, 128b17-8; V 3, 132a7), on the other hand.? It is tempting, therefore, to
render the phrase 10 tne by expressions which either derive from or are more or
less equivalent to the Latin word essentia, and there is a host of translators who
have resorted to this manoeuvre.” Hermann Bonitz, for example, has chosen the
rendering “das Wesenswas” (“the essential whatness™), which is a coinage of his
own, in his German translation of the Metaphysics,'® and in order to imitate the
difference between the two phrases 10 ti €61t and 10 g, the former of which he
renders as “I’essence” (“the essence”),!! Jacques Brunschwig has coined for the
latter the expression “I’essentiel de 1’essence” (“the essentiality of the essence”)!?
in his French translation of the Topics.!* Renderings of this type, another example
of which is the artificial expression “la quiddité” (“the quiddity”),'* which Pierre
Aubenque has chosen “faute de mieux”,'” are stopgap solutions of course,'® and
Brunschwig frankly avows: “la traduction que je propose est un pis-aller” (“the
translation which I propose is a makeshift”).!”

I

In order to be able to render the phrase 10 tne by an expression which is both
comprehensible and faithful to the wording of this phrase a translator has to give
his answer to the following four questions, each of which concerns one of its four
constituent words:

1 What is nominalised by the article t6?
2 What is asked by means of the interrogative pronoun ti?
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3 What is indicated by the imperfect fv?
4 Tn what sense of the verb &ipi is the infinitive elvar used?

As Robin Smith rightly remarks, the phrase 10 e “is one of the most heavily dis-
cussed of Aristotelian expressions™.!® In the course of the still ongoing discussion
which it has provoked a variety of answers has been given to the four questions
just mentioned. Instead of reviewing this discussion in all its details, what surely
would be too lengthy an enterprise to undertake here, I shall confine myself to per-
forming two tasks: I shall, first, examine and evaluate what is today, as far as I can
see, the prevailing view of the syntactical structure and the literal meaning of the
phrase and, then, present a new interpretation and translation of it which avoids the
shortcomings of this view.

According to the prevailing view, a prominent representative of which is Emer-
son Buchanan, who has devoted to our phrase two chapters of his book on Aristo-
tle’s theory of being,!? the first three of the aforementioned four questions are to be
answered as follows:

1 What the article 16 nominalises is not the infinitive etvou, but the question “ti fjv
etvat”.

2 What is asked by means of the interrogative pronoun ti is not the question what
the thing is whose e is at issue but the question what the being of this thing is.

3 What the imperfect v indicates is nothing more than that an answer to the ques-
tion which is introduced by the interrogative pronoun ti has already been given.

The first and the third of these three answers are certainly correct. As for the article
10, if the infinitive ivon were nominalised by it, ti v would have to be regarded as
an interposed question of its own, with the effect that the whole phrase would have
arather queer syntactical structure, which would make it literally mean “the — what
was it? — being”, the interrogative sentence “what was it?” being inserted as a
parenthesis. Grammatically difficult to swallow and risky though it is, this inter-
pretation has been defended by Friedrich Bassenge? and Charles Kahn,* both of
whom object to the rival interpretation, which takes the question “ti fjv &ivan;” to
be nominalised by the article 16, that it presupposes a second 16 before &ivoi, the
omission of which, they claim, cannot be explained.?

Hardly sufficient is the explanation offered by Buchanan, who suggests: “The 16
before eivon is omitted in t0 Ti v £ivon, one may suppose, in order to avoid an awk-
ward repetition”.? The “systematic omission of the second 16> would be justified,
of course, if the infinitive eivon were to be understood as the sort of infinitive called
“epexegetical or final” by Kahn,? as Schmitz and, independently of him, Courtine
and Rijksbaron suppose it to be.?® Being a “potential construction”, as Kahn calls
it,”’ the construction of €ipi + infinitive is unlikely, however, to underlie the phrase
10 g, and Kahn himself was well advised not to associate it with this phrase. After
all, it is the actual being of a thing, not some being which it is capable of having,
that this phrase denotes.?® The new interpretation which I shall propose will provide
a satisfactory solution to the problem of the missing article.
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What speaks in favour of the view that it is the question “ti fjv £ivar;” and not
the infinitive eivau that the article t6 nominalises is last, but not least, as Francoise
Caujolle-Zaslawsky, following Pierre Aubenque,” has pointed out,* the parallel-
ism between the two expressions 10 e and 10 i €oti, which is reflected in Ar-
istotle’s aforementioned description of the e as that specific property of a thing
which is composed of all the parts of its ti €511 (cf. APo. 11 6, 92a7-9). Since 10 i
€oTt is a nominalised question, t0 e can fairly and squarely be assumed to be a
nominalised question too.’!

As for the interrogative pronoun ti, the question what is asked by means of it is
unsatisfactorily answered both by the defenders of the prevailing view, who take
the infinitive lvar to be the subject of the nominalised question “zi v elvan;”,
and by their opponents, who take this infinitive to be the subject of the interposed
question “ti fjv;”.*> The reason why it is unsatisfactory to treat etvou as the subject
of the question which is introduced by ti simply is this: When Aristotle coined the
phrase 10 e, he obviously started from the Socratic ti €01t question, which he
tried to transform in such a way that the question resulting from the transformation
revealed both its connection with and its difference from the original one. But to
ask the question “1i €ot1;” is simply to ask what such and such a thing is, so that,
if to ask the question “ti fjv elvon;” were to ask what the being of such and such a
thing is, the connection of the latter question with the former would be extremely
tenuous, not to say lost. “Aside from 10 1i €011, with its Platonic tone”, we read in
the Dictionary of Untranslatables,

Aristotle coined another expression whose purpose was to designate £idoc,
in the specific technical sense of species and not yévog. Employing the gram-
matical model of the substantivized phrase 10 i €071, he took care to adapt it
to his own purposes.*

How close the connection between the two expressions is can be gathered from
the fact that Aristotle frequently uses the phrase 10 ti €511, which normally has a
wider range of application than the phrase 10 trng, in a narrower sense in which it
is equivalent to it. A telling example of this use is his formulation of the thesis that
the essence of something can be demonstrated syllogistically. While in the Topics,
where he endorses it, he formulates this thesis using for essence the phrase 10 e
(cf. VII 3, 153a14-5), in the Posterior Analytics, where he rejects it, his expression
for essence is 10 i €01t (cf. 11 8, 93b16-7). In the same manner, when formulating
the thesis that the definition of something is a phrase which signifies its essence,
he uses for essence 10 e in the Topics (cf. I 5, 101b38; VII 3, 153al15-6; VII 5,
154a31-2) and 10 ti éo1t in the Posterior Analytics (cf. 11 3, 90b3—4, 91al; 11 10,
93b29, 94al1-4. 16-7). As Charles Kahn has pointed out, on any reading of the
phrase 70 e in which it “ceases to be a natural transformation of the 10 i €51t for-
mula [. . .]”, “the frequent equivalence of the two expressions for essence becomes
difficult to understand”.>

Kahn, who rightly regards the 10 e formula as “a natural transformation of the
70 ti éott formula” and also rightly thinks that it would cease to be that if the two
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questions of which these formulae are nominalisations had different subjects, er-
roneously, to my mind, believes that on his reading of the 10 tne formula as literally
meaning “the being-what-it-is”** they have the same subject. If the phrase 10 e
really meant “the being-what-it-is”, it would hardly be appropriate to paraphrase
its meaning, as Kahn with regard to a given thing x does, as “the being [for x] as
determined by its definition, by what we have formulated in answer to the question
what is it?” 3¢ To speak of the being-what-it-is of x in a sense in which it is not the
being of x, but x itself that “it” refers to goes against the grain.”’ In the light of the
new interpretation which I shall propose the 10 tne formula satisfies the expecta-
tion that the ti contained in it corresponds to the ti of the 10 ti éot1 formula in a
straightforward and natural way.

As for the imperfect 1v, to take it as what is usually called a “philosophical im-
perfect”, and what would perhaps better be called a backward-referring imperfect,
is the most natural way to take it. This use of the imperfect tense is, as Bassenge
aptly describes it, “an elliptical tense attraction” (“eine elliptische attractio tempo-
ris”)* to the effect that “was”, for example, is used as an abbreviation for “is, as has
already been stated (or, already been shown)”.* According to this interpretation of
the imperfect fjv, which is, as Buchanan says in so many words, “recommended by
the fairly frequent occurrence of the ‘philosophical imperfect’ (i.e. the imperfect
with backward reference) in other contexts”,* the phrase 16 tne designates the es-
sential being of a thing as specified by a definition already agreed upon.*!

As for the last word of the phrase 10 g, the defenders of the prevailing view
are divided on the question whether it is used predicatively as a copulative givon
or absolutely as an existential eivon. Those who answer this question in favour of
the former alternative, as, for example, Michael Frede and Giinther Patzig do, take
the phrase 10 tne to be an abridgment or a condensation of expressions like 10 ti
N &vOpodne dvOpdne eivan (“the what-it-was-for-a-man-to-be-a-man”).*? To this
interpretation Buchanan has raised the objection: “if Aristotle always thought of
the dative as doubled, he would have been likely to write it thus once in a while;
but 10 i v avOpdne eivon dvOpdne seems never to occur’”.®

Buchanan is far from denying, of course, that expressions with two datives are
ever to be found in Aristotle’s writings. “The closest example”, he writes, “and ap-
parently the only one with i fjv, is i v o0t® 0 oipott etvon (‘what it was for it
to be blood,” De Part. An. 11.3 [649Db 22]). [. . .] The same construction”, he adds,
“appears twice in the first chapter of the Categories, but with éotwv instead of fv:
i éoTIv avTdV Ekatépe 1O (Oo eivor (1a, 5 and 11)”.* Attention is drawn by him
also to a third example: “todto yép Qv a0t 10 ypodpott eivor (De Anima 11.7 [419a
9-10])”.#

It is worth noting that between the three real examples adduced by Buchanan
and the fictitious one, on the pattern of which Frede and Patzig take the phrase 10
ne to have been coined, there is an important difference: the infinitive elvat, which
is combined with the second dative, has the article t6 prefixed to it in the real ex-
amples, while in the fictitious one it lacks this article. This difference is important
because expressions like those which are formed of the last three words of the
real examples, i.e. expressions like 10 aipatt givar, 0 (O eivar, and O xpOUOTL
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glvan, are often used by Aristotle, especially in the so-called substance-books of
the Metaphysics (Z, H, ®), to refer to special instances of what the phrase 10 e
denotes in general.

In the Organon 1 have found two examples of these “dative-expressions”, as
Bassenge calls them,* namely, the expression 10 givan avOpodne in the Topics (V
4, 133b34-5)" and the expression 10 ivor ékeive in the Posterior Analytics (11
6, 92a9). In the case of the former expression, which is preceded by the words
oV TavTov Yap €otv avBponw te (133b34), it may be wondered whether it is
due to the preceding évOpdme that 1o eivon dvOpmdme is used instead of T ivar
avBpomov. That is to say, the use of this expression might well be an application
of the rule according to which, to quote Buchanan, “the predicate of an infinitive
is regularly in the accusative case, unless there is an expressed subject of the in-
finitive in the dative to which the predicate is attracted”.*® No such case attraction
can be assumed for the expression o eivan éxeive, however, since in the context
of this expression there is no expressed subject whatsoever to which a possible
predicate of glvan could have been attracted. It is incorrect, therefore, to render
this expression, as Jonathan Barnes and Wolfgang Detel do in their translations
of the Posterior Analytics, as “what it is to be that thing” and “was es heif3t, jenes
zu sein”, respectively.* What the expression means is “what it is for that thing to
be” (or “what the being of that thing is”). The dative éxeive and the infinitive eivon
are, in other words, related to one another not in such a way that to the latter as a
copula the former is attached as a predicative complement, but in such a way that
to the latter as a verd of existence the former is attached as a dative of possession.

Since in the Posterior Analytics the expression 1o givon éxeive is used as an
equivalent of the phrase 10 tne, which there, as mentioned earlier, is taken to de-
note that specific property of something which is composed of all the parts of what
itis (cf. APo. 11 6, 92a7-9), the lvau in this phrase, too, must be an existential etvou.
The equivalence of both phrases and, consequently, the existential use of ivau in
each of them is further shown by the fact that in the Metaphysics instead of 10 lvar
keive Aristotle uses the expression 10 ti fjv éxeivo etvor (VII 6, 1031b7), of which
10 eivon éxetvo obviously is an abbreviated form. This example is by no means the
proverbial single swallow which does not make a summer, for it has a close parallel
in the expression 10 £€kdoto etvon, which in the Metaphysics occurs twice in this
form (VII 6, 1032a5-6; X 2, 1054a18-9) and five times, if we disregard a passage
where the probably corrupt reading &€xactov of the manuscripts has been emended
to £ékGot@ by Bonitz and to ékdotov by Ross (VII 4, 1029b14),% in the expanded
form 10 i fjv elvan ékdote (1 7, 988b4—5; V 17, 1022a9; V 18, 1022a26; VII 4,
1029b20. 25-6). Nowhere does the context allow us to explain the dative ékdot,
instead of taking it as a dative of possession, as resulting from a case attraction.
What 10 ékéote £ivor means is not “what it is to be each thing” but rather “what
it is for each thing to be” (or, “what the being of each thing is”).>! The relationship
between the phrase 10 e and the dative-expressions of the two types 10 £ékdoT®
givan, on the one hand, and 10 ti fjv lvau &xdotm, on the other hand, seems to be
such that the phrase 10 te and the simple dative-expressions of the former type
are differently abbreviated descendants of the expanded dative-expressions of the
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latter type.” In the Topics and the Posterior Analytics, as examples of this type
of expression, the phrases 10 i fjv eivou @ Opwlopéve (Top. VI 1, 139a33—4; VI
4, 141b23-4), 10 1i v etvor 16 mpdypott (Top. VII 3, 153a15-6; cf. APo. 11 8,
93a12-3), and 10 ti v lvan Ekatépe (4Po. I 33, 89a32) are to be found.

Jonathan Barnes, who renders the phrase 16 tng, depending on the context in

which it occurs, as “what it is to be a thing”, “what it is to be something”, or “what
it is to be it”,* tries to justify this translation as follows:

The literal translation of this bizarre expression is “the what was to be?”;
hence “the answer to the question ‘What was to be?’”, and so, for short,
“what was to be”. The past tense here is a Greek idiom that does not go over
into English; thus we get to “what is to be”. Several passages indicate that
this is elliptical for “what, for so-and-so, it is to be such and such” [. . .].%*

Which passages exactly he has in mind, Barnes does not tell us, but should he
have in mind the few passages, in which two datives are related to one another in
such a way that, like in the passage P4 II 3, 649b22 (ti v adt® 10 dipatt eivar),
“one may be taken as possessive and one as predicative”,”> he would surely back
the wrong horse.

It is worth mentioning that in the form in which it is held by Buchanan the
prevailing view of what the phrase 10 ¢ literally means was held already in an-
tiquity. Alexander of Aphrodisias, whom Buchanan explicitly acknowledges to
have anticipated his interpretation of the phrase,*® understood it as meaning “the
what-for-the-thing-defined-its-being-is” (10 ti £611 10 etvan . . . 1§ 6p1oT®).*” This
understanding is echoed 300 years later in Ammonius’ commentary on Aristotle’s
De Interpretatione, in which ti fjv etvou is said to be short for ti o1t T mpdrypatt
10 givan (“what for the thing its being is”, “what it is for the thing to be”).® My new
interpretation and translation of the phrase t0 tne, which it is now time to present,
will break with this tradition.

011

As far as the article 16 and the imperfect fjv are concerned, I remain on the side of
those who hold the prevailing view and, concerning the infinitive elvou, I disagree
with those representatives of this view only who take it as copulative. It is the inter-
rogative pronoun ti, or, more precisely, the question introduced by this pronoun,
concerning which my new interpretation will break fresh ground. Buchanan, with
whom 1 side as far as the words 106, v, and eivou are concerned, takes the ques-
tion introduced by ti to be the question “What was it (for something) to be?” or, in
other words, the question “What was the being (of something)?”.> As I have tried
to show, there are two problems which this view is unable to cope with: Firstly, it
cannot be explained, on this view, why the infinitive etvan lacks an article, given
that it is the question “ti jv elva;” that the article 16 nominalises, and, secondly,
we are kept in the dark, on this view, about the connection between the phrase 10
e and the phrase 10 ti éo1L.
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Both problems are solved at a stroke by the following assumption, which, once
it had suggested itself to me, caused the proverbial scales to fall from my eyes: The
phrase 10 e is elliptical insofar as after the pronoun ti an additional etvou has to
be understood. That is to say, that the question “ti v efvoy;”, which is nominal-
ised by the article 16, is an abbreviated form of the question “ti glvou v eivon;”,
which on its part is a shortened version of the question “t0 ti lvon v 10 etvo;”
(“what to be was to be?”). As the nominalisation of the question which asks, with
respect to a given object the tne of which is at issue, to be what kind of thing it
was (or it meant) for it simply to be (i.e. to exist), the phrase 0 tng is the general
formula for the answer to be given to this question in each case. An appropriate
English translation would therefore be “the what-to-be-it-was-to-be” or, given that
fv (“was”) “has no temporal significance”,® “the what-to-be-it-is-to-be”. As a Ger-
man translation I suggest, slightly modifying an earlier suggestion, “das Was-zu-
sein-es-heiBt-zu-sein”.*! Understood in the sense just explained, the phrase 10 e
encapsulates an important insight of Aristotle’s to which he gives expression in his
Metaphysics by saying that “to signify what a thing is essentially is to signify that
to be is nothing else for it” (10 8’ ovoiav onuaiverv éotiv 611 00K dALO TL TO £lvolL
avt®: Metaph. IV 4, 1007a26-7).

Both the construction of the unabridged question “to i glvan v 10 £ivon;” and
its abbreviation to the question “ti v eivo;” fully comply with the rules of Greek
grammar and usage. As for the construction of the unabridged question, in Kiih-
ner and Gerth’s Greek grammar attention is drawn to “a most peculiar brevity of
expression among the Greeks” of the following sort: “In an interrogative sentence
they put between the article and the word belonging to it an interrogative word
merging by that means two questions or a question and a subordinate clause into a
single question”.®? T confine myself to citing only one of the many instructive ex-
amples which Kiihner and Gerth, in order to illustrate this usage, adduce, namely
the question, mentioned in the first book of Plato’s Res Publica (332c), “n tiow
obv 1i dmodidodon dpelduevoy Kai Tpootikov Téyvn latpikt koAeltar;” (“the art
that renders to which things what thing that is due to and proper for them is called,
then, the art of medicine?”’).

As for the omission of the etvon after i, it can easily be explained as an instance
of the well-known figure of speech, called oyfjpo dno kowvod by the ancient gram-
marians, which Kiihner and Gerth describe as obtaining “wherever one or more
words can be taken from, or be supplemented from, what precedes or what follows,
be it entirely or in part, be it in the same form or in a different one”.®* Gottfried
Kiefner, who quotes this description as exemplifying too wide a conception of the
oyfipe o kowod,* defines it himself as “the semantically as well as grammati-
cally and syntactically uniform connection of a component part of a sentence with
two others”.® With the oyfjpa dnod kowod thus defined Kiefner contrasts the so-
called Versparung (“saving up”), which according to him differs from it insofar as
that component part of a sentence which is uniformly connected with two others is,
on the one hand, placed with the second, for the placement with which it is “saved
up”, and is, on the other hand, only semantically connected with both of the other
two and syntactically with the second only.% Aristotle seems to be very fond of this
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usage, of which I take the saving up of the ivat in the question “(t0) ti (etvor) v
(10) eivoy;” to be a typical example. Let me adduce three other examples two of
which I found in De Interpretatione.

In Int. 9 we read: ‘Qorte, €nel Opoimg ol Adyor dAndelg domep 0 Tpdypata, of
hov 811 6o oltmg Eyel Mote OmoOTEP” ETVYE KOl T Evavtio Evdéyecbor, avaykn
opoimg &xewv kol v avtipactwy (19a32-5). In this sentence an additional &yet has
to be understood either in this form after mpdypoato or in the form &yovowv after
ol Adyor aAnBeis. I propose to translate, therefore, as follows: “So, since with the
statements, as far as their truth is concerned, matters stand in the same way as with
the things, it is clear that wherever they stand with the things in such a way that
these happen as chance has it and that the contrary can happen as well, it is neces-
sary that they stand in the same way with the contradictory statements too”.%’

An additional &yet has to be understood also in the following passage from Int.
13: To 8¢ dvaykaiov Tdg, OTTEOV. avePOV 01 OTL 00y oUTmG Exet (22a38). It is after
nig, where the Codex Ambrosianus, which omits it after obtwg, in fact has it,*® that
&xet has to be supplied in thought. The translation I propose is: “With the necessary,
however, how matters stand needs to be inspected more closely. Evidently with it
they do not stand in this way”. Just as the suppressed first £xet in these two exam-
ples, so the suppressed first etvon in the phrase o Tne is saved up, as it were, for its
expressed second occurrence.

The third example which I should like to adduce I found in the Prior Analytics.
In the passage ott’ i mavti Td I 10 B, o1’ €i povov vmdpyet, avaykn to A ovy &t
oV mavti, AL’ 000’ vrapyew (APr. 141, 49b21-2), which Robin Smith translates
as follows: “then whether B belongs to every C, or merely belongs to it, then not
only is it not necessary for A to belong to every C, but also it is not even necessary
for it to belong at all”,® an additional Omépyet has to be understood both after 10 B
and after o0 movri.

As for the omission of the article 6 both before ti and before eivon in the
abridged question “ti v etvaw;”, it complies with the rule that, whenever a sentence
expresses the identity of what an expression 4 refers to with what an expression B
refers to, A and B either both have or both lack an article.”’ An Aristotelian example
in which 4 and B are two infinitival constructions each of which lacks an article
is the following sentence, to be found in book Z of the Metaphysics: Aéyw & dt1
TOV YOAKOV GTPOYYVAOV TOLELV €GTIV 00 TO GTPOYYOAOV ] TNV oPaipav TOlElV AL’
gtepov L (Metaph. VII 8, 1033a32-4). “I mean”, David Bostock translates, “that
to make the bronze round is not to make the round or the sphere, but something
else”.”! Just as in this sentence the article 16 is omitted before the two infinitival
constructions Tov YoAkOV oTpoyydAov motelv (“to make the bronze round”) and 1o
oTpoyybAov 1j TNV opaipav moteiv (“to make the round or the sphere”), it is omitted
in the question “ti fjv etva;”, which I take to be a condensed form of the question
“i elvon fv eivon;”, before the two infinitival constructions ti glvat (“to be what”)
and givon (“to be”).

When I first made my new interpretation of the phrase t0 tne public in a con-
tribution to an anthology on the substance-books of the Metaphysics,” it met, on
the one hand, with the approval of an interpreter of book Z and, on the other hand,
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with the criticism of a translator of the whole treatise. The approval, for which I am
indebted to Ulrich Nortmann,” I do not need to comment on. The criticism, how-
ever, which was brought forward by Thomas A. Szlezak, according to whom on my
analysis of its wording the phrase 16 e “would condense an expression consist-
ing of 10 words to 4 words, thereby dispensing with two of the three syntactically
really indispensable articles”,” must be said to be based on a wrong assumption.
Instead of counting the number of words of the unabridged formula o 10 i eivor
v 10 elvan itself, Szlezak has counted the number of words of the Greek equivalent
of my paraphrase of this formula, and, as far as the three allegedly indispensable
articles are concerned, two of them, namely the second and the third, can in fact, as
I have tried to show, be dispensed with.

In a monograph on the phrase t0 e, published in 2012, my proposal has been
misrepresented. The author, Pablo Sebastian Aparicio, aims to offer his read-
ers “an alternative interpretation” to what he calls “the formalist interpretation”,
“un’interpretazione alternativa a quella formalista”, as his book is subtitled.” In
the category “interpretazione formalista”, which evidently is his béte noire, he also
places my interpretation, which he misunderstood, however, as his Italian transla-
tion of my German translation of the phrase t0 tne reveals. What I had suggested as
a German translation was, as already noted, “das Was(-zu-sein-fiir-etwas)-zu-sein-
heift”’¢ (“the what[-to-be]-it-means[-for-something]-to-be”). Misled, as it seems,
by the idiomatic German word order into taking the pronoun “was”, which is in-
tended as an interrogative pronoun, as a relative one, Aparicio wrongly, not to say
nonsensically, rendered my translation as “cid che [essere per qualcosa] significa
essere”.”” Hence, he missed the point of my translation, whose aim it was to convey
the idea which seems to have inspired Aristotle to coin the phrase t0 tne, namely,
the idea that to be what the species of which it is an individual is defined as is for a
thing simply to be, i.e. to exist.

v

Let me conclude by discussing an objection which has been raised against my in-
terpretation of the phrase 10 Tne by an anonymous referee. Although agreeing with
me “that Aristotle thinks that, for a given object X, there will be some predicate
Y such that for this object to exist is for it to be Y”, the referee doubts “that this is
what he can mean by the ti fjv eivar of X or 10 X+dative elvon”, justifying his or
her doubt by saying:

Suppose Socrates is both white and musical. Then, according to Aristotle, 6
Levkog and 6 povotkdc are the same, but differ in givau, or their glvou is dif-
ferent. Aristotle expands on this in Metaphysics VII 6 by saying that (on the
assumption that Socrates is a primary substance), Socrates is the same as his
i fv eivar, but 6 Aevkodg évOpmmog, who is the same as Socrates, is not the
same as 10 Aevk® avOpodr eivar (and 6 Aevkodc, who is the same as Socrates,
is not the same as 10 Aevk@ etvar). But if the author were right, then since So-
crates is the same as the white, the eivar belonging to them would also be the
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same, and so 0 Aevkog dvOpwmog would be the same as 10 Levk® AvOpOTO
eivan. For this reason I see no alternative to saying that in a phrase like 1o ti
fv 1® X+dative elvar or 10 X+dative eivar, “X” is in an intensional context,
that Aristotle is talking about being-X, where being-X and being-Y can be
different even if the thing which is X and the thing which is Y are the same.

My reply to this objection is as follows: I concede that “in a phrase like 10 ti v
16 X+dative eivon or 10 X+dative eivor, X’ is in an intensional context” (i.e. in a
context in which it cannot salva veritate be replaced by another predicate that is
true of the same object), but the reason why this is the case is not that “Aristotle is
talking about being-X" but that, according to Aristotle, the tne of X (= 160 X+dative
glvan) is a thing’s which is X being what to be is for it, as X, to be. The e of a
white man (= 10 Agvk@ dvOpdme eivar), for example, is a white man’s being what
to be is for it, as a white man, to be. Let me explain this in connection with the an-
swer given by Aristotle to the question “whether a thing is the same as or different
from its e’ (Metaph. VII 6, 1031a15-6).

Concerning this question, the referee writes,

I would think that, when Aristotle asks in Metaphysics VII 6 whether each
thing X and its i fjv etvou are the same (the answer being yes at least if X is
a primary substance, no at least if X is a paronymous accident or substance-
accident compound like Agvidg or Aevkdg GvBpmmog), he means “is it the
same thing for this thing which is X to exist and for it to be X?”

In my view Aristotle wants the question at issue to be understood rather in the
sense “Is the e of X the e of the object that each thing which is X is?”, i.e. in
the sense “Is, for a thing which is X, to be what to be is for it, as X, to be, the same
thing as to be what to be is for it, as the object it is, to be?”

If Aristotle’s question is understood in this sense, both his claim that, depending
on whether “X” is an essential predicate like “man” or “horse” or an accidental
predicate like “white (man)” or “big (horse)”, a thing which is X and its ne are the
same or not, and his claim that otherwise the tne of a man and the tne of a white
man would be the same (cf. Metaph. VII 6, 1031a19-24) are easily comprehensi-
ble. Since it is not in his capacity as a white man, but in his capacity as a man that a
white man exists as the object he is, to be what to be is for him, as a man, to exist,
but not to be what to be is for him, as a whife man, to exist is the same thing as to
be what to be is for him, as the object he is, to exist; and since the man he is and the
white man he is are one and the same object, to be what to be is for him, as a man,
to exist and to be what to be is for him, as a white man, to exist would indeed be the
same thing, if it were otherwise. To put it in a nutshell, if not only the te of a man
but also the e of a white man were the tne of the object a white man is, the e of
a man and the tne of a white man would be the same thing.

Since not every substitution instance of the formula “t0 X+dative elvar” what-
soever designates the tne of the object that each thing which is X is, but only a
substitution instance of this formula which results from substituting for “X” an
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essential predicate, only such substitution instances of it designate a genuine tne.
In Metaphysics V11 4 Aristotle asks the question whether, if to the word “cloak” the
meaning “white man” were attached (cf. 1029b33—4), the being for a cloak would
really be a sort of what-to-be-it-is-to-be at all or not: dAré T ipatio eivon apé €611
i fjv elvai 1 [fi] Shog; § ob; (1030a2-3).” The negative answer he wants to be
given to this question he justifies by an argument whose conclusion this answer is
supposed to be.

Unfortunately, of the two premises of the argument in question, the first has
been transmitted in two different readings both of which seem to be corrupt (6mep
yop ti ot 10 T v elvan [AP], Smep yop ti fv eivon o1l 10 Ti v elvan [EJ]: 1030
a 3).” Since the second premise states that a substance-accident compound like a
white man is not “just a such-and-such” (6zep t66¢ t1: 1030a4. 5) —i.e. not just that
which a thing of such and such a kind is or, for short, not just a thing of such and
such a kind® —, the statement that the being for a cloak (i.e. the being for a white
man) is not really a sort of what-to-be-it-is-to-be can only be inferred as conclusion
if the first premise states that a what-to-be-it-is-to-be is a being for just a such-and-
such. Thus, what seems to come closest to the original text of this premise is not
the reading of A®, which Hermann Bonitz has emended to 8mep yap <t66e> 11 o1
10 Ti v etvon® (“for just a such-and-such is a what-to-be-it-is-to-be”), but the read-
ing of EJ, which should be emended to 8mep yop <tdd&> T1<vi> eivai o1t 10 Ti v
glvan®? (“for a being for just a such-and-such is a what-to-be-it-is-to-be”).** What
this emendation makes Aristotle say fully agrees with his statement that “there is
no what-to-be-it-is-to-be for anything that does not belong to one of the species of
a genus, but for these alone” (Met. VII 4, 1030a11-3).

Notes

1 Buchanan (1962: 30).

2 Barnes (1993: 174).

3 Cf. Ferge (1992: 98 and 142, note 1), Szlezak (2003: xxix).

4 Cf. Courtine and Rijksbaron (2004, 2014).

5 A compilation, based on Bonitz’ Index Aristotelicus, of the passages of the entire Corpus
Aristotelicum in which the phrase 10 e occurs is to be found, with short commentaries
added, in Aparicio (2012: 57-140).

Cf. Barnes (1993: 217, 221), Detel (1993, vol. 2: 564, 625).

7 “Aristotle’s usual word for definition in the Topics is 6pog [. . .]”, Smith explains (1997:
58), “although he sometimes uses the word opioudc [. . .]. There seems to be no differ-
ence in meaning between the two, but it is at least worth noting that opiopog predomi-
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8 Unless another translator is named, translations from the Greek are mine.
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10 Cf. Bonitz ([1890] 1994: 181, 199, 203).

11 Cf. Brunschwig (1967: 7, 120).

12 Courtine and Rijksbaron (2014: 1137).

13 Cf. Brunschwig (1967: 5, 119-20, 2007: LII, 13, 151).
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sage just cited both datives are original datives of possession. “The second dative”, he
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that belongs to blood,” ‘the Being proper to blood.” [. . .] The first possessive dative o0T@®
is the ordinary possessive dative after the copulative fjv. With the second dative, etvat is
not copulative, but denotes that which is possessed”. As for the phrase 10 g, accord-
ing to Owens it “regularly governs a Possessive Dative, which restricts the givor to a
specific type of Being” (1963: 187), namely, “the ‘Being’ that is proper to man, to blood,
or to whatever else is mentioned in the Dative case” (ibid.). Ferge, who echoes Owens
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Ferge (1992: 137)).
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Ammonius, In Int. 212, 17-8 Busse.

Cf. Buchanan (1962: 37-8). Before my new interpretation occurred to me, I also agreed
with Buchanan on this point.

Smith (1997: 60).

My earlier suggestion was to render t0 e as “das Was(-zu-sein-fiir-etwas)-zu-sein-
heifit” (Weidemann (1996: 82)). For respectively suggesting to me the French trans-
lation “le c’est-&tre-quoi-qu’étre” (or “le c’est-étre-quoi-que-d’étre”) and the Italian
translation “l’essere-che-cosa-¢-essere”, I am indebted to Henri Hugonnard-Roche
(Paris) and to Paolo Crivelli (Geneva).

“Eine hochst eigentiimliche Kiirze des Ausdrucks bei den Griechen besteht darin, dass
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Cf. Kiefner (1964: 9-10, the quotation being from § 597, 2, not from “§ 451, 3”).
“Unter dem oyfjua amd kowod versteht man die sinngemdfl wie grammatikalisch-
syntaktisch gleichmiBige Beziehung eines Satzgliedes auf zwei andere” (Kiefner
(1964: 12)).

66 Cf. Kiefner (1964: 10-14).

67 For the interpretation of the sentence cf. Weidemann (2014b: 295-7).

68 Cf. Weidemann (2014a: 30).

69 Smith (1989: 57).

70 Cf. Kithner and Gerth (1898: 592-3).

71 Bostock (1994: 13).

72 Weidemann (1996; cf. 81-84).

73 Cf. Nortmann (1997: 18-19, 67).

74 Szlezak (2003: xxix, note 36; my translation).

75 In an English abstract, loosely inserted in his book on a separate leaf, Aparicio tells us
that according to his “alternative” interpretation “the givon” of the phrase t e “refers
to the extramental physical being”, whereas “the binomial ti fjv connotes the same de-
termined efvar in a categorical form gather by intellect [sic; read: gathered by the intel-
lect]”. I must confess that I cannot see any textual evidence for such an interpretation,
and Aparicio himself admits: “Certo, si tratta sempre di congetture quando consideriamo
I’importanza dell’intelletto per spiegare il e, poiché nei testi del Corpus aristotelico
[. . .] non compare esplicitamente la relazione diretta del te al vodg” (2012: 179).

76 Weidemann (1996: 82).

77 Aparicio (2012: 178).

78 The bracketed 1 has rightly been deleted by modern editors.

79 AP = Cod. Laurentianus Plut. 87.12 (12th century), E = Cod. Parisinus gr. 1853 (10th
century), J = Cod. Vindobonensis phil. gr. 100 (9th century).

80 Unlike an object addressed as a man, an object addressed as a white man is not just a thing
of such and such a kind, but a thing of such and such a kind in such and such a state. For
the meaning of the phrases 165¢ Tt and 6mep 03¢ T1 see Weidemann (1996: 91-3).

81 Cf. Bonitz (1842: 121). With a different accentuation (&mep yép <t68e> Ti €011 T0 T v
givon) Bonitz’ emendation was even found worthy of mention in the LSJ s. v. éonep, I1.5.b.

82 It should be noted that dmep T84 vt etvan (“a being for just a such-and-such™) is short
for T00T dmep TOSE Ti €571 sivon or THSE TVt Smep ot sivou (“a being for just that which
a such-and-such is”). See Weidemann (1996: 97-9).

83 For this emendation, see Weidemann (1982). It was none other than G. E. L. Owen who
encouraged me to publish it. In 1979, three years before his sudden death, when I met
him personally in Cambridge, I suggested it to him and, being told by him that it had
crossed his mind too, I asked him whether he had published it. His reply was “No, pub-
lish it first!” My publication of it provoked several objections, however, which I have
tried to defend it against in Weidemann (1996; cf. 88—101).
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11 How Do Differentiae Fit
into Aristotle’s System of
Predicables?'

Antonio Pedro Mesquita

I

In Topics 1 4, Aristotle puts forward a fourfold classification system of predication
types, traditionally known as predicables, whose governing principles are whether
or not the predicate is, in each case, essentially and/or exclusively said of the sub-
ject.? My aim in this chapter is to discuss the place of dwapopai, in Aristotle’s tech-
nical sense, in this system.

There are two good reasons for having this discussion. The first one is that
Aristotle is never clear about the place he wanted to assign to dtapopai within the
system of predicables. The second is that a number of his statements on the matter
allow for different, and indeed incompatible, interpretations of such a place.

In fact, when Aristotle sets himself to define ex cathedra each one of the predi-
cables, he simply does not mention them. On the other hand, when he does mention
them in contexts bearing some connection with the doctrine of the predicables, he
does not seem to stick to the same view. On the contrary, he appears to adopt dif-
ferent positions in different places: in some programmatic passages of Topics I, he
treats dwapopai as essential, “genus-like” (yevikn) predicates; elsewhere, in Topics
V, he seems to regard them as S0, and thus, according to the definition of this
predicable, as non-essential yet exclusive predicates of their subjects; finally, in a
vast number of texts in the Topics and Metaphysics, he refers to them as qualifica-
tions (mo1d), which, within the framework of the predicables, would make them
non-essential and non-exclusive predicates of their subjects, or, in short, accidents.

What I will try to show in what follows is that this ambivalence is merely ap-
parent and that there are good explanations for the hesitation that seems to affect
Aristotle’s mind in this regard. Aristotle’s authorised position on the matter is only
one, namely, that within the framework of the predicables, dwapopai are always to
be conceived as essential, “genus-like” predicates; there are contextual justifica-
tions for the fact that at some moments they appear to be described otherwise.

Before I proceed, however, two notes on terminology and a more general theo-
retical point on the scope of this discussion are in order. The first terminologi-
cal note serves to clarify a translation issue. I will generally use “differentia” for
dwapopa, although I can also on occasion use “difference” when I need to display
and emphasise the original literal sense of the word. The second note involves an
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important conceptual precision. By “differentia”, I specifically mean here what me-
dieval philosophers referred to as differentia constitutiva, that is to say, differentia
as predicate of the species (e.g. two-footed in relation to human), as opposed to
the differentia divisiva, that is, differentia as predicate of the genus (e.g. terrestrial,
aquatic, and winged in relation to animal).

Now to the theoretical point. It is important to make it perfectly clear from
the outset that the problem I am here discussing is distinct from the one raised by
D. Morrison in his paper on the categorical status of differentiae in the Organon
(Morrison 1993). The latter concerns the place of differentiae within the system of
categories and deals with questions such as the category under which differentiae
fall, or whether differentiaec must always be in the same category as the things they
predicate. The problem I am here considering concerns a different issue, namely,
the classification of differentiae within the framework of the predicables, and it
has specifically to do with the question of to which of the four predicables should
differentiae be assimilated. At one point, however, namely, when Aristotle seems
to equate differentiae with qualifications, the overlapping of these terms with the
categorical language may lead to an undesirable misunderstanding. It is important,
then, to make it quite plain that what is under consideration here is never (as in
Morrison’s paper) whether differentiae are conceived by Aristotle as items belong-
ing to the category of quality (or to any other category, or to a set of categories, or
to none at all) but whether, in the case where differentiac seem to be assimilated
by Aristotle to quality, such an assimilation implies that they are then conceived as
accidents. Quality or qualification is, therefore, always understood here in the strict
sense of a type of accidental predicate, whatever the category in which this predi-
cate (and its subject) should more adequately be subsumed. Analogously, to inquire
whether differentiae are essential predicates does not have here any categorical
implication; in particular, it does not mean to inquire whether differentiae are sub-
stances, as opposed to the remaining nine categories, but simply whether they are
“an item in the essence” of the subject they predicate, regardless of the category
under which they and the subject of which they are predicated are subsumed. With
this in mind, let us now proceed.

I

As is well known, Aristotle states in the Topics that any predicate that may occur in
a premise or a problem falls under, and only under, one of the following types: defi-
nition (6pog), which is both essentially and exclusively predicated of the subject;?
genus (yévog), which is essentially but not exclusively predicated of the subject;
proprium, or distinctive property (1d10v),* which is exclusively but not essentially
predicated of the subject; and accident (cuppepnrdc), which is not essentially nor
exclusively predicated of the subject. Tradition called these four types under the
general name of “predicables” and I abide by this venerable usage.

Clearly then, differentiae are not, at least explicitly, counted by Aristotle as one
of the predicables. And the fact is that, when he successively defines each of them
in Topics 1 5, he never mentions differentiac. However, when he first introduces the
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predicables in the treatise, in Chapter I 4, and likewise when he undertakes to prove
that there are but four of them in all, and, therefore, that his fourfold classification
is exhaustive, in Chapter I 8, Aristotle does make a brief parenthetic reference to
differentiae, in both cases assimilating them to the genus. Here is the first passage:?

(T1) Every premise, as well as every problem, exhibits either a distinctive prop-
erty, a genus or an accident (the differentia, since it is genus-like [yeviknyv],
should be classified together with the genus). But since one sort of distinctive
property signifies the essence and another sort does not, let us divide distinc-
tive property into both the parts stated, and let us call the sort that signifies
the essence a definition, while the remaining sort may be referred to as a
distinctive property, in accordance with the common designation given to
them. Clearly, then, from what has been said, it turns out that according to
the present division they are four in all: either definition, distinctive property,
genus, or accident.

And here is the second:®

(T2) One proof that arguments are made from and through the things mentioned
previously, and are about them, is by means of induction. For if someone were
to examine each premise or problem, then it would be clear that it had arisen
either about a definition, or about a distinctive property, or about a genus,
or about an accident. Another proof is through deduction. For necessarily,
whenever one thing is predicated of another, it either counterpredicates with
the subject or it does not. And if it does counterpredicate, then it must be a
definition or a distinctive property (for if it signifies the essence it is the defi-
nition, while if it does not it is a distinctive property — that is what we said
a distinctive property was, something which counterpredicates but does not
signify the essence). But if it does not counterpredicate with the subject, then
either it is among the things stated in the definition of the subject or it is not.
If it is among the things stated in the definition, then it must be a genus or a
differentia, since a definition is composed of a genus and differentiae. On the
other hand, if it is not among the things stated in the definition, then it is clear
that it must be an accident, for an accident was said to be what is neither a
definition nor a distinctive property nor a genus but still belongs to the subject.

Plainly enough, differentiac are always regarded in this context, together with
the genus, as essential and non-exclusive predicates of their subject, the species.
Hence, although Aristotle decided, for unknown reasons, not to expressly count
differentiae as one of the predicables, his intention seems to have been that, should
they be included in the classification, they would then be “classified together with
the genus”. This is consistent with the fact that differentiae are, with the genus, part
of the definition,” which, as Aristotle repeatedly states, is the account that exhibits
or signifies the essence of a thing.® Moreover, such an association of differentiac
with genera is also apparent in other texts, both from the Topics and other treatises.’
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The problem, however, is that Aristotle sometimes seems to adopt points of
view on this matter which are incompatible with this one, by suggesting either that
differentiae are distinctive properties, in the strict or exclusive sense of the term,
and, therefore, non-essential predicates of the subject, or that they are rather to be
conceived as qualities or qualifications, and, therefore, in the nomenclature of the
table of predicables, as accidents. How should this fluctuation, or ambivalence, be
construed?

Let us look directly at the texts, starting by those that seem to suggest an assimi-
lation of differentiae to distinctive properties. First of all, a few general remarks
on the Aristotelian notion of 0w would be useful. As it is known, Aristotle defines
id1ov in the Topics as follows:!

(T3) A distinctive property is what does not exhibit the essence of a thing, but be-
longs only to it and counterpredicates [avtucatnyopeitor] with it.

Under this general definition, Aristotle systematically acknowledges in this treatise
four types of distinctive property. These types are organised into two different con-
ceptual pairs, one of a relational nature (in itself vs relative to something else) and
the other of a temporal nature (always vs for a time). They are presented for the first
time in the following passage:!!

(T4) Distinctive property is assigned either in itself and always or relative to some-
thing else and for a time [ka0’ abTo KOl del, §j TPOG ETepov Kkai mOTE]: e.g. it
is an in itself property of human to be by nature a civilized animal; a relative
distinctive property is one like that of the soul in relation to the body, viz. that
one is fitted to command, and the other to obey; a distinctive property that
always holds is one like the property which belongs to god of being an im-
mortal living being; a distinctive property that holds for a time is one like the
property which belongs to a particular person of walking in the gymnasium.

These four types are defined as follows:!?

(TS) An in itself distinctive property is one which is ascribed to a thing in con-
trast to everything else and sets it apart from everything else, as does being
a mortal living being capable of receiving knowledge in the case of human.
A relative distinctive property is one which separates a thing off not from
everything else but only from a particular definite thing, as does the property
which virtue possesses relative to knowledge, viz. that the former is naturally
produced in more than one faculty, whereas the latter is produced in that of
reason alone, and in those who have a reasoning faculty. A distinctive prop-
erty for always is one which is true at every time, and never fails, like being
compounded of soul and body in the case of a living creature. A distinctive
property for a time is one which is true at some particular time and does not
of necessity always follow; as, of some particular person, when he walks in
the marketplace.
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Aristotle will later reiterate this general scheme, only this time by creating, from the
notion of distinctive property in relation to something else, a new conceptual frame,
whose principle of distinction is now, on the one hand, a quantity coefficient (in all
cases vs for the most part) and, on the other, a frequency coefficient (always vs in
most occasions). Now, it is at this juncture that we find in the Topics for the first time
the equation of differentiac with distinctive properties. Let us consider the text:!®

(T6) To ascribe a distinctive property relatively to something else means to state
the difference [t0 dwapopdv] between them as it is found either in all cases
and always, or for the most part and in most occasions [1} év dnact kai aei, )
¢ €mi 10 TOAD Kol €v Toig mheiotoig]: thus a distinctive property that is found
in all cases and always is one such as human possesses relatively to a horse,
viz. being two-footed; for a human is always and in every case two-footed,
whereas no horse is ever two-footed. On the other hand, a distinctive property
that is found for the most part and in most occasions is one such as the faculty
of reason possesses relative to the appetitive and irascible faculties, in that the
former commands, while the latter obeys; for the reasoning faculty does not
always command, but sometimes also is under command, nor are appetitive
and irascible faculties always under command, but also on occasion assume
the command, whenever the person’s soul is vicious.

Unmistakably, this text assumes, both in the initial description and no less in the
chosen examples, the association of dwapopai, in Aristotle’s technical sense, with
id1a: being two-footed is a differentia and a distinctive property of mankind; more-
over, it is, “in all cases and always”, a distinctive property of mankind because it is
a differentia of the species.

Also, in a short passage from the Sophistical Refutations, where contradiction is
said to be “the distinctive property of the refutation”,'* such an association between
differentiae and distinctive properties seems to be implied. Indeed, since refutation
is repeatedly defined as “a deduction of the contradictory”,' to say that contradic-
tion is the distinctive property of the refutation strongly suggests that it pertains to
contradiction to mark refutation off as a specific type of deduction and, hence, that
contradiction is the differentia that produces the species “refutation” within the
genus “deduction”.!®

Let us now turn to the (much more numerous) passages in which Aristotle de-
scribes the differentia as a mo16v 1.7 This is paradigmatically the case of the fol-
lowing passage:!®

(T7) Again, see if he has given the differentia as the genus, e.g. immortal as the
genus of god. For immortal is a differentia of living being, since some living
beings are mortal and some immortal. Clearly, then, a mistake has been made;
for the differentia is not the genus of anything. And that this is true is clear;
for no differentia signifies what it is, but rather some qualification [00depia
yap dlopopd onpaivel ti oty GAAA pdAlov mowov i, for instance terrestrial
or two-footed.
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Several other texts state the same thing:"

(T8) The differentia always signifies a quality of the genus [rototnta Tod yévouc],
whereas the genus does not signify a quality of the differentia; for he who
says “terrestrial” describes an animal qualified in a certain way [rodv Tt
{dov], whereas he who says “animal” does not describe a terrestrial thing
qualified in a certain way [mowov 1t nelov].

(T9) It seems that the differentia signifies a qualification [rtodv T].

(T10) See, further, whether the given differentia signifies a certain this rather than
a qualification [un moldv Tt GALG T0d¢ T1]; for it seems that every differentia
expresses a qualification [rowdv T].

(T11) For “aquatic” does not signify “in” anything, nor a locality, but a qualifica-
tion [owov 11] . . .

However, the text where in a most authoritative manner differentiae seem to be
assimilated to qualifications is the chapter of Metaphysics V where Aristotle
enumerates the various senses of this category, the first of which is precisely the
differentia:?

(T12) We call a qualification, in one sense, the differentia of a substance [1] dtapopa
Tfig ovoiag], as for instance a human is an animal qualified in a certain way
[mowov T1 {@ov] because he is two-footed, a horse because it is four-footed,
and a circle is a figure qualified in a certain way [mowov Tt ofjua] because it
is without angles; the differentia in respect of substance being a quality [Tfig
dapopdg TG KaTd TNV ovsiay TodtnTog obong].

Now then, considering all these seemingly contrasting texts, how should the dis-
crepancy regarding the predicative status of differentiae that they appear to convey
be explained? And, above all, how is their place within the system of predicables
to be interpreted: as essential, “genus-like” predicates? As distinctive properties?
Or as accidents, that is to say, as something which does not “signify what it is, but
rather some qualification”?

I

A first explanation may immediately be discarded. It would indeed be quite tempt-
ing to explain away the discrepancy on historical grounds. Maybe Aristotle had
just evolved and changed his views on the matter throughout his life. But this
would not do. In fact, for each of the three interpretations, texts consensually
considered more or less of the same period (and of a relatively early period too)
of Aristotle’s philosophical career, such as the central books of the Topics, can be
given as evidence.?!

Two hypotheses then remain: either Aristotle adopted different interpretations
of the predicative status of differentiae according to different contexts, so that all
interpretations express a true point of view about it, without any being completely
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satisfactory, or only one of the interpretations is true and Aristotle’s ambivalence
on this matter is only apparent.

In the remainder of this chapter, I will argue in favour of the latter hypothesis.
In particular, I will try to prove the following three points:

1 Within the framework of the predicables, differentiae are always and only to be
conceived as essential, “genus-like” predicates.

2 Only in a highly qualified sense can differentiae be regarded as distinctive
properties.

3 Although they may be regarded as qualifications, also in a qualified sense, dif-
ferentiae can never be regarded as accidents, that is, as accidental to the subject
of which they are predicated.

In order to proceed, let us look again at the texts and consider each of the interpreta-
tions that they seem to offer about the predicative status of differentiae. Again, let
us start with the interpretation of differentiae as distinctive properties. To recall the
relevant part of T6:2

To ascribe a distinctive property relatively to something else means to state
the difference [t0 Stapopdv] between them as it is found either in all cases
and always, or for the most part and in most occasions.

The first thing that should be pointed out about this text is that diapopai are equated
with neither amAd distinctive properties nor specifically with ka0’ adtd distinctive
properties but rather with distinctive properties in relation to something else (npog
gtepov).? This detail is important. In fact, since distinctive properties, unlike dif-
ferentiae, necessarily counterpredicate with their subjects, the assimilation of the
two concepts would otherwise be hardly understandable.

That differentiae do not necessarily counterpredicate with the subject clearly
follows from the second passage in which Aristotle mentions differentiae in the
framework of the predicables (T2). As we have already seen, in the first passage
(T1) he limits himself to saying that the differentia is yevikr| and, therefore, “should
be classified together with the genus”. In the second one, however, he proceeds to
deduce differentiae, along with genera, as essential and non-coextensive predicates
of the subject: quoting again his own words, “if it does not counterpredicate with
the subject, then either it is among the things stated in the definition of the subject
or it is not”, and “if it is among the things stated in the definition, then it must be a
genus or a differentia’.

This is moreover utterly consistent with a basic principle of Aristotle’s gen-
erative scheme, namely, that any differentia can be predicated of more than one
species, as long as these belong to subordinate or coordinate genera. The ration-
ale of this principle is quite straightforward. Different species predicated by the
same differentia must belong to different genera since two species predicated by
the same genus and the same differentia would be one and the same. However, the
same differentia cannot belong to two unrelated genera because each genus has its
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own differentiae. Therefore, whenever the same differentia predicates two distinct
species, the genus of one must be subordinated to the genus of the other or both
must be subordinated to a third. This is what happens, for instance, with the dif-
ferentia two-footed, which is both a differentia of winged and of terrestrial animals
(namely, human) and can only be so because winged and terrestrial animals fall
under a single higher genus, animal.?*

So however desperately restrained Aristotle may be regarding the status of dif-
ferentiae within the framework of the predicables, one point that he makes abun-
dantly clear in the exact context where he offers such a framework is that he does
not think of them as coextensive predicates, similar to genera and contrary to
amhég or kaf’ avtd distinctive properties. And the least that can be conceded in the
broader scope of Aristotle’s generative scheme is that, again contrary to anA®g or
kaf’ avta distinctive properties, differentiae are not regarded there as necessarily
counterpredicating with their subjects.

Still, from the fact that differentiae do not necessarily counterpredicate with the
subject, it does not follow that they cannot counterpredicate with it. Furthermore,
Aristotle himself seems to admit that they can, for he formally states that “the
differentia has always an equal or a wider extension than the species” (el 8’ 1)
Sapopd &’ Tong 1 émi mheiov tod gidovg Aéyetar).” Now, if a given differentia has
the same extension as the species of which it is the differentia, it will apparently be,
in the technical sense, a distinctive property of this species. And since it will then
set this species “apart from everything else” and “for always”, it appears it will be
axaf’ a0to distinctive property of the species. If so, the fact that in Aristotle’s pres-
entation of the system of predicables the differentia is twice mentioned along with
the genus and once included in the number of non-coextensive predicates could
simply be a clumsy and ultimately mistaken way of highlighting the closeness of
genera and differentiae as essential (but, in the case of the latter, not invariably
non-coextensive) predicates of their subject, the species. This could even explain
Aristotle’s laconism regarding the place of differentiae within that system, a sign
of embarrassment with the predicative status of differentiae, which he was himself
unable to solve: in some aspects similar to genera, in others similar to distinctive
properties. Could that be it? I believe not.

Why not? Because the fact that a differentia has the same extension as the spe-
cies of which it is the differentia is not a sufficient condition for them to counter-
predicate in the relevant sense. Of course, when a differentia holds of a species,
it does so ka0’ adto, and it will do it for always since, for Aristotle, species do
not change or extinguish themselves, nor do they give rise to others or evolve
into others. And, of course, if a differentia uniquely predicates a species, the latter
will be the only species to ka8’ adto have this differentia, and that for all eternity.
However, this does not imply that such a species will be the only subject to be
predicated by it. Let us allow ourselves the following thought experiment. Imagine
an animal species (let us call it ) which is the only one in the universe to be defined
by this unique differentia called Sd — say, a distinctive yellow mark on the back. In
that case, we will have the desired case of a differentia which is predicated of one
single species. But now suppose that a specialised corporation decided to produce
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toys (let us call them S7) which are an exact replica of S baby animals, all of which
with their unique distinctive Sd mark on their backs. Then Sd will not, of course,
be a differentia of S7, but these latter will nonetheless be predicated by Sd (as an
accident or even a kab’ avtd accident, in Aristotle’s terms, one might presume).?
Therefore, S and Sd, the original animal species and its differentia, will no longer
counterpredicate. Now, even if not all differentiae can, like Sd, be reproduced in
artificially generated copies of the instances of the original species of which they
are the differentiae (it is hard to tell), nothing prevents them, at least in theory, from
accidentally predicating something other than these instances. And if they can be
predicated of something other than the instances of the original species, then they
do not necessarily counterpredicate with the species.

What Aristotle has in mind when he speaks of amAdg or ka0’ avtd distinctive
properties is something so perfectly tied to their subjects that in absolutely no
circumstances could ever it become the predicate of anything else besides those
particular subjects. Compare this with Aristotle’s examples of ka6’ avtd and dei
distinctive properties in T4—6. It simply cannot be (at least for Aristotle, that is)
that something besides a human being is a naturally civilised animal or that some-
thing besides a god is an immortal living being, and it simply cannot be that any
other thing besides a human is a mortal living being capable of receiving knowl-
edge or that any other being besides living creatures can be composed of soul and
body. You can produce as many humanoid toys as you wish, but you will never
get a non-human mortal living being capable of receiving knowledge, and you
can ask Michelangelo to paint an image of god the best he is capable of, but you
will not obtain an ungodly immortal living being. Now, these latter are true anAdg
and k00’ avtd distinctive properties of their subjects. Differentiae that uniquely
predicate a species are not since they do not necessarily counterpredicate with the
species.?’

Note that this is not something specific to differentiae. The same can also occur
with genera, although in different circumstances and for different, and in a sense
opposite, reasons. Granted, genera and species (as also differentiae) are in Aris-
totle’s world changeless and everlasting beings, coeternal to the cosmos itself, of
which they are essential furniture. They are, however, not immune to accidents that
may affect their individual instances. Let us engage in another thought experiment.
Suppose that a cataclysm of gigantic proportions erases from the face of the earth
all instances of a biological genus (let us call it G), except those belonging to one
of its species (lets us call it GS). If such a disaster should happen, then G, which,
as any other genus, is by definition predicated of several different species,?® would
from that instant on be only predicated of the individual instances of one of them,
GS, and would, therefore, become for all practical purposes coextensive with this
species, in such a manner that belonging to G would differentiate it from every-
thing else and for all the eternity that follows. I say “for all practical purposes”
since G would presumably continue to be predicated of all its natural species, re-
gardless of the fact that they all still had any instances; that is exactly what it means
for the species to ever last. But from a practical point of view, G would only be
predicated of (the instances of) GS, and that is exactly why from that moment on G
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would differentiate GS from everything else and for all the eternity that follows.?
Now, would that event, for Aristotle, turn G into a anA®g or kaf’ avtd distinctive
property of GS? We can guess with considerable confidence that Aristotle would
reply “no” to this question. And the reason is that it would not be of necessity (nor
eternally) that G would be uniquely predicated of GS.

Let us now return to the relevant point. Since differentiae do not necessarily
counterpredicate with the species, they cannot be “simple” or “in itself” distinctive
properties. They can, however, be relative distinctive properties, exactly as Aris-
totle implies they are in T6. Now, according to the definition of this special type
of 1dov, a mpdg Erepov distinctive property is “one which separates a thing off not
from everything else but only from a particular definite thing”.° Does this descrip-
tion adjust to differentiaec? No doubt. For instance, being two-footed distinguishes
humans from horses, but since many other animals are two-footed besides humans,
it does not separate them off “from everything else”, as would be the case if the dif-
ferentia were a xaf’ avté distinctive property.! Similarly, being even distinguishes
the number 2 from the number 3, but it “does not separate it off from everything
else” since the number 2 is not the only even number. The same can mutatis mutan-
dis be said of differentiae with the same extension as the species of which they are
differentiae since it is not of necessity that they counterpredicate, and therefore, it
is never unrestrictively (or amA®c, if you will) that the former separate the latter off
“from everything else”. In general, then, a differentia can be considered as a dis-
tinctive property of the subject that it predicates when it is or becomes distinctive
to it (and thence counterpredicates with it) in relation to some other subject. In no
case, however, will a differentia be or become a ka8’ avtd distinctive property of
its subject, for the reasons just stated.*

There is, however, a further problem to be dealt with. If differentiae are to be
regarded as essential to the things of which they are differentiae — being, with the
genus, one of the two elements of the definition, which is the formula that “exhibits
the essence of a thing”** — how can differentiae be any kind of distinctive property?
For, by definition, distinctive properties “do not exhibit the essence of a thing”.>*
If, in fact, a differentia is part of the essence of X, then it must, like its genus, be
essential to X (besides being non-coextensive with it); therefore, it cannot be a dis-
tinctive property, because distinctive properties are non-essential to their subjects
(although they are coextensive with them).*

The solution to this problem might lie in the following detail: the text under
analysis does not state that differentiae are distinctive properties but rather that
the attribution to a subject of a distinctive property in relation to another subject
expresses a difference of the former regarding the latter. Now, when the subjects
involved in this attribution are two species, the difference between them, which is
then a difference in the technical sense, is an essential difterence. Therefore, to say
that a differentia (say, two-footed) is a distinctive property of the species to which
it belongs (say, human) in relation to another species to which it does not belong
(say, horse) does not imply, as in the case of anAdg distinctive properties, to think
of it as a non-essential property of the subject but rather as an essential property
of the subject.
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In this light, the point is not that differentiac are mere distinctive properties of
the species, but rather that the predication of the species by a differentia is logi-
cally indistinguishable from its predication by a distinctive property in relation
to another species. In fact, in both cases, the predicate (1) counterpredicates with
the subject in relation to and (2) separates the subject off from that with which the
relation is thought. The fact that, in the case of differentiae, the predicate is an es-
sential feature of the subject, whereas this is not the case with distinctive properties
properly speaking, is simply not relevant here since differentiae are not to be as-
similated to ka0’ abtd distinctive properties, but only to those relative distinctive
properties that express the difference (and, of course, a difference which is xat’
ovoiav) between two species.

In short, Aristotle is not implying in the text that differentiae are distinctive
properties but only that under the specified conditions they behave as distinctive
properties. Nevertheless, apart from these conditions differentiae are not coexten-
sive with theirs subjects, and under no conditions do they cease to be their essential
predicates, which is as much as saying that in no case can they be or become dis-
tinctive properties properly speaking.3¢

v

Bearing this in mind, we may now be able to better understand the passages in
which Aristotle seems to equate differentiac with qualities or qualifications. What
is the common thesis of these texts? In a nutshell, differentiae express a mwolov
11, a “qualification” of the subject. Does this thesis imply that differentiae are, as
such, qualities and, therefore, in some way accidental predicates of the species they
predicate? Not at all. For if it did, it would also imply that species and genera were
qualities as well. Indeed, it is also to a moiwdv T that Aristotle assimilates genera
and species in a text that should be (but has not been sufficiently) considered in
this context. I am referring to the well-known passage of the Categories in which
Aristotle excludes that to be a t6d¢ 1t is a distinguishing criterion of substances in
general, both “primary” and “secondary”.
The text reads thus:*’

(T13) Every substance seems to signify a certain “this” [t6d¢ T1]. As regards the
primary substances, it is indisputably true that each of them signifies a cer-
tain “this”; for the thing revealed is individual and numerically one. But as
regards the secondary substances, though it appears from the form of the
name — when one speaks of human or animal — that a secondary substance
likewise signifies a certain “this”, this is not really true; rather, it signifies
a certain qualification [mowov 1] — for the subject is not, as the primary
substance is, one, but human and animal are said of many things. However,
it does not signify simply a certain qualification, as white does. White signi-
fies nothing but a qualification, whereas the species and the genus mark off
the qualification of substance — they signify substance qualified in a certain
way [motév tva ovoiav onuoaivetl].
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Clearly enough, everything stated in this text about secondary substances could
also be stated of differentiac. Furthermore, the reason that justifies treating second-
ary substances as “qualifications” in this text is the same that justifies considering
differentiae as such in the texts we have seen earlier.’® Indeed, what underlies all
these texts is the fundamental principle of Aristotelian metaphysics according to
which universals that predicate substances “in the what it is” are by nature ontologi-
cally dependent beings, literally secondary to the beings they depend upon. In fact,
they only exist insofar as some (primary) substance exists, and in that respect they
behave almost as if they were accidents. Furthermore, since they express what kind
of substance the primary substance is, they can even be said to behave as a particular
sort of accidents — namely, qualities. However, this principle does not undermine but
rather is committed to the thesis that such universals are essentially predicated of the
substance.* The analogy with qualities entails, therefore, a crucial divide: qualities
just express accidental features of substances, while genera and species express their
essential features; qualities express #ow substances are, genera and species express
what they are, or, in other words, what sort of substances they are.

Now, this principle applies to differentiae as well. For, just like genera and spe-
cies, differentiae are also synonymously predicated of substances, as the very text
of the Categories makes plain,* and just like genera and species, differentiae also
crucially participate in discriminating the type of substance that each particular
substance is.* Consequently, as is the case with genera and species, differentiac
are not mere qualities: they simply may be considered, exactly as genera and spe-
cies, a qualification of the substance, in the sense that, by means of a differentia, a
particular substance is discriminated as a substance of a certain sort.

T12 may clearly be interpreted along the same lines. Differentia is offered there
as one of the senses of quality simply because differentiae discriminate the species
within their genera as being “of a certain sort” or “qualified in a certain way” (for
instance, as a mowov t1 {@ov or a mowdv T oyfjpa). Here too, then, the differentia is
not conceived as a quality in the strict sense of an accidental predicate of its subject
but as a certain, very peculiar, qualification, namely, that which indicates what kind
of thing that subject essentially is within the genus to which it belongs. By analogy
with the texts which seemed to assimilate differentiae to distinctive properties, one
might say here that the differentia is not a quality anAdg but rather a special type of
qualification, namely, a “substantial” or “essential” qualification (katd v odoiav,
as the text literally describes it), which specifies a certain subject as a given spe-
cies within the respective genus.*> Now, the mere characterisation of differentiac as
Kotd v ovciov makes clear that in no case are they thought of as accidents of their
subjects but rather as essential predicates.* In short, the very texts we have seen
in favour of the supposedly “qualitative” character of differentiae seem to speak
against such interpretation.

But let us have a closer look, in this light, at our “paradigmatic” T7:

Again, see if he has given the differentia as the genus, e.g. immortal as the
genus of god. For immortal is a differentia of a living being, since some liv-
ing beings are mortal and some immortal. Clearly, then, a mistake has been
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made; for the differentia is not the genus of anything. And that this is true is
clear; for no differentia signifies what it is, but rather some qualification, for
instance terrestrial or two-footed.

That the differentia is not the genus of anything is a well-held Aristotelian thesis
and one that results from the very content of the two concepts. It raises, therefore,
no problem, given that the genus does not exhaust the set of essential predicates.
There seems, however, to be a problem attached to the last sentence: “for no dif-
ferentia signifies what it is, but rather some qualification”. The problem, of course,
is that, differently to what we have seen in the previous texts, the interpretation of
differentiae as (some kind of) qualifications is not viewed in this one as something
that genus and differentia share and have in common; rather, the differentia is here
totally on the side of the mowdv 11, while the genus is totally on the side of the ti
€ott. The thesis that differentiae can be regarded as qualifications exactly in the
same terms in which genera can be regarded as qualifications thus seems to fall
apart here because assimilation to qualification is precisely what, in this case, dis-
tinguishes genera from differentiae.

Here is my explanatory hypothesis. In the statement that “no differentia signi-
fies what it is, but rather some qualification”, the expression “what it is” (ti €ot1)
specifically refers to the genus, a reading supported by a number of texts in the
Aristotelian corpus.** Far from involving a strong and disturbing thesis about the
conceptual opposition between genus and differentia, this claim merely expresses,
therefore, the truism that no differentia is a genus. This clearly makes better sense
of the text as a whole since it is precisely to corroborate the thesis that “the dif-
ferentia is not the genus of anything” that such claim is put forward: “that this is
true is clear; for no differentia signifies what it is, but rather some qualification, for
instance terrestrial or two-footed”. Of course, the very assertion that no differentia
is a genus involves an evaluation by default, as it were, of differentiae in relation to
genera. The justification for this evaluation can be found in the Aristotelian princi-
ple according to which the genus reveals the essence more than the differentia be-
cause it is a “better” answer, that is, more primary and pertinent, to the question ti
éo11,¥ and this is why it constitutes, in the definition, a more basic and fundamental
element than the differentia.*¢ However, this evaluation does not entail the negation
of the essentiality of differentiae but rather it presupposes it.

\%

It seems we have now reached a verdict as to the relative admissibility of the
three interpretations regarding the place of differentiae within Aristotle’s system
of predicables. In a nutshell, this verdict can be spelt out thus: differentiae are, as
such, essential predicates of their subjects and cannot, therefore, be their ka8’ avtd
distinctive properties, nor can they be their accidents. If so, then the three inter-
pretations do not constitute alternative points of view about the predicative status
of differentiae. Rather, there is only one Aristotelian interpretation of this status,
namely, their assimilation to the genus, as essential and non-coextensive predicates
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of the species. The two other interpretations are only supplementary characterisa-
tions (which, moreover, fit equally well with genera and differentiae). A corollary
to this conclusion is that T1 and T2 must be acknowledged as the reference texts
for the predicative status of differentiae and particularly for their classification
within the system of predicables.

We can, therefore, conclude the following:

1 Differentiae are always “genus-like” because, like the genus, they are essential
to and non-coextensive with the species.

2 Being essential to the species, differentiae are never mere qualifications of their
subjects — although they may, like genera and species, be regarded as qualifica-
tions kata v ovoiav, insofar as they contribute to the discrimination of the
type of being that each particular being is.

3 Differentiae are not distinctive properties because they do not necessarily
counterpredicate with the subject. Indeed, like the genus, they can be de-
scribed as symmetrical to distinctive properties: essential, while distinctive
properties are non-essential; non-coextensive, while distinctive properties
are coextensive. However, any differentia can, of course, from the point of
view of the relation of the subject it predicates with another subject it does
not predicate, be regarded as a distinctive property “relatively to something
else”.¥

Notes

1 A version of parts of this text appeared in Portuguese in a chapter of the book Aspec-
tos Disputados de Filosofia Aristotélica (Mesquita 2004). They were all systematically
revised and, in general, deeply altered. I thank the publisher for having authorised the
reuse of such parts in this new paper, and the two anonymous readers of its draft version
for their invaluable comments on it. This work was funded by Portuguese national funds
through FCT — Fundagdo para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia, I.P., within the project PTDC/
MHC-FIL/0787/2014.

2 See Top.14,101b17-25 (quoted as T1). A more thorough presentation of this classifica-
tion system can be found at the beginning of Section 2.

3 “Opog as a predicate includes only the definiens, which is the predicative part of the
definition.

4 Tknow of no entirely satisfactory translation for idiov in the technical sense. “Distinctive
property” is, I think, the one that comes nearer to Aristotle’s notion of idiov.

5 Top. 14, 101b17-25. All translations of Top. I are by Robin Smith, with some adapta-
tions in the key-concepts. The italics are mine.

6 Top.18, 103b2-19 (italics are mine).

7 Cf. Top. 1 8, 103b12-6; VI 1, 139a28-31; VI 4, 141b25-8; VI 5, 143a15-28; VI 6,
143b19-20; VI 6, 143a34-b10; VII 3, 153b14-5; VII 5, 154a23-32; etc.

8 Cf. the definition of definition in 7op. I 5, 101b38: “A definition is a phrase which signi-
fies the essence” (§oT1 8’ &pog p&v Adyoc 6 1O Ti v eivon onuaiveov). But see also, only
within the Topics: 14, 101b17-23; 18, 103b6-12; V 2, 130b25-8; V 3, 131b37-132a9;
VII 3, 153a6-22; VII 5, 154a23-32; VII 5, 155a18-22. To “exhibit the essence” and to
“signify the essence” are, in Aristotle’s idiom, utterly equivalent expressions. A particu-
larly telling passage is Top. V 3, 131b37-132a9, where Aristotle permanently alternates
the two expressions. Of course, this equivalence is directly derived from the ordinary
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language, where onpaivew still held the original meaning of “pointing”, and, therefore,
in this sense, of “showing” or “displaying”.

See, for instance Cat. 5, 3a21-8 and 3a33-b9.

Top.15,102a18-9.

Top. V 1, 128b16-21 (all translations of Top. IV-VI are by Pickard-Cambridge, with
alterations). These four types had already been partially foreseen in the clarifications that
follow the definition: cf. Top. 1 5, 102a18-30. For an excellent analysis of the various
types of distinctive property enumerated in this and the following passages, see Barnes
(1970: 142-5).

Top. V 1, 128b34-129a5 (italics are mine).

Top. V 1, 129a6-16.

<H> dvtipaoic, dmep fv idov 10D EAéyyov . . . (SE 6, 169a20).

ZvAloyiopog aviwpdoewg: cf. APr. 11 20, 66b11; SE 6, 168a36-7, and 9, 170b1-2; and,
in a more complete formula, SE 1, 165a2-3.

Other examples of assimilation of differentiae to distinctive properties in the Topics may
be found in V 4, 133b7-9, and V 7, 136b20-2.

Here is another difficult expression to translate. I will render the substantival form nowv
Tt as “a qualification” or “some qualification”, and the adjectival form “mowdv Tt X” as
“an X qualified in some way” or “an X of a certain sort” or again “a certain sort of X”.
Top. 1V 2, 122b12-7.

Respectively: Top. IV 6, 128a26-9; VI 6, 144a18-9; VI 6, 144a20-2; VI 6, 144b35-6.
See also Top. 115, 107a18-31.

Metaph. V 14, 1020a33-b1 (translation by Kirwan, altered). Cf. also 1020b14-7.

The first interpretation is suggested by V 4, 132b35-133al1 (and see Top. IV 6, 128220
1), as well as by the passages of the Categories referred to in note 9, which can be
tentatively dated from the same period; the second is documented by T6 and the other
passages of Book V referred to in note 16 (as well as by the short passage of the Sophisti-
cal Refutations, if contemporary); the third is supported by all the texts of 7op. IV and VI
quoted earlier in the text.

Top.V 1, 129a6-8.

It should be noted that relative distinctive properties are expressly considered by Aristotle
as un amh@g distinctive properties; cf. Top. 15, 102a22-30: “For no one would call some-
thing ¥Sov which is capable of belonging to something else (as for instance being asleep
for a human), not even if it happened for a time to belong to one thing alone. Therefore, if
something of this sort were to be called an id1wov, it will not be so called without qualifica-
tion [oVy amA®Cc], but rather idrov at a time or in relation to something [6ALG TOTE 1| TPOG
Tt ©ov pnonoetar]: being on the right is id1ov at a time, and two-footed is really called
id1ov in relation to something (for instance of a human in relation to a horse or a dog). But
it is clear that nothing which can possible belong to something else counterpredicates: for
it is not necessary for something to be human if it is asleep”. Note further that differentiae
are also given here as an example of relative distinctive properties.

Cf. Top. V1 6, 144b12-30.

Top. IV 2, 122b39-123al (my italics). Note, however, that elsewhere Aristotle declares
instead that “the differentia has a wider extension than the species” (Top. VI 6, 144b6).
Considering the context of this last passage, as well as the wording details of the one
quoted in the text (“the differentia has always an equal or a wider extension than the
species”), it is likely the latter that reflects Aristotle’s authorised position in this regard.
Even so, this does not preclude the possibility that differentiae having the same exten-
sion as the species is an exception, rather than the rule. David Bronstein goes even
further and sustains that, when mentioning differentiae coextensive with their species,
Aristotle means to refer exclusively to species that are not ultimate or infima (Bronstein
2016: 201-2n38), but I find nothing in this text (or in any other, for that matter) to sup-
port such a claim, which seems justified solely by his own general interpretation of
Aristotle’s method for discovering definitions.
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Actually, nothing seems to prevent a predicate that is a differentia of a certain subject
from being an accident (or a distinctive property, for that matter) of another. For exam-
ple, odd is a predicate of the sides of any pentagonal concrete shape, but it is not the
differentia of any. Similarly, two-footed is a predicate of every being that walks on two
legs, but it is not a differentia of all such beings, but rather an accident of some of them
(think, for instance, of an artificially intelligent humanoid robot). Incidentally, the same
could probably be said of the genus: colour is the genus of white, but it is an accident of
all white things. This is, of course, a controversial contention, but I cannot fully engage
in the controversy here. Let me just point out what I take to be the most serious objec-
tion to the contention. Aristotle voices at least once that every differentia is intrinsically
linked to a particular genus (see Top. VI 6, 144b12-30; and this seems to be implied in
APo.14,73a34-b3, and II 13, 96a24-32). Now, if this is so, its predicative range cannot
apparently go beyond the species of that genus, which blatantly contradicts my conten-
tion. My answer to this, which I can just outline here in a very schematic way, is the
following. I have nothing to say against what Aristotle states in 7op. VI 6: indeed, every
differentia is intrinsically linked to a particular genus (his language there is highly sug-
gestive: each differentia émpépet or cuvempépet, “drags along”, its appropriate genus).
My quarrel is about what we are authorised to take out of this. It would be tempting to
conclude that, if every differentia is intrinsically linked to a particular genus, then it is
predicated only of its species. This would, however, be a hasty, mistaken conclusion.
What we are indeed authorised to conclude is that if every differentia is intrinsically
linked to a particular genus, then it is non-accidentally predicated (that it is to say, predi-
cated as such) only of its species; it may, notwithstanding, be also accidentally predi-
cated of other things besides those species, namely, things of which the genus is itself
accidentally predicated, or things that are somehow homonymous with those species, or
things that bear some analogy to them. Consider odd, for instance. Odd is intrinsically
linked to number; in Aristotle’s own words, “nothing outside number is odd” (4Po. 11
13, 96a31-2). We may say, therefore, that odd is predicated only of numbers: it is, as
a matter of fact, non-accidentally predicated (or predicated as a differentia) if these are
numbers with which we count, for example the number 3 or the number 5, and accidently
predicated if they are numbers that we count, say any odd number of tables or chairs
(for this distinction, see Ph. IV 11, 219b5-7). Mutatis mutandis, it could be said that
two-footed, which, as a differentia, is intrinsically linked to animal, is non-accidentally
predicated only of (real) animals but may be accidentally predicated of other beings as
well, say animated toy animals. The conclusion would be different if number were es-
sentially predicated (or per se predicated in the first sense of 4Po. I 4) of odd, or animal
were essentially predicated of two-footed. But this can never happen since, according
to Aristotle’s explicit words, no genus is predicated of its differentiae (see Top. VI 6,
144a31-b3, and cf. Top. IV 2, 122b18-23, and Metaph. X1 1, 1059b33). This latter thesis
entails a further complication: it is hard to reconcile it with the fact that, according to
APo.14,73a37-b3, number is present in the definition of odd (as it is, in general, the case
with per se predication in the second sense of APo. I 4), but a discussion of this point
would drive us too far away.

This seems to follow in a particularly conspicuous manner from Zop. 1 5, 102a22-30,
quoted in note 23.

See the definition of genus in 7op. I 5, 102a31-2: “a genus is what is predicated in the
what it is of many things which are different in species” (yévog &’ €oTi 10 KaTd TAEWOVOY
Kol d10pepovTaV T@ €idel &v @ Ti 0Tt Katnyopovuevov). Cf. Top. IV 3, 123a30-2, and
Metaph. X 1, 1059b36-7; see also Top. IV 1, 121b11-4, IV 6, 127a26-38, and VI 6,
144228-31.

It is maybe to accommodate such an extreme possibility that Aristotle mitigates the
definition of genus in 4APo. II 13 and assumes there that a genus is something that poten-
tially belongs to several different things: VmoxeicOm yap Torodtov eivon 10 yévog dote
VIApyEW KoTd dOvapy €mi TAéov (96b8—10).
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Top.V 1, 128b36-7.

Cf. Top. V 1, 128b35.

It could be objected that Aristotle remarks elsewhere that terrestrial biped (0 pelov
dimovv) is a distinctive property of humankind (see 7op. V 4, 133b7-9, and V 7, 136b20-2).
However, terrestrial biped is not a differentia but rather the complete set of differentiae
that, holding of the genus, define humankind as a species. Now, it is only as such a set
that differentiae unqualifiedly counterpredicate with the subject, and it is, therefore, only
also in this way that the whole set can, as a set, be regarded as a distinctive property of
the subject, as referred to in the quoted text.

See supra notes 7 and 8.

Top.15,102a18. Cf. 18, 103b9-12; V 3, 131b37-132a9; V 5, 135a9-19.

This incompatibility is expressly pointed out by Aristotle, for instance, in Top. V 4,
132b35-133a5.

It has been previously explained why Aristotle may refer to terrestrial biped as a dis-
tinctive property of humankind (see note 32). A further point can now be added to the
explanation. Aristotle points out very clearly elsewhere (7Top. V 4, 132b35-133a5) that,
even in this case, the expression “distinctive property” should be understood in a loose
sense only and as a synonym for the counterpredication itself: for, he says, terrestrial bi-
ped belongs to the subject as an element of its essence and, therefore, cannot be regarded
as an idtov in the technical sense, precisely because an i5tov, in the technical sense, is a
non-essential predicate. Now this text precedes the other two (Top. V 4, 133b7-9, and V
7,136b20-2). It is, therefore, a plausible assumption that when Aristotle writes the latter,
he wants them to be understood in the terms of the former. Hence, the notion of distinc-
tive property must be understood in those two texts in a broad, non-technical sense, a
sense in which the essentiality clause is neglected and “to be a distinctive property of” is
used as a mere synonym for “to counterpredicate with”.

Cat. 5,3b10-21 (translation by Ackrill, slightly altered). The italics are mine.

As a matter of fact, the only reason that, in all likelihood, Aristotle does not mention
differentiae in T13 is that, in this text, he is only concerned with the examination of
substances.

To be sure, the notion of essential predication is not explicitly present in the Categories.
However, the essentiality of the predicative link between universals and individuals (or
between upper and lower universals) within the same category is, I take it, conveyed in
the treatise by the notion of synonymous predication.

See the texts referred to in note 9.

This is implied by the fact that the differentia is part of the definition. But see also 7op.
I 18, 108a38-b6: “Finding differences is useful . . . for recognizing what something is,
because we usually separate the peculiar account of the essence of anything by means of
the differences appropriate to it”.

See also Ph. V 2, 226a27-8, for a reference (repeated almost verbatim in Metaph. X1
12, 1068b18-9) to the differentia as a quality év 1f] ovoiq: “By quality I mean not that
which is in the substance [Aéym 6& 16 01OV 0V 10 &V Tij ovsig], for even the differentia
is a quality [kol yap 1 Stapopa modtng <moidv: Metaph. XI>], but . . .” (translation by
Ross).

Aristotle seems almost ready to explicitly acknowledge this much when he writes the
following: “Look and see, further, whether the differentia belongs accidentally to the
object defined. For the differentia is never an accidental attribute, any more than the
genus is; for the differentia of a thing cannot both belong and not belong to it” (Top. VI
6, 144a23-7). Note that, here again, differentiae are equated with genera. It is also worth
mentioning that this text immediately follows T10. See also Top. V 4, 132b36-133a3.
See especially Top. VI 5, 142b27-29. Other references can be found in Bonitz 763b39-47.
Top. VI 5, 142b20-9; cf. 15, 102a31-6; 1 18, 108b19-23; IV 6, 128a20-9.

Top. VI 1, 139a28-31; Metaph. V 28, 1024b4—6. Cf. Top. 1 18, 108b19-23; IV 6,
128a20-9; VI 5, 142b20-9.
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47 Then again, however, this is not a privilege of differentiae since the same could be said
of any predicable: the definition is a kind of distinctive property sensu latu (cf. Top. 14,
101b17-23; see also Top. I 8, 103b6—12); regarding accidents, Aristotle himself declares
that nothing prevents them from becoming distinctive properties at a certain moment or
in relation to something else (mote kai Tpog Tt idrov: cf. Top. I 5, 102b20-6); finally, any
genus can obviously be regarded as a distinctive property of its species in relation to the
species of another genus (for example, animal can be regarded as a distinctive property
of human in relation to stone).
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12 Misplaced Trust and Blind
Reasoning

Aristotle on the Fallacy of
Equivocation

Paolo Fait

1. The Fallacy of Equivocation

In his Sophistici Elenchi (SE), Aristotle introduces the fallacy of equivocation, or
‘due to homonymy’, as one item in a division of two large classes of apparent refuta-
tions: those dependent on language and those independent of it (SE 4 and 5).

Dependent on language Independent of language
Homonymy Accident

Amphiboly Predication with/without qualification
Combination Ignorance of refutation

Division Consequent

Accent Begging the question

Form of expression False cause

Many questions

The following are brief descriptions of linguistic fallacies.

Homonymy: when a single word has more than one meaning. For instance, the
verb povBévem means “to learn” or “to understand”.!

Amphyboly: when a phrase or group of words is liable to different syntactic con-
structions, with some of the words playing different syntactic roles and occa-
sionally assuming different meanings according to the different roles.

Combination: when in a sentence there can be more than one syntactic grouping of
words and the combination of certain words is responsible for a false or absurd
result.

Division: when in a sentence there can be more than one syntactic grouping of the
words and the division of certain words is responsible for a false or absurd result.

Accent: not very common in dialectic; more common in literary criticism as a
cause of ambiguity.

Form of expression: when a word suggests that the thing signified belongs to a
category which it does not belong to.

According to their very first description (SE 4, 165b29-30), the six linguistic falla-
cies are the ways in which we can fail to indicate the same things by the same words
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or phrases. On this account, all linguistic fallacies would reduce to ambiguity or
“the double”. Later in the Sophistici Elenchi (7, 169a22-9; 20, 177b1-9), Aristotle
considers that in composition, division, and accent there is in fact no ambiguity,
because the syntactic groupings affect the identity of the phrase, and the prosody
the identity of a word. So, strictly speaking, the problem in their case cannot be
summarised as “same expression but different meanings” but as “different expres-
sions (each with its meaning) wrongly identified and conflated in the argument”.?

The most ambitious aim of a contentious debater is to refute or appear to refute a
respondent by deducing the contradictory of the thesis upheld by the respondent at
the start of the discussion, from premises which the respondent is prepared to grant.
A refutation is accordingly defined as a syllogism of the contradictory (namely,
contradictory of the thesis). Aristotle points out that the fallacy of equivocation can
be located in the contradiction, in the syllogism, or in both (SE 19). It is located in
the contradiction when a word or phrase occurring in the thesis and in the conclu-
sion is ambiguous. It is located in the syllogism when the ambiguity is hidden in
the premisses. We shall discuss an example of the latter case in the next section.
The former case is when the thesis contains a word that is ambiguous, and it is true
and upheld by the respondent according to one meaning, while its denial is true and
deduced by the questioner according to another meaning.

Ideally, the goal of the dialectical respondent is to block an apparent refutation
dependent on equivocation by distinguishing the meanings of the ambiguous word
and clarifying the sense in which she understands the word. A good respondent
should anticipate the distinction, so to put the entire strategy of the questioner in
jeopardy. A belated distinction, arising when the questioner has already drawn the
conclusion, is of inferior value (Topics [Top.] VIII 7, 160a28-9; SE 17, 175b3-6).

2. The Model

I shall conduct my discussion by reference to one of Aristotle’s examples: the “cy-
cle argument”, adapted so as to work in translation:

(1) Epic poetry is a cycle
(2) All cycles have a saddle
Therefore: (3) Epic poetry has a saddle

How can the cycle argument ever manage to appear valid? I propose the following
analysis.

To an average, fallibly rational, human being S, (3) appears (however momen-
tarily) to follow from premisses (1) and (2) just in case the two conditions hold:

(A) S instinctively interprets each premiss in a way that makes it true or plausible.
The premisses in the example are interpreted as the following (SMALL CAPS
indicate the meaning):

(1*) EPIC POETRY IS A SERIES OF POEMS COMPOSED AROUND A THEME
(2*%) ALL VEHICLES WITH ONE, TWO, OR THREE WHEELS HAVE A SADDLE
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This means that the homonymous word “cycle” will be assigned different
meanings in (1) and in (2). S will automatically rule out alternative interpreta-
tions yielding false propositions, such as the following:

(1**) EPIC POETRY IS A VEHICLE WITH ONE, TWO, OR THREE WHEELS
(2*%*) ALL SERIES OF POEMS COMPOSED AROUND A THEME HAVE A SADDLE

(B) Having assessed the premisses separately, S now distances herself from her
own interpretation of the premisses and “blindly calculates” the wrong conclu-
sion on the assumption that the two occurrences of the same word will have
the same meaning. This is a piece of merely symbolic reasoning in which
attention is diverted from the meaning of words. We must postulate that the
inference is drawn using words as tokens, otherwise the argument would never
go through.* Aristotle recognizes a role for “blind reasoning” through a bril-
liant simile which we shall discuss in section 4.

It is often noted that the fallacy of equivocation straddles the linguistic clothes of
an argument and what is signified by the premisses and the conclusion (however
one prefers to describe them: propositions, states of affairs, the semantic content,
or “what is said”).’ Indeed, the fallacy can be described as a mismatch between the
syntactic and the semantic processing of the argument. And both aspects must be
involved in the account. If component A alone is considered, then the premisses
yield no conclusion, real or apparent. Component B is thus necessary, although
its presence alone is equally insufficient to explain the fallacy because symbolic
reasoning, in and of itself, is just meaningless talk.°

3. Speaker Meaning

Component A, disambiguation, raises a number of serious theoretical concerns. Is
disambiguation a pragmatic or a semantic phenomenon? It crucially contributes to
making an utterance truth-evaluable, and yet it seems to be part of the pragmatic di-
mension of the speech act because the choice of a meaning seems to depend on the
truth value of the sentence.” These are problems Aristotle did not explicitly address,
and we must try to offer a few remarks with special attention to the peculiarities of
the dialectical form of communication.

Let us begin with the default case in which both interlocutors are in good faith
and cooperate. This means that we can for the moment abstract from the strate-
gic reasons why a question is asked and answered in a certain way in a competi-
tive discussion. In the dialectical game the questioner asks a yes/no question. By
answering it in the affirmative, the answerer commits herself to a premiss that
should be true or at least plausible and becomes part of the argument developed
by the questioner. If the question is ambiguous, the answerer may want to guess
the correct interpretation of what the questioner has in mind, but more importantly,
since her answer will be her own commitment, she will aim to commit herself to
an interpretation that is true or plausible. If there is only one meaning associated
with a frue answer, this is certainly what the questioner wants her to assume, for it
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is a constitutive rule of the dialectical game that the questioner should develop an
argument from true or plausible premisses. One may even suggest that the truth in
question plays a role in the questioner’s speech act, in the sense that the question,
which is a request for confirmation, will not be felicitous unless the respondent
recognises that the questioner wants her to recognise the truth at issue and interpret
the ambiguous sentence accordingly. Disambiguation will thus be driven by the
truth value or the plausibility of the statement it generates. Accordingly, the answer
will implicitly involve a commitment to one disambiguation, which means that if
the answerer does not offer a distinction of meanings and answers the ambiguous
question with a plain “yes” or a plain “no”, it is because she trusts that the ques-
tioner will interpret the answer in the only reasonable way, which is the same way
that she wanted the answerer to interpret the question.

This trust, however, can be misplaced. For if their mutual understanding proves il-
lusory and the questioner takes the concession in a different sense, the respondent can-
not blame her. Indeed, in adopting the implausible or false interpretation of the answer,
the questioner will not be committing herself to its truth but speaking on behalf of the
respondent. Moreover, since she has not explicitly ruled out the wrong interpretation,
the respondent cannot even prove that the questioner is misunderstanding her answer.
Thus, insofar as the answerer makes no distinction, she totally relies on the coopera-
tion of the questioner. And, unfortunately, answerers tend to be incautious because in
most cases a certain disambiguation is so compelling, in that context, that it does not
even occur to them that there might be an alternative interpretation of the question.

However, this might seem not to be a serious problem: if the answerer perceives
that she has been misinterpreted she can always clarify her thought by a subsequent
distinction. But this is an embarrassment for a dialectical respondent because her
task is precisely to foresee and pre-empt the opponent’s moves. An answerer who
retracts or modifies her answers raises the suspicion that she originally understood
the answer like the questioner and is only trying to save her face (7op. VIII 7,
160a27-30; SE 17, 175b3-6).

We can thus conclude that in a dialectical exchange the disambiguation per-
formed by the answerer is not just a passive de-codification of the question, but an
implicit commitment that is a constitutive element of the answer — an element that
could be made explicit by a distinction. I shall call this disambiguation “speaker in-
tention” or “speaker meaning” and will now show that, in his own terms, Aristotle
discusses this notion and recognises its role.

Chapter 10 of the Sophistici Elenchi is a long critical discussion of a division/
classification of arguments proposed by unnamed opponents: “there is nothing like
the difference between arguments alleged by some people, that some are against
the word and others against the thought” (SE 10, 170b12—4).

“Against the thought” (of the respondent) are those arguments in which the
questioner has used the word for what the answerer had in mind when she granted
the proposition. “Against the word” are those arguments in which she has not
used the word for it. This is not a classification of fallacies, because arguments
against the thought are faultless, so they are likely to cover all Aristotle’s dialecti-
cal arguments. It is almost certainly a division of kinds (possibly completed by
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further divisions) made by certain members of Plato’s Academy. The way Aristo-
tle criticises them clearly indicates that they are fond of the Academic method of
dwipeotg, the exhaustive and systematic division of a kind illustrated and promoted
in Plato’s Phaedrus, Sophist, Statesman, and Philebus. According to Cherniss and
Taran, Aristotle’s anonymous butt is Speusippus, although previous interpreters
have suggested that it is Plato himself.®

SE 10 offers a battery of arguments criticising the distinction from different
angles, but the first and most important line of attack exploits the distinction be-
tween the phenomenon of equivocation between two discussants, on the one hand,
and ambiguity as an objective linguistic feature of sentences and arguments, on
the other. Aristotle objects to the anonymous thinker(s) that if the argument trades
on an ambiguous word but the questioner is not aware of this fact, it cannot be
determined whether the argument is against the word or against the thought of the
respondent. To put it in greater detail:

* An argument is against the word just in case the answerer grants a premiss
containing a word W according to one meaning, M,, of W but the questioner
deploys W according to another meaning, M,, and manages, by exploiting this
equivocation, to refute the answerer.

* An argument is against the thought just in case, for every W occurring in the
argument, for every M of W, the questioner uses W according to M whenever
the answerer has granted W according to M.

Notice first that the definition of an argument against the word tacitly assumes:

1 The word W has more than one meaning (e.g. M, and M,).
2 The circumstance that W has more than one meaning is hidden to the answerer
but known to the questioner.

Since, however, (1) and (2) are not specified in the classification, Aristotle develops
his objection as follows (170b19-25).° He considers an Eleatic argument to the
effect that all is one. Since “being” and “one” signify more than one thing, this ar-
gument should be naturally classified as against the word because it satisfies condi-
tion (1). Aristotle, however, imagines an additional hypothetical circumstance: the
questioner is not aware of the ambiguity, so the argument fails to meet condition
(2). If condition (2) is not satisfied, then the questioner cannot deliberately exploit
the ambiguity against the intention of the unwary opponent. Two outcomes are then
possible: if the two interlocutors happen to use the word with the same meaning,
the argument is against the thought, whereas if they happen to have in mind two
different meanings, then the argument is against the word. So in this hypothetical
circumstance, the same argument can be against the word and against the thought.
This taxonomical objection applies in the first instance when the argument contains
ambiguous words, but it can then be universalised (170b26-8). This is because,
for an argument to be against the thought is not an objective and permanent char-
acteristic, like not containing ambiguous words or phrases, but it only consists
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in a relation or disposition of the respondent with respect to the propositions she
has granted (28-31). The argument is against the thought just because the ques-
tioner has in mind the same objects as the answerer. But in any argument, even one
containing no ambiguous word whatsoever, the answerer can understand a word
or phrase in a different way. This can happen arbitrarily and without any lexical or
grammatical justification, such as by way of misunderstanding or by extending or
restricting the literal meaning of a word. In these cases, the strictly dichotomous
logic of the division will oblige its supporters to classify the argument as against
the word, because whatever is not against the thought must fall in the other divi-
sion. The gist of Aristotle’s objection is that the classification hinges on the no-
tion of an equivocation between two interlocutors, but it omits to specify that an
equivocation presupposes a plurality of linguistic meanings which are literal and
publicly recognised — not arbitrarily created by the speakers on the spur of the
moment. Aristotle may be a stickler with these opponents, but it is true that they
seem to articulate their dichotomy in a way that gives the respondent absolute dis-
cretion. Indeed, the respondent can always complain that her thought has not been
interpreted correctly. But in many cases this complaint is no more justified than
the remonstrance of a customer who, thinking that “coffee” means “tea”, blames
the waiter for not getting the thought she associates with the word “coffee”. The
only theory of meaning compatible with so generous a notion of equivocation is
Humpty-Dumpty’s. And of course one is here reminded of Diodorus Cronus, with
his reduction of meaning to speaker meaning and his denial of ambiguity. Diodorus
would only recognise a form of obscurity due to the fact that the interlocutors have
in mind different things — a circumstance that is always possible, given that every-
one has unrestrained freedom to determine the meaning of words.!

In light of such shortcomings, Aristotle proposes to dispose of one leg of the
dichotomy, the notion of an argument against the thought, but to salvage, though
scaling it down, the notion of an argument against the word. The latter, he says,
does not fully correspond to his own category of paralogisms depending on lan-
guage but only identifies a subclass of them. This is because “some of the paralo-
gisms depending on language do not depend on the respondent being disposed in
a certain way in relation to them, but on the argument itself containing a question
which signifies more than one thing” (170b38-40). The meaning of this sentence
is not entirely clear, but we can try to guess along the following lines. When the
ambiguity is in the contradiction and the questioner deliberately misinterprets the
thesis of the respondent by deducing a conclusion that contradicts the thesis only
verbally, then the argument can in fact fall under the definition of an argument
against the word. But when the ambiguity is in the premisses, as in the cycle ar-
gument, the argument is not against the thought and yet it cannot be classified as
against the word, because the respondent uses the word without having in mind any
object. In the cycle argument the respondent does not realise that the questioner
has reinterpreted premiss (2), but this blindness is only possible if the respondent is
reasoning symbolically, without paying attention to the meanings of the ambiguous
word. If this is true, then this case of linguistic fallacy eludes the dichotomy against
the thought/against the word. An arguer who reasons symbolically does not have
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in mind any meaning, so the argument cannot be against the word (as this notion
is defined in the chapter). On the other hand, if we assume that, before reasoning
symbolically, the respondent has understood “cycle” as a series of poems when
committing to (1) and as a vehicle when committing to (2), we can only say that she
argues against her own thought — a possibility not contemplated by the dichotomy,
for in this case the respondent is the victim of a fallacy of her own making and can-
not blame the questioner for not arguing against her thought.

After claiming that some fallacies depending on language are not against the
word, Aristotle digresses to rebuke the opponents for not defining the syllogism as
an essential component of a refutation (171al—11). These authors understand Adyot
or arguments as roughly refutative in nature, but without considering the deductive
or syllogistic component.!! Presumably, Aristotle mentions the syllogistic compo-
nent precisely at this juncture because in certain cases the ambiguity operates in
the premisses of a syllogism. Very tellingly, he cites the cycle argument as such a
case, probably because he realises what we have just explained — namely, that this
example eludes the dichotomy which he is opposing (171a10).

From this selective discussion of SE 10, we can infer that, since he recognises
a class of linguistic fallacies against the word, Aristotle agrees that a tacit disam-
biguation produces a speaker meaning or intention (whereby the speaker directs
her mind onto an object) and that if this disambiguation is not made explicit it can
be equivocated by the questioner, thereby producing a refutation which is merely
against the word. To his opponents Aristotle objects that the category “against the
word” is not enough to explain all linguistic fallacies.!?

4. Symbolic Reasoning

Having defined syllogism and refutation at the start of the SE, Aristotle mentions
one of the general reasons why besides genuine syllogisms and refutations there
are also apparent ones. This cause is the topos of words, i.e. the phenomenon of
ambiguity. To show that ambiguity is not merely a contingent fact but a necessity,
Aristotle develops a complex argument involving a similitude with the case of
reckoning by moving the counters on a reckoning board. Both people involved in
a verbal argumentation and reckoners with the abacus must reason symbolically.
Reasoners cannot bring the object themselves and cannot rely on a constant cor-
respondence between words/phrases and objects, because words and phrases are
finite while the objects are infinite in number. The same linguistic items must thus
be used to signify more than one object. Computations with the abacus obviously
involve the manipulation of symbols, and these too are essentially ambiguous. Fi-
nally, in both domains, ambiguity can trick the inexperienced:

Now some <syllogisms and refutations> do not achieve this, though they
seem to do so for many reasons, the most prolific and popular of which is the
topos that depends on words.

Since it is impossible to bring the objects themselves into the discussion,
we use words as symbols instead of them; and we think that what results
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regarding the words results regarding the things as well, just as people who
calculate <think to result> regarding their pebbles. But it is not the same.
For words are finite and so is the sum of phrases, while things are infinite
in number. Inevitably, then, the same phrase and a single word signify more
than one thing. Accordingly, just as in calculations those who are not experts
at moving the pebbles are tricked by those who know, in the same way, in
arguments too, those who are inexperienced in the power of words fall prey
to paralogisms both when they themselves take part in the discussion and
when they listen to others. Therefore, due to this cause and to those that will
be stated later, there are both a syllogism and a refutation which appear <to
be such>, but are not.

(SE 1, 165a3-17)

The passage has been commonly misinterpreted because “is not the same” is in an
ambiguous position.!* What are the two cases said not to be the same? There are
two possible answers:

1 What happens in discussions versus what happens in calculations

2 What results regarding the words versus what results regarding the objects sig-
nified and, respectively, what results regarding the counters on the reckoning
board versus what results regarding the objects counted

The first option cannot be correct because the comparison between reasoning and
reckoning with the abacus is positively taken up again at the end of the passage.
Interpreters who favour the first interpretation do so on the basis of an apparent
difference: they think that words can be ambiguous and signify more than one
thing, whereas counters or pebbles must be in a one-to-one relation with the objects
counted: one pebble, one sheep. But this is not the comparison Aristotle is making,
because he is not thinking of simple counting, but of reckoning with the abacus.
And of course the counters of an abacus, too, are ambiguous, as vividly recognised
in these two passages:

So brief a space of time suffices to exalt and abase men all over the world

and especially those in the courts of kings, for those are in truth exactly like

pebbles on an abacus. For these at the will of the reckoner are now worth a

copper and now worth a talent, and courtiers at the nod of the king are at one
moment universally envied and at the next universally pitied.

(Polybius, The Histories 5.26, 13,

transl. Paton, slightly modified)

He [Solon] used to say that those who were influential with tyrants were like
the pebbles employed in calculations; for, as each of the pebbles signified
now a large and now a small number, so the tyrants would treat each one of
those about them at one time as great and famous, at another as of no account.
(Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers,

1.59, transl. Hicks)
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Archaeological findings indicate that Greek abaci were made of parallel lines or
grooves on which the counters (simple pebbles without any indication of value)
were not fixed (unlike the Eastern abaci still in use, in which the beads slide on a
rod and cannot move between columns). Lines would indicate the powers (1, 5,
10, 50, 100, etc.) and the ambiguity of the pebbles is explained by the fact that
they could be moved from one line to another acquiring different values, as al-
ready implied by Solon in the second passage quoted and as confirmed by the
slates that archaeologists have identified as abaci. In some cases a numerical
symbol is written at the top of each column, but in other cases the lines bear no
numerical sign and, unless signs were painted and the colour has faded, the val-
ues could be assigned ad hoc by the calculator. A complication is that where the
numerical indications are present, they include monetary/ponderal values that dis-
rupt the decimal progression of the rows. These are the signs for talent, drachma,
obol, etc. Nevertheless, seen as a system of numerical representation, the abacus
is clearly positional, with the empty line playing the same role as the zero in the
Hindu-Arabic notation.'

The process of reckoning with the abacus is symbolic in the precise sense that
the reckoner manipulates pebbles that stand for objects. During the manipulation,
the calculator loses sight of the correspondence between the pebbles and the ob-
jects but operates on the assumption that what results at the level of pebbles will
also result at the level of objects. Likewise, we may say that in reasoning people
manipulate words without paying attention to their meanings and draw conclusions
on that basis, simply assuming that the same conclusion will also hold at the level
of the objects signified.

The suggestion that words are used as counters may sound controversial to say
the least: after all, when we reason we use familiar words and understand their
meanings even though we cannot carry the objects into the conversation and point
to them. But this symbolic use of words is certainly a possibility that Aristotle en-
visages, as is shown in this other passage:

For this reason, too, this type of fallacy [form of expression] is to be ranked
among those that depend on language; first because the deception befalls more
frequently those inquiring with others than those inquiring by themselves
(for an inquiry with another person is through speech, whereas an inquiry by
oneself is just as much through the object itself [1] pev yap pet’” dAlov oxéyig
d10 Aoyav, 1 68 kad’ antov ody frTov S’ avtod tod TpéypoTog]); second,
it happens to be deceived even when inquiring by oneself, when the inves-
tigation is conducted at the level of speech [tav éri T0d Adyov motfjTor v
oKkéywv].

(SE 7, 169a36-bl1)

Aristotle is explaining why the kind of argument depending on the fallacy of form
of expression belongs to the division of linguistic fallacies. He notes that it tends
to occur in a verbal exchange proceeding 510 Aoywv because in individual enquir-
ies one rather tends to consider the pragma, as well as the words. Presumably,
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arguing through the pragma means that the object is represented in thought or
imagination. However, Aristotle importantly adds that such solitary arguments
can also be run eni 10D Adyov by a solitary thinker who reasons by talking to her-
self, probably developing the argument in an imagined speech or in an imaginary
dialogue.

Perhaps this famous passage of the Physics alludes to the same phenomenon:

It would be ridiculous, however, to try to prove that nature exists; for it is
obvious that there are many beings of this sort, and to prove what is clear by
what is obscure is the mark of a person unable to distinguish what is known
in virtue of itself from what is not such. (This situation is clearly possible.
A man blind from birth might syllogize about colours.) It is necessary then
that for those in this situation the argument be about the words but they think
nothing [repl TV dvopdtmv elvar TOV Adyov, Voelv 68 pmdév].

(Physics 11 1, 193a4-9)

The person who can syllogise about colours is born blind and this is a clear indica-
tion that she cannot have concepts or images, however vague, but only words.

Interestingly, blind reasoning does not affect mathematical thought, as this pas-
sage using the cycle argument as an illustration clearly shows:

In mathematics paralogism does not occur in the same way, because the am-
biguous term is always the middle term; for something is said of all of this,
and this again is said of all of something else (of what is predicated one does
not say all) and one can as it were see these by thought, though they escape
notice in argument. Is every circle [kK0kAog] a shape? If you draw one it is
clear. Well, is the epic a circle [kbdkAog]? It is evident that it is not.
(Arist. Posterior Analytics 11 12,
77b27-33, transl. after Barnes)

The cycle argument is not a full mathematical argument, but it is imagined as being
delivered in the presence of a diagram eliminating the ambiguity, as in a math-
ematical demonstration.

Aristotle is interested in the cases in which the two processes, ratiocination and
computation, go wrong, and ambiguity is indicated as the culprit. As far as the aba-
cus is concerned, we can reasonably conjecture that the error is a shift of the pebble
from one groove to another. For example, when I have five pebbles on the “ten”
line, the result is fifty. So I can remove four of them and shift the remaining one
to the “fifty” line. If, intentionally or unintentionally, the pebble lands on another
line, I have made a mistake that alters the final result. Of course, errors also happen
in other ways: for example, by unduly adding or removing pebbles on a single line
or, if the lines carry no indication of their value, by misinterpreting the power of
the line. However, if he wanted to make the most of the simile, Aristotle must have
thought of a mistake depending on the ambiguity of pebbles, that is, on the fact that
they change their meaning according to their position.
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The analogy with the case of reasoning is not difficult to see. Take again the
cycle argument:

(1) Epic poetry is a cycle
(2) All cycles have a saddle
Therefore: (3) Epic poetry has a saddle.

Ignoring the necessary syntactic adjustments, the two linguistic contexts

(1c) Epic poetry isa —
(2¢) All —have a saddle

are the analogue of the lines of the abacus, while the word “cycle” is the analogue
of the pebble. When one draws the conclusion (3) in symbolic reasoning, the word
is “moved” from (1) to (2). To be sure, there is no physical movement: unlike the
pebble the word-token does not leave the context (1c) to go to the context (2¢). But,
to infer (3), the mind must recognise in (2) the same word-type it has seen in (1).

We trust symbolic reasoning on the risky assumption that, whatever it means,
the word does not change its meaning. Of course, at the level of the objects under-
pinning the argument, this is not correct, because the states of affairs expressed by
(1) and (2) (as interpreted by the answerer) are

(1*) EPIC POETRY IS A SERIES OF POEMS COMPOSED AROUND A THEME
(2*%) ALL VEHICLES WITH ONE, TWO, OR THREE WHEELS HAVE A SADDLE

and they do not necessitate the false conclusion (3).1

Putting together the two components A and B according to the general model,
we have the analysis of the most problematic and interesting type of the fallacy
of equivocation: the case I have outlined in Section 2. It should be borne in mind,
however, that in most cases equivocation (especially when caused by polysemous
words) is likely to depend no less on the closeness of the two meanings involved
than on the identity of the word, so that there is often a confusion of objects or se-
mantic contents that causes or facilitates the impression that no shift of meaning has
occurred in the premisses. Indeed, in cases where the meanings of the ambiguous
word are far apart, the respondent is likely to spot the fallacy immediately. But inso-
far as we set out to find a model that could justify Aristotle’s classification of equivo-
cation as a genuinely /inguistic fallacy (where homonymy is the cause, or at least
the main cause, of appearance), the two-component model proposed seems to me
the most plausible, and the best supported by suggestions scattered across the SE.

5. An Alternative Interpretation: Homonymy and
Multiple Assertion

Having provided in the previous two sections a detailed vindication of the two
components A and B of Aristotle’s account of the fallacy of equivocation, I now
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turn to an entirely different interpretation, developed by Susanne Bobzien in a com-
prehensive and in many ways illuminating discussion of the same fallacy in the
Stoics.

The comparison between Aristotle and the Stoics is summarised by Bobzien in
this passage:

If we compare Aristotle and the Stoics, we see that they differ both in their
philosophico-linguistic analysis of fallacies of homonymy and — consequently —
in the strategies they recommend how to tackle them. Aristotle assumes that
in the fallacy the question sentences that contain the homonymous expres-
sion, when uttered, have two significations, say two things, and have two
statements corresponding to them. Usually, but not necessarily, one will be
true, the other false. . . . The Stoics, on the other hand, assume that the prem-
iss questions of the fallacy, when uttered, have only one signification: the
one which rational speakers and listeners in ordinary circumstances would
assume them to have, i.e. usually the meaning that makes them true.
(Bobzien 2005: 264, italics added)

In this section I focus on Aristotle; I shall briefly discuss the case of the Stoics in
the next. Bobzien’s claim is that according to Aristotle the homonymous question
is in fact fwo or more questions answered by two or more statements and that,
consequently, the person who answers a question containing a homonymous ex-
pression with a simple “yes” in fact simultaneously commits herself to the truth
of two or more statements corresponding to the disambiguations of the question. '
Bobzien’s contention is based on the following passage, which I divide into two
parts. The first part provides the context, while the second articulates the philo-
sophical point:

(D) Since, however, it is unclear whether the respondent who has not distinguished
the amphiboly'” has been refuted or has not been refuted, and in discussions
the right to distinguish is recognized, it is clear that granting what is asked
without drawing distinctions, but simply, is a mistake; to the effect that even if
the person has not been refuted, at least the statement is similar to one that has
been refuted.'® However, it often happens that those who see the amphiboly
hesitate to draw distinctions because of the frequency of questions proposing
such things — so as not to appear troublesome on every point. Then, not believ-
ing that the argument would come about in virtue of that point, they often have
to face a paradox.'” Hence, since the right to draw distinctions is recognized,
one should not hesitate, as we said earlier.?

(IT) If it were not the case that someone made two questions into one question,
the paralogism depending on homonymy or amphiboly would not have come
about — but either refutation or no refutation. For what is the difference be-
tween asking whether Callias and Themistocles are educated and what one
would ask if the name were the same for both, although they are distinct?
For if the word indicated more than one thing, the questioner has asked more
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than one thing. Now, if it is not fair to ask to grant simply one answer for two
questions, it is clear that it does not befit to answer simply to any of the ho-
monymous [questions], not even if it is true with respect to all cases, as some
[questioners] request.?! It would not be different if someone had asked, about
Coriscus and Callias, whether they are at home or not at home, when either
both of them are present or both are not. For in both cases the propositions
are several. For it is not the case that if it is true to assert it, the proposition is
thereby one. For it is possible that it is true to say simply “yes” or “no” in an-
swer to an infinity of other questions, and all the same one should not answer
with a single answer. For it destroys dialectical argument. This is similar to
the case where two different things share the same name. So, if one should not
give a single answer to two questions, it is clear that one should not say “yes”
or “no” in the case of homonyms either. For someone saying that has not even
answered the question, but has merely uttered something. However, in discus-
sions it is somehow requested because the consequence goes unnoticed.

(SE 17, 175b28-176a18)*

In section (I) of the passage Aristotle offers strategic advice to honest answerers
who must defend themselves from contentious interlocutors and sophists. The sug-
gestion is to always distinguish an ambiguous expression when they notice it be-
cause even if the premiss is true under both interpretations, one never knows and
should not lower the guard. So, since answerers have the right to distinguish the
meanings they should make full use of it, even at the cost of appearing cantanker-
ous. Aristotle knows that many respondents may feel the pressure of the opponent
and the audience to stop making useless distinctions because they disrupt the natu-
ral flow of the discussion. And many of these distinctions will indeed be useless
because they are made, as pre-emptive moves, in anticipation of an actual equivo-
cation. The criticism these pernickety respondents tend to attract is perfectly ren-
dered by this passage from the pseudo-Ciceronian Rhetorica ad Herennium cited
by Dorion (1995) in his note on the SE 17 passage:

There are some who think that for the development of this kind of cause a
knowledge of amphibolies as taught by the dialecticians is highly useful. I,
however, believe that this knowledge is of no help at all, and is, I may even
say, a most serious hindrance. In fact these writers are on the lookout for all
amphibolies, even for such as yield no sense at all in one of the two inter-
pretations. Accordingly, when some one else speaks, they are his annoying
hecklers, and when he writes, they are his boring and also misty interpreters.
And when they themselves speak, wishing to do so cautiously and deftly,
they prove to be utterly inarticulate. Thus, in their fear to utter some ambigu-
ity while speaking, they cannot even pronounce their own names.

(2.16, transl. Caplan)

Aristotle’s advice is the opposite. He insists that in such verbal exchanges the re-
spondent should not give into the temptation to grant premisses that seem harmless
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without distinguishing the meanings. In more cooperative dialectical encounters,
however, his prescription is different:

When the question is clear but is said in several ways, if what is said is true or
false with respect to all ways, one should grant it or deny it simply, whereas
if what is said is in one case false and in the other true, he should indicate
that it is said in several ways, and that in one it is false, in the other true. For
if he makes the distinction only later, it is unclear whether he had seen the
ambiguity also at the beginning.

(Top. VII1 7, 160a23-9)

In section (II) of the SE 17 passage, Aristotle argues that the practice of granting
without distinction premisses containing ambiguous terms is equivalent to answer-
ing two questions fused into one, like “Are Callias and Themistocles educated?”
Bobzien seems to believe that Aristotle really countenances the possibility of such
multiple questions as a legitimate dialectic and discursive move.? Aristotle’s warn-
ing to the reader would then be: hasten to make the distinction; otherwise, you will
commit yourself to two or more claims (depending on the number of meanings),
and you will be successfully refuted. Indeed, under certain combinations of the dif-
ferent interpretations of the premisses, the argument will go through. For example,
by granting without distinction the premisses of the cycle argument, the respondent
commits herself to all of

(1*)  EPIC POETRY IS A SERIES OF POEMS COMPOSED AROUND A THEME
(1**)  EPIC POETRY IS A VEHICLE WITH ONE, TWO, OR THREE WHEELS

(2*)  ALL VEHICLES WITH ONE, TWO, OR THREE WHEELS HAVE A SADDLE
(2*%*)  ALL SERIES OF POEMS COMPOSED AROUND A THEME HAVE A SADDLE.

And of course the combinations (1*) + (2**) and (1**) + (2%*) do yield the desired
conclusion.

But this is not Aristotle’s point. First of all, in (I) Aristotle says that the
refutation depending on homonymy “is not clear”, in the sense that it is not
clear whether the respondent has been really refuted (see also 175a31-b14). The
argument might look like a refutation, but it is not one. If Bobzien were right,
Aristotle should have said that the respondent who fails to make the distinction
is genuinely refuted. Moreover, section (II) of the passage is not a description
of the consequences faced by a respondent who gives a simple answer to an am-
biguous question, but rather a philosophical explanation of why such answers
are not legitimate. Aristotle wants to provide his pupils with a good rejoinder to
be used against certain questioners when they claim the right to receive a simple
answer.

In part (II) Aristotle shows that asking a question containing a homonymous
term is tantamount to making two questions into one — and this is the fallacy of
many questions, one of the seven nonlinguistic fallacies discussed in the SE.*
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Aristotle develops the analogy between homonymy and many questions in order to
show that both fallacies undermine the very nature of a protasis.

Let us now consider the implications of this philosophical point in greater detail.
In section (II) of the SE 17 passage Aristotle claims that a multiple simultaneous
assertion is not a felicitous speech act but a mere utterance. His reason lies in the
intimate connection he sees between asserting and thinking or judging, as emerges
from a comparison between the claim in section (II) that

it is possible that it is true to say simply “yes” or “no” in answer to an infin-
ity of other questions, and all the same one should not answer with a single
answer. For it destroys dialectical argument.

and a passage of Metaphysics 1V:

Further if “human” signifies one thing, let this be two-footed animal. I mean
by “signifying one thing” that if human is this, then insofar as anything is
human this will be the being for human. But even if someone were to say
that the name involved signifies more than one thing, it makes no difference,
provided that these were definite, since to each account a distinct name could
be assigned. I mean, for example, if someone were to say that “human” sig-
nified not one thing but several things, and the account of one of these were
“two-footed animal”, although there were also several other accounts of it,
but a definite number of them. For a special name could be assigned to each
account. If, however, he did not assign that way, but instead said that “hu-
man” signified an infinite number of things, it is evident that no argument
would be possible. For not to signify one thing is to signify nothing, and if
names do not signify, discussion with others is done away with, as in truth
it is even with ourselves. For it is not possible even to understand without
understanding one thing. On the other hand, if it is possible, then one name
could be assigned to this thing.

(Metaphysics IV 4, 1006a32-b11, transl. Reeve)

Despite the obvious family resemblance, however, the argument of the Metaphys-
ics is not exactly the same as the argument in SE 17. In particular, the role played
by infinity seems different. In the Metaphysics it is not immediately clear why one
could not countenance an infinite number of meanings, provided that the speaker
can isolate the particular meaning she is interested in. Maybe Aristotle thinks that,
in order to understand a word in a verbal exchange, the hearer might need to be
able to run through all of the meanings and choose the appropriate one. This would
certainly be impossible if they were infinitely many. By contrast, in the SE passage
Aristotle claims that if you can make two statements at the same time, you can
equally make infinitely many statements. This absurd consequence suggests that in
a multiple assertion the speaker does not have proper cognitive control over what
she is saying, so saying two things at the same time or infinitely many would be the
same. This is why the speaker is merely uttering something. The argument makes
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better sense if we are allowed to apply to the SE the final remark of the Metaphysics
passage. There Aristotle claims that it is impossible to think without thinking one
thing, and this, albeit implicitly, seems a key assumption of SE 17 t0o0.?

It will be objected to this interpretation of part II of the SE 17 passage that in
Topics VIII 7 and in SE 30, 181a39-b7 Aristotle concedes that a simple answer to
a multiple or to an ambiguous question can in effect be given when both disam-
biguations of the question, or both statements answering a multiple question, are
true. Doesn’t this mean that these answers are felicitous speech acts after all? As
I said, I take part II of the SE 17 passage as a theoretical claim against the absurd
request of certain dialecticians. Aristotle’s claim, however, does not imply that it
is impossible to engage in a successful dialectical discussion without distinguish-
ing the ambiguities. We have seen that he envisages a role for speaker meaning.
So it is reasonable that in the cooperative games of gymnastic dialectic discussed
in the Topics the questioner will recognise and respect the respondent’s intention.
In most cases this will not require an explicit distinction, because only in one
sense is the answer contextually rational and compelling (although a question for
clarification is always admitted). On the other hand, in SE 30, a chapter devoted
to the fallacy of many questions, the simple answer to a multiple question is not
recommended. It is only said that when the two questions are both true this kind
of mistake (though still a mistake!) does not lead the respondent to contradict
herself (181b5-6).

It therefore seems clear that Bobzien’s interpretation cannot be right: Aristotle
does not believe that granting a multiple/homonymous premiss simpliciter would
simultaneously commit the answerer to two claims, because he thinks that grant-
ing a multiple/homonymous premiss is a speech act only in appearance and the
respondent has “merely uttered something”. Commenting on the passage of SE 17,
Jacques Brunschwig (1999: 84-5) noted that Aristotle’s remarks on multiple ques-
tions indicate an idiosyncratic grasp of conjunction:

On peut remarquer, a ce propos, qu’il ne semble pas venir a I’esprit d’ Aristote
que si deux propositions simples sont conjointes, on peut considérer leur
conjonction comme une proposition non simple mais cependant unique, et
susceptible comme telle d’étre soit vraie soit fausse. . . . On connait 1a, bien
stir, la proposition conjonctive, schéma sumpeplegmenon, des Stoiciens.

To be sure, when we read “For it is not the case that if i is true to assert it, the
proposition is thereby one” (cf. also De Interpretatione 11, 20b26), we may infer
that Aristotle identifies (or conflates) a multiple assertion (two truth values) and a
conjunctive assertion (one single truth value). But, as Aristotle immediately ex-
plains, even this identification is not sufficient to confer to the assertion the unity
that makes it a single act of propositional thinking and so a meaningful move in the
dialectical game. So Bobzien must be wrong in attributing to Aristotle’s respondent
a commitment to multiple statements.?® Typically, Aristotle’s respondent who gives
a plain answer has tacitly disambiguated the premiss by intending it in only one of
the meanings. In fact, however, her plain answer covers all the possible meanings,
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thus making her speech act infelicitous. This is why the refutation she incurs is
merely apparent.

6. Are Aristotle and the Stoics Really Far Apart?

Bobzien develops her interpretation of the Aristotelian analysis of the fallacy in
contrast to the Stoic account. But I have argued that her interpretation of Aristotle
is not tenable. I now wish to show that one crucial component of the alternative
account [ have attributed to Aristotle, i.e. symbolic reasoning, may be required for
the explanation of the Stoic analysis as well.

The Stoic account of ambiguity must be reconstructed from a single passage in
Simplicius:

This is why the dialecticians advise to be silent in the case of syllogisms
based on homonymy until the questioner transfers the ambiguous word to
another signification. For example, if someone asks whether the garment is
avopeiog [manly/for men], if it happens to be avdpeiog, we will concede this.
And if he asks whether being dvopeiog is being courageous, we will concede
this, too, for it is true. But if he infers that the garment is therefore coura-
geous, at that point we must divide the homonymy of the word “avdpeiog”
and show that it is said in one way in the case of the garment, in another in
the case of the one who has manliness.

(Simplicius, Commentary on the Categories, 24.9-21)¥

This is the argument (with the homonymous term left in Greek), followed by the
small-cap interpretation of the premisses suggested in the passage:

The garment is Gvdpeiog
Being avdpeiog is being courageous
Therefore the garment is courageous

THE GARMENT IS FOR MEN
BEING MANLY IS BEING COURAGEOUS
THE GARMENT IS COURAGEOUS

The example and part of the terminology are clearly Stoic (cf. Galen De Cap-
tionibus 595 Kiihn), but the argument is shaped as a categorical syllogism, which
indicates that a Stoic original has undergone adaptations, probably in order to be
usable in a more neutral or Platonico-Aristotelian didactic context. Scholars such
as Ebbesen, Atherton, and especially Bobzien have done a good job of eliminating
the encrustations and returning the argument to its pristine Stoic shape. Ebbesen
(1981: 1, 31-2) has pointed to a passage in Augustine’s De dialectica (Chapter 9),
where it is denied that an ambiguous word retains its plurality of significations
when it occurs in a sentence. In our passage this idea would justify the advice to
grant each premiss on the assumption that in the context they are not ambiguous.
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Bobzien notes that it is not just that the context disambiguates but that with a lin-
guistic context the word spontaneously contributes to express the sayable (lekton)
and assertible (axioma) which is true. So if one meaning of the word yields a truth
and the other a falsehood (the case that normally generates fallacies), the latter
meaning is automatically ruled out. Bobzien stresses that this is not a mental or
psychological selection, and there is no speaker meaning involved. The answerer
plays no role other than recognising and granting a truth.
Thus, the premisses can only be interpreted as

The garment is Gvdpeiog
THE GARMENT IS FOR MEN

Being dvdpeiog is being courageous
BEING MANLY IS BEING COURAGEOUS

And of course the conclusion desired by the questioner is

Therefore, the garment is courageous
THE GARMENT IS COURAGEOUS

How can this conclusion be inferred from the premisses so disambiguated? Since
for the Stoics the questioner is reasoning with assertibles and not manipulating
words, the argument seems disconnected.?® The passage, however, clearly indicates
that there is a relation between the transferring of the word to another meaning and
the drawing of the conclusion. But what exactly is this relation?

If, as Bobzien contends (2005: 257), the questioner introduces another assertible
in order to draw the conclusion, we have THE GARMENT IS MANLY replacing THE
GARMENT IS FOR MEN. With this assertible the conclusion can be validly inferred.
By this move the questioner transfers the word to another meaning and this enables
her to infer the conclusion validly (albeit from a false premiss). If this is the way
the fallacy works, one wonders how the new assertible can be introduced. It seems
to be an arbitrary and unilateral mental act of the questioner, which involves no
new speech act and cannot be a late product of the previous concessions. At some
point the assertible THE GARMENT IS MANLY mysteriously enters on stage, while THE
GARMENT IS FOR MEN leaves the scene without resistance.

It seems to me that the transferring of the word to another meaning cannot be
the product of the introduction of another axioma but must be the result of the
drawing of the conclusion. Indeed, it is precisely by drawing the conclusion that
the questioner transfers the word to another meaning, and this is why it is exactly
at that point that the answerer must distinguish the different significations. This
makes good sense if the transferring of the word to another meaning is the result of
a phenomenon of the kind I have described as symbolic reasoning. After the two
propositions have been granted, the very act of inferring the conclusion requires
that the word “dvdpeiog” occurring in the first premiss be recognised in the second
premiss as if it had the same meaning (whatever it is), although in fact it is trans-
ferred to another signification, because the underlying proposition has not changed.
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This transference invalidates the inference and signals that the time has come for
the answerer to make the distinction (“at that point we ought . . .”, namely, when
“he infers”).

If this is a reasonable interpretation, then the evidence we have is mixed. On
the one hand, component B of Aristotle’s analysis of the fallacy of equivocation is
clearly envisaged in the passage with an essential explanatory role. On the other
hand, the advice to keep silent until the conclusion has been (or is being) drawn is a
clearly Stoic trademark. Although the verb iovydCew is probably used in different
ways in Stoic dialectic, the spirit of this piece of dialectical advice is to act without
irrational precipitancy.?’ And if the Stoic standpoint is that premisses containing an
ambiguous word are not ambiguous, it is just rational to grant them and hold back
the protest until an error has actually been made. But, as Bobzien correctly notes,
this is at odds with Aristotle’s advice to distinguish the ambiguous term as soon as
possible as a pre-emptive move.

However, even when this important difference is given due emphasis, it remains
true that the best interpretation of the transference of the word to another meaning
is in terms of symbolic reasoning. Unless we are prepared to invoke the influence
of the Aristotelian model on Simplicius or his sources, this indicates an important
convergence of the two accounts.*

This Stoic detour may not be a mere digression after all. If the Stoics had to com-
ply with the two-component model, then it would seem that it is very compelling
in its own right, which in turn provides another reason for attributing it to Aristotle.
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Notes

1 What Aristotle calls opmvopia for the most part consists in a multiplicity of literal mean-
ings of the same word. But he also refers to linguistic “habit”, thus opening the discus-
sion to cases where at least one of the meanings is not literal but only sanctioned by
usage (SE 4, 166a16-7; cf. Poetics 25, 1461a27-30). However, little attention is paid in
the SE to the phenomenon linguists now call “polysemy”, which arises when instances
of a linguistic expression have multiple related senses; it is explicitly contrasted to “ho-
monymy”, a label now reserved for cases of distinct but unrelated meanings (see Carston
2021). While elsewhere Aristotle proves himself to be aware of this very distinction (Ni-
comachean Ethics V 1, 1129a26-31) and, indeed, his entire philosophical work could be
described as an extended study in polysemy, we cannot say the latter receives any special
attention in the SE.

2 On Combination and Division see Schiaparelli (2003) and Hasper (2009).

On this problem see Hasper (2013: 39—41); Di Lascio (2013: 76-8).

4 Blind or symbolic reasoning can be seen with Kirwan (1979: 38) as a form of the sche-
matic reasoning of formal logic.
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Kirwan (1979); Bobzien (2005); Iacona (2010); Malink (2014).

I lack the space here to discuss other aspects of the fallacy. For example, SE 8 and 22
clearly indicate that in all kinds of fallacies eristic questioners try to trigger a false im-
plicature. In the case of equivocation, this would be a false implicature to the effect that
the word is not ambiguous (see SE 8, 170a13—7). And this can be achieved simply by
proposing the word twice in the argument, as in the cycle example, in a way that invites
the inference. Because she has implicated the claim that the word has the same meaning
in both premisses as if the idea had been conveyed by the questioner, the respondent
will lower her guard and accept that the conclusion follows from them. Indeed, the
false implicature may induce the respondent to switch to the mode “blind reasoning”
and blindly second the deduction of the conclusion. Notice that the questioner has not
committed herself to the univocity of the word, but this does not mean that she has re-
futed the respondent. Aristotle repeatedly says that the respondent is genuinely refuted
only when the content of the implicature is explicitly granted as an additional premiss,
which, though false, renders the refutation valid. But he is also aware that in the case
of linguistic fallacies, when respondents are asked to grant the additional premiss they
immediately spot that it is false (SE 8, 169b33-7); see Fait (2013), and for a related but
different approach see Schreiber (2003).

See Carston (2021) for a survey of these issues.

See Cherniss (1944: 57 n. 47) and, for a more detailed argument, see Taran (1981: 414-18).
In Taran’s collection of Speusippus’ fragments, SE 10 is Fr. 69a. See also Fait (2007:
141-3).

Although its interpretation is not significantly affected, the text at 170b19-26 is very
problematic. In Fait (2007: 144) I reject most emendations of Ross’ OCT and seclude
two phrases, as suggested to me by the late Jacques Brunschwig in correspondence. For
a different proposal, see Hecquet (2019: 180). For an attempt to defend the text of the
manuscripts see Ferroni and Gili (2018). The readings of the MSs are also accepted by
Taréan (1981).

Giannantoni (1990: I F 7); in particular Gellius, Attic Nights X1 12.1-3.

Equivocation of simple sentences, rather than of argumentative discourse, is not ex-
amined by Aristotle. For a discussion of some interesting examples see Saul (2012:
109-14).

For a defence of the role of speaker meaning in dialectic invoking the pragmatic notion
of “common ground”, see King (2021: 939-50). King’s key text is Top. 1 18, 108a18-26,
a passage clearly echoing the distinction criticised in SE 10.

For this interpretation see Fait (1996), and now Gazziero (2021). The latter offers a dis-
cussion of virtually all the sources on computations with the abacus in ancient Greece.
See Fait (1996) and Gazziero (2021). For examples of computations with the abacus see
Lang (1957).

This description of symbolic reasoning is reminiscent of Leibniz’s notion of “deaf” or
“blind” reasoning. For relevant passages in Leibniz, see Fait (1996: 190 n. 26), and for
discussion of blind reasoning, see Favaretti Camposampiero (2007).

Bobzien (2005: 260-3). For a somewhat similar interpretation, see Hasper (2013: 42).
“Amphiboly”, b29 and 34: Aristotle should also mention homonymy: see 175a37, 41, b7
and b40. Aristotle is simply careless.

Cf. SE 17, 175a40.

“A paradox”, b35: even supposing that the ambiguous question has nothing to do with
the thesis, the questioner can cling to a false or paradoxical interpretation of the answer
because it has not been ruled out at the right moment. This is enough to produce a para-
dox (see SE 12).

Probably Top. VIII 7.

Twveg, 176a6: assuming that Aristotle must be referring to thinkers dealing with the art
of dialectic, Dorion (1995: 30—1); Brunschwig (1999: 87-91) and Crivelli (2004: 179)
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think that the passage is in conflict with 7op. VIII 7, 160a23-9 (cited in the following)
and conclude that Aristotle must have changed his mind. The conflict vanishes if we
take these individuals at 176a6 to be questioners insisting that the answerer should give
a simple yes/no answer.

22 On the complex argumentative structure of SE 17 see Fait (2007: 177-82).

23 Granted, Bobzien (2005: 262) sees that Aristotle finds the simple answer “no answer at
all”, but she fails to draw the consequences of this claim.

24 We find the same parallelism at SE 30.

25 Kirwan ([1971] 1993) criticises Aristotle for overlooking here the phenomenon of dou-
ble entendre, as in “has or will burst”.

26 Bobzien (2007) argues that De Interpretatione 8, 18al18-26 is about ambiguity and
parallels SE 17. On De Interpretatione 8 and 11 see especially Crivelli (2004: 155-8,
176-9).

27 810 Kai &v toig map’ Op@voupioy GLALOYIGHOTG Novydlev ol StadekTikol TapakelevovTa,
g Gv &M’ AAO oMpOVOUEVOV O EpOTAV PETAYGYN TO dvopa. olov, &l TIC EpoTd &l 6
xrov avdpeiog, €l ToyoL avdpeiog dv, cuyyopnodueda. kav épwtion &l 6 avdpeiog
gbyvuyoc, kai To0to ovyyopnodueda, aAnbeg yap. €l 8¢ cuvaydyn 6t 6 AV dpa
edyuyog, évtadba v opmvouioy Tod dvdopeiov dracteilacOon kol dei&on [ty avdpeiov
fiyouov v goyoyiov] &1t GAAmg pev émt tod yrtdvog, dAhmg 8¢ €mi Tod Vv Avdpeiav
£yovtog Aéyetal.

28 In the technical sense defined in Stoic logic, on which see Atherton (1993: 424-31).

29 Bobzien (2005: 264—71) examines other interpretations of the verb ovyalewv whereby
it is taken according to the meaning it has in Sextus Empiricus, Gellius, and Plutarch
in connection with the Sorites. Atherton (1993: 422—4) argues that the advice is to keep
silent and assent to the premisses only in one’s mind. I agree with Bobzien that this is
implausible. On the other hand, Bobzien envisages two alternatives she deems equally
plausible: one is the non-technical interpretation favoured by most translators (which I
have adopted in the translation); the other corrects petaydyn into petdyn (with two MSs)
and renders €og as “while”. The idea is that the respondent must fall silent “while the
questioner transfers the word”. This means, according to Bobzien, that the respondent
should stop answering when the questioner asks her to grant the conclusion and instead
make the distinction of the meanings of “dvdpeiog”. In order to support this second pos-
sibility, it would be helpful to show that in Stoic dialectic the conclusion is proposed to
the answerer for acceptance. Aristotle’s advice is the opposite: never ask the conclusion
but draw it as something the opponent is obliged to accept (Top. VIII 2, 158a7-14),
and this is reasonable if logical necessity is a form of rational coercion. Offering up the
conclusion for confirmation would be mere politeness. All things considered, the non-
technical solution strikes me as the most attractive: “to be silent” must not refer to the
premisses (for both must be openly granted!) but only to the distinction, which should
not be made until the questioner transfers the word onto another signification.

30 An influence of Aristotle’s theory of fallacies on the Stoics is another option we should
not be too quick to rule out. See Ebbesen (1995: 245) contra Atherton for a convincing
example.
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13 On the Fallacy of Accident
in Aristotle’s Sophistical

Refutations'

Paulo Fernando Tadeu Ferreira

At SE 5 166b28-30, Aristotle says that a fallacy of accident takes place whenever
something is held to belong in the same way to an object and to its accident. One
example is the following (166b33-6),

Coriscus is different from Socrates

Socrates is (a) man
Therefore, Coriscus is different from man,

where man is said to be accidental to Socrates (166b35-6).

The notion of accident in force here does not correspond to the usual distinction
between essential and accidental features. Otherwise, how could an attribute such
as being a man be said to be accidental to Socrates? What I call the Received View
about Aristotle’s fallacy of accident, championed among others by Hamblin (1970:
85), Mignucci (1985: 75), Bueno (1988: 10), Dorion (1995: 233) and Hintikka
(2004: 119-20), correspondingly takes “accident” in that connection to stand for
any predicate that is not identical to its subject, and makes Aristotle’s fallacy of ac-
cident consist in mistaking predication for identity — in the example, in taking the
predicate man as identical to its subject in the second premise, which in turn allows
for the substitution of Socrates in the first premise.

The Received View is founded not on a clear-cut distinction explicitly made
by Aristotle between predication and identity whether in context or elsewhere but
rather on an interpretive move concerning the meaning of “accident” which is tai-
lored to suit a particular take on the fallacy. But although it is an essential ingre-
dient in our Fregean mother’s milk, such a distinction between predication and
identity should not be taken for granted in Aristotle:

First, Aristotle never distinguishes between the “is” of predication and the “is”
of identity.? And if he did, the fallacy of accident would as a result turn on the
homonymy of “is”, in which case it would be hard to see how it might fail to be a
fallacy dependent on language, which Aristotle makes clear it is not.?

Second, although it is not necessary to distinguish meanings of “is” in order to
distinguish between predication and identity,* Aristotle’s semantic and metaphysi-
cal underpinnings not so readily fit the bill:

DOI: 10.4324/9781003120704-14
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For Aristotle, terms such as 10 Aegvkév signify either the accident (the color
white) or its bearer (the white item).> And in passages such as Mez. V 9 1017b27—
30, Aristotle holds (with a qualification we shall appreciate presently) that

some items are said to be the same thing by accident, for example the white
item and the musical item are the same thing because they are accidental to
the same thing, and a man and a musical item [are the same thing] because
the one is accidental to the other (but the musical item is a man because it is
accidental to the man).

According to Aristotle, that the man is musical grounds both that the musical item
is a man and that a man and a musical item are the same thing (note that d&vOpwmnog
kol povokov at b29 do not take the definite article and pick up 0 adtd from the
preceding line). But not only is grounding asymmetry consistent with necessary
equivalence between e.g. “a/the man is musical” and “a/the man is the same thing
as a musical item”;¢ also, statements to the effect that A and B are the same thing
need not be construed as statements to the effect that A and B are different names
of the same object rather than as expressing a relation between different objects —
individuated each by a distinctive framing, with distinctive identity and existence
conditions — either coinciding in a substratum (as the white item and the musical
item are the same thing because they are accidental to the same thing) or the one
being the substratum of the other (as a musical item and a man are the same thing
because the former is accidental to the latter). In the alternative view, framing is not
just a feature of how one designates or presents the object but is constitutive of the
object (as either Socrates, (Plato 5) teacher, (Xanthippes) husband, musical item,
white item, and so forth) and makes a difference as to whether an object belongs
of necessity, by accident, or even not at all to another either in itself or qua yet
another thing (as man belongs of necessity to Socrates qua himself but by accident
to Socrates qua different from Coriscus). Objects thus conceived are called kooky
objects’ or qua objects® in the literature — or rather, musical item and the like are
simple kooky objects, distinct from compound kooky objects such as musical man
in that the latter is essentially musical and essentially a man, whereas the former
is essentially musical but not essentially a man;® and Socrates qua Socrates or So-
crates qua different from Coriscus are qua objects.

Taking the fallacy of accident as a failure to distinguish between predication
and identity makes for a familiar analysis and an elegant solution, but also for a fal-
lacy one would hardly commit, as e.g. Socrates is white, white is a colour, therefore
Socrates is a colour. What is more, such a proposal gives “accident” (cuppefnkog)
a meaning otherwise unattested in the corpus; makes fallacies of accident incon-
clusive (from Coriscus is other than Socrates and Socrates is a man, it does not
follow that Coriscus is other than a man), whereas for Aristotle the conclusion fails
to hold of necessity on the basis of the premises (SE 5 166b30-2; 6 168a38—40; 24
179a27-31, 35-7), which in turn is compatible with its indeed following from the
premises; also does not cover some cases of the fallacy of accident in the SE, for
which a different analysis and solution has to be provided; and does not square with
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Aristotle’s own proposed solution of the fallacy in terms of sameness or difference
in substance and being (SE 24 179a37-9; also Phys. 111 3 202b14-6).

In the alternative proposal, the fact that on the basis of features essential to ob-
ject A some consequences hold of necessity, whereas others do not, but follow on
the basis of the fact that object A and object B are the same thing, explains why it
is that the fallacy of accident in the SE is about what necessarily or otherwise holds
on the basis of the premises, irrespective of whether the statement in the conclu-
sion itself holds necessarily or not (SE 6 168a38—40); and also explains why it is
that only once an object with the same essential features is substituted the same
consequences hold of necessity, which is the gist of Aristotle’s solution and picks
out cases in which substitution not only of co-extensives but also of necessary
equivalents fails to yield a necessary conclusion. Moreover, the analysis admittedly
does not cover a traditional but later example (Socrates is white, white is a colour,
therefore Socrates is a colour) which is found in commentators such as Michael of
Ephesus and may indeed be solved by means of a distinction between predication
and identity, but is not found in Aristotle’s corpus and should be addressed instead
in terms of the earlier disambiguation of “white” as either a colour or a coloured
item (which, I think, is an advantage of the alternative reading); and it does cover
cases which in Aristotle’s view fall under the fallacy of accident, exhibit remark-
ably different features and cannot be solved by means of a distinction between
predication and identity, e.g. cases featuring opaque contexts (you do not know the
veiled one to be your father, the veiled one is (the same as) your father, therefore
you do not know your father to be your father) or involving composition (the slave
is yours, the slave is a son, therefore the slave is a son of yours). The common fac-
tor, in Aristotle’s words, is the presence of a relation in the reasoning: sameness,
difference, cause—effect, owner—possession, knower—object known, sign—thing sig-
nalled, etc. According to Aristotle, a relation must always specify its proper re-
lata in order for reciprocation between the relata to hold, and a fallacy takes place
whenever, due to an unwarranted substitution, reciprocation fails to (necessarily)
hold between the relata. Aristotle’s solution is the same in all cases: since a rela-
tum’s being qua relatum just is its being so-and-so related to its correlate, only sub-
stituting something that is the same in being with it yields a necessary conclusion.

In what follows, I shall inspect Aristotle’s views in the Sophistical Refuta-
tions as well as trace additional elements from other works in order to substantiate
the reading just sketched. On occasion, I will allow extraneous elements such as
the notion of distribution (of a term) as expedient abbreviations, but since no decisive
point hinges on their use, their import shall be immaterial. All translations are mine.

k 3k ok ok
I begin with the example from SE 5 166b33-6:
If he [scil. Coriscus] is different from Socrates, and Socrates is a man, they

say that it has been agreed on that he is different from man in virtue of the
fact that it is accidental for the one he is said to be different from to be a man.
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Note that the object to which man is said to be accidental in the text is given not as
Socrates but as the one Coriscus is said to be different from, which suggests that
what is in that connection said to be accidental is not accidental to Socrates qua
himself but in a relation. The relation — “Coriscus is different from Socrates” —
may be parsed as either “Coriscus is an item different from Socrates” or “Socrates
is an item Coriscus is different from” so as to form in each case a complex term
out of the relative term “different from” and one of its relata.!” And in the latter
case we have,

item Coriscus is different from belongs to Socrates

man belongs to Socrates
Therefore, item Coriscus is different from belongs to man."!

There are two reasons for framing the inference in this way:
First, it conforms to Aristotle’s general account of the fallacy of accident at SE
5166b28-30:

Paralogisms caused by the accident take place when any chance thing is held
to belong in the same way to the object and to its accident.

The inference pattern, I submit, corresponds to the schema

predicate belongs to object

accident belongs to object
Therefore, predicate belongs to accident,

according to which the fallacy in the example takes place once being an item
Coriscus is different from, which is held to belong to Socrates in the major prem-
ise, is held to belong in the same way, and as a consequence, to Socrates’ accident
man in the conclusion. Note that the inference pattern is the same in the immedi-
ately following lines (166b30-2), except that “all the predicates” and “all the same
things” there (and also in SE 7 169b3—6) correspond, respectively, to accident and
to predicate in the schema:

For, since many things are accidental to the same item, it is not necessary
that all the same things'? belong to all the predicates and to what [all the
predicates] are predicated of.

Second, the general account conforms to a rule of inference from Cat. 5 3a1-6:

And as the primary substances stand to all other items, so the species and the
genera of the primary substances stand to all the rest. For all the rest is predi-
cated of them: you shall say that the singular man is grammatical, therefore
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you shall say that both man and animal are grammatical — and the same holds
good in other cases.

In such an inference from a predicate’s belonging to a singular item to the predi-
cate’s belonging to the species and the genera of the singular item, terms such as
man and animal are to be taken, I submit, as universals stated in a non-universal
way, as in De Int. 7 17b8—11:

By “to state of universals in a non-universal way” [ mean, for example, “man
tE T3

is white”, “man is not white” — for although man is a universal, the statement
is not used in a universal way.

A statement about universals made in a non-universal way may convey the same
content as either a universal or a particular statement: it is in principle indetermi-
nate between the two.!® Taking the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3a1-6 along such
lines, grammatical is said of both man and animal because it is said of a singular
item that is both a man and an animal and is said at least of @ man and of an animal
because the singular item it is said of is both a man and an animal.

Thus, according to the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3al1-6, if a singular item
that is (the same as) a member of a given species or genus receives a given predi-
cate, then at least a member of that species or genus receives that predicate. But if
so, then item Coriscus is different from indeed belongs to man since it belongs to a
singular item that is (the same as) a man.

Two points should be considered in order to understand that result:

First, statements about universals made in a non-universal way are such that,
if a singular item satisfies the affirmation and another singular item satisfies the
denial, then affirmation and denial are true at the same time, as is made clear in De
Int. 7 17b30-7:

99

It is true to say jointly “man is white” and “man is not white”, “man is beauti-
ful” and “man is not beautiful”. . . . At first blush, that might be reputed to be
absurd, in virtue of the fact that “man is not white” appears to signify jointly
that “no man is white”, but it is not necessary either that it signifies the same
[as the other] or [that it signifies the other] jointly.

Thus, although it is true that Coriscus is different from a man, it is also true that
Coriscus is the same thing as a man, since he is a man.

Second, since the true statement “man is an item Coriscus is different from”
could in principle be taken as equivalent to the false statement “every man is an
item Coriscus is different from” in virtue of the indeterminate character of state-
ments about universals made in a non-universal way, a distinction is necessary
with respect to (as it later came to be called) the distribution of the term man," to
the extent that ifem Coriscus is different from indeed belongs to both Socrates and
man, but not in the same way (doadtwc), in accordance with Aristotle’s general
account of the fallacy of accident at SE 5 166b28-30. In order to appreciate the role
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of the clause “in the same way”, a clarification of the meaning of “accident” with
respect to Aristotle’s views on correlatives shall be of use.

In Cat. 7 6b28-7b14, Aristotle claims that properly rendered correlatives re-
ciprocate: a slave is the slave of a master as a master is the master of a slave. In
7a22-b9, Aristotle contrasts properly rendered correlatives with items accidental
to either of them and gives biped, receptive of knowledge, and man as accidental to
master (7229, 36-7):

All relatives, as long as they are properly rendered, are said to be relative
to items that reciprocate. For if they are rendered as relative to a chance
item, that is, not relative to that item they are said to be relative to, they do
not reciprocate. I mean, none of the items admittedly said to be relative to
items that reciprocate, even if names have been set down for them, do not
reciprocate if they are rendered as relative to something accidental, that is,
not relative to that item they are said to be relative to. For example, slave, if
it is rendered not as of master but as of man or biped or any such thing, does
not reciprocate, for the rendering is not proper. Moreover, in case it has been
properly rendered as relative to that item it is said to be relative to, when
everything else which is accidental is taken away and that only remains as
relative to which it is properly rendered, it will always be said to be relative
to that. For example, if slave is said as relative to master, when other things
which are accidental to master are taken away, such as being biped, being
receptive of knowledge and being a man, and only being a master remains,
slave will always be said to be relative to that, for a slave is said to be a slave
of a master. But if it is not properly rendered as relative to whatever it is said
to be relative to, when other things are taken away and that only remains as
relative to which it has been said, it will not be said to be relative to that.
Let slave be said of man . . . and let master be taken away from man — then
slave will no longer be said of man, for if there is not a master there is not
a slave either.

Aristotle’s point is perspicuous: correlatives reciprocate, but only insofar as they
are rendered in accordance with that which puts them in relation with each other.
Since it is just because the one is a master that the other is a slave and vice versa,
things are called “accidental” in that connection which are not necessarily acciden-
tal to the correlated items in themselves but are not otherwise at stake as pertains to
the items’ relation with each other. Taking a correlative in terms of something thus
understood as accidental is sufficient to preclude reciprocation because the items’
correlation will be lost on that end.

Now in Top. VI 12 149b4—12, Aristotle claims that taking a relative as relative
not to what it is said to be relative to but to something more extensive, say medicine
as knowledge of being, yields a falsehood only “to some extent” (¢xi 1),

for it must be [knowledge] of all [being] if indeed it is said to be [knowl-
edge of being] in itself and not by accident (as holds good in the case of
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the other relatives), for every object of knowledge is said to be relative to
knowledge. And the same holds good also in the other cases, since all rela-
tives reciprocate.

The point, I submit, is that in the absence of a qualification to the effect that the
predicate holds by accident, a statement such as “Medicine is the knowledge of be-
ing” is taken as equivalent to “Medicine is the knowledge of every being” because
reciprocation is supposed to hold for every item falling under the terms correlated
as knowledge and object of knowledge in the statement. Such a qualification instead
blocks the distribution of “being” insofar as it marks “being” as accidental to the
correlation between medicine and its object and thus implies that medicine is said
to be the knowledge of being only to the extent that it is the knowledge of some
beings and not others.

The same rationale applies to Metaph. 1 1 981a16-20, where man is said to be
accidental to Callias, Socrates and others:

All actions and generations take place in the domain of the particular, for the
doctor does not cure man unless by accident, instead he cures Callias, So-
crates or some of the others thus said, for whom being a man is an accident.

The inference pattern is the same as in the fallacy of accident, and the conclusion
follows on the basis of the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3a1-6:

cured by the doctor belongs to Callias

man belongs to Callias
Therefore, cured by the doctor belongs to man.

Aristotle explicitly says that the doctor indeed cures man, albeit by accident.
Such a qualification, I submit, is intended to show that cured by the doctor be-
longs to both Callias and man, but not in the same way: it belongs in itself to
Callias and by accident to man, since Callias’ being a man is accidental to the
correlation between curer and cured, and it is only to the extent that cured by
the doctor belongs to Callias that it belongs also to man, which in turn does not
imply that it belongs to every man. Thus, the role of the clause “in the same way”
in the general account of the fallacy of accident at SE 5 166b28-30 is to signal
that the minor term is accidental to the correlation between the major term and
the middle term, and therefore, the major term belongs in itself to the middle
term and by accident to the minor term, so that the minor term — which on the
basis of the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3al—6 corresponds to either the species
or the genus of the middle term — is not supposed to be distributed. Returning
to the example from SE 5 166b33—-6, item Coriscus is different from belongs to
both Socrates and man, but in itself to the former and by accident to the latter,
since Socrates’ being a man is accidental to the difference between Coriscus and
Socrates and it is only to the extent that item Coriscus is different from belongs to
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Socrates that it belongs also to man, which in turn implies that it does not belong
to every man.

And since in all cases in which the species and the genera of a correlative are
accidental to the correlation the predicate holds by accident of the species and the
genera because it holds of a member of them, one upshot of what precedes is that,
differently from what ps.-Alexander 1 (/n SE 38,23—7 Wallies) and ps.-Alexander
2 (In SE 7,40-2 Ebbesen) imply, the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3al—6 is not
revoked in the SE.

A similar case is provided by SE 6 168a37-b4, where figure etc. are said to be
accidental to triangle:

Refutation will not take place if there is no deduction of the accident, for it
is not necessary for it to be white because of the deduction if, these things
being so, it is necessary for this to be (and that is white); nor [is it necessary
for figure to have 2R because of the deduction] if triangle has 2R and it is ac-
cidental for it to be a figure, a first item or a principle (because it is a figure,
a principle or a first item), since the demonstration does not take it qua figure
or qua first item but qua triangle.

The inference, I submit, is
2R belongs to triangle

figure belongs to triangle
Therefore, 2R belongs to figure,

where figure is accidental to the correlation between 2R and its proper bearer.
Note that the passage underscores the notion of demonstration, emphasising that
the demonstration that 2R holds of a given object takes the object not qua figure
but qua triangle (b2—4). Since every demonstration takes the object it proves a
property of, qua the object from the principles of which it proves a property of
(APo. 19 75b37-76al5), and 2R is proved from the principles not of figure but
of triangle, it follows that the demonstration of 2R takes its object not qua figure
but qua triangle. Thus, 2R and triangle are supposed in context to be correlated
as property demonstrated and proper bearer, in which case the species and the
genera of the proper bearer will be accidental to the correlation and 2R will belong
by accident to the species and the genera of its proper bearer in virtue of the fact
that 2R will belong to them only insofar as it belongs to some, and not to every,
member of them.
Other cases of the fallacy of accident are given at SE 24 179a32-5:

All arguments of the following kind are caused by the accident: “Do you
know what I am going to ask you?” “Do you know the approaching one, or
the veiled one?” “Is the sculpture your work, or the dog your father?” “Is few
times few few?”
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I begin with the following,

yours belongs to sculpture

artwork belongs to sculpture
Therefore, yours belongs to artwork,

the form of which is made clear at SE 24 179b4-6:

Nor [is it the case that] if this is mine and is a work, then the work is mine,
but either the possession or the asset or some other thing.

As for the claim that it is not the artwork but the possession that is mine,
Aristotle’s remark concerning secondary substances at Cat. 7 8a22—4, in the
context of a discussion whether substances may be said to be relatives, proves
relevant:

For example, man is not said to be one’s man, nor ox to be one’s ox, nor wood
to be one’s wood, but rather they are said to be one’s possession.

The point is that secondary substances such as these are not what they are of
anything, and it is only qua possession that a given item is said to belong to its
owner. As a consequence, whatever relations a given item may hold not qua A
but gua B (to which A is accidental) will be lost on that end once the item is
taken qua A. Returning to the artwork argument, the species and the genera of the
object will be accidental to the correlation between possession and owner, and
therefore, yours will belong by accident to artwork, as, I submit, is made clear at
SE 24 180a2-7:

No one says in the proper sense that this one is a son of that one if [that one]
is a son’s master. Instead, the combination is caused by the accident: “Is
this one yours?” “Yes”. “But this one is a son. Therefore, this one is a son
of yours”, since it is accidental [for him] to be both yours and a son, but not
your son.'

Thus, in cases in which your artwork, your son, etc. denote an artwork, a son, etc.
that are your possession, the qualification “by accident” must be present.'® And
while it is true that yours does not belong in the same way to possession and to
artwork, son, etc. (since it belongs to the latter by accident, or only insofar as it
belongs to possessions to which being an artwork, being a son, etc. are accidental,
whereas it belongs to the former in itself, or in the proper sense), in such cases it
is not true that the qualification implies the non-distribution of the minor term but
rather that “your artwork,” “your son”, etc. should not be taken as a single noun
phrase (or, in Aristotle’s words, in combination)'” but as “an artwork and your pos-
session,” “a son and your possession”, etc.
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Note also that the accidents both in the slave argument at 180a2—7 and in the
dog-father argument from 179a32-5,'® as well as first item and principle in SE 6
168a38-b4, are not secondary substances but relatives:

yours belongs to slave

son belongs to slave
Therefore, yours belongs to son.

yours belongs to dog

father belongs to dog
Therefore, yours belongs to father.

Therefore, although the inference pattern from SE 5 166b28-30 remains unaltered,
the rule of inference from Cat. 5 3al—6, which concerns secondary substances, no
longer applies.

Turning now to the approaching, or veiled, one argument from SE 24 179a32-5,
I assume, on the basis of 179b2-4,"

it is not the case, if I know Coriscus but do not know the approaching one,
that I know and do not know the same item,

that the aim of the argument is to obtain the contradictory of “I know Coriscus
(to be Coriscus)”.?® The accident is said to be a primary substance in APr. 1 27
43a33-6:

Each of the sensibles is such that it is not predicated of anything unless by
accident, for sometimes we say that that white thing is Socrates and that the
approaching one is Callias.

Following the inference pattern from SE 5 166b28-30, we have

unknown to you (to be Coriscus) belongs to approaching one

Coriscus belongs to approaching one
Therefore, unknown to you (to be Coriscus) belongs to Coriscus.

The correlation is between knower and known. Although a peculiar trait needs to
be taken into account, the argument is in keeping both with the cases discussed so
far and with an inference in Phys. 11 3 195a32—5/Metaph. V 2 1013b34-1014al
where the accident is also a primary substance. Here is the passage from Phys. 11
3/Metaph. V 2:

[Causes are said] as the accident . . . , for example Polycleitus [is the cause]
of a sculpture in one way, and sculptor [is the cause of a sculpture] in another
way, for being Polycleitus is accidental to sculptor.
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The correlation is between cause and effect. The inference pattern is the same as in
the preceding cases:

cause of sculpture belongs to sculptor

Polycleitus belongs to sculptor
Therefore, cause of sculpture belongs to Polycleitus.

Aristotle says that cause of sculpture belongs “in one way” to the object sculptor
and “in another way” to its accident Polycleitus, where the AL wg . . . A G . . .
idiom encapsules the claim that the predicate indeed belongs, albeit not in the same
way, both to the object (to which it belongs in itself) and to its accident (to which
it belongs by accident), in accordance with the general account of the fallacy of
accident at SE' 5 166b28-30. In the approaching one argument, however, how can
unknown to you (to be Coriscus) belong under any qualification to Coriscus?
Aristotle does not single out cases such as the approaching one argument from
other instances of the fallacy of accident (SE 24 179b11-6). Their solution is sup-
posed to follow the same pattern as the preceding cases: the predicate indeed be-
longs in itself to approaching one and by accident to Coriscus, from which the
unacceptable conclusion does not follow. In order to understand his analysis, note
that knowing may take as its direct complement (1) whatever referent a given ex-
pression stands for (as one may know one’s significant other’s lover, though not un-
der that description) or (2) the substratum, whatever it is, of an object individuated
by a given framing (as one may know the neighbour but not the sadistic sociopath
with explosive disorder, although they are the same person), in which construal it
is not the objects thus framed but rather the person who is either of the objects thus
framed, that is the object of knowledge as either of the objects thus framed. Now
unknown to you (to be a given person in particular, say Coriscus) does not hold
of the approaching one construed as (1), since you know the referent = Coriscus,
but it does hold of the approaching one construed as (2), since the person who is
approaching is unknown to you (to be Coriscus) even if Coriscus is known to you
(to be Coriscus). And although knowing in the latter construal is sensitive to fram-
ing, and does not admit as its proper object an object framed in such a way as to be
taken by the knowing subject to be alien to the framing under which the object is
known (since it is as the object individuated by the framing that the substratum ei-
ther is or is not known), substitution of Coriscus for the approaching one is admis-
sible if unknown to you (to be a given person in particular, say Coriscus) is marked
to belong to Coriscus not qua himself but qua the person who is approaching i.e.
by accident: it is a person who happens to be Coriscus, rather than Coriscus thus
taken, that you do not know (to be Coriscus). Another (if somewhat cumbersome)
informal device to pinpoint the object of knowledge in such cases is to say not that
Coriscus is unknown to you (to be Coriscus) (which holds good if rightly read but
may also mislead one into assuming that Coriscus is taken as such by the knowing
subject) but rather that Coriscus is that which, or the one who, is unknown to you
(to be Coriscus) (which, albeit not on the side of the object of knowledge but of
knowledge itself, nails down the correct object of knowledge as whatever underlies
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the item as framed)?! — which, of course, is not to say that the fallacy consists in
mistaking identity for predication, not least because predication holds.

As in other cases of the fallacy, the problem lies in ascertaining what exactly
holds by accident on the basis of the premises and thus blocking the inference to
the conclusion intended by the opponent. That the unwarranted step is due to dis-
tribution, composition, or aboutness does not change the nature of the fallacy: in
all cases the issue is, rather, substituting an object which is framed in such a way
as to be alien to the way in which the object for which it is substituted is taken in
the reasoning. Given a relation either expressed or embedded in the major term
(which relation is salient insofar as the term in which it is somehow present is at
stake whether or not to belong in the conclusion), an unqualified conclusion is only
warranted if, when the minor term is substituted, the nature of the middle term qua
relatum is preserved (its nature as a relatum possibly being obscured in context by
its not being rendered as a proper relatum in the first place, as in e.g. this slave is
yours). Unlike a rival proposal Aristotle considers and eventually rejects in SE 24
179b7-33, the approaching one fallacy is due not to knowledge in particular (or
propositional attitudes, or indirect speech, in general) but to substitution in a rela-
tional context, and is to be solved accordingly (SE 24 179b11-6):

The correction must be the same of arguments caused by the same [defect],
but this one [viz. the alternative solution] will not be [the same as in other
cases of the fallacy of accident] if one assumes the same axiom [to hold] not
in the case of knowing but in the case of being or being thus, as in “If this
one is a father and is yours”. For if this is true in some cases, namely that it is
possible to know and not to know the same thing, there however [viz. in other
cases of the fallacy of accident] what was just said [viz. that it is possible to
know and not to know the same thing] has no share.

The alternative view is presented at 179b7—11:

Some solve [the fallacy] by making a distinction?? in the question: they say
that it is possible to know and not to know the same object, but not in the
same respect. Thus, they say that those who do not know the approaching
one but know Coriscus know and do not know the same thing, but not in the
same respect.

The proposed solution presumably holds that, just as a top that spins but does not
tilt moves in a circle with respect to its periphery but stands still with respect to its
axis,? the same object is not known (to be Coriscus) with respect to its being the
approaching one but is known (to be Coriscus) with respect to its being Coriscus.
According to this view, knowing and not knowing are indeed toward objects framed
in given ways, but what makes a difference for the specific attitude toward them
(whether knowing or not knowing) are different aspects of the objects thus framed.
Hence, one is supposed to know both the approaching one with respect to his being
the approaching one and Coriscus with respect to his being Coriscus, but neither
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Coriscus with respect to his being the approaching one nor the approaching one
with respect to his being Coriscus. The difference with Aristotle’s view is that here
it is a feature of the item itself that makes it either known or not known, whereas
in Aristotle’s view it is the framing of the object that makes it either germane or
alien to a given relation. Aristotle grants that knowing and not knowing the same
item in different respects may well turn out to be the case in some circumstances
(179626, 29-31) but adds that in the present case not even that would be reputed
to hold good under the assumption (179b27), presumably because given the as-
sumptions — what makes a difference for either knowing or not knowing a given
object are particularities of the object itself, and you know the approaching one to
be the approaching one and you know Coriscus to be Coriscus (179b27-8), and the
approaching one is Coriscus — it follows that you know the approaching one both
to be the approaching one and (with respect to his being Coriscus) to be Coriscus,
and you know Coriscus both to be Coriscus and (with respect to his being the ap-
proaching one) to be the approaching one (179b31-3).2* What is more, the alterna-
tive proposal does not show that the fallacious argument does not reach its intended
conclusion (179b23-6), presumably because given the assumptions — with respect
to his being the approaching one you do not know the approaching one (to be
Coriscus), and the approaching one is Coriscus — it follows that with respect to his
being the approaching one you do not know Coriscus (to be Coriscus).

For Aristotle, in contrast, the defect and the solution are the same as in the dog-
father argument (quoted in that connection in 179b11-6). I submit that “being thus”
(moxg Exewv), which Aristotle pairs with “being” (glvar) in the passage, corresponds
to the same phrase in the second definition of relatives at Cat. 7 8a31-2:%

Relatives are items whose being (eivou) is the same as being thus related to
something (1pd¢ 11 TG EyeLv).

In the dog-father argument, both the predicate yours and the accident father are
relatives, but what causes the fallacy is the former’s relational character rather
than the latter’s: it is because father is alien to the owner—possession relation that
the conclusion yielded by the substitution of father for the object taking part in
the owner—possession relation holds only by accident. Hence, once a given item
is taken as a relatum (as this dog is taken to be yours), since a relatum’s being qua
relatum just is its being thus related to something, its being is (in that connection)
no longer its being something (e.g. a dog), its being related to some other thing in a
different way (e.g. a father) and so forth (which are accidental to the relation), and
the issue lies in the distinction between being thus related to something and being
whatever else.
Aristotle’s claim at SE 24 179a35-b2 is to be seen in such light:

For it is manifest in all those cases that it is not necessary for it to be true of
the accident and of the object, for only to items which in their being (xatd
v ovoiav) are undifferentiated and one is it reputed that the same things
belong. For the good, it is not the same thing to be good and to be what [ am
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going to ask you, nor for the approaching, or veiled, one is it the same thing
to be approaching and to be Coriscus.

Aristotle’s claim (both here and in Phys. 111 3 202b10-22) is not that a fallacy takes
place whenever an item is substituted for another which is not the same in being
with it, but rather that an unqualified conclusion is not warranted in such cases.
For example, if Socrates is both a white item and a musical item, then a white item
and a musical item are indeed the same thing, and the conclusion holds by accident
to the extent that being Socrates is not the same thing as either being a white item
or being a musical item. The issue is not whether the conclusion follows from the
premises in cases of substitution — it does — but whether it holds of necessity on the
basis of the premises,? and it is a condition on deduction that only if an object is
substituted which is framed in the same way as the object for which it is substituted
the conclusion holds of necessity on the basis of the premises (see SE 6 168a37-8,
where it is assumed in context that there is no deduction of the accident). In the pre-
ceding example, the fact that the premises hold by accident manifestly prevents the
conclusion from holding of necessity on the basis of the premises (as, presumably,
also if @ white item is both Socrates and rational then on the basis of this reasoning
Socrates is by accident rational, to the extent that the accidentality of both Socrates
and rational to white item in the premises cannot ground the essentiality of rational
to Socrates in the conclusion).”” But cases of the fallacy of accident are such that
not only in some of them the premises indeed hold by accident but the predicate is
accidental to the subject not as such but gua member of a relation specified in the
major premise (as man is accidental to Socrates qua other than Coriscus), but even
when the predicate is accidental to the subject as such (as son is accidental to slave,
or Coriscus is accidental to the approaching one), it is rather because the predicate
is accidental to the subject qua member of a relation specified in the major premise
that the conclusion is deceptive with respect to distribution (Coriscus is other than
a man), combination (the slave is a son of yours), aboutness (Coriscus is unknown
to you), etc.

Substitution of items which are not the same in being fails to yield a neces-
sary conclusion even if the items are necessary equivalents: that what is at stake
is the being (ovoia) of a given object as individuated by a given framing, e.g.
what it is to be the approaching one as opposed to what it is to be Coriscus, al-
lows for fine-grained distinctions such as obtain not only between items which
are the same by accident but also between items which are the same of neces-
sity, e.g. between the road from Thebes to Athens and the road from Athens to
Thebes, between acting on another and being acted on by another and so forth
(see Phys. III 3 202a18-20/Met. X1 9 1066a31-3, also 202b10-22).® And the
presence of a relation in the reasoning not only provides a precise account of
how e.g. being a man (which is not the same as being Socrates but is a part
thereof) can be accidental to Socrates but chiefly introduces positions which
are prone to deception to the extent that, in the case of improper relata, recip-
rocation does not necessarily hold of every item falling under the relata (see
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the previous discussion on 7op. VI 12 149b4-12), combination may fail to hold
and so forth.

Thus, while all cases follow the same inference pattern and their conclusion
holds under a qualification, the fallacy arises from the substitution of something
accidental to a relation either explicit in the argument or implicit in the context. The
same rationale, I submit, applies to the few times few argument in SE 24 179a32-5,
which (although the evidence is scant and I shall not speculate as to how to recon-
struct it) manifestly involves a correlation in that, according to Cat. 6 Sb11ff. (esp.
23ft.), something is only said to be few, and hence few times few, in a given rela-
tion. Thus, if something is few in a given relation, and few times few in a different
relation, the latter is accidental to the former in presumably much the same way
as being a son or a father are accidental to the correlation between possession and
owner in the slave and the dog-father arguments.

Now I move on to the other example of a primary substance said to be accidental
to a given item in APr. I 27 43a33—6 (“the white thing is Socrates”) and hence to
cases of the fallacy of consequent, which is said to fall under the fallacy of accident
at SE 6 168b27-8, 7 169b6—7 and 8 170a3-5. The passage I begin with is De an.
11 6 418a20-3:

An item is said to be perceptible by accident if, for example, the white thing
is the son of Diares — for one perceives that by accident if that is accidental
to the white thing one perceives.

The reasoning, I submit, has the following form,

Diares’ son belongs to white thing

white thing belongs to item one perceives
Therefore, Diares’ son belongs to item one perceives.

Note that the inference pattern is different from the cases in that the accident is
now said of the predicate in the major premise and of the object in the conclusion:

accident belongs to predicate

predicate belongs to object
Therefore, accident belongs to object

As in the following example, the major term is the object of accidental percep-
tion. The conclusion is said to follow under a qualification: one perceives Diares’
son by accident to the extent that one perceives a white thing that is Diares’
son. Such cases, however, are not immune from errors, as noted in De an. III 1
425b3—-4:

That is why one commits errors, and if it is yellow, deems that it is bile.
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In the latter passage, the inference is no longer analysed in quasi-syllogistic terms but
in terms of conditional statements. A similar paralogism is described in SE 5 167b1-6:

Refutation caused by the consequent is due to the fact that one takes the implica-
tion to convert. For when, this being the case, of necessity that is the case, also
that being the case people take the other to be the case of necessity. Whence
errors arise from sensation in the domain of opinion, for many times people sup-
posed bile to be honey in virtue of the fact that yellow colour follows upon honey.

The alternative analyses suggest that the error in taking a conditional statement
such as

this is honey — this is yellow
to admit of conversion® to

this is yellow — this is honey

is equivalent to the error in taking the terms of the major premise in a quasi-syllo-
gism such as

yellow belongs to honey

yellow belongs to this item
Therefore, honey belongs to this item

to admit of conversion to

honey belongs to yellow

yellow belongs to this item
Therefore, honey belongs to this item.*

The same issue underlies cases of second-figure sign-inference in APr. 11 27 70a2—
b6, on the basis of which I propose to take the sign-inference in SE'5 167b8-12 in
much the same way:

pale belongs to pregnant

pale belongs to this woman
Therefore, pregnant belongs to this woman.

wandering at night belongs to adulterer

wandering at night belongs to this man
Therefore, adulterer belongs to this man.
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The relation between the middle term and the major term in all such cases is be-
tween sign and thing signalled (implicit in the context). Such inferences are said to
be Moyot (i.e. to admit of solution as fallacious)’! at 4Pr. 11 27 70a34-7, and it is
only once the middle term and the major term are taken to convert that the conclu-
sion follows:

pregnant belongs to pale

pale belongs to this woman
Therefore, pregnant belongs to this woman.

adulterer belongs to wandering at night

wandering at night belongs to this man
Therefore, adulterer belongs to this man.

However, given that in all such cases the major term and the middle term are
not identical in being (being pregnant is different from being pale, and so on)
and are so related that the latter is consequent on the former of necessity but
the former is only consequent on the latter by accident or to the extent that the
former belongs to some, but not to every, item under the latter, it follows that
the middle term cannot be distributed in the major premise and that the con-
clusion will follow by accident only if the middle term is undistributed and
denotes the same item in both premises, as in the case of Diares’ son in De an.
IT 6 418a20-3.%2
Finally, the first example of a fallacy of accident in SE 5 (166b32-3),

If Coriscus is different from man, then he is different from himself, for he is
a man,

readily falls under the same pattern as the latter cases,
item Coriscus is different from belongs to man

man belongs to Coriscus
Therefore, item Coriscus is different from belongs to Coriscus;

And since Coriscus is different from all men who are not Coriscus, the middle term
is also undistributed in the major premise and does not denote the same item(s)
in both premises. However, not only is it not an issue whether the major term is
consequent on the middle term (or vice versa) whether of necessity or by accident,
also the example comes roughly in the middle of the passage in SE 5 (166b28-36)
from whence come both the first schema and the other example from the chapter
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(which falls under the first schema). Thus, it is perhaps more apposite to read the
example as falling under

predicate belongs to object

accident belongs to object
Therefore, predicate belongs to accident,

for which a conversion is necessary in the minor premise:

item Coriscus is different from belongs to man

Coriscus belongs to man
Therefore, item Coriscus is different from belongs to Coriscus.

Thus framed, a primary substance is now predicated of the middle term, as in the
examples from APr. 127 43a33—6 and Phys. 11 3 195a32-5/Metaph. V 2 1013b34—
1014al. And there come to light remarkable similarities with other cases in which
the relation between the major term and the middle term is explicit in the argument:
the relation is expressed in the major term, and the minor term is accidental to the
middle term (qua the latter is taken in the major premise). The decisive feature
remains, however, that the conclusion does not follow because the middle term is
undistributed in the major premise and does not denote the same item(s) in both
premises.

To sum up, not in all cases of the fallacy of accident is the same inference pat-
tern followed, nor the same role (as minor term or major term) assigned to the
accident or the conclusion secured under a qualification. What makes all of them
fallacies of the same ilk is that their defect is due to the substitution of something
accidental to, i.e. not the same in being with, a relatum gua relatum.
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Hintikka (1986: 81-4); Angelelli (2004: 71-2).

In the SE, Aristotle distinguishes between the fallacy of homonymy and the fallacy of
accident, and groups the former among fallacies dependent on linguistic formulation
(mapa tiig Aé€ewc) and the latter among fallacies external to linguistic formulation (£¢w
T Mé€emg).

Mendelsohn (1987). Owen (1971: 251 n.47) and Brown (1986: 65 n.26; 1994: 214—15)
claim such is Plato’s view in the Sophist.

See esp. Metaph. VII 6 1031b22-8.

On how to construe their necessary equivalence, see Smiley (1962: 68—70); Parry (1966:
346-7); Bostock (2004: 153—4). On why, see Hintikka (1983: 450-62; 1986: 96-102);
Bostock (2004: 151-8); Corcoran (2008); also Mignucci (1983).

Matthews (1982, 1990); Cohen (2008).

Fine (1982).

Cohen (2008: 13—14).

I adapt a strategy from Sommers (1990: 110-11) and Sommers and Englebretsen (2000:
88-95) in reply to a traditional objection against the claim that the copula expresses
identity, thus voiced by Geach (1969: 43): “Anybody who is tempted by it [viz. the ‘logi-
cally worthless theory’ that ‘a true predication is effected by joining different names of
the same thing or things, the copula being a sign of this real identity’] may try his hand
at explaining in terms of it how we can fit together the three terms ‘David,” ‘father,” and
‘Solomon’ (which on this theory are three names) to form the true predication ‘David is
the father of Solomon’”.

Which of course is tantamount to

Coriscus is different from Socrates

Socrates is (the same thing as) a man

Therefore, Coriscus is different from a man.

Following Casaubon’s conjecture with Ross (1958) and Hasper (2013). On tadto/
TavTd, see also SE 7 169b3-6, 24 179a37-9.

Jones (2010: 42-7).

On the notion of distribution, see Parsons (2006).

Following codd. A with Hasper (2013).

The fact that yours belongs to son in the proper sense in the case of father (because fa-
ther is the correlate of son) and only by accident in the case of owner is the reason why
“yours” is not ambiguous between “yours as progeny” and “yours as a possession” in
SE 24 179b38-180a7.

On Aristotle’s fallacies of combination and division, see Hasper (2009).

Their premises are given at 180a4—6 and 179b14—15 respectively.

See also SE 24 179b7-11.

For the complement, note that verbs such as dyvoeiv, yiyvaoketv, gidévor, énictacOot
frequently only take an object (know A) but may also take an object and a reduplicative
such as 6t (know A to be B). For the latter construction in Aristotle’s corpus, see esp.
APr. 138 and SE 24 179b29-30 (where note object 10 0010).

Ancient Greek may use the definite article to mark the distinction: dyvmotdg cot
(611 Kopiokog)/o dyvmotog oot (81t Kopiokog). For a parallel in Aristotle’s cor-
pus (GpETATEISTOG VO AOYOV/O ApeTdneloTog Vo AoYov), see Top. V 4 133b24-31,
133b36—134a4.

Following Pacius’ conjecture with Ross (1958). On avaipeiv/dioipelv, see esp. SE 18
176b29-177a6, 33 182b32-183al3.

For the example, see Plato, R. IV 436ce.

Following codd. A with Hasper (2013).

See also Cat. 7 8a38-b3; Top. VI 4 142a28-30, 8 146b3—4; SE 22 178b38-9 (reading,
with Hasper (2013), ABcuVGA np6g ti nwg); Phys. VII 3 246b3-4, 8-9, 247a1-2, b2-3;
ENT121101b12-4.
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26 Which, I submit, is how one should read Aristotle’s statements at SE' 5 166b30-2, 6
16823840, 24 179a27-31, 35-7.

27 Which plausibly underlies Aristotle’s contrast between knowing “without qualification”
(amA@dg) and knowing “by accident” (kotd cupfefnkdg) or “in the sophistic way” (tov
coQLoTIKOV TpdTov) in APo. 12 71b9-12, 5 74a25-32, 9 76a4-7.

28 Which in turn may shed light as to why (according to SE 6 168b6—10) the unknow-
ing are capable of refuting even men of arts and sciences on the basis of fallacies of
accident.

29 Or inversion (see SE 28 181a28-9; Phys. 1 3 186a10-3),

this is not honey — this is not yellow.

30 Some cases present difficulties. The rain inference at SE 5 167b6-8 resists translation

into quasi-syllogistic terms. One possibility is,

wet belongs to rained on
wet belongs to ground
Therefore, rained on belongs to ground.

(Conditionals in which antecedent and consequent have no term in common are dis-
missed from Aristotle’s logic on grounds that their conclusion does not follow because
of the premises, even if it follows of necessity: see Ebrey (2015)). And on the basis of
SE 5167b12-20 and 28 181a27-30 (see also SE 6 168b35—40 and Phys. 1 3 186a10-3),
Melissus’ intended argument may be framed as

having no principle belongs to ungenerated
ungenerated belongs to universe
Therefore, having no principle belongs to universe.

31 Cf. the uses of MW and Adoig in SE 16-33.

32 The example in SE 6 168b31-5, which is framed in terms of accidental sameness in
the text, admits of a similar explanation: since white is the same as both snow and
swan only by accident or to the extent that snow and swan are each the same as some,
but not every, item under white, the conclusion would follow only if white were un-
distributed and denoted the same item(s) in both premises, but the latter condition is
not observed.
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14 “Those Searching for Gold
Dig Up a Lot of Earth” — On
Contamination and Insertion in
the Early Manuscript Tradition
of the Organon

The Case of the Topics and the
Sophistical Refutations'

Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

If one picks up a modern edition of one of Aristotle’s works, one based on a broad
selection of sources, one will quickly stumble upon variant readings in the appara-
tus which are significantly different in terms of grammar or content from the read-
ing printed in the edition itself. Sometimes these variant readings even appear in a
large majority of the sources referred to in the apparatus. It is easy to explain this
fact. The generations of readers and scribes responsible for the transmission of the
text between Aristotle’s library to the extant manuscripts did not copy their exem-
plars passively but were in the process actively trying to understand what Aristotle
had written. Thus, they not only tried to correct the inevitable copying errors but
also added marginal or supralinear words or phrases which helped making sense of
the text, and even purposefully interfered with the text itself. The next generation in
this transmission, in their turn, did not or could not always distinguish between the
originally copied manuscript and the manuscript with all the corrections, additions,
and changes, so that these were incorporated in the transmitted text. Moreover, late
ancient and medieval readers copying and using the manuscripts were frequently
willing to accept that manuscripts other than their own exemplar contained a bet-
ter version of Aristotle’s text. Thus, these corrections, additions and changes could
spread over large parts or even the whole of the extant manuscript tradition — the
process is called contamination, and it makes that what are in fact changes and ad-
ditions to the text appear to be what Aristotle actually wrote.

In this chapter I want to show, by way of discussing a number of examples and
providing a typology of them, that the Organon is no exception in this respect and
also contains many insertions and changes whose deviant origins are difficult to
discern as the result of a process of contamination. Unmasking such intrusions can
only be done against the background of evaluating a broad selection of manuscripts
and sources and reconstructing a tree of descent, a so-called stemma, for otherwise
one does not have any way of assessing the importance as a source of a particular
manuscript and of tracking the frequency and directions of contamination between
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manuscripts. Since I have for them almost full collations for a broad selection of
manuscripts and sources, including Boethius’ translation, to a considerable extent
also the Arabic translations, and Alexander’s commentary on the Topics, all of the
examples discussed in the chapter are taken from the 7opics and the Sophistical
Refutations (though I have added an appendix on the Analytica). In the discussion
of the examples of intrusions, I will thus frequently refer to the stemma underlying
the extant manuscript tradition as well as to patterns of contamination.

There is no reason to assume that these processes of incorporating extratextual
material into the text and of contamination influenced the textual tradition only
from the latest common ancestor of all extant manuscripts, the so-called archetype.
In fact, previous editors of the Organon have pointed to suspect words and phrases
present in all extant manuscripts. I will discuss one example in which the underly-
ing processes of incorporation and contamination can be shown not to be limited
to the late ancient and medieval textual tradition, but in a way to continue into the
present. Appendix 1 will list proposals by previous editors for striking words and
phrases from the text and discuss some of them.

1. Sources, Stemma, and Patterns of Contamination

For my reconstruction of the textual tradition of the Topics and Sophistical Refuta-
tions, I have used the following manuscripts:

Sigl.  Manuscript Date Ross (1958), Brunschwig Incomplete
Top. & SE (1967, 2007),
Topics

A Vat.Urb.gr. 35 ca.900 + +

B Mare.gr. 201 954 + +

Ss Par.Suppl.gr. IX - Only 2 ff.: 176b9—

1362 177a18 and
179b629-180b4
Vat.Barb.gr. 87 X - + Missing:

162b20-168a37

G Gud.gr. 24 XII - - Missing: 125a35—
126a13 and
141a1-142b25;
from 183b37

b Durham CI115 XV - - Missing:
177620-178b29

P Vat.gr. 207 X1 - For books 1-4

h Marc.gr. IV.53  XIII - -

i New College  XIV - -

225

S Sin. NEM 138 X - - Only 1 f.:
163a12-164b37

D Par.gr. 1843 XII + +

C Coisl. 330 XI + + Missing:

132a18-138b33
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Sigl.  Manuscript Date Ross (1958), Brunschwig Incomplete
Top. & SE (1967, 2007),
Topics

W Vat.gr. 244 ca. 1200 - + Only used for
132a18-138b33

c Vat.gr. 1024 ca. 1000 + Books 14 Throughout Topics
ff. missing

u Basil. F 11 21 XII + +

e Conv.Soppr. XII - - Missing from

192 183al5

M Morgan 758 XI - + Only 115a4-
157b37,
ff. missing
throughout

In addition, I have used the supposed readings underlying the extant early
translations:

A Latin translation by Boethius ca. 500
b d Arabic translation of Topics 1-7 by Abt ‘Uthman Sa‘id ibn X
Ya'qtib al-Dimashqt

v Arabic translation of Topics 8 by Ibrahim ibn Abdallah X

Y Arabic translation of the SE by Yahya ibn ‘Adi X

2 Arabic translation of the SE by Tsa ibn Zur‘a X

P Arabic translatio vetus of the SE IX

The Arabic translations by Yahya ibn ‘Adf and ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a both go back to:

pE Syriac translation by Athanasius of Balad VIL not extant

On the basis of these sources, it is easy to construct the basic stemmata for the
Sophistical Refutations and the Topics. They turn out to be bifurcated, consisting of
two branches ¢ and y, with the ¢ branch being divided into two sub-branches a and
B, and the y branch into A and a less uniform group y, which, moreover, as a group
shares some errors not only with A but also some, though fewer, with @. Thus, we
have the following basic picture:
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For the Sophistical Refutations and the two halves of the Topics,? the distribu-
tion of the manuscripts over the groups o,  and vy are the following:

Sophistical Topics — second half Topics — first half
Refutations

a AB AB AB

B SSVGb GbPhi bP

v Dcue SDcueM DChicueM

As to the significant differences between these groupings:

* Inthe Topics V still shares errors with the  group but has been extensively con-
taminated from the y group and perhaps also from a source related to A (some
traces of the former contamination can be found in the Sophistical Refutations
as well).

* Manuscript C is a very mixed manuscript, sharing readings, including errors,
mainly with the § and y groups, but even some with the a group; in the first half
of the Topics, there are far fewer traces of connections with the o and 3 groups.

* Manuscripts h and i are almost like twins throughout these works, but their com-
mon ancestor seems to derive from an ancestor shared with P in the second half
of the Topics, while in the first half it shares an ancestor with C, together mainly
belonging to the y group; for the Sophistical Refutations, the place of hi in the
stemma is less clear, but there is still a significant similarity with C as well as a
connection with the B group.

» Also for the first half of the Topics there are traces of a connection between G
and b, but there G has been massively contaminated from the y group and is in
fact more closely related to manuscript u.

Because the outline of the stemma for the Sophistical Refutations and the Topics is
rather clear and based on solid evidence, it is also possible to identify patterns of
contamination. There is a considerable amount of it, and no group or manuscript is
exempt from it. On the one hand, there is significant contamination in the y group
at the level of individual manuscripts and of sub-groups, mainly from the B group,
and most clearly in the Sophistical Refutations (in addition to the errors the y
group as a whole shares with the ¢ branch). On the other hand, there is also sig-
nificant contamination from the y group in the a and B groups separately, as well as
in individual manuscripts of both groups. Finally, as to contamination in Boethius’
exemplar from the ¢ branch, there is a little, throughout the Topics and SE, but
mainly in the first half of the Topics, it seems.

The positions of the exemplars of the different Arabic translations can also
be determined. For both translations of the Topics the exemplars belong to the
x branch, featuring shared errors with both Boethius’ exemplar and the y group,
though it is difficult to establish whether they are more closely related to A or to the
Y group or even constitute a completely separate sub-branch of the y branch.® For
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the three translations of the Sophistical Refutations, there is convincing evidence
that they ultimately go back to a common Greek ancestor, that one of them, namely, that
by Yahya, is relatively free from contamination and that this common ancestor,
which I have given the siglum ¥*, belongs to the y branch of the stemma but needs
to be situated above the split between A and the y group.* Thus, for both works, but
especially for the Sophistical Refutations, it is extremely important for the consti-
tution of the text to determine the readings underlying the Arabic translations. In
order to bring out this importance, I will distinguish in the following between the
branch and the Arabic translations and always mention ¥ separately when report-
ing variant readings in the apparatus.

2. Early Changes to the Text

Once one has identified the relations of descent among the extant sources as well as the
patterns of contamination between them, it will not only be possible to narrow down
the number of places for which one cannot adduce stemmatic considerations in support
for one reading against another, thus limiting the influence of philosophical and other
interpretative considerations on the constitution of the text, but it will also be possible to
identify a significant number of passages for which significant changes to the text were
introduced at an early stage of the textual tradition. It is these early changes to the text
which I want to give an impression of, especially if they either are the kind of changes
against which the original reading only survives in one of the four groups of the basic
stemma or if they concern significant insertions into or changes of the text.

2.1. Correct Readings Being Pushed Out in an Ongoing Process of Correction

As there is no group in the basic stemma for the Topics and the Sophistical Refuta-
tions which is impervious to correction and contamination, there are bound to be
cases for which the correct reading, that is, the reading of the archetype, is only to
be found in a single or a small number of manuscripts of one branch of the stemma.
It is, however, not easy to identify such cases, for one needs a criterion for singling
out minority readings as original which can stand up against the principle that the
stemmatic majority decides. In the case of the Topics, we have the readings cited
or presupposed in Alexander’s commentary to serve as such an independent crite-
rion because the readings which we can cull from Alexander’s lemmata, his clear
citations and his paraphrases sometimes support the one branch of the stemma,
sometimes the other, while there are also some passages, of which one is to be dis-
cussed further here, for which Alexander’s commentary alone clearly has the cor-
rect reading, against the archetype of the whole textual tradition. In the case of the
Sophistical Refutations there are in principle only palacographical and interpreta-
tive considerations to appeal to, though here the stemmatic position of the common
ancestor of the three Arabic translations, being closer to the x branch, but above the
split between its main groups, may come to the rescue as well.

To begin with, I will illustrate this with four passages from the Sophistical Refuta-
tions. The first passage concerns an example of the fallacy of qualification in Chapter 25:
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Kol ToTEPO OET Kpivery, TOV Ta dikota Aéyovta §j
TOV T0 G01Ko; GAAG v Kol oV adikoduevoy Sikadv €6Tu
vikdty 8g v’ épel 6 Emadev tadto 8 v Edca. oV yap, i ma-
Oelv 1L Adikmg ailpeTodv, TO AdIKMG aipPETOTEPOV TOD OIKOIMGS,
AN GmA®dGg pEV TO OKaimg, Todl pévtol ovdey KmAvEL Adi-
K¢ 7 dikaiog. (180b26-31)
opoimg 8¢ kai ddtko
&vta o0dEv Kobsl Aéyetv ye odTdl Sikoiov givon ov yap, &l
Aéyswv Sixonov, dvaykn Sikona stvol, Gomep 008’ &l dPEM-
pov Aéyewv, ®@EA. Opoimg 6 Kol £l T@V dikaimv. HoT’ oK
gl ta Aeyopeva Gdwka, 60 Aéywv ddwka vikd Afyst yop
a Aéyew €oti dikata, AmAdG 0¢ kal Tabelv ddka. (180b34—39)

b27-28 éot vikdv 8¢ ¥ &pel VG? : éotiv kév ot epei b : dottv ikavdg
Aéyew A 1 éotwv ikavig Aéyewy By" ||

Without having access to V, Poste (1866: 158), already conjectured that at b27-8
Aristotle had written &0t vikdv 0¢ Aéyet because he wanted to explain the reference
to the possibility that the one stating unjust things would win at b38; the only thing he
could have provided in support of his conjecture was the reading éotivikavosiéysv
in A, which would allow him to claim that the letters had been parsed incorrectly
into separate words. However, as the w/o change is not really rare, one could easily
discount the evidence of A —as it is in the editions published after Poste’s book. With
the support of the § group, however, things have changed: it provides the obviously
correct reading €ott vikdy 0g y’€pel, for by assuming this as the original reading, one
can both explain the o in A and the reference to the one stating unjust things as the
winner at b38. Moreover, it is easy to see how the correct reading could have be-
come corrupted, for the majuscule v’ €pei could be read as Aéyet, while the converse
corruption is less likely because Aéyet is far more common than y’épel.

Thus, for this first passage palacographical and strong interpretative considera-
tions suffice for identifying a reading which in effect only appears in one manuscript
as the original one. For the second passage there are no palaeographical considera-
tions to appeal to, but here strong interpretative considerations can be backed up by
an appeal to the Arabic translations. This passage concerns the summary of what has
been achieved in the Sophistical Refutations at the beginning of Chapter 34:

"Ex moécwov pév odv kol moimv yivovrar toig StaAeyousé-
volg ol TopaAoyopol, Kol mdg deifopév te yevdouevov kol
mapadoso Aéyewv mouwcopev, €Tt 6 €k Tivov ovpPaiver O
G0MOIKIGPOG, Kol TG EpoTTéov Kol Tig 1 1&g TV Epw-
mudtov, £t 8¢ mpog Tt yproot Tavieg gictv ol ToodTol Ao-
Yo, Koi mepl QmMOKPIcEMG GmMAMDG T€ TOONG KOl 7AG Av-
TEOV TOLG AOYOLG Kol TOVG GOAOTKIGHOVG, £ip1|oBm mepl amdv-
TV MUV tadto. (183a27-34)

a30 colotkiopog PP : curhoyioudg ay, edd. | a33 coloicpong VI :
GOMOWKIGHOVG GUAAOYIGHOUS G @ GOAOIKIGHOVG KOl GLAAOYIGHOVG b :
GLAAOYIGHOVG oy, edd. ||
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It is immediately clear that colotkiopdg and colokicpotg are the correct read-
ings at a30 and a33: solecisms receive their separate discussion in the Sophisti-
cal Refutations (SE 14 and 32), just as the other items on the list: fallacies (SE
4-8), false and unacceptable statements (SE 12), how to ask questions in eristic
discussions (SE 15), why it is useful to discuss such arguments (SE 16), how to
answer in general (SE 17), and how to solve arguments, i.e. fallacies (SE 18 and
19-30) — and this list is almost complete: of the five goals of the eristic questioner
mentioned in SE 3, only making the interlocutor brabble (ddoiecyeiv) is miss-
ing here. Now that we have the evidence of B group and all three of the Arabic
translations for it, we can be sure that the archetype featured coiowkiopnog and
COAOIKIGHOVG, but we also see how successful the corruption cuAloyiopog was:
it probably originated in the y branch, but then conquered the a group and part of
the B group as well.’

These first two examples concern passages where the original reading only sur-
vives in the  group or in the B group together with the Arabic translations. There is,
thirdly, an example of a reading which must have been the reading of the common
ancestor of the whole ¢ branch, but which only survives in two of its manuscripts.
The editors print in SE 5:

Oi pgv odv mapd 10 copPefnidc Tapaioyiopoi sicty
Otav Opoimg O0TodV A&100f T@ TPAypoTt Kol TG G-
Bepnrott dmapyew. (167b28-30)

b28 maparoyiopoi AGy¥" : culloyiopoi Bb ||

The fact that both B and b feature the reading cuAAoyiopoi can only be explained
if this reading is the reading of the whole ¢ branch. For a correction or corrup-
tion from mwapaioyiopoi into cvAloyiopoi would be difficult to imagine occurring
separately in these two related manuscripts, while a correction from cvAloyiopoi
into maparoyiopoi is easy to understand. Once we have accepted cvAloyiopoi as
the reading of the ¢ branch as a whole, it is again on the basis of it being the lectio
difficilior sed non impossibilis® that one should prefer cuAAoyiopoi (¢ branch) over
naparoytopoi (y branch together with 7).

There is, finally, also an example of a reading which only survives in a small part
of the other side of the stemma, though it is not fully clear which version exactly
is to be adopted. It concerns the following passage from SE 31, where Ross prints:

v 1% 8¢ 10ic S1° MV dAoDTOL KOTNYOPOVUEVOILS TODTO AEKTEOV
®G 00 TO aOTO YWPIG Kot &V T AGY® TO dNAoVUEVOV. TO YO
KoTAov KOwf] HEV TO adTd dnAol €mi 10D ood kol tod pot-
koD, TPooTIBEUEVOV € 00OV KOAVEL MM, TO HEV TH] PVi TO
¢ 1@ okélel, enuaivev EvBo pev yop 1o odv, EvBa O
TO POKOV omuoaivel, Kol ovdev dapépel eimeiv pig oy q
pig koiAn. (181b35-182a3)

b39 Ao = : aAa @y : om. AYY|| 182al onpoivetv AYYYY : onpoiver gy :
om. W* || 182al1-2 &vba pu&v yap 10 ouuov EvBa 8¢ TO Potkov onpaivel
BGbAhiP" : om. AVy ||
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At 181b39-182al there are three readings available: (1) npoctifépevov 0& 00dEV
KoAOeL GAAD, TO PEV TR Pvi TO O€ 1@ GKENEL, onpaively, as can only be found in WY,
but is also adopted by Ross on the basis of a suggestion by Wallies (1922: 328); (2)
TPOGTIOEUEVOV OE OVOEV KWADEL TO PEV T PVl TO OF TQ) GKELEL onuaivel, as can be
found in A and W";” and (3) mpooctifépevoy 8¢ 0vdEV KwADEL [scil. SnAoDv O avto],
GAAQ TO HEV TH] PVi TOOE T( GKEAEL oNpaivel, as read by the large majority of the tradi-
tion, to wit the ¢ branch and the y group. Though I admit that (3) can be make gram-
matical sense of, it does not seem to yield a philosophically understandable sentence,
for clearly 10 koilov is what is, on the one hand, taken in the common way (kowij [év)
and, on the other hand, is taken as added to a word (mpoctifépevov d¢) — it is this con-
trast which disappears on (3). There is actually not much of a difference between (1)
and (2), as on both constructions the point is that 0 koTAov signifies one thing, namely,
70 odv, when added to “nose” and another, namely 0 powdv, when added to “leg”.
The choice between (1) and (2) is, moreover, a difficult one, for on the one hand there
is the consideration that there are no palacographical reasons for dA\a to have dropped
out, while on the other hand, if one were to adopt (2), one would be obliged to explain
how &AAG arose on both sides of the stemma. I am inclined to opt for (2) and let the ab-
sence of palacographical grounds for the disappearance of dAAa prevail, also because
it has stemmatically the better position when it comes to the choice between (1) and
(2), as it is backed up by both Boethius and the Arabic transiatio vetus (and also by
Sophonias’ paraphrase). There are several possible scenarios to explain the insertion
of d\\a, but all of them must anyway postulate contamination from the ¢ branch in
the y group as far as onpaivet rather than onpaiverw is concerned — it would thus be
possible, for example, that first GAAa was inserted and then was misread as dAAG. in the
¢ branch, necessitating a subsequent change into the finite form onpaivet.

For the Topics 1 want to adduce two passages as examples where the principle
of the stemmatic majority fails against alternative considerations. The first pas-
sage is very dramatic indeed — it can be found in Topics Il 7, where both Ross and
Brunschwig print:

"Ett &1 €011 T évavtiov 1@ cupuPefnidTt, oKoOTELV €1
VIapyel Orep 1O cvpPePNKOg eipnTan Vmdpyew &l yap TodT0
VIOPYEL, EKEIVO OVK AV DTAPYOl AdvvaTOV Yap TO Evavtio
dpo @ odTd vEapyYE.
"H &i 1 Tolodtov glpnTot Kotd Tvog, 00 dvTog aveykm
Ta évavtio vmapyewv-. . . (120a20-5)

a22 yap eAce : yap appdtepo GYD[Epem]Chiu || a23 duo pAce : om.
GYDChiu ||

However, there are quite a few manuscripts which feature another tomog after
a23. It was known to appear in C, but Brunschwig (1968) found it in another six
manuscripts. However, after having checked all the extant manuscripts, I can report
that the same fopos also appears in G, h, and i as well as in ¥ and in addition in the
following eight manuscripts:®
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L  Pargr. 2086’ X1V

y  Toledo 95-08 X1

s Stockholm Riks. 3  XIII/XIV
R Vat.Reg.gr. 107 XV

x  Mon.gr. 475 X1

T Laurgr. 72.12 X1

t  Barocci 87 1455/60
z  Scor. Z.II1.9 XIV/XV

The original text of this topos was presumably:

a23a | GAAog €l Tig twi Tl ovuPefnrévar onoci, €popdv &i T
b | copPePnicodtt éoti Ti évavtiov. &l odv O évavtiov vmapyel ToD
¢ | ovpPePnrodtoc @ enoi cvuPePnrivan, keivo odk Gv dmdpyot O &€
d | apyiig &on oopPePrrévat. adOVOTOV Yap TO Evavtio duo T oOTd
e | vmhpyetv.

a23adMocelGPChiyR :fjdArogei T : eistzx : i elL || tigTiviticupPefnrévor
GW? LT : rig vt ovpPepniévor ysx : 1t oopPepnrévon tivi Chi Rtz : tig tivi
oupPepnrévonttAP[187.11]| onot GYChi LsRtz : pricetyT : picacx || a23b
éotitiévavriov G LysxT : évavtiov éotiti ChiRtz: éotiévavtiov AP[187.12]
|| omapyer Gi LysRx?tzT AP[187.18] : vmapyn Ch || a23¢ vrapyor GhiYC
ysRxtT : dnépyn Lz || a23c¢ £&pn GChi Rtz : Epnoe LysxT || a23d ta Evavtio
Chi¥ LRx : tavavtia ystzT AP[187.24] : tovvavtiov G ||

As already recognised by Brunschwig, Alexander, in his commentary on the
Topics, refers to this second topos:

&l tic Tt cvuPePnkévar 1 gimol, 8el, onoiv, £popdv ei td cvuPe
BNKOTLEGTI <TL> £VavTIOV. 0DTOG 6 TOMOG O A TOC EGTLTA TPd avTod &V TIGL
QEPOUEV®, KOoTh TNV AEEWV pdvov adTod dtapépmv, g To £ikoc'? ’ Aptoto
TEAOVG O0POP® AEEEL TOV ADTOV DITOGUNVOUEVOV TOTOV" S10 £V TIGLY O
PO TOVTOL TEPMPNTOL. EGTL OE O TOTOG KOl ATOG A0 TMV EVavTi®V Gvo-
OKELAOTIKOC. £mel Yap AdVVATOV TVt dua Td Evaviio DLAPYEWV TE Kol
ovuPepnréval, enoi deiv, &v tic Tt cuuPePnrévor Tvi Aéyn, mPAsnewv i
16 _cvuPePnkévar Aeyopéve doti T dvaviiov kol gl vmaPYEL TOVTO O
Vmhpyew Tic not 10 €vavtiov adt®. av yap deryd1] Todto Vmbpyov
aVT®, AveoKELOoUEVOY E0TALTO TIOEUEVOV TG cuuPefnKéval. 1Yap Tig
Aéyor T aduciay d@élpov sivar T Exovtl, Emel T® pév OEsAMpo 10
BraPepov Evavtiov, 1 6€ adikio vocog yuxfig éoty, v AdPopey dti ndoo
vooog PraPfepa 1@ Exovtt avtny, Exoley Gv OtL Koi 1 adikio &l O&
Brafepd, ovk @@élpog addvatov yap dua tavaviic T@ ovTtd
vrapyew. (In Topica 187.11-25)

I have underlined in the Greek everything in Alexander’s passage which cor-
responds to something in the lines found in the second topos: the whole of it is to
be found in the passage, as well as many of its features which distinguish it from
the fopos prior to it."
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Thus, it seems clear that Alexander’s text featured both fopoi, the one at
120a20-3 as well as the second fopos.'? So the question arises: how is it that these
12 manuscripts and one ancient translation feature it, while the rest of the manu-
script tradition, including Boethius’ translation, lacks the second fopos? Should we
believe that the second fopos is an early addition appearing in the text used by Al-
exander as well as the group of 12 manuscripts?'* Or did the archetype feature both
topoi, while it disappeared from almost the whole manuscript tradition, including
important manuscripts from both branches of the basic stemma?'4

That the second answer is the correct one becomes clear if one takes two striking
facts about the variant readings reported in the apparatus into account. The first fact
concerns the reading advvatov yap dp@otepa at a22: it is the only reading found
in the manuscripts which have both fopoi — this includes the Arabic translation.
The second fact is that the reading épa @ avtd at a23 occurs almost exclusively
in manuscripts which only feature the first fopos. Now the final line of the second
tomog is identical to the final line of the first zopos, at least on the text of a20-3 as
adopted by all editors. Together with the two facts, this strongly suggests the hy-
pothesis that the second fopos disappeared from a large part of the tradition by saut
du méme au méme, from advvotov yop at a22 to adbvartov yap at a23d. Thus, origi-
nally the text featured both fopos, but for the first topos not in the version printed
by the editors, but with its final line reading: advvotov yap auedtepa o Evavtio
@ ovTd vmapyewv (a22-3), thus with auedtepa and without Gua.

This would explain how the second zopos disappeared from the ¢ branch of the
stemma and also from ¢ and A (I suspect here contamination from the ¢ branch).
But this cannot be the whole story, for manuscripts D and u both read advovozov yop
apeotepa T Evovtia @ avtd VIapyew at a22-3, i.e. with apeotepa and without
apo. For these manuscripts the disappearance of the second fopos is thus not to be
explained by way of saut du méme au méme from adOvartov yap at a22 to addvatov
yop at a23d, but either by way of saut du méme au méme from 1@ avt@® VHapyew
to T® avtd LEapyEw, or, more plausibly, by way of the whole second topos being
deliberately struck, just as happened in G,'* perhaps under the influence of it being
absent in the @ branch of the stemma.

The second passage from the Topics I want to discuss is from chapter 1 of Book
8, where Ross and Brunschwig print:

Xpr| 8¢ kol opropd AapPdvety, €9’ v évdéyetar,
v kaBolov mpoTacwy i €n’ avt®v GALN’ €ml TV GLOTOI-
xov. moporoyilovtat yop £avtoie, dtav £mi 100 GuoToiyov An-
07| 6 OpIERAC, (G 0V TO KaBOAOL GVYYWPOTVTES, olov &l S€ot
AoPeiv Ot 0 Opylduevog Opéyetar TILmPiag S1d Qavopévny
olyopiav, nebsin & N opyn Spsfic sivon Tpopiac did
Qawvopévny olywpiav dfjhov yap &1t tovTov Anedévtog Exot-
pev v kabdriov 6 Tpoarpovpeda. (156a27-34)
a27 opop® @AMy AP[527.32-BFd?’h], cf. AP[527.32-3: &1’ 6piopod] :
Oopropdv A A[527.31], cf. AP[527.32-aDPZE, cf. A, cf. d""] || a31-2 &y
@awopévny ohyopiov @A : om. Py ||




“Those Searching for Gold Dig Up a Lot of Earth” 289

Here I am primarily concerned with opiou® in a27: despite the fact that all
Greek manuscripts mentioned in the apparatus have it,'¢ I claim that the reading
oplopov, which we only find in AW, is the original reading. The justification is that
Alexander read the accusative, even though he also adds a clause which might be
taken as a reference to an additional dative form. For Alexander’s commentary ad
locum runs as follows:

156a27  Xpn o€ kol Opiopov Aappavew

A&i, pnoi, koi Opiopdv meipdchor happavely, €9 dv Evoéyston &1’
oplopod Aafeiv v kaboiov mpdtacty, Opillopevoy péviot iy avtod 1O
mpokeipevov 0pilecbot GALG TL TV cuctoiymv avtod: Aafdvtag yap
€n’ ékeivov U Optopod 0 PovAdueba, padiov kol &l 10 TPoKeipEvoy
obotoryov Ov ékeive petagépety 0 Anebév. (In Topica 527.31-528.3)"

Both in the lemma and in the first sentence Alexander takes Aristotle to claim
that one should secure the universal proposition as a definition, if that is possible.
In the case of Alexander’s paraphrase this is not immediately clear, for the situation
Aristotle envisages, and Alexander tries to describe, is rather complex. The situation
is as follows: The questioner Q wants to secure a universal proposition u of the form
F is G; Q does so by formulating a question phrased in terms corresponding to F
and G, that is, by way of terms which have the same lexical root as F and G, but dif-
fer systematically in their morphology; this corresponding question should then be
asking for a definition. If then the answerer A accepts the definition, A has given Q
the universal proposition u, because what applies in the case of terms corresponding
to F and G also holds in case of " and G themselves. Now when Aristotle says that
“one must secure the universal proposition as a definition (0piopdv)”, the defini-
tion he refers to is the definition phrased in the corresponding terms — the universal
proposition Q strives for need not itself in its very formulation be a definition, as
we shall see. Alexander clarifies the situation by describing the relevant cases as
cases “in which it is possible to secure the universal proposition through a definition
(01" opropod)”, which comes close to the dative opiopu@d. However, Alexander also
thinks Aristotle assumes that the universal proposition which Q is to secure is itself
a definition, for he mentions “the very thing set to Q to define (a0t0 10 TpOKEiEVOV
opilecBar)”’, which refers to the universal proposition — which he can only think if he
read the accusative opiopdv. Moreover, if Alexander had read the dative, he would
not have phrased the first sentence of his comments in the complicated way he does,
for then he could easily have stayed closer to Aristotle’s formulation: Aei, onot, kol
8t opropod mepdicOon auPévety, £p° GV Evééyetar, THY kaOOLOV TPOTAGLY.

That Aristotle does not require the universal proposition u to be a definition is
already intimated by the fact that he never refers to u as a definition, but always as
(t0) kaBdrov (a30 and a34), while he refers to the question phrased in terms cor-
responding to F and G as the definition (6 0piopog at a30). It becomes all clearer if
one pays attention to the fact that while the corresponding question in the example
given is whether “someone who is angry desires revenge because of an apparent
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slight (310 povopévny dlyopiav)”, the universal proposition u itself does not con-
tain the words 810 @awvopévny OArywpiav, at least not on the reading featuring in W
and the y group, and thus would itself not be a definition, because it is incomplete.
The scenario that these words are absent in W and the y group because of saut du
(presque) méme au méme from TG to oArympuay is really less likely than that
they were added in the ¢ branch and also in A to make the universal proposition
a definition as well: the odds of contamination are in the tradition of the Organon
significantly higher than those of unconnected and uncorrected errors.

2.2. Early Significant Insertions into the Text

With the final passage testifying to an original reading which has virtually disap-
peared from the textual tradition, we have also encountered a case of the type that I
want to discuss next: passages in which at an early stage of the tradition significant
phrases have been inserted into the text. They are actually quite common in both
the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations and can usually be unmasked on the
basis of the principle that there are no palaeographical reasons for its absence in
part of the manuscript tradition. It is, however, dangerous to apply this principle
unrestrictedly, for it is not to be excluded that a phrase disappears from the text in
part of the tradition because it is just struck for other reasons — just as, for exam-
ple, the substitution of cvAhoyiopdg for colowicpudg at the beginning of SE 34,
discussed earlier, started probably as a scribal error which then conquered almost
the whole tradition.

A first striking example we encounter in the important second chapter of the
Sophistical Refutations, where Aristotle defines four types of deductions: didactic
or demonstrative deductions, dialectic deductions, peirastic deductions, and eristic
deductions. According to Ross Aristotle would define eristic deductions as follows:

£PLOTIKOL O€ 01 EK TMV QovopEVOVY EvEOEmV, pui| dvTev 8,
GVALOYIGTIKOL i} PavOpevol GuALoYLoTIKOL. (165b7—8)
b7évd0Ewvun Ovtavoé By YWY, cf. AP[In Topica574.19-20]:évd0Emvun
6vtov hi : év86Emv @[sine B]YY || b8 cvAloyiotikoi fi @ovopevol
cvAAoyieTikoi Bu : cuAdoyiotikoi fj @avopévmv cuAloyioTikoi hi :
eowopevol ovAloytotikoi ABDCc?P* : oviloywotikoi A
cLALOYIOTIKOL T} ovopevot e ||

From the distribution of the variant readings, however, it will be clear that the
¢ branch, just as the common ancestor of the three Arabic translations, does not
feature pn 6vtwv 6¢ at b7, though the clause has been inserted into B and two of
the Arabic translations. Similarly, at b8 both the ¢ branch as well as the y group
merely read oawvopevol suiloyiotkol, from which it appears that cuALoyioTIKOL
is a later insertion (actually featuring in only a few manuscripts, but probably also
the origin of the reading cvAloyiotikol in A). There is not really any doubt that
both phrases are insertions, because there are no palaeographical reasons that they
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would have dropped out, and it is difficult to imagine that they would be struck
deliberatively. On the other hand, it is easy to understand why they have been
added because they both stem from a common source: @awvopévav and eavopevot
were interpreted as referring to merely apparent things, and then taking the parallel
definition in Topics 1 1: €pioTiog 8’ €6Ti GLAAOYIGUOG O €K QOLVOUEVOVY EVOOEDV
un dviov 8¢, Kol 0 €€ EvooEmv T pavopévav EvaoEmv eavopevog (100b23-5) as
a source of inspiration, p dviov 8¢ was added.

Another dramatic example can be found in 7opics VIII 2. According to the ma-
jority of manuscripts, Aristotle would have written:

‘Otav 8¢ €vdéymtot T avTo dvev T€ T0D AdVVATOL Kol St
700 GdvvaTtov cvAoyicacBal, GmTOdEIKVOVTL HEV Kol i)
dAeyopéve ovdev dlapépel obTeg 1 Ekelvag cuAloyicacBar,
SoAeyopEVD 08 TPOG dALOV 00 PN oTEOV TG 610 TOD AdVVATOV
GVALOYIGU®. Gvev pEv Yap ToD GOVVATOL GLAAOYICOUEVED
ook Eottv aueoPntelv Gtav 8¢ 10 advvatov cvAAdoyiontal,
av pn Moy 1) Teprpavec yeddog dv, ovk aduvaTév gooty €i-
voi, ot 0d yivetoltoigEpmtdoty 6 BovAiovtol. (157b34—-158a2)
b35-36 ko pun drokeyopéve Ay : om. WC AP[537.16] || b37 6¢ mpog
dAov ABC : 8¢ By || b37-38 00 ypnotéov — cvAloyioud eAC : om.
Wy ArP[537.21-25] || b38 Gvev — advvdrtov @Ay : om. ¥ || b38 pév yap
OAC : pgv Deu : om. e [¥] ||

There are three clauses in bold: kai pr Staheyopéve at b35—6, mpog dAlov at b37,
and oV ypnotéov T® 61 ToD AOLVVATOV GLAAOYIGU® . . . Yap at b37-8. Brunschwig
strikes the first clause, on the ground that it is redundant, but perhaps also because
he accords some exceptional authority to C.!* We may now add the exemplar of
the Arabic translation, which also seems to omit this clause, thus reinforcing the
support for Brunschwig’s decision. Brunschwig is probably right in his suspicions
of this clause, though it would mean that it has enjoyed a tremendous success as an
insertion, for it must then have been inserted up to three times into the manuscript
tradition, at least once in @ and then perhaps separately in some immediate ancestor
of Boethius’ exemplar and in the rest of the y side of the stemma (apart from C).

Far more spectacular, however, are the other two clauses in bold, especially the
third. According to this third clause, Aristotle would rule out the use of indirect
arguments in dialectic altogether: “one should not use them”, he says. However,
the larger part of the y side of the stemma does not have this third clause, and if
one reads Alexander’s commentary, then it becomes clear that he did not know this
clause either: “In dialectics probative proofs are more useful” (In Topica 537.21)
is the point coming closest to this clause, and that is not very close. Moreover, to
explain the distribution of readings over the manuscripts, we just have to assume
that A was contaminated from the ¢ side.

It is of course not to be excluded that this third clause was introduced on pur-
pose, but it is more likely that the largest part of the third clause started its life
as a gloss, then ended up in the main text, after which yép was inserted to turn
everything into a smooth whole. The clause mpog dAlov must have been inserted
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after the introduction of the third, for only three manuscripts, each featuring the
third clause as well, have it.

The next example concerns an addition to make a list complete — we find it in
Topics V1 4, where Ross and Brunschwig print:

3] Gmhdd pev
obV YVOPIUOTEPOY TO TPOTEPOV TOD VOTEPOV, OIOV GTIYUY| YPOLL-
Uiig Kol ypoppur) Emmédov kai €ninedov otepeod . . . DI quiv & dvamaty
éviote ovpPaivel poMota yop TO oTEPEOV VWO TV aicOnow
mintel, 10 O éEmimedov pdAAov  Tiig  ypoupfic, ypopun 6
onpeiov pdikov: oi molloi yap T0 TowdTo TPOYvLpilovowv:
TO PEV yap TRHG Tuyovomg, TO 08¢ dakpiPodg kol mepirtilg Swa-
voiag kotopadelv Eotwv. (141b5-14)

b11 wintet cueM : mintel Enurédov AD [t0b Enutédov mintel V, mintel Tod Emumédon
A?D]:om. C||b11-2 ypapumn ¢ onpeiov euM : om. ADce : 1) ypoppir| Tig otrypiig
C || b12 paAdov ab : 810 pdriov Phiy || yap ab : om. Phiy || mpoyvepilovow ¢ :
yvopilovow y ||

As one can see in the apparatus, a lot was going on at early stages of the manu-
script tradition. Because Aristotle gives at 141b6—7 as examples of pairs of which
the prior is better known than the posterior three relations: point—line, line—plane
figure, and plane figure—solid, all kinds of attempts are made to introduce the rela-
tions of this list as examples of pairs of which the one is better known to us than
the other. Dissatisfied that Aristotle would merely claim that “a solid falls most of
all under perception”, both in the sub-archetype ¢ and in some manuscripts of the
y branch (here A and D) “a plane figure” has been added at b11. Since the addition,
being in the genitive, does not fit grammatically, editors decide to go against the
majority.

However, it appears that a similar dissatisfaction would explain the appear-
ance of the third pair, line—point, as an example of such a pair, for the phrase
ypapun o6& onueiov only appears in, again, the @ branch and then in two further
manuscripts of the y branch. There is no need for it, as it is not necessary for
Aristotle to have given the full list of examples second time round. What is more,
it is clearly to be disqualified as a later insertion into the text because Aristotle
would in such cases never use the word onpeiov rather than otiypn (just as he
uses otiyun at bo).

And that is not all. Probably because it was felt that the phrase ypapun 6¢
onpeiov would require the word pailov, the word 619, which would block the
use of the occurrence of pdAAov in this sense, was struck and the particle yép was
inserted in the ¢ branch (in casu ab —in G a leaf is missing here). That the interven-
tion was to strike 816 and to insert yap, and not the other way round, also appears
from the position of pdAiov at the end of the clause at b12 after its more natural
position in the preceding clause at b11. Finally, since there is no palaecographical
reason that mpo in Tpoyvepilovowv at b12 would drop out, it is most likely that it
was also added at an early stage in the ¢ branch.
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A perceived incompleteness is often the explanation for the addition of a com-
pleting clause. In Sophistical Refutations 5, 166b37—167a6, there is the following
example:

Ol 8¢ mapa 10 anA@dc T0dE 1 ij AéyecOan Kai un
Kupimg, dtov TO €v pépel Aeyoupevov Mg OmMAMDG gipnuévov
1671 \npBi, olov, €l 0 uf &v £ott SouoTdV, &TL TO Py OV EoTwv:
o yap TovTov etvol Té TL Kol sivon GmA@c. T miAv STL TO
dv ok oty Bv, &l TV dviov Tt U EoTty, olov &l py dvBpw-
7og o0 yAp TAVTO TO pR sivol TL Koi GmADG pr sivor. Qoi-
vetal O6€ 010 10 TAPEYYLS THG Xaéswg Ko uthov Spépev
70 &lvai TL Tod elval, Kol ToD pi givai TLTO p elva.

a6 kai 70D p) eivod T To pn elvon aAChe : koi 1O i etvai 11T P elvor bi :
Kod T ) etvai 1 Tod pf etvat u : o pn elvat ¢ : om. GDY* ||

In this passages Aristotle gives a number of examples of ignoring a relevant qual-
ification which all concern the difference between (not) being something and (not)
being without qualification. He explains that it is easy to fall prey to this fallacy:
they appear the same because the difference is small — and according to important
manuscripts from both sides of the stemma, notably the a group and A, this con-
cerns the small difference between being something and being, as well as between
not being something and not being, as they also read the phrase in bold. However,
there are also on both sides of the stemma manuscripts in which the phrase in bold is
absent: G, D, and very importantly, the common ancestor of all three Arabic transla-
tions. Further, it is likely that the only similar phrases in manuscripts b, i, u, and ¢
were added, thus suggesting that both the 8 (Gb) and the y group originally did not
feature the phrase. Moreover, strictly speaking it is not necessary to have the phrase.
Though it cannot be excluded that the phrase disappeared from these manuscripts
because of saut du méme au méme from the second to the fourth elvar at a6, it is
more likely that the phrase as an early insertion to make up for a perceived incom-
pleteness because it seems much more likely that it was inserted at three different
points in the tradition (in a, in A, and in Che) than that it disappeared at three differ-
ent points in the tradition (in that case in , in Dcu, and in V).

A further example of the insertion of a completing clause can be found in Topics
11 9. Ross prints:

"Etl €l 1@V yevéoemv Kol gBop®dV Kol momTik@dv Kol
ePapTIC®Y, KOl GvoupodVTL Kol KaTooKevdlovil. GV Yap o
vevéoelg TV ayabdv, kol avte dyafd, kol &l avte dyo-
06, xai ai yevéoelg &l 0% ai yevéoelg TOV KUK@Y, Kol avTd
TAV KOK@AV, <Kol €l 0UTO TAV KOK®DV, KOl 0l YEVESES TV
KOK®V>. (114b16-20)
b19-19bis &i 8¢ ai YeVEGES TOV KUKV Kol AT TV KAK®Y 0 : Kol @V
ol yevéoelg Tdv Kakdv kol antd tdv kok®dv GA®Chiu : om. BA%Dc
Ar[201.34] ||
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The full rule Aristotle sets up in this passage is of course that if the generation
of x is good/bad, x itself is good/bad and vice versa. However, there is no source
which features the converse for the bad side, which suggested to Ross that it had
dropped out by saut du méme au méme — he proposed an insertion to remedy the
perceived incompleteness. What he, and later Brunschwig as well, overlooked,
however, is that there is only full manuscript support for the good side of the rule,
while for the bad side we have three possibilities: the o group has one version, part
of the y group has another version, and another part of the y group together with the
B group does not have anything (the manuscript tradition of Boethius’ translation
being divided). That there are no palacographical explanations for the absence of
a clause dealing with the bad side, that the ways in which such a clause is formu-
lated varies, and the fact that Alexander’s paraphrase supports the absence of such
a clause are together strongly indicative that the archetype did not feature such a
clause dealing with the bad side.

2.3. Deliberate Early Changes to the Logic of the Text

In some of the examples discussed thus far, we have seen that in the course of
integrating insertions into the text its argumentative structure was changed, in or-
der to save its grammatical structure. However, this fiddling with the logic of the
text does not occur only in such contexts; already, at early stages of the transmis-
sion of the text, such changes were introduced — which can only have been done
deliberately.

A striking example of an attempt at tempering with the logic of the text can be
found at Topics VII 5, where Ross and Brunschwig print:*

&l e Kol kaBoAov 6€01 Gvackevdcal, 008’ g
TO0 AvTIoTPEPEY dvaykoiov €mi Tod Aavackevdlew andypn
Yap dvackevdlovit kaforov O S&ifon 8Tl KaT’ 0VIEVOG MV
ToUVOpO KT YopEital Kai O Adyog ket yopeitar. (154b5-8)
b5 eitePy: Etieia| kat’00devogc VADCAP[513.2-aBPE: undevi; 513.6]:
Kotd Tvog gcu AP[513.2-ADS: pn vel undé twvi] || b8 kot VC : om.
@ADcu AP[513.3] || katnyopetton VADC AP[513.3] : 00 katnyopeitan

ocu ||

In the context of these sentences, Aristotle says that in order to establish a defini-
tion, one should set up a universal deduction whose conclusion converts as well,
while in order to destroy a definition a universal deduction is not required, for
“it suffices to show that the account is not true of some one of the things under
the word” (ovK dAnBedetar Tept Tvog TV VO Tobvopa 6 Adyog) (b3-b5). In our
two sentences, he imagines the case that it would be required to destroy univer-
sally, that is, to deduce a negative universal conclusion: not even in that case (005’
(¢c) the conversion of the conclusion would be a necessary part of the destruction,
he says, for “it suffices for someone destroying universally to show that (1) kot’
00devdg v Todvopa katnyopeiton 6 Adyog katnyopeitar”, on the one reading, or
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“that (2) katd TIvog OV Tobvopa Katnyopeiton O Adyog 00 katnyopsitar”, on the
other reading. One of these two readings must be a deliberately introduced change,
and it must have been introduced early, for (1) occurs already in Boethius, while
(2) is the reading of the ¢ branch. At first sight only (1) is correct, for destroying
universally should mean showing that for none of the F-things the definiens for
F is true, rather than showing that for some of the F-things the definiens for F is
not true. This seems to be supported by Alexander’s commentary, for according to
Wallies’ edition Alexander starts his comments here as follows: Amdypn, enoiv,
avookevdlovta kabolov O SeiEat &t undevi Hapyel 0 Amodedopévog Adoyog TdV
V10 tobvopa (In Topica 513.2-3).

However, it is not necessary to understand (2) as referring to “some of the F-
things”, for the indefinite pronoun may also be used with general import, in the
sense of “any”.?® Interpreted thus, the two readings are logically equivalent. It is
also clear that (2) is the lectio difficilior and that already in late Antiquity it was
incorrectly interpreted as having particular import, thus giving rise to (1). What is
more, the evidence for Alexander’s commentary suggests that the same happened
there, for the stemmatic majority of manuscripts likewise feature pf tivi or undé
T, rather than pndevi.?!

It is also clear that in b8 kai should be struck.

A way of changing the logic of the text which occurs rather frequently, espe-
cially at early stages of the manuscript tradition,? is the insertion of yap or the
change from 8¢ to yp or vice versa. Most will be due to a similarity between the
abbreviations for the two particles, but some will be on purpose or the result of a
correction. Also in the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations, there are quite a few
examples of these changes, of which I want to adduce two.

The first one is from the Sophistical Refutations 25 (on secundum quid falla-
cies), where Ross prints:

opoimg
34 §¢ Kol TO v oUK EoTon oV Yop EoTon TL TAV VTV, “dp’ &v-
SéyecOon TOV owTOV B sDOpKETV Kal EmopKeiv;” “dp’ dyyow-
pel OV avTov Guo @ ovt®d meibecbotl kol dnedeiv;” §| olte
10 etvai TL Koi ivol TowTov (TO yap iy Ov ovk si Eom T,
Kol oty GmA@G), oUT’ &l gVopkel T0de N TiOE, AvayKn Kol
€DOPKELY (0 YOp OpOCAC EMOPKAGELY EDOPKEL Emopk@V TovTo P!
uodvov, gbopkel 8¢ o) (180a33-bl)

a37 10 8¢ | 6v 00k aSSADCehW" : dotéov 00 yip VGb : 10 yap un dv odk
WE: 00 yap c?u || a39 8¢ pDCeh¥= : yap Acu? ||

though Ross’ 10 yop un dv ovk is the result of an administrative error.?® The situ-
ation in the manuscripts is rather complicated. At a37 the reading dotéov ov yap,
featuring in VGb, is clearly a corruption of 16 6¢ un ov ovk, with yap added to
make up for the loss of the particle 8¢. The reading ov yap of cu is probably a
cleaned-up version of the reading of VGb. Thus, there is no real evidence for yap
at a37, except for, surprisingly, . At a39, on the other hand, there is considerable
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support in the manuscripts for yap, though more for 8¢. It is difficult to weigh the
evidence here since it is quite possible that 6¢ is dominant because of contamina-
tion from the @ branch in part of the y branch or because of an attempt to harmonise
the two places a37 and a39.

A more dramatic example can be found in 7opics VI 6, where Aristotle’s dis-
cusses fopoi concerning differentiae. After having explained that if the alleged defi-
nition features terms for things which are not differentiae of the genus involved, it
is not a definition, Aristotle continues with fopoi concerning “coordinate differen-
tiae” (avudimpnuévan), differentiae at the same level in other branches of the single
tree of division (according to Brunschwig):

opav 6¢ kol &l &otwv avridmpnuévov T T &ipnuévn Sw-
@opd. €l yap pn €ott, dfjlov Ot ok v €in 1 gipnuévn tod
vévoug Slopopd Thv yOp YEVOG TOAG AvTIdOmpNUEVOLG Olo-
(1438l popaic Swpeitat, kabdmep 1O (Hov Td el Kal Td TNV
[koi t® dimod]. 1f & Efom pév  avodpnuévn
Swpopd, un ainbevetor 8¢ kotd TOD Yévoug. Ofjlov yap
Ot1 00deTépa Av €in 10D yévoug Srapopd mdoal yop oi GvTl-
dupnuévar dopopai dAndgdovral katd tod oikegiov Yévoug.
opoimg 8¢ kol &l GAnbedeton pév, pn molel 8¢ mpooTide-
pévn Tt® yéver eidog. Sfilov yap Ot odk dv el ady
Swpopd oD Yévoug maca yop Stpopd
petd Tod yévoug eldog motel. &i 8 abtn pn ot Spopd, 00’
1N AgyBeioa, €nel Tavy dvridmipnrat. (143a34-b10)

143b3 yop x AP[446.28-ABDP] : om. ¢ A’[446.28-a] || b7 yérp ooy AP[447.4-
ABD] : om.  Ar[447.4-aPE] ||

Both at b3 and at b7 there is manuscript support both for retaining yap and
for dropping yap, and also, the evidence from Alexander is mixed.* The un-
derlying issue is how to structure Aristotle’s train of thought: (1) if we retain
vap at both places, we adopt the structure that the &i clause starting at b2 as
well as the el clause starting at b6 both depend on 6pdv at a34 and, thus, that
they run parallel to the &i clause starting at a34, signifying whether something
is the case; (2) if we strike yap at both places, we adopt the structure that the
el clause starting at b2 as well as the &i clause starting at b6 both run parallel
to the &i clause starting at a35 and, thus, that they signify if something is the
case, with if'in the sense of “in case”; (3) if we retain yap at only one of the two
places, we adopt a mixed structure. It would, however, be somewhat awkward
if (1) were the case, for the whether question at a34 is an open question, “See
also whether there is something coordinate to the differentia stated”, whereas
the two sentences at issue have a negative clause, “ei there is a coordinate dif-
ferentia, but it is not true of the genus”; and “&i it is true [of it], but, when added
to the genus, does not produce a species” — just as the sentence at b2—3: i yap
un &ott, dfjAov 6Tt ovk Gv €in 1| eipnuévn tod yévoug dtapopd. Thus, option (2)
seems to fit better, but it is not to be excluded that Aristotle might switch from
an open question to negative questions, for such questions do occur as well —
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and it could just as well be precisely this perceived parallelism between b2-3
and the sentences under discussion that led to yap being struck. Regardless of
whether we should accept yap or not, however, it is clear that at an early stage
of the tradition scribes were prepared to temper with the logical structure of
Aristotle’s text.

3. [Insertions in the Archetype

Thus far, we have seen that even if we are able to set up a clear stemma, as we are
for the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations, we still need to thread carefully in
our search for Aristotle’s original text. Contamination may be pushing out read-
ings and thus obliterating Aristotle’s words. Aristotle’s readers and copyists may
have introduced, deliberately or not, under the influence of commentators or at
their own initiative, phrases and sentences which were not there, out of desire for
completeness, but also to codify their understanding of Aristotle’s arguments into
the text. They may even have tempered deliberately with the logic of the text.

Fortunately, at all the places I have discussed, we could track down these processes
of contaminating and changing the text (even though it was not always possible to
identify the original and the deviation from it) because the original reading was still
represented among the sources of evidence which happen to have survived and,
quite importantly, also because we could evaluate the evidence in the light of the
stemma. However, that we could, may not have been more than a matter of luck, in
that we do not know what happened before the day of the archetype of the extant
manuscript tradition or, possibly, whether a certain insertion or change has taken
over the whole extant tradition.

To unmask insertions in the archetype, we have to take recourse to other meth-
ods of detection. One common method is to check whether some phrase or sen-
tence is somehow linguistically (grammar or vocabulary) or content-wise suspect.
In this way one can in fact only identify the clear cases, for we should have a
presumption of “innocence” also in this domain. Another method is to check para-
phrases and interpretations in late ancient commentaries for inconsistencies with
the text found in the whole extant textual tradition. In the case of the Sophistical
Refutations, we cannot use this method, but for the Topics, we are in the fortunate
circumstances to have Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary. We have already
seen that Alexander’s commentary can fruitfully be used to identify insertions and
changes which have not yet taken over the whole tradition; in case of the extant
tradition being unanimous, the method will not be different, though it is heuristi-
cally more difficult. In Appendix 1 to this chapter, I will list words and phrases
which have been claimed to constitute intrusions and discuss some of them.

At the end of this chapter, I want to discuss a case in which the fact that Al-
exander does not read a phrase provides sufficient reason for deleting it, despite
of it appearing in the whole extant tradition. The reason that it has not been dis-
covered is that the process of contamination can in a way be said to have con-
tinued in the present edition by Wallies. It concerns a passage in Topics VII 3,
where both Ross and Brunschwig’s print, as far as the relevant sentence is
concerned:*
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Avapsiv pugv obv Spov obteog koi 810 TOOTV GEl TEpo-
téov. €av 0¢ katookevdley Povimpedo, TpdTOV MV €idévar
O€l 6t ovdeic 1| OAlyol TV dokeyopévav dpov cuihoyilovta,
GAMY TAVTEC GpyTv TO TOwdTOV AapPévovsty, olov of Te mepi
B0vepuetplov kol apBpodg kol tag SAAAC TOG TOWVTOS WO~
fnosic. €10 St & dxpiPeiog piv BN doTi mporypoTeiog
amododvar koi Tl oty Opog kai mdG OpilecOon O€l, viv O
ooV Kavov Tpog TNV Topodoay ypeiay, MGoTe T060VTOV UOVOV
Aextéov 8Tt Suvatdv yevésOHar OpLepod Kol Tod Ti [V Elvol GVA-
[15] Joyiopéy. sl yap dotv 8poc Adyoc 6 1O Tl v elvon 6 TPG-
yuatt SNA®V, koi Ol 10 &v T@® Op® KoTyopoluevo &v
@ Tl ot TOD TPAypatog  KatnyopeicOot,  KoTyopei-
T 0 &v T® Tl €ott TG Yévr Kol i Olpopad, QOVEPOV MG
& tg APor tavta €&v @ Tl 0Tl TOD TPAYHOTOG KOT-
[@20myopeicBon,® &1t 6 todta Exwv Adyog &pog &€ dvaykng Gv
gin o0 yap &viéyston Erspov stvar dpov, Emedr ovdEv Etepov
€V 1Q Ti 071 TOD TPAYLOTOC Kartnyopeitat. (153a6-22)

al4 opiopod aVGDCM : opopov bPhiAcu AP[503.21, 25-504.1] ||
cvAroywopoveodd. ps-AP[503.22-N]:om.AP[503.22-codd.]||al56poghdyog
oC : 0 6pog Adyog B AP[504.5] : 6piopog Aoyog VD : dpiopog cuM [A:
diffinitio oratio] || al7 mpdypartog f AP[504.5] : mpdrypatoc pova o Ross
Brunschwig || al9 tavta B : todta & pove C? Ross : tadta & pova todta
C'? : tadta pdvov acu Brunschwig : tadta & povov VAD || tod apdypatog
katnyopeioOar acu{M} Brunschwig : 10D mpdypotog xatnyopeiton
VAD Ross : 10D mpdypatog katnyopeicOot dei C : katnyopeichot tod
mpdypotog P ||

On the text as edited thus, Aristotle would refer to a deduction of the essence
coming about: “one must say only so much, that it is possible that of the defini-
tion and the essence a deduction comes about”. However, there are two problems
with this reading. The first problem is that Alexander wrote in his commentary:?’

debtepov 8¢ OtL N dxpiPrg
mepl oaOTOV TpaypHateion o0 THG SOAEKTIKTG GAAL THS @locoiog
éotiv. dote Toc00TOV POVOV Aektéov, OTL duvatov yevécBar dpov
kol tod i fv eivon, tovtéott St GvAAoyiopod  Seudf-
oeton OtL OpIopdg Kaitot 8Tt P 6TV Spov AmOOEIELS, & TG OEVTEPW TRV
‘Yotépav avarotik®dv £dei&ev. (In Topica 503.19-24)

21 éotiv codd. : éoti TovtéotiTiig dmodeiktikiic N || 6pov codd. N : pov Wallies
|| 22 ivon codd. : eivon cvAAoyioudy N Wallies || tovtéott 5160 GvALOYIGHOD
deyyOivor 6t opopdg codd. : om. N ||

Clearly, Alexander did not read cvAloyioudv, as Wallies thought he must have,
thus following only N (Nap. III.D. 37), which contains an amplified and redacted,
and thus to be distrusted, version of Alexander’s commentary? — this in fact con-
stitutes a twofold case of contamination, first from the medieval text into N, and
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then from N into the modern edition of Alexander. The second problem is that
at al4 the reading to be adopted on stemmatic grounds is OpiGpOV, not 6piopod,
which is confirmed by the accusative dpov in Alexander. Unlike the genitive form,
the accusative form does not sit really well with cuALoyiopdv, as Aristotle would
be saying that “a definition and a deduction of the essence comes about”. These
two problems together are solved if we take our lead from Alexander’s commen-
tary and strike cuAloyiopov from the text, considering it to be an insertion which
was already present in the archetype of the extant manuscript tradition. More-
over, Alexander’s interpretative addition may well have been the source for the
insertion.

4. Conclusion

What I hope to have impressed upon the reader is that even if despite the consider-
able amount of contamination we are able to set up a clear stemma, as we are for
the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations, we still need to thread carefully in our
search for Aristotle’s original text. Contamination may push out readings and thus
obliterate Aristotle’s words. Aristotle’s readers and copyists may have introduced
phrases and sentences which were not there, out of desire for completeness, but
also to codify their understanding of Aristotle’s arguments into the text. They may
have tempered deliberately with the logic of the text. All this may even have hap-
pened before the archetype of the extant manuscript tradition so that there are no
means of unmasking them with the help of the stemma — we will have to look for
other clues betraying them or rely on ancient commentaries. We will have to face
up to the fact, however, that for all we know, there may be many more insertions
and changes which we will never be able to recognise. In the end, in our search for
Aristotle’s original text, we may have found a lot of gold but will not have been
able to discard all the earth dug up.

Notes

1 I could, and perhaps should, thank many people who in one way or another have con-
tributed to my research into the manuscript tradition of Aristotle’s Organon. Here I want
to single out Alexander Lamprakis, Yury Arzhanov, Nicolas Bambali, and especially
Gerhard Endress and Riidiger Arnzen for disclosing to me the many treasures buried in
the Syriac and Arabic translations of the Organon.

2 “Half” is here a rough indication, referring to a boundary which does not coincide for all

the manuscripts. Since I do not have full collations for Books 4 and 5 of the Topics yet,

I cannot be exact here.

For Book 8, see Hasper and Lamprakis (Unpublished).

See Endress and Hasper (2020: 87-91).

See also Dorion (1997).

Aristotle frequently conceives of fallacies which for themselves constitute invalid ar-

guments, as valid cvAhoywopot, if they include fallacy justifying principles (see SE

8, 169b30—40) — and here we have, with the clause dtov Opoimg ot0dV GEWOT Td

TpaypoTt Kol 1@ cvpPepnkott vadpyewv, the fallacy justifying principle for fallacies of

accident spelt out.

NN AW
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It should be mentioned that a reading with the infinite onpaiverv and without dAha is
also to be found in the paraphrase by Sophonias (around 1300) of the SE, at 62.31-34.
Thus this reading must still have been somehow available at the time.

I do not list here the manuscripts which are known (indirect) copies of C: Vat.gr. 244
(ca. 1200), Scor. @.111.10 (1285/6), Par.gr. 1972 (XIV), Coisl. 157 (XIV) and Par.Suppl.
gr. 644 (XIV). I also do not list Burney 100 (XV), for this is a copy of Toledo 95-08
(information provided by Jos¢ Maksimczuk).

This manuscript remarkably features only the second fopos.

Wallies (1891) emends the text to Tapd 0 €ikog, without any good ground — see Brun-
schwig (1968: 12, fn. 1).

Cf. Brunschwig (1968: 14).

Here I disagree with Brunschwig (1968: 13—14, 1967: cxxv) — it seems that Brunschwig
has only paid attention to the phrase 1@ mpo odtod &v Tio1 Pepopéve, whereas I am far
more impressed with Alexander’s statement: ®g 10 €ik0G *Ap1oTOTELOVG SLoPOP® AEEEL
TOV 00TOV DTOST|UNVOUEVOD TOTTOV' 510 £V TIGV O TTPO TOVTOV TEPLPNTOL.

This seems to come closest to the answer by Brunschwig (1967: cxxv, cf. 50, fn. 1).
Brunschwig (1968: 15).

One should check folium 138r for oneself: the digitised manuscript is available online
and can be found through the Pinakes website (https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr). Moreover,
for Book 2 the text in G is closely related to u, probably going back to an ancestor of u
which still had the second version.

Up to now I have only found 6piopdv in one other Greek manuscript: Par.gr. 1897A
(XIII), but for all  know, it could well be a contamination from Alexander’s commentary.
On the basis of a larger set of evidence (see Hasper and Schillen (In progress)), it has
become clear that Alexander’s text deviates probably slightly from the text as edited by
Wallies.

See his (1968), though in his (1967: cxxv—cxxvii), he has become more temperate.
Actually, Brunschwig, following a, prints £t1 €1 at b5.

Though perhaps limited to contexts involving a negation, just as in APo 1 2, 72alé6:
0éowv pev Aéym fiv pn ot deiéot, pnd’ avaykn Exev TOv pabnooOUeEVOV T fiv 8 Avaykn
£xew Tov 0Todv pabnoodpevov, a&iopa The Tt here means “anything”, as is also spelt
out by the use of 6tiodv in the next clause.

See Hasper and Schillen (In progress) for the claim that S (Par.Suppl.gr. 644) constitutes
one half of the stemma for Alexander’s commentary.

Though they are also found with higher frequency in some individual manuscripts,
notably e and to some extent G. In total I have up to now identified about 36 early
cases in the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations together, but since my collations
are not yet complete for the Topics, there should be about 40 to 45. It is striking that
the insertion of or change into ydp is more frequent and that it is disproportionally
frequent in Topics VI.

Namely in the edition by Strache and Wallies (1923): They took over the collations by
Waitz (1844), who does not report any yap at a37, but Wallies decided to change 6¢ into
yap (see his (1922: 326)), without reporting this in the apparatus.

For Alexander’s paraphrase of b6—8 at In Top. 447.1—4 one branch of the stemma (man-
uscripts aPE) does not read yap, featuring the structure €i . . . , dfjhov Ott. . ., while the
other branch (manuscripts ABD) does read it. For Alexander’s paraphrase of b2—4 at
In Top. 446.27-447.1 the clear majority of the manuscripts read yap, whereas only the
Aldine, which, however, must go back to a Greek manuscript, does not read yap.

There are three other changes to the text as adopted by Ross and Brunschwig, indicated
in bold in the apparatus.

One should entertain the possibility that katnyopeicOar in al9 is also an early intrusion,
for it is not required and there is no palaeographical explanation for the variation in the
manuscripts. According to Wallies’ edition, Alexander’s paraphrase also omits the verb
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(In Top. 504.10), but since for this stretch we have only the Aldine and Nap. III D 37 as
sources, we cannot safely ascribe it to Alexander. What it does show, however, is that at
some stage of the history of the text there was probably a text without the verb.

27 Again, the text differs slightly from the one as edited by Wallies —see n. 17.

28 Wallies reports in the apparatus that also two sources read cvAloyiopdv, but these re-
ports are mistaken. That Alexander did not write cvAloyiopdv also appears from the
interpretative addition tovtéott i cvAAoyiopoD derybijcetor Gt Opiopds, which
would not have made sense if Alexander had written cvAloyiopdv (that is also why N
omits the addition).
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Appendix 1

Discussion of (Putative) Insertions in
the Archetype for the 7opics and the
Sophistical Refutations

In the Sophistical Refutations, there are not many places at which there probably
appear phrases and clauses in the archetype of the extant Greek manuscript tradi-
tion which should not be there. In his edition, Ross identifies quite a few places
where he thinks a single “small” word, like an article or a conjunct or a preposition
should be struck,' but very few more substantial additions:

166a3 i kobpevog om. V&, cf. G*
166a26-27 Kol pn ypbpovro ypdpey

170b23 Zavev

171a36 Svadeg hab. Hecquet

183a2 1} KaTooKELACEL om. W* — hab. Hecquet

Though there is no good reason to follow Ross for 170b23 and 171a36, Ross
seems to be right for 166a3, 166a26—7, and 183a2.® That the Syriac translation by
Athanasius did not render the suspect phrases at 166a3 and 183a2 might be signifi-
cant here, as the odds that the translator or a previous scribe struck them for being
problematic seem to me to be smaller than that this line of transmission is the only
one (perhaps together with G for 166a3 — see note 2) which preserves the original
reading, precisely because we do not see it being struck in the whole of the extant
tradition.

In the Topics there are, however, a considerable number of places where the lat-
est editor, Brunschwig,* wants to strike sentences or clauses which are present in a
in apparently (almost) all extant manuscripts:

101b7 10070 &’ £€0TL T0 €K TV EVOEYOUEVOV TOLELV & TTpoatpovpeda
10769 pog Vyigav

111b15-6 TPOG YO TOVG OpYSHOVG Phov 1 Emyelpnolg

115b26 10ic Tp1BoAroic [Ross: ovot Tpiaiioic]

116al6-7 1] ol €V €KAOT® YEVEL EMGTNLOVEG

116a24 ¢ Ayadd

117b31-2 aipetdtepov yop @ pmdepia Suolyépeta dcolovOsl i ¢ dkoAovdel
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119a17-8 A @ | &v vmépyn [Ross del. 7]
122b23-4 AL Sropopd

127a3 vévog

127a4-5 pdAlov yap kivnoig aépog | o Tvedpa

129a12, 14 Kol GUuucbv

131a35-6 TOTE | Kol E6TAVaL

132a29-30 7l &l pn oy 1Brov ExacTov aTdV | KOt EKETVO ob 70 1310V GmodEdwKrev
132b3-7 €011 6’ 0 TOMOG ourog owocmcsva@ovn psv &l ) ka’ | ob Tobvopa, kai 6 Adyoc

dAnOsvetal, kai el pn ka®’ od 6 Adlyoc, kai Todvoupa dAnOedeTon
Kataokevalovt 82, el kad’ | o0 todvopa, kai 6 Adyog, kol £l kad’ od 6 Adyoc,
K(Xl tovv0| po Kamyopsnw [Ross quoque]

137a12-7 olov émel moomrwg Exel | (ppovncstg TPOG TO KAAOV Kol 10 aioypdv, T EmoTiun
8Ka\r£p01) o0T@V givat, 00K E0TL 8’ W10V PPOVICENG TO EMOTH Hv 81|vm KoAoD,
ovk dv &in dov (ppovncswg 10 smcsmpnv givat 0u|cxp01) €1 &’ éotiv dlov
(ppovnca(ug 70 dmoTAUNY £ivar kakoD, | ovk dv e (lov avtiig 0 émotiumy
etvan aioypod [Ross del. 137a16-8]

149b26 duvapevog
158b29 TV Optopod deopévav
158b37 ANV 00 TOALG YE TTPOG EKAGTOV EGTL AVTMV EMLYEIPELV

162a15-8 g0t O0& QUAOCOENUO HEV GVLAAOYIOUOG Gmo|dEIKTIKOG, Emyysipnua O
oLALOYIGHOG SlorekTikOC, 6O opa 6& CLALOYIGHOG EPLOTIKOG, ATOpTLa OE
GLALOYIGHOG | SLokeKTIKOG AvTLIpAcE®S. [Ross quoque]

There are clearly indisputable examples of insertions on this list, for example,
at 101b7 and 162a15-8,° and it is easy to understand why Brunschwig proposes
to strike phrases at some places: 107b9 is awkward in the context, 111b15-6 does
not fit the context at all, 115b26 is unnecessary and does not fit grammatically, and
127a4-5 has the looks of a gloss and fits badly with the argument.® Also the three
substantial passages from Book 5 (132a29-30, 132b3—7 and 137a12-7) are good
candidates for very early insertions, but then again, Book 5 is a special case.”

Moreover, for some of the phrases and sentences from the archetype struck by
Brunschwig it can be shown that they are not read by Alexander: 107b9, 111b15-6,
116a16-7, and 117b31-2. The same applies to 119a17-8, even though Brunschwig
is not aware of it: the clause @ av Vmépym, which does feature in Wallies’ edition
(1891) of Alexander’s commentary (In Topica 276.25) in a passage that resembles
a quote, should be struck as an intrusion itself because it is only supported by one
half of the stemma for that commentary (manuscripts ABD) and not by the other
half (manuscripts P and E).

On the other hand, there are also quite a few cases on this list for which I tend
to disagree with Brunschwig. For example, Brunschwig does not provide a good
argument for distrusting yévog at 127a3, his suspicion of the clause kot Gopuov at
129a12 and 14 seems to be belied by its use in similar settings in De Anima (432a25
and 433b4), and his reconstruction of the argument which provides the context for
122b23-24 is incorrect.® Also at 158b29 Brunschwig seems to have misconstrued the
import of the clause he proposes to strike,” and as far as his proposal to strike mote koi
€otévon at 131a35-6 is concerned, I am inclined to say that Brunschwig is too quick.'
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Just as the fact that Alexander clearly did not read a certain phrase constitutes a
reason for rejecting it, so the fact that Alexander did read it at least makes the burden
of proof for striking it considerably higher. Sometimes the evidence provided by
Alexander’s commentary is clear enough: for example, at 116a24 Alexander clearly
reads t® dyaO® so that absent any strong reasons for rejecting it, one should retain it.

Sometimes, however, it is not easy to connect the text as transmitted in the direct
tradition with the commentary — there are limits to the usability of commentaries.
Unfortunately, there are two examples of this problem which are relevant for Brun-
schwig’s list of passages to be struck. At 158b37 Brunschwig argues that Aristotle’s
point, that the first elementary proofs in mathematics are easy if the definitions of
the principle concepts are known, is not qualified with the remark “though there are
not many [such elementary proofs] to argue for with regard to each of [the princi-
ples] (TAnv 00 TOALG Ye TPOG EkacTtov £0TL abTMV EMyelpeiv)” but merely justified
by there not being many intermediate steps. Brunschwig does so on the basis of
an incorrect collation of the reading of C but also because he does not recognise a
reference to this remark in Alexander’s comment that

[the first of the elements] are easy to prove, but not by way of many (00 dw
noAl@v 8¢), because of there with them not being an easy availability of
many middle [terms], through which the proof goes, because of them being
close to the principles (6 pn TOAGY TdV pécwv, 51 Gv 1 S&ific, svmopiay
glvan € anTdY S18 1O TANGIOV TV ApY@Y . . . slvar aTd).

(In Top. 546.7-9 Wallies)

The underlined clause, which for the elements o0 and ToAAG/moAA®V is identical
to Aristotle’s remark, also coincides exactly with it as far as its argumentative
position is concerned. The reason that Brunschwig does not recognise this is probably
that in this way it is not easy to understand Alexander’s du.. However, it is possible to
make sense of it, for it seems as if Alexander interprets Aristotle’s remark as implying
that there are three levels: (1) the principles with their definitions, (2) the very first
claims based on them, which are then used to establish (3) further first elements; that
is, he seems somehow to interpret ToAAd as subject of Emyeipeiv rather than as object.

Also at 149b26 the evidence of Alexander does not justify the striking of the
phrases at issue — and that in a rather instructive way. The larger context for 149b26
is in Ross’ edition:

‘Eviote 0¢ Opilovioar ov 10 mpdypuo OGAAG TO mpdyupo
b23lgd) Eyov i TeTEdEGUEVOY. TO10DTOC 68 6 TOD PryTOoPOC KOd O TOD
KAémtov Opog, €imep €oti piTOp HEV O SUVENEVOG TO &V Ekd-
ot® mhavov Bewpeiv kol pundév mapaleitov, KAEne O6¢ O
AaBpa AapPavov dijlov yap OtL To100TOC OV EKATEPOG O WEV
ayabog pntop O 8¢ dyobog khémtng &otat. ov yap O AdOpg
Aoppavov aAA’ 6 Bovlopevog AaBpa Aappdvery kKAETG oTiv.
(Topics V1 12, 149b24-30)
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b24 mpaypa® aVPhiyW : om. Gb AP[484.9, 17] || b25 8¢ @y¥ : 8¢ xai VA ||
b26 pev 9ADCe : om. cu || b26-27 duvapevog . . . Bempeiv codd. AW : . . .
Oewpdv Ar[484.17-8] || nopadeinov Ccue AP[484.18] : mapoiireiv @[sine A]
: mapareiney AVD [A: mopolmeiv vel napakeinewv] [W] || b28 dv oy : dv
ayaBoc B || b29-30 dyabog kAéntng Eotar ay : kKAEmTNG Eotat dyadog B || b30
Aappavery eDCe : AaPeiv cu ||

Partly on the basis of Alexander’s commentary, Brunschwig strikes duvdypevog
and changes the infinite Oempeiv into the participle Oempdv, for Alexander writes:

d10 €mi vtV TovTeV £Tepog O TOD TPAYHaToS | Hpog kai dAhog O
0D €D £YOvToC. PHTmP Yip 0VYL 6 TO &V EkdoTe | mOavOY ewpdv
Kol undev mapoAeinmy, ALY Kiv Toparinn Tva TV | Evoeyopévav
mpog 10 mpokeipevov mBavdv, PodAntor 8¢ miv 10 mOavov |
evpiokewv te Kol mapéyecbor giol yap Tves Kol v i Emotipong
Kol | Taic éyvoug dteréotepot. (In Topica 484.16-21)

18 maparinn ADPE : nopadeinn a Wallies : mapaieimot B || 19 évdeyopévav
aAD : évd6&wv BPE || mpokeipevov aBPE : npookeipevov A : keipevov D
| mBavdv a : mBavéov ABDPE || BodAnton a : Bovreton ABDPE || tiveg
aABPE : 1t D || dteréotepor B : ateléotepar aAPE : dredéotepov D ||

Now Brunschwig takes the underlined clause, without dvvdpevog and with the
participles Bewp@®dv and mopodeinmy, to be a quote from Aristotle’s text as read by
Alexander, and then argues that the participle mopoieinmwv in Ccue is a remnant
of the original text, which in the subsequent tradition was replaced by a clause
with dvvépevog and the infinitives Bewpelv and mapadeinew/mapoatnelv. However,
the underlined clause need not be a quote, but could just as well be a paraphrase
which stays close to what is paraphrased — and then there is no argument anymore
that duvdapevog was inserted into the text. This example shows that it is important
to distinguish strictly between passages in a commentary which are explicitly in-
dicated as quotes and passages which are not: even if the latter remain close to
Aristotle’s text, they do not show that the commentator read something else. Only
in the case that the manuscript tradition itself features variety, and the commentary,
even while paraphrasing, stays closer to one of the variants, can this fact be used to
argue that it is at least more likely that this variant was also read by the commenta-
tor. A case in point appears also in this passage, namely, at b24, where Gb do not
read the second mpdypa, just as Alexander’s paraphrase repeatedly does not. Since
npdypa could not have fallen out for palacographical reasons, the scenario that it
was added in other parts of the ¢ branch seem more probable than that it was struck
in Gb under the influence of Alexander’s commentary, also because the insertion
of mpdypo constitutes as far as the content is concerned the lectio facilior, making
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it clearer that both definition attempts concern the same thing. Thus, we have hit
upon another example of a reading which is almost pushed out of existence among
the extant manuscripts.

Notes

1

[o)}

Here is a list: 165b17 10, 172b13 mtpog, 173b27 kai, 177b3 koi?, 179a19 Aéyew, 179b22 i,
183al7 kai, 183225 7}, and 184b6 1j. It would go too far here to argue the point, but for none
of these places we should follow Ross. For 179b22 I have argued thus in Hasper (2008).
At 166a3 G reads: kaOnpevoc, where the other sources (ABbADCcuehi'V") have képvov
1 kabnpevog. One possible way of explaining this is that the ancestor of G did not have 1j
kabnuevog but featured a supralinear addition, which ended up replacing képvov rather
than being added to it.

It is a mystery to me how one can think, like Hecquet (2019: ad locum), that i
katookevdoet should be retained, for there is no place for establishing something
gvdolov in the context, which concerns arguments that have &vdo&o for premisses and
a conclusion that denies an &vdo&ov. By the same token, however, the insertion of 1
katockevdoel must be the result of a deep misunderstanding of the logic of the situa-
tion. Another possibility is that the whole sentence dei yop €€ EvooEmv opoimg Evoo&ov
avoproet T kataockevdoet at 183al-2 is to be struck as a gloss, as it is absent from P".
I list the phrases and sentences struck by Brunschwig, because he is much more inclined
to strike than Ross; moreover, if Ross proposes to strike something which Brunschwig
would want to retain, Brunschwig is usually right: Ross strikes words and phrases at
114b3 dwaimg xai, 128b16 d¢, 132b31 10, 133a36 10, 138b3 10D, 154al12 kai, and
161all 1, but none of them seems necessary.

In addition to Brunschwig (1967) and (2007) ad locum, see also Smith (1997: 144).
For each of these passages, see Brunschwig (1967) ad locum.

Reinhardt (2000) has shown that Book 5, dedicated to témot on proper or unique fea-
tures (i), is in its present form the product of later rewriting, even though it goes back
to Aristotle himself, so that it will be more difficult to argue that passages constitute in-
sertions into the archetype. Indeed, Reinhardt, at 165, thus argues that 132a12—7 should
be retained, and at 132a29-30 Brunschwig himself also seems a little hesitant.

See Brunschwig (1967: 166-7, note 2). Brunschwig mistakenly takes Aristotle in the whole
of 122b19-24 to provide a single argument that odd does not participate in the genus
number, which would have the claim (b19) that odd is a differentia in number for one
of its basic premisses, the other two basic premisses being that whatever participates
in a genus is either a species or an individual (&topov) (b20-1) and that a differentia is
neither a species nor an individual (b21-2), which two basic premisses together would
lead to the intermediate conclusion that a differentia does not participate in a genus. On
such a reconstruction, the point that odd does not participate in the genus may not be
used, Brunschwig notes, to establish that it is a differentia, for in the main argument the
point that odd is a differentia is used to establish that it does not participate of the genus.
Moreover, Brunschwig continues, the inference from odd not participating in the genus
to it being a differentia would be invalid anyway, because it not being a species or an
individual does not suffice for it being a differentia. However, the conclusion Aristotle
wants to reach in the passage is not that odd does not participate in the genus number
but rather that odd is not a species of number, for that is what is said one should check
(b18). For this Aristotle gives two separate reasons: (a) odd is a differentia and thus not
a species (b19-20); (b) odd does not participate in the genus number and thus cannot be a
species (b23). That Aristotle repeats the point that odd is rather a differentia at b23—4
need not be understood as part of the conclusion but rather as an aside.

Smith (1997: 27), also retains it, without comment.
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10 Brunschwig (2007: 149, n. 6), gives two reasons for his proposal. First, he cannot find
the example in Alexander’s account at /n Top. 385.24-386.6. However, those lines only
appear in the Aldine and in a version of Alexander’s commentary, found in Nap. III.D 37
(N), which has been partly reworked and amplified, and are thus not Alexander’s. Sec-
ond, he cannot make sense of the example of ‘at some time moving and/or standing still’
(10 kwelobai mote koi/Aj €otdvat, depending on whether one follows @A or y) as an only
temporary proper feature of an animal: as a whole it seems always proper (cf. Reinhardt
(2000: 135)). That does not seem an insoluble problem, however. One could argue, for
example, that regardless whether one reads kai or #j, the phrase 10 kiveloOai note kav/f
€otdvan is meant to imply a distinction between two temporary proper features, and
that for each it is strictly speaking always true that it is proper feature, because it is all
the time true that animals at some time move, and thus that it cannot become a tempo-
rary proper feature (0 o0 yiverai mote id1ov (131a35)). Moreover, it is then also unclear
whether an animal moves at the time that ‘moving at some time” has been rendered as a
proper feature — and that is the general fault for which the example is given.
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The Prior and Posterior Analytics

The main chapter focuses on early insertions in the Topics and Sophistical Refuta-
tions, but we can be sure that these two works are not exceptional in this respect
and thus that the rest of the Organon is not different. Because I do not have (almost)
full collations for a substantial set of sources for the other works of the Organon, 1
will limit myself in this appendix to giving four examples of early insertions from
the Prior Analytics and Posterior Analytics, partly already known, but not all ap-
preciated in all their details.

One important relevant fact here is that the stemmatic situation for the Prior Ana-
Wytics and the Posterior Analytics differs considerably from that for the Topics and
Sophistical Refutations, in that the  branch of the stemma seems to be reduced to a
small number of sources offering frequently readings which deviate from the large
majority of manuscripts. For the Posterior Analytics it seems that n (Ambr. L 093
sup.), D (Par.gr. 1843), and the exemplar of the Arabic translation are the only sources
which consistently provide us with readings which are obviously correct but also share
common errors. There are surely some more independent manuscripts stemming from
that branch, but they are bound to have been contaminated rather massively.'

This branch of the stemma thus hardly survived the transition of the ninth and
tenth centuries, let alone the transition around 1200. A similar situation seems to apply
for later parts of the Prior Analytics, where again n and D (though here more heav-
ily contaminated, it seems) and the Arabic translation, now sometimes joined by the
Latin and Syriac translations, seem to constitute one half of the stemma. Thus, there
are two major differences between the textual traditions of the Topics and the Sophisti-
cal Refutations, on the one hand, and the Analytica, on the other: (1) There is no clear
group v belonging to the y branch of the stemma — rather the manuscripts belonging to
this group, which later the Byzantine vulgate seems to spring from, notably cu, now
go normally with the ¢ group; and (2) the levels of contamination seem to be much
higher, also, for example, as early as in the exemplar of Boethius’ translation, so that it
is consequently far more difficult to identify the basic groups of the stemma and thus
to identify patterns of contamination and to unmask early insertions.

It may thus be more difficult, but it is certainly not impossible to identify certain
clauses and phrases as early insertions. For the Posterior Analytics, a particularly
nice example of an obviously correct reading which we only know from nDY¥ as
well as from the anonymous commentary which derives from Alexander, concerns
the infamous sentence at II 19, 100a6—8, which according to Ross should read:
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"Ex pév ovv aichnioswng yiveton pvium,
domep Aéyouev, €K 08 PvAUNG TOALAKIS TOD oOTOD Yivoué-
vng éumelpio ai yap moAloi pvijpotl t@ apdud Eumepio
pio éotiv. €k 6’ éumeipiog 1j £k TAVTOS PEUNCAVTOC TOD Kol
06Aov €v 1] Yuyil, ToD £vog mopd Td TOAAG, O Gv &v Grma-
ow &v &vi] ékeivolg 10 avTd, VNG Gpyn Kol EMGTAUNG,
€av PEV mepl YEVESLY, TEXVNG, 0V O TePi TO OV, EMOTHUNG.
(100a3-9)
100a6 i ¢k mavioc ABV2Gn?D?Cheue P'[436.1]P[436.3] :
fi éx movtog VIG'D @ 1 éxtog d : om. n'D'Y An'[600.26]
An‘[602.2] : non reddit Pr[435.25]T[63.19-24] I

In the literature the import of the phrase 1} £k Tavtog is hotly debated, especially the
question what the meaning of ] should be. Taking their cue from Aristotle’s statement
that experience (éumeipia) is concerned with particulars and not with the universal
(Metaphysics 1 1, 981a15-24), some interpreters think Aristotle could not have said
that “from experience or from the universal as a whole having come to rest in the
soul . . . a principle of art and €émotfun comes to be” if “or” indicates that a more in-
formative description of experience is offered. For this reason they argue that 1 should
be understood in a corrective or progressive way so that, strictly speaking, the princi-
ple of art and émoun does not arise from experience immediately but through the
intermediate stage of a universal having come to rest in the soul. Other interpreters
think this corrective or progressive use of 1] is impossible, at least in the context.?

It turns out that the whole phrase 1j €k mavtdg is an insertion which does not appear
in one half of the stemma, to wit in n'¥D, nor in the anonymous commentary which
is ascribed to Alexander of Aphrodisias. Thus, the whole discussion about the import
of 1} is just the product of the scribbles of an avid Aristotle reader in late antiquity.’

An example of an insertion in the archetype of the extant manuscript tradition
can be found in I 33, where all manuscripts read at 89a2—4:

dote Aeimeton S0&av sivan mepl 1O GANOEC pev i yeb-
00g, &vdgyduevov 8¢ Kol GAlmg Exev. ToUTO 8’ £6TIV VTTO-
Mg Tiig dpécov TPoTacEMS KOl pi) dvayKaiog.

This is the conclusion of an argument by elimination that only opinion can have
contingent facts for its object. Now opinions which have facts for their objects are
true. Moreover, in one of the premisses of the argument by elimination, it is stated
that opinion is true. Thus, it would be remarkable if here, in the very conclusion
of the argument, it were specified that opinion is concerned with what is true or
false. Also, the elucidation that an opinion is “the cognition/belief of a proposition
which is immediate and not necessary” is out of place, especially because Aristotle
has just characterised undemonstrative knowledge as “the cognition of an immedi-
ate proposition” (88b37) without adding further qualifications.* Now if one takes
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a look at Themistius’ paraphrase of this passage, it is striking that all the elements
are present, though ordered differently, except for these very two.’> Together these
two considerations seem enough to warrant their expulsion from the text as early
intrusions.

Also for the Prior Analytics, it is already possible to identify early intrusions
into the extant manuscript tradition which were well on their way to push out
the original reading. A well-known example can be found in the formulation of
the de omni rule at Prior Analytics 1 1, 24b28-30. Ross (1949) prints the follow-
ing text: Aéyopev 88 10 x0T MOVTOG KaTyopeicda dtov undev 7 Aofeiv [Tod
vmokepévov] ko’ ob Ddtepov 0b Aeydfoetar, while reporting in the apparatus that
the Syriac translations both leave out katnyopeicOat and that Alexander leaves out
10D VmokelEVov, thus also indicating that the manuscripts used by him do feature
100 vrokewévov. Indeed, at In Analytica Priora 24.27-30 (Wallies 1883), Alex-
ander first cites Aristotle’s rule and then explicates it: 0 obv katd TavTdc, enotv,
dotiv, dtav undev { AaPeiv, kad’ od Bdtepov ob Aeydioetar, Todt’ Eotwv, Stav undév
1 AoBeiv Tod vrokeévon, kad’ ob 1O Katyopovevoy od pndfcetat. This clearly
establishes that Alexander’s manuscript did not read to0 Vokeévov and strongly
suggests that it was the influence of Alexander’s explication of the rule which led
to the insertion of Tod vmokeyévou into the manuscript tradition.® However, there
is also evidence from the Greek manuscript tradition itself that the phrase was
actually inserted, for I have identified two manuscripts whose readings suggest a
later insertion: b (Durham C.1.15) features the word order To0 vVmokepévov AaPeiv,
while n (Ambr.gr. L 093 sup., for this part in a later hand) does not read Aofeiv.
Neither of these readings can be explained palacographically, and both can be ex-
plained as the result of a supralinear Tod vmokeévov above hafelv being inserted
into the text in a non-standard way. What is more, also the verb katnyopeicOor
might well be an insertion into the text, for not only do the two Syriac translations
not have it, it is also missing from Alexander’s citation, and there are at least two
Greek manuscripts without it: Conv.Soppr. 192 (e) and Vat.gr. 247. Again, there
are no palaeographical explanations for its absence (and we can easily do without),
while at the same time it is an attractive, almost natural, addition.

A final example of an early intrusion in the Prior Analytics can be found at
69b32—6, where Ross prints:

€1l 8¢ kav Adyov Oforto mAeiovog 1 O TOD  pé-
GOV GYAUATOC, olov &l u Soin 10 A 1@ B dmapysv Sl
TO U1 GxoAovOelv avtd 10 I Tovto yap o’ GAA®V TpoTa-
eV OfjAov oV O&l 8¢ gig dhha ékTpémesOar TV Evoetacty,
GAL’ 00V pavepav Eyev TV ETépav TPOTAGLY.

b32 eig GAAo éktpémecbor v Evotacty ABAVGDbCcue : v
évotaow nH T'Y : v &votacw eig dAAa éxtpémnecbor D A ||
gxtpénecfour ABVGbDCeu A : pémecfon de [nH '] ||
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From the fact that manuscripts n and H (Athos H 23), as well as the exemplars
of the Syriac and Arabic translations (I" and W), do not feature the phrase &ig GAia
éxtpénectat, and that manuscript D, as well as the exemplar of Boethius’ transla-
tion, have this phrase after v &votacw, we can infer that the archetype did not
have it either, but that it was inserted already in the fifth century, to judge from
Boethius’ translation. We can also do without it, as Aristotle would thus be saying
that “it is not required that it is the objection, but rather the other proposition, which
is immediately clear”.”

Notes

1 I have identified at least three. There are, first, the Oxford manuscript Barocci 177 and
the London manuscript Add Ms 10040, both from the 13th century. These twins are most
closely related to D, while being independent from it, sometimes agreeing with n against
D. Then there seems to be the manuscript Vind.Phil.gr. 41 (first quarter of the 16th cen-
tury), which especially shares readings with n, but may well be dependent on it.

2 For an overview of the debate, see Hasper and Yurdin (2014: 122-3, fn. 7)

3 For a discussion, see Crager (2019).

4 For Barnes this already constitutes enough reason to strike the elucidation — see Barnes
(1993: 199), ad 89a3.

5 See Themistius, In APo 39.30-40.5 (Wallies 1900), especially 40.2—-5.

6 For presumably the most recent discussion of the issue, see Chiaradonna and Rashed
(2020: 284-5)

7 At a symposium on Prior Analytics 11 23—7 at the Munich School of Ancient Philosophy
in July 2019 Marko Malink argued that the reading without €ig GAAa éxtpénecOot actually
makes better sense.
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Appendix

A New Edition of the Eighth Book of
Aristotle’s Topics

Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

The following preliminary version of a new text of the eighth book of Aristotle’s
Topics is based on new collations of a much larger set of manuscripts and indirect
sources than any previous edition. The manuscripts used are as follows:

A Vat.Urb.gr. 35 ca. 900

B Marc.gr. 201 954

v Vat.Barb.gr. 87 X up to 162b20

G Guelf.Gud.gr. 24* Xl

b Durham C.I.15* XV

P Vat.gr. 207* X1

h Marc.gr. IV.53* X1

i New College 225* XIv up to 164b1

S Cath. M 138* X 163al12 — 163b37
D Par.gr. 1843 XII

C Par.Coisl. 330 XI

c Vat.gr. 1024* ca. 1000

u Basil. F.I1.21 Xl

e Laur.Conv.Soppr. 192* XII

M Pierpont Morgan 758 XI 155b31-156b35and 157a38-b35

where the manuscripts indicated with an asterisk have not been used by Brun-
schwig in the most recent edition of this book.
In addition, I have used both of the extant old translations:

A Exemplar translationis Boethii' ca. 500
¥ Exemplar translationis arabicae? 8007

while Ross and Brunschwig only take the readings presupposed by Boethius’ trans-
lation into account. And of course I have carefully checked:

AV?  Alexandris lemma/citatio/paraphrasis?

The addition of the new sources allowed me to construct a very clear stemma for
the extant tradition of manuscripts and translations:
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For most of these lines of descent the evidence is very strong, but for some
of them it is meagre or less decisive. M shares most of its readings with S (or D,
where we do not have S) and cue, but also some with sub-groups of SDcue or with
Boethius, but since it only covers a small part of Book 8, we cannot really deter-
mine its exact place in the stemma. For most of the Organon D is a copy of S, but
we also know that D usually, but not always, takes over the corrections in S (some
of which seem to be coming from a source related to A); thus, if D goes against the
other manuscripts of A (cueM), this may not always be significant. More impor-
tantly, it is difficult to assess the stemmatic relations between A, ¥, and A. There
are a few places where AY alone provide the correct text so that we have to assume
that A has been somewhat contaminated from the other side ¢ of the stemma, and
there are a few places where only AY have an incorrect reading. On the other hand,
Y sometimes sides with ¢, but sometimes also with A or a sub-group of A, so that
it may be that the real stemmatic relations differ from the ones postulated here: it
might be that y divides into ¥, on the one hand, and A and A, on the other (with
contamination from A in V), or it might even be that x divides into A, on the one
hand, and ¥ and A, on the other (with contamination from ¢ in A). In general, the
structure of the y-side of the stemma is somewhat less perspicuous than that of the
@-side.

Manuscripts V and C have not been given a place in the stemma drawn earlier
because both are heavily contaminated manuscripts. In the Sophistical Refutations
and the Posterior Analytics, V clearly belongs to the § group, with some contami-
nation from the other side of the stemma. In Topics VIII there is evidence for this
affiliation as well, but for the most part V has been heavily corrected, probably
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from at least two sources, one related to cu or even u alone and one related to A.
The tradition of manuscript C has been equally promiscuous: originally it seems
to stem from the B group, but about half of its readings it shares with A, and there
are also readings in C which we otherwise only find in the a group or in . Similar
patterns of contamination for C we also find in the Sophistical Refutations.

The readings which we can glean from Alexander’s commentary partly support
the @-side of the stemma and partly the y-side. Thus, it seems most likely that the
manuscript presupposed by Alexander’s commentary is completely independent
from the extant manuscript tradition. This is confirmed by the occasional passage
in the Topics as a whole for which Alexander’s reading seems better than the whole
of the extant manuscript tradition. Thus, we may use Alexander’s commentary as
an arbitrator to decide if we have to choose between ¢ and y.*

I have kept the information provided in the critical apparatus minimal, in order
not to overburden it with information useless for the main structure of the stemma
or for the constitution of the text. In principle I have only noted a deviation from
the reading adopted if it is shared by at least two manuscripts, with some excep-
tions as far as A, ¥, and Alexander are concerned. Occasionally I have even gone
so far as to delete reference to a reading attested in a sub-group, especially in Phi
and cue, even if it also occurs at the other side of the stemma. All references to
second hands have been struck, apart from some striking cases.’ I have not de-
leted the few cases in which the Latin manuscript tradition of Boethius’ translation
shows signs of contamination from the Greek tradition of the Topics itself (for the
Latin manuscripts, I have taken over the sigla adopted in the Aristoteles Latinus).
In general I have strived to summarise the evidence with the help of the Greek let-
ters standing for hypothesised common ancestors in the stemma drawn previously.
Since V and C commonly either go with the B group or with the A group, I have in
such cases treated them as such.

On the other hand, I have added a second apparatus, listing all the places where
the present edition deviates from any of the preceding editions:

Bk Bekker Aristoteles graece (Berlin, 1831)

w Waitz Aristotelis Organon graece (Leipzig, 1844)

Sw Strache & Aristotelis Topica cum libro De sophisticis elenchis e schedis
Wallies loannis Strache (Leipzig, 1923)

R Ross Aristotelis Topica et Sophistici Elenchi (Oxford, 1958)

B Brunschwig Aristote: Topiques II Livres V-VIII (Paris, 2007)

though I have not listed merely orthographical changes (which happen to be quite a
few). In this second apparatus, I have also indicated if I hesitate and might be open
to changing the text.

I have also provided more information than is usually done as far as Alexan-
der’s commentary is concerned: I refer to line numbers in Wallies’ edition of the
commentary, and in case even the manuscripts for Alexander’s commentary are
divided, I list the manuscript support for each reading, using the sigla introduced
by Wallies.
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In case my editorial decisions lead to such deviations from Bekker’s text that his
line numbering cannot be maintained, I have indicated in the margin which lines
disappear or which line becomes longer.

Notes

1 Taken from Minio-Paluello and Dod (1969).

2 Taken from Jabr (1999), translated and occasionally revised (on the basis of Par.ar. 2346)
for me by Alexander Lamprakis and, for a few passages, Gerhard Endress.

3 From the edition Wallies (1891). I have been very strict in distinguishing paraphrase from
quotation, in principle classifying a quote only as such if there is clear evidence that Al-
exander is quoting.

4 For a detailed exposition of this account of the manuscript tradition for Topics 8, see
Hasper and Lamprakis (unpublished).

5 A few of them concern readings which are apparently immediately corrected by the first
hand of a manuscript. In such cases, I adopt the convention of referring to the uncorrected
reading with x° and the immediately corrected reading with x'.
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&v uovov 1 10 tolodtov, kobdmep 1 Svig THV dptiev pdvog

157b  mpdtog Oel yap TOV Eviothpevov €9’ E£tépov TNV Ev-
oo QEpeLY, T Aéyewv &1L TodTo LdVOV To1oDTOV. TPOG OE TOVG
EVIGTOPEVOLG T® KaBOAov, ur &v aT@ O¢ TNV EvVoTacty GEPOV-

a21 tovtov B¥ : tovton WSYRB | a25 éotiv WS*RB : om. B¥ | a26 6moia R : noio B'WSYB
| a30 avtov edd. : om. forsan | a37 éndyovia BSWB : énayayovto Wallies S*R | a39 povog :
povog apdpog edd. |

al0 Bektoveov ayy : Bértov d | al4 mapadeiypota ayy : moapadeiypatog & | al4-15 kai mapeorag —
napoadetypoto ady : om. vy |al5 kol @ A[533.12-13-ADA] : om. A°[533.12-13-aBPE] | al6 Xopiiog ayc
A[533.13] : Xepihog Du : Xoipthhog VECe : Chaerillus A [¥] | av ay : om. B | a21 tovtov x : TovTODL
OW?? | éndyovta ay A'[533.15] : émayaydvta B | a25 dopicar oA : Swmpiicon k? | a26 koi omoia A : kai
noio ¢ [k] | a30 avtov X AP[534.8] : om. k | &7 ady : EEn v | a32 moAAd oy : om. B | a33 aiveton ay :
paivntory : Tépuke d | a3S tivav e : Tivav K | a36 dikawov AL : avaykoiov WV | amorteiv Ady : dmeteiv
By [G] | tivov @¥A : Tvov A | a37 1€ aVkDCe A![534.23] : 8¢ B : om. v | a38 —pévov : hic denuo incipit
codex M | a39 povog C : apBpog povog By : povog apbpog a [V] | 157b2 npog @¥DCu : dAhog mpog
AM | b3 t® aVDCe A'[535.3] : 10 B¥VM [A] |



Aristotelis Topica 8 321
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enoavtl. 910 mepatéov oVt mpoteivewy TAG TOlWTAG TMV
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TPOKEILEVOV, 0V PEdlov Emyelpelv. palota 6¢ 10 toovtov mepi  158b
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&v évi évavtiov 1 mleiow- opiobéviav 8¢ TV Evavtiov katd
pomov  p@dov  cvpuPifdoor moTEPOV EVEEyETOL TAEI® T®
adT® etvon Evovtio §j 0. OV avtov 88 tpdmov kai Ami TV
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5 «xai mv mpoétacwy peilov Epyov daAeyfivan fj v Béorv, dwo-
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dote Pavepov OtL ovy OUOIG EPWTMOVTL T& Kol O1BACKOVTL
a&uwtéov TiBéva.

15 Mg p&v odv Spomuotilerv kol tattewy 8el, oyedov 4
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ayoyelv TOV AOYov MGTE TOWGOL TOV ATOKPIVOUEVOV T (LO0ED-
Tato Aéyew t@vV S v Béov avaykaiov, tod &’ dmokpivo- 20
pévov 10 un o avtov @aivesbor copPaivelv 10 adbvartov
| mapdadofov, dAla S v Oéowv: €tépa yap fowg apap-
tio 10 BécBar mpdTov O Ui Ol kol O Bépevov pn eLAGENL
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T0ig dlatpifovot pet’ GAMA®V OKEYE®MG YOpV: TM HEV YA
poavldvovtt Betéov del ta dokodvra: kol yap oVdE EmyElpel
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TOvta eoivecBai Tt 6el mOElV TAVIWG, TOV &’ ATOKPVOUEVOV
undev eaivecBor maoyewv: €v 8¢ Toig SOAEKTIKOIC GLUVOSOLG
TOlG pn Gy@®vog xapwv GAAL TElpag Kol OKEWYEMG TOVG AOYOUG
ToloVpEVOLG 0 dpHpwtal e Tivog del otoydlecbot Tov dmo-
Kpwopevov Kol moior d1ddvar kol molo pr, mpdg 1O KOADS 35
eUAdTTElY TRV Ofowv): émel obv  ovdEv  Eyopev  mapa-
dedopévov T ALV, aDTol TL TEWPAODLEY EINETV.

Avaykn on 1OV dmokpwopevov vméyewy Adyov BEuevov
firol &vbofov 1| Gdofov Béowv 1| undétepav, kol ftor AmA®G
gvdo&ov | do&ov §j mpiopévag, olov Tedi Tvi, §| avtd f| SAAm.  159b
SLLPEPEL B’ 0VAEY OGOV EVEOEOL 1) A6OEOV 0DGNG™ O YAP ADTOG
Tpomog £6T0L TOD KOADS dmokpivesBan kol dobvar §| ur dodvar
10 épwn0év. 486E0V Piv ovv odong tiic Oécemg Eviokov avérykn
10 cvumépacpo yiveolal, £voo&ov 8¢ Gdofov: TO yap avtikei- S
pevov del tf) 0éoel 0 EpoT@v cvumepaivetat. £ 8¢ punte Evoolov
pfte ddokov 10 Keipevov, Kol 10 cuUmEPAGA £6TOL TOLODTOV.

Emel 8’ 0 KOADG cLALOYILOpEVOG € EVBOEOTEPMV KOl YVOPIUL®-
éEpwV 10 TPoPAndev dnodeikvuct, avepov g addGE0L pEV Gv-
T0G AMAMG TOD KEWEVOL 0V 60TEOV T() AmoKkpvopéve obO’ & ur 10

a22 1 : ] 10 edd. | a26 1€ : om edd. | a27 1j edd. : kai forsan | a35 nola' S*R : 6noio. BWB |
a36 guAdattew B : fj pi) kaAdg puidttery BEWSYR | a39 undétepay : undétepov edd. | 159b3
anmokpivecOor BEWB : dmokpivacOot SYR | b6-7 &vdolov ... Gdo&ov : Gdokov ... Evdolov
edd. | b10 & : 0 edd. |

al9 novijoon @A : moelv V AP[547.28] [A] | a20 dvaykoiov ayPy : dvaykaiov € | a21 adtov o : adtov
AP[548.9] | a22 fy VDCe : 1j 10 ¢V [A] | iowg oAl : ioog €oti P | a25 kai @A : | A | a26 t¢ By : om. aC
|a27 1 @ : kol y | kai! By : om. o | T ak : 8¢ B : om. A? | a28 Swurpifovot ay : Swrpifovowy et B | a29
Oetéov del ay : ael Betéov B | Emyepel aVbPIA : émyepii Gh | a34 nw oy AP[549.11, 17] : Omo B, cf.
AP[548.22]? | a35 moia! A AP[549.13] : onola @ [A] | moia® aVGA AP[549.13] : dmoia bd [A] | koddg AL
rom. ¥ | a36 puldttew Kk AP[549.13-14] : §j ur KaA®DS QUAATTEW @ : T U} PLAGTTEWY A | a38 dvirykm oy,
A[549.16] : avayxoiov B | o1 aVW?Cv A'[549.16] : 3¢l BDe : 8¢ A? | a39-bl 0éowv — fj GSoEov AN :
om. ¥ | a39 fj undétepav VYADC : fj undétepov Ph AP[549.20] : om. ap [¥] | 159b1 1031 aVACY : 1®de
i B : t@d¢ D AP[549.23] : 1@ e | 1§ G @WA AP[549.24]? : om. A | b3 drokpivesBor ayDv AP[550.8] :
amoxpivacOor VSCe [A] | Sodvar® A : Siddvar ¢ [A] | b4 obv AVPhA AP[550.8] : om. Byi : yap A [¥: non
yap] | obong tig Oécems PA? : Tiig Bécewg obong A | b6-7 Evdoov ... ddoov By : ddo&ov ... Evioov a
|b10 & BAL: 6 aC [¥] |
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Soxel amAddg, ob0’ & Sokel piv frrov 88 10D cLUmEPHOIATOC.
ad0&ov yap obong thg Béoemg &vdofov TO ocvumépacua,
Hote 8el 10 AapPavopevo mavia EvSofa eivon koi UEAAOV
£vdoEa TOD TPOKEEVOD, €1 HEMAEL OLL TV YVOPLUOTEP®V TO

15 Mrrov yvopov nepaivesOor. dot’ e T pn Tol0dToV 0Tl TdV

16 épotopévov, ov BeTéov Td ATOKPIVOUEV®.

16 Ei 8¢ &vdo&og amAdg
N 0éowg, dfjAov 61t 10 ovumépoacuo  Gdofov. Betéov
obv té Te dokodvia mAvia kol TV PR doxovviwv 860 HITOV
€otv ddo&a tod cvumepdopatog kavdg yop Gv dO6&eev -

20 eéybat. opoimg 6¢, kai el unte Gd0E0G punte EvO0EDG EoTiv 1) B€-
o Kol yap obVtwg T TE Qavopevo TAvia dotéov Kol
OV U dokovvtov oo pdAlov Evoa Tod CLUTEPACLOTOC
obt® yap €véo&otépoug cuufnoetol Tovg Adyovs yiveoBat. &l
udv odv amidg &vookov § &dofov 1O keipevov, mpog td So-

25 «xodvto amA@g TNV oLYKPIoW mOmTEOV. €1 08 UN AmA®dG &v-
dofov §| GdoEov TO Keipevov GAAG TR OTOKPWOUEV®, TPOG
avtov 10 dokobv kpivovio Oetéov 7| ov Betéov. dav
&’ £tépov d0&av SlapuAdTIN O ATOKPVOLEVOS, dTjAov OTL TTPOg
Vv €keivov diavotay amoPrémovta Oetéov Ekaota Kol ApvnTéov.

30 &0 xoi oi kopilovieg dArotpilag 86Eng, olov &yaOov oi
Kakov etvon Tadtdv, kabdmep Hpdxierrdg onotv, od Si1860c1
un mopsivanl dpo T avt@d Tavavtio, ovy ®G o0 SokoDV av-
101G 070, AAL” 611 KB’ Hpdxiertov obtwg Aektéov. moodot
8¢ tobTo Kol ol map’ GAANAwV dexduevol tag Bécelg oToyd-

35 Covtoi yap mg Gv ginn 6 OEpevoc.

Davepdv 0OV TIVOV GTOYOOTEOV T() GmOKPIVOUEVE, elte G- 6
Mg €vdoov €ite Tvi TO Kelpevov €otv. €mel 6 Avaykn mav
0 épotopevov 1 &vdofov 1 a@dofov 1 undétepov, kol
npdg OV Adyov §  pn wpdg  TOV  Adyov  eivan,

b1l a:dedd. |bl2 dad6&ov : dokel ado&ov edd. | bl3 mavta Evdola : Evdolo mavt’ edd. : Evdo&a
forsan | b17 6d0&ov : do&ov dmhdg edd. | b20 koi : om. edd. | b27 avtov BKWB : avtov S'R |
Sokodv : dokodV kol 1O pr) dokodv SYRWB : kai dokovv pr) dokodv BX | b35 ginn : gineiev edd.
| b38 &vo&ov : Evdo&ov sivan edd. | b39 mpoc! : 1j mpdg edd. | ivan : sivar T épotdpevov edd. |

b1l dokel BVGhA : dokfj AbP | & AL : 6 ¢ [P] | 8¢ ayPy : pév € | b12 dd6&ov « : dokel a86Eov @A | bl13
navta Evola Py : Evdo&a mavt’ a | bl4 mpokepévov @ AP[550.28] : kewpévov x | b1S tray : om. B | bl5-
16 1@V épotopévav ayy : To Npotuévov o | bl6 &vdo&og ay : Evdo&og eotv B | b17 ddoov  : Gdo&ov
anAdg ¢ | Gdo&ov ady : GdoEov év GAA® dotéov v | b18 te @VDC : om. p | b19 36&eie 9DCe A![551.16]
A[551.17] : 86&n Av | b20 ai By : om. a | &d0&og .. £vd0EdG A Al[551.23] : EvBoEdG .. B8o&og k
AP[551.24] | b24 obv ¢ADCe : om. v | b25 chykpioty eh AP[552.8] : amdxpio « | b26 avtdv aC?kue
AP[552.17-18] : abtov VyDe : todtov 8 | b27 dokodv AYC AP[552.16-17] : dokodv kai T0 ur dokodv
BV[kai t0]p[f]A[kai T0?]A | b28 £tépov AW Cp AP[552.20-BD] : tépav ABChYOD AP[552.20-AP]
| b32 00 kDC AP[552.24] : om. p | b34 ol moapd ady AP[552.26] : Umep v | GAMA@V QA AP[552.26] :
ALV K | b35 ginn BADe : ginol Vv : gingiev A'? : gimoev A’B | b36 tiveov adAX AP[553.4,9] : om. v |
b37 10 aA?L AP[553.5] : om. B | b38 &vdolov : Eviolov eivan adDC A[553.6-ABDaP] : &vdo&ov éoty ¥
: hab., sed glvor post 880Eov Ap A'[553.6-A] | b39 mpdg' BAL : § Tpdg o, cf. AP[553.17] | elvar k : eivar
10 EpwTmpEVOV OA AP[553.18]? |
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dav pgv odv 1 Soxodv kol pf Tpog TOV Adyov, Sotéov gncavta  160a
SoKelv, £av 6¢ un dokoDv Kol Ur) mpoOg TOV AOYov, S0TéoV pEV,
EmoNUavtéov 6€ TO ur| dokodv, mpog evAdPelav evmbeiog. dv-
T0G 0¢ mPOG TOV Adyov Kol dokodvtog Aektéov OtL dokel pév,
aAAa Alav oOveyyvg tod €v dpyfl €ott Kol dvoipeitoar tobvtov S
tebévtog O Keipevov. gl 8¢ mPOg TOV Adyov, Aav &’ ddo&ov
10 G&iopa, ovpPaiverv pev @atéov tovTov TEBEVTOC, GAAN
Mov ebndeg sivar 10 mpotevopevov. &l 8¢ pfte dSofov unte
gvbolov, €l pev undev mpog tOv Adyov, dotéov pndev dwopi-
oavty, €l 8¢ TPOg TOV Adyov, Emionpaviéov Ott avoipeiton 10
tebévtog 10 &v apyt]. obtmg yap & & AmOKPVOUEVOG OVOEV OO~
Eel OV avTOV mhoyew, £0v mpoopdv Ekoota TOf, 6 1€ Epo-
TV TeELEETAL GLAAOYIGHOD TIOEPEVOV aDTQ TAVTOV TAV EVE0EO-
TépoV 100 cvumepdopatog. oot 08 €& Ad0E0TEPOV TOD GL-
TEPACHOTOG EMYEPODSL cVAAOYilecbat, dfjAov @g ov koAdg 15
cvAhoyilovtar 810 Toig EpwTdoty ov Betéov.

7 Opoig 0 kol €ml TAV Acoe®C Kol mTAeovoydG Ae-
youévmv amavtntéov. Emel yop O£00TOL TG GTOKPIVOUEVE®
un povBdvovtt eimeiv &1t ‘00 povldve’, kol mAeovoydg Ae-
youévov um €€ Aavaykng opoloyficor 1 apvioacBai, dofjhov 20
¢ mpdTov pév, Ov PN caesc f O pndiv, odk dmokvnTéov
T0 @avol pn ouviEvolr TOAMAKIG YOp €K TOD WU GOop®G
EpomOéviog 6180vol amavtd TL JLOYEPEG. €0V OE YVOPLLOV
pgv N mheovoy®dc 8¢ Aeyduevov, Eav piv &mi maviov din-
0c 1| yeddog 1 O Aeyduevov, dotéov amdc §| dpvmtéov, 25
gav 8¢ émi 1l pév weddog 7 émi i 8¢ AAndéc, Emompov-
téov 0Tt mAeovoy®dg Aéyetor koi dOTL TO peEv yeddog TO
&’ aAnBéc: Dotepov yop drapovpévov GdnAov €l kol €v apyi
ocvovempa TO apeifolov. €av 6¢ un mpoidn TO Aueiforov
AN’ eig Odtepov PAéwoag Of, pntéov mpog tov €mi Bdtepov 30
Gryovta 6t ‘ovk &ig TobTo PAémV EdmKa AL’ gig Bdtepov av-

160al obv : om. edd. | a3 Soxodv BWB : Sokeiv Wallies S*R | al6 épotdoty edd. : oBitog
épotdoty forsan | a27 51611 B'WSYB : 611 R |

160al ovv B : om. AAL | al-2 Sotéov — 1OV Adyov ayPAN AP[553.27-554.1] : om. € | a2 Sokeiv aAL
AP[554.1-3] : 611 dokel ov yap dvorpeitar teBévtog Tod &v apydi YP [€] | a6 Adyov @A : Adyov pév A
| a7 &lmpa ayy @ keipevov 8 | copfaivey Bdy : cvpfaivel Ay | patéov adAP*A AP[554.15] : dpetéov
W1? @ Oetéov v | ARG AN : AL 1§ W | a8-9 ddoov .. Evdofov aA« WA : Evolov .. GdoEov BAME
AP[554.17] | a9 dopicavtt aAL : Opicavtt B | al2 avtov VBee : adtov akDCu : avtdv AP[554.23] |
naoye @AM : madew W? || €av @A : €dvrep A | al3 cvihoyiopod oAl : cvALoyopd®v P | al6 Epotdoty
aDv : obtog épatdoy BAY[interrogati]?e cf. AP[555.4]? : épwtdow ovtwg V | al7 dcapdg AL
A[555.8]AP[555.10] : doapdv A°P? | al8 yap el AP[555.16] : 8¢ k | dmokpvopéve ady AP[555.16] :
GLYKpOpEVD ¥ | al9 kai .. Aeyopévov oAk AP[S555.17] : kol @V .. Aeyopévav B | a23 épomBéviag oA
: épat0évta BP? : interrogantibus Aftr.c.?] | a24 uév aVyADCu : om. § | ) AL : 1) 0 B | 8& aA=)
AP[555.26] : om. BA%Y| a27 1611 ak : bt P : propter hoc A : 31t 10 AP[556.6]? [V] | a29 mpoidn ayACu
: mpoedf] SY?D AP[556.12, 14] | a30 &ig ayPy : &v & | PAéyag 0f) VOADv AP[556.15] : Bréyog PracHi
A un vy : 07 §| u oe : Pracdij C : inclinatus ¥ | 07 pntéov @AL : Bewpntéov ¥ | a3l &wxa aVYAC :
£dwkev SPA, cf. AP[556.16] |
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IOV’ TAEWOVOV yOp Svieov @V VIO Towtov dvopa 1 Adyov
padia N duewopimolc. dav 88 kol cagpég N kol GmAodv
T0 £pOTOUEVOV, T ‘vai’ fj ‘o1’ dmokprTéoy.

35 ‘Enel 8¢ mdoca mpdtoclg GLALOYIGTIKY 1| Tovtwv Tig éotiv 8
3 @v O cvAloylopdg 1 Tvog Tovtwv Eveko (Sfilov 8 dtav
£tépov yapwv AapPavnton @ mheim td Opola EpoTav: §| Yap
SV émoyoyfic f| 8V opodmTog Mg €mi 0 TOAD TO KaBOAOL
Aappévovowy), T piv odv kad’ Exoota mhvto Oetéov, dv 1)

160b  dAnOf kol €vdola, mpog O& 1O kabOAOL TEWPATEOY EVOTOOLY
QEPEV: TO Yap dvev €votdoems T obong f| dokovong KOALELY

1OV Adyov Svckolaively €otiv. £l oOv &mi MOAAGY Qovouivo

un 6idwot 10 kaborov, un Exov &votacty, eovepdv Ot duo-

5 «ohaivel. &ti 8¢ €l und’ aviemyepelv €xel Ot obk N0,
pdddov av 80&ele SdvokoAlaivewv. (kaitor ovde ToDO’ ika-

vOv: mOMAOVG YOp AOYoug Eyopev €vavtiovg Toig 00&ug, odg
YOAETOV ADEWY, Kadmep TOV ZNveovog §TL ovk EvoéyeTar Kiveiohat

0008 10 6T¢d10V S1EADETV, GAA’ 00 101 TODTO TG AVTIKEILEVA TOVTOLG

10 o0 Oetéov.) &l oDV unte dvieniyelpsiv Eyov pfte victacOor um
TiOnot, dfjlov 81l dvokodaiver Eotl yop M €v Adyolg Svoko-
Mo amdKplolg mapd ToLG EPNUEVOVS TPOTOVS, GLAAOYIGUOD
@OapTIKY.

Yréyewv 6¢ woi Oéowv kol Opiopov avtov ovt®d Oel 9

15 mpoemyeipicovia: &€ @v yap dvoipodoty ol muvlavouevol 1o
Keipevov, 6filov 61t T00T01G EVaVTITEOVY.

Adofov & UmObeov  evAafntéov Vméxewv. &in & Gv
8dofoc Suyddg: wai yop &€ T dromo ocvuPaivel Adyerv,
olov &l mhvto @ain Tic Kveichor §| undév, xoi doa yeipo-

20 vog#foug ELécBon kol vrevavtio taic BovAncesty, olov ST Hdov
ayaBov, kai t0 adikelv Bértiov 10D adikeiobar: ov yap dg Ao-
Yov yéptv vEEYOVTO GAL’ OG TA doKOTVTO AEYOVTA HIGODOLY.

‘Ocot 8¢ tdv Adywv weddoc oviroyilovtar, Avtéov 10
avopodvta mop’ O yivetar 10 yeddog 0V yup O OTIODV AveEA®V

160b5 &t 8¢ : €n edd. | GAnO<g : aAnOég moAA® edd. | b10 avtemyelpelv Exov ... Eviotacbon
R : éviotooBo ... aviemyepsiv Exov B* @ &votaow .. aviemyepsv Exov WS*B | bl5
npoenryeipricovia SYRB : mpogyyeipricovta BKW | b20 1 ndov : dovn edd. | b21 dyabov :
Tayabov edd. |

a32 dvtav ayAL AP[556.18] : om. § | a34 #j vai adAL AP[556.21] : eivauy | a36 & oryy : om. § | | a39-160bl1
AapBavovoy — kaBorov ayPy AP[557.24-25] : om. € | b2 > ayPy AP[557.32] : fj 00 € | b4 pny Eywv Evotacty
OAL:om. ¥ | un @ : 00 VDe : om. v [A: non] [¥] | Exov ay : Exewv B [¥] | bS €r1d€ Py : Ena| Exer ¢ : Exor
% | b6 paAiov Wu AP[558.23-24] : moAh®d podrov @ADC | b7 Eyopev évavtiovg eA : évavtiovg Exopev A |
b8 Aew ay AP[558.25] : kwAvew B | b10 dvtemyepelv v .. Eviotachot y : évictacOor .. avtemyepeiv
£xov AP[559.3-4] : Evotaoty .. avemyelpeiv Ex@v @ | un ¢ AP[559.4] : o0 A | bl4 avtd ekCe : adtd v | b15
npoenyepnoavto BB AP[559.14] : mpoeyyeipiioavta AN : Envéyyeipnioavta A [: mpo-]| 17-18 €in 8’ av
@00&og @AM : om. ¥ | b18 Gdo&og ay AP[559.22] : ddoEov B | dyyds aVOY AP[559.22] : mheovay®dg YAM |
b20 1 ndovn By, : néov a | b21 ayabov i : Tayabdv aV : Tig dyofov v : Tvog ayabov d | BEXTiov @A : post
adweiobot A | b22 vméyovtoa frxDe AP[560.7-8]? : vmeydpevov aCv | poodo oy AP[560.9] : ponoodow
B | b24 weddog ady : webdog f TO TV Wwevdi Tpdtacts Y | 6 aAX : om. B | dvekdv @A : avorpdv VD |
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Aélvkev, 00d’ €l Webddg €o0TL TO Avarlpoduevov. £xol yap av
mheio weudf 6 Adyog, olov €4v Tic AGPn TOV kaOueEvov
ypaoe, Tokpdmm o6& kabfjcbar cvpPaiver yap €k TOVLTOV
Toxpdtn ypagetv. dvonpedévioc obv Tod Tmkpdrn kadfjcOu
ovdev pdAlov Aélvtar O AOYyog Kaitor yeddog 10 A&impa.
GAN’ o0 mopd TohT0 O AGYOg wevdfg Gv yap Tig Toyn Kab-
NUEVOS HEV U Yphoov &€, ovKéTL €ml ToD avtod 1 adth AD-
olg apuooel. dote 0b T0dTo Avarpetéov, GAAYL TO TOV KoOMuE-
VoV ypaQewv: ov yop mhG O kabnuevog ypagel. AEAVKE pEV
o0V avTog 6 dvedav mop’ O yiverar O weddog, oide &8 TV
Mow 0 €ldng Ot mapd Todto O Adyog, kabdmep Emi TMV
WYEVOOYPAPOVUEV®V. 0D Yap Gmdypn TO Evotijvat, o0d’ Gv yed-
doc N 10 dvarpodpevov, dAld kai S Tl yeddog dmodetktéov-
obtmg yap av €in eavepov moTEPOV TPoop®dV TL §j oD moteiTon
Vv &voTacy.

"Eott 8¢ Adyov koAdoor ocvumepdvacBor teTpayds. 1
yop dvelovta map’ O yivetor 10 Wwebdog, 1| mPOg TOV Epm-
TOVTO EVOTOOWY €ImMOVTO: TOAAAKIG YOp OVOE AéAvkev, O pév-
Tol TUVOAVOLEVOG OV dUVATAL TOPPOTEP® TPOGAYELV. TPITOV OE
TPOg T NpOTUéEVE: cupuPain yap Gv €k eV TAV TMPOTNUE-
vov un yivesBor 6 PovAetor S TO KaK®SG NpoTiicbol, Tpoc-
1e0évtoc 84 Tvog yivesOar 10 cvumépocuo. £l pEv ovv -
KETL dVvatal TPochyewy O EpOTAV, €1 TOV EpmTdVT €N AV
N évotaolc, &l 8¢ duvartal, TPOG TG NPOTNUEVE. TETAPTN OF
Kol xepiotn T®V EVETAGE®V 1 TPOG TOV Ypdvov- £viot ydp Tol-
adto éviotavtor Tpog O SwaAexdfjvor mheiovog €oti ypdvov i
g mapovong SraTpiPiic.

Al pgv odv &votdosig, kabdmep eimopev, TeTpoy®dg Yi-
vovtar AOolg 6¢ €otl T@V gipnuévev N mpd™ poévov, ol O
Aol KOADGELG TIVEG Kol EUTOSIGHOL TMY GUUTEPACUATOV.

‘Emtipnoig 8¢ Adyov «kot’ odtov 1€ TOV  AdyovV Kol
6tav épotdtor ody 1 oUTH. TOAAGKIG Yap TOD p] KOA®DG

25

30

35

161a

10

15

b26 yevdn : ywevdn edd. | €av .. AaPn edd. : i .. AaPor forsan | b31 avtod : TorovToL edd.
| 37 S ti : 810t edd. | 161a3 00de Aélvkey BEWSYB : 00 Aélvke pév R | a4 mpodyew :
npoayayeiv edd. | a8 mpoodyewv : mpodyewy edd. | gic : mpog edd. | all 7§ B'WSYB : exp. R |
al3 eimopeyv : eimapev edd. |

b26 yevdn aVDp : ywevdii BC AP[560.16] | £Gv .. AP ¢ : &1 .. AaPor A : & .. Aéyor k [AP[560.16, 18]: A4p..]
| B30 yap ad) : yap av y [A] | b31 avtod Pi : towovtov ok | b33 ypdeet ady : ypheet Gt Aoig pev Adyeton
UETCL TO CLUTEPUCHO KOAIGELG 88 TPMTOV CLUTEPAOUATOG ¥ | Tapd aryy, : Tept & | b37 dua Ti AOMONT
AP[561.18] : 81011 AL [P] | dmodewctéov @A AP[561.18] : dmodektéov A | 161a3 008¢ ¢ : 00 | Aéhvkev
OAC : Méhoke pév A [W] | 6 pévtot @A : 6 A | ad mpodiyew i : mpocbyew B : mpoayayeilv o | a5 npotuéva
aPCp : npompéva Aéyew BAD | cupPain oD : cvpBaivor Vi [A] | a6 Bodreton ¢ : Bovddpeba AL |
npooteBéviog pADCe : mpoteBévtog v | a7 pev aVyh : om. § | a8 mpocdyewv B AP[562.16] : mpodyetv aAM |
gig ABA : pOg o AP[562.19] [A] | al3 eimopev BA : efmapev a : dictum est prius A [¥] | povov aVACp : koi
povn BD | al6 Adyov aVikp A'[563.10-ABD] : év Aoy BC, cf. AP[563.12-aBDP] : tod Adyov D A'[563.10-
aP] | kot avtdv aA Al[563.10-BD]AP[563.12-ABD] : ka®’ ovtov BP?A A[563.10-aAP]AP[563.12-aP] |
al7 épotator 9ADCc Al[563.11] : énepwrdtor ue |
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Slethéyfar tov AOyov O EpOTOUEVOC OiTlOg S0 TO U GLY-
yopelv €€ av fv Swdexdfjvon xoAdg mpog v Béov: ob yap

20  Eotwv éml OButépw povov 1O KoADG €mtelecOijvar 1O KOOV
gpyov. &voykoiov obv &viote mpdg TOV Adyovia Koi pn mpog

v Béowv Emyepelv, Gtav O AmokpvopEvog tavavtio Td Epm-
VTl mapotnpfi mpocsemmpedlmy. Suokolaivovieg obv dymvi-
OTIKOG KOl OO OlAeKTIK(G mowodvtar TG Owutpidg. €mel

25 8¢ yvpvooiog kol meipog ydpwv GAL’ ob Swackariog ol
To10dToL TV AdY®V, dfJAoV MG 00 povov tdAnbf cuAloyioTtéov
aAAG kol weddog, o3 S AAnBdV del GAN’ éviote Kol
YeuddV: TOAMGKIG Yap GAnBodg TeBEvTog Avorpelv avaykm

OV Swkeyouevov, dote mpotatéov TO WeLdi|. &viote 6¢ kol

30 wevdovg 1eBéVTOg AvarpeTéoV d1d WYELODV: OLOEV Yap KOADEL
Twi dokelv ta pun Gvio pdidov t@v aAnddv, Got’ €k TdV
EKEVD S0KOVLVT®V TOD AOYOV YIVOUEVOL HAALOV ECTUL TETEIGHEVOG

| oeeAnuévog. del 8¢ tOv KOADG petofipalovia StoAekti-

KOG kol pn épotikdg petaPifalev, kobamep TOV ye@UE-

35  1pnv yeouetpkde, 8v te Weddog dv T dANOic N 1O cvume-
pawopevov: moiot 6& StadekTikol GLAAOYIOHOL, TPOTEPOV E£l-
pntot. €mel 6& OodAOG KOWwVOg O €umodilov T0 Kowov Ep-

yov, dfAov &1t Kol év AOy®. KOwoOv yap TL Kol €v TOVTOIG

TO TPOKEIHEVOV EGTL, TATV TAV Ay @VILOUEV®V. TOVTOLG 6’ 0VK EGTIV

40  dpeotépolg Tuxelv tod avtod: TAgiovg Yap EvOg GdVVa-
161b  tov vikdv. dapépel & ovdev, Gv 1€ S Tod dmokpivecBor v
Te 010 TOD €pwTav TOLf] TOUTO: & TE YOP EPIOTIKDG EPWTDV
QeoAmg dodéyetar, & T €v t@® amokpivesBar pn 61600G TO
@owopevov pnd’ Exdeydpevog O ti mote PovieTor O EPOTOV

5 mubicOar. Sijlov odv &k tdv eipnuévav bt ovy Opoimg &mi-
Tymtéov ko’ adtov 1€ T® AOY® Kol T EPOTOVIL O0VOEV

Yop KoMEL TOV pév Adyov @adlov eivol, TOV 8% dpwtdvia

¢ Evdéyxeton PéATIoTO. TPOG TOV Amokpvopevov dethéyOar.

al9 kah@dg edd. : om. forsan | a24-25 émei 8¢ : 1 & énel edd. | a34 yeopérpnv BEWS'R :
yeopetpikov B | a36 noiot edd. : 6moiot forsan | a37 gipntoar BWS*R : gipnvtoi B | a39 10 :
om. edd. | a40 adtod : avTod TéAOVG edd. |

al8 épotdpevog AL : épotdv ¥ | al9 kaddc oA : plane A : om. ¥ | al19-21 tv 8oy — pun Tpog ayy
:om. 8 | a20 povov ayADC : péve p [3] | a21 ki aVAX : mpog b : adra G [8] | a23 mapatnpf] @AY>A
:om. W' | mpocennpedlov aGy : mpocemipedlov b?3C | obv aAl A[564.10] : odv éviote Vy¥ : yodv
éviote & | a24-25 gnel 8¢ VoK : €11 8’ émel ol @ €T yop €mel 8¢ éml v | Sidackariog P : Sdackoriog
x6pw Aftr.c.]C | a27-28 o0d¢ 61" — yevddv @AL : om. V¥ | a27 aelt ADC : om. p |¥] | kol @A : kol
Su VA? [V] | a28 1e0évtog aW?A AP[564.24] : mpoteBévtog PA | a29 mpotatéov 9DCe AP[564.26]
: mpotottéov v | a34 kabamep oy : kabdmep kol P | yeopétpny PAA AP[565.6] : yeopeTpkov o : om.
Y | a36 moiot 8¢ — gipntor ® : non reddit AP[565.9-10] | moiot ap : 6moiot VBDC [A] | 8¢ aA : 8¢ oi B
| elpntan VBADCp : gipnvtar a | a38 Xoy® ¢ ADC AP[565.15] : Aoyorg V¥ | a38-39 kai év tovToig
npokeipevov @A AP[565.15] : mpokeipevov kai &v tovtolg A | a39 10 ABA?D : om. Bu | a40 avtod
Vi AP[565.18-20] : avtod téhovg @A | yap ayPAX AP[565.20] : om. € | 161bl dmokpivecBar abdA
: amokpivacOor VGC | b2 todto exDCe : o010 Vv | b3 dokéyetan ayAl : dwahéyetar dte @avrog
SloAeyOUEVOS EPOTIKDG EPOTE O |
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TPOG YOPp TOVG SLGKOAAIVOVTOG 0V dLVATOV IGmG EVOVG 0TOVG TIG
Bovletar AL’ oiovg Evdéyetar Tolelobat TovG GVALOYIGLOVG. 10
‘Emel 8¢ €otiv adiopiotov moTe TavavTioo Kol TOTE TA €V
apyf] Aappavovewy ol GvBpwmor (ToAldxig yop ke’ avTovg
Aéyovteg T évavtio AEyovat, kol AvaveLGAVTES TPOTEPOV Ol
d6aotv Dotepov: d10TEP EPWTMUEVOL TAVOVTIO KOl TG &V APYi
TOAAAKIC DTTOKOVOVGLY), AVAYKN @oOA0VG YivesBal TovG AdYouc. 15
0itiog 8¢ O AmoKPVOUEVOS, TA HEV 0V d100VG, T 6 TotadTa
81800¢. Pavepdv obv m¢ ody, Opoing mTipmtéoy Toig EpmTdot
Kai Toig AOyolG.
Ka®’ avtov 8¢ t@® Adyo mévie eiolv EMTWNCE TPO-
™ pev o K TV PO UEVOV Un) cvpurepaivntol unte o Tpo- 20
tebév punte OAmg undév, dvtav yeuddv 1 ado&wv, 1| miv-
TV 1} 1@V TAeicToOV, &V 01¢ TO GLUMEPOGLLE, KOl UiTE dQaIpE-
0évtov Tiv@dv pnte mpootebiviov pnte T@V HEV ApapeBiv-
TV TAV 6¢ mpooteBévtv yivntol TO cLUTEPACHO. dEVTEPQL
8¢ €l mpog v Béov uny yivolto 6 cvAloyiopog €k towvtwv 25
Te Kol 0VTOG MG gipntan TpdTepov. Tpitn ¢ €l mpootedévimv
TV®V yivolrto cuAloyiopdg, tadta &’ €in yeipm TV EpmTn-
0évtov Kol Trrov Evéofa oD cuvumepdopotoc. mEAYV &l
apapedéviov Tvdv- viote yap mAgio Aapufavovct T@V dvay-
kaiov, dote od 1@ tadta elvan yivetoan O cvAloyopdc. . 30
el 8& ddootépov Kai HTTOV MOTMY TOD GLUTEPAGUATOC, T} &
€€ anOdv dAla mhelovog Epyov deopévav Amodeifor Tob
PO LaTOC.
OV del 8¢ maviwv tdV TpoPAnudtov Opoing a&lodv
TOVG GLALOYLGLOVG &vEOE0VE etvart kol Tdavods: gvceL yop g0~ 35
Oog Omapyer ta pev pho To O yoremdtepa T®V {nTov-
pévay, Gote dv && v &vdéyetar pdota Ev8OEmv cuppPi-
Baom, Sieiiektan KOAGS. @avepdy odv 81t 008E Adym 1| ot
gmriunoig mpog 1€ 1O TPoPANnOEY kol kKab’ avTOV: 0VOEV Yap
KOAEL K00’ adTOV pév elvan OV Adyov yektdv, mpodg 88 10 40
TpOPAnue Emovetdv, Kol mOA dvteoTpappévec kob’ av-  162a

161b14 . : 10 edd. | b20 HpwnEévey : épotopévov edd. | b31 &i’ edd. : om. forsan |

b10 évdéyeton ayy A566.3]AP[566.13] : T Bodretar y | b1l note' @A?DC A'[566.17]AP[566.19] :
o mote | b13 10 @ : om. A | bl4 épmtdpevol @A AP[566.22] : épatdvieg A | Tavavtio Kol @K : Kol
0 évavrtio A | kol @A : om. A | T By : t0 aC | b15 Adyovg oy : cvAloyiopovg B | bl7 g eAfvel 6t
DCe : 611 V : om. v | 10ig @A : koi 10ig A | b19 td Mdyw APA?DCue A'[567.7] : Adyov Be? | b20 pév
oA : pdv odv B | ipetuévev BA AP[567.10] : épotopévev o | b20-21 1 npotebév aVAD AP[567.11]
: 10 mpootebev B : mpog 10 tebev WCu | b21 dvtwv gce AP[S567.12] : dvtov §} VkDu | b23 tvdv —
apapedéviov ayPAL AP[567.14, 567.26-568.1] : om. ¢ | unte ayPxDe AP[567.14, 567.26] : unde VCv
[€] | 24 yivnton ayDe : yivetar V3Cv [A] | devtépa aVBSADCYy : devtepov Ge? | b25 pr ekDCe
AP[568.7] : om. v | €k oA A°[568.8] : ék t@dv B [V] | b28 Evdola oy AP[568.16] : Gdo&a B | Ty a AN :
A A B | et AL : om. B | b30 Tadta ayAX AP[568.21] : tavtd § | b31 &i @ADC : om. Wp AP[568.24]
| b35 mBavodg aGOA : meovodg bC | b37 évdéyetan eDC : évdgymton | | €v86Ewv ay : 1| Evdo&amv B
| ovpPiBaon aPy : cvpPiBaoet v : coppnPhoat € | b38 ovde aVyAL : 00dev & | b39 avtov eADCe
AP[569.24] : a0TO V |
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TOV pev Emauvetdv, mpog O& TO mPOPANua wektov, Otav €k
oM@V T padov &vooEwv cuvpmepdvacor kol dAnddv. ein
&’ &v mote AOYOC KOI OCULUNEMEPACUEVOG W] OCULUTEMEPO-

5 opévov yelpov, 6tav 0 pév €€ ednbov cvumepaivnTor pn
To10VToL 10D TPoPANLaTOg GvTog, 0 8¢ TPoGdinTal ToVTOV &
éotv €vdo&o kol GAnOf], kol pn év 1olg mpocAapfovopé-
voig | O Adyoc. Toic 88 S wevddv GAn0sC cvumepoIvous-
volg oV dikalov Emitipudv: yeddog peEv yap el avaykn ol

10 wyevdovg ocviloyileoBar, 0 8’ dAnbeg €ott Kol S yev-
@V mote cLALoYileohat. Pavepov 8¢ €k TMV AVOAVTIKADV.

Otav 88 amdderéic | twvog 6 eipnuévoc Adyoc, &l Tl
€otv A0 mpOg TO GLUTEPAGHE UNOAU®S £xov, oK EoTol
mepl €keivov cvAloylopdg €av 08¢ eoaivntol, coeopo £otat,

15 ovk anddelllc. [Eott 8¢ EULOGOPNUE UEV GLAAOYIGUOG Gmo-
SeIKTIKOG, Emyeipnua 8& GLAAOYIGHOG OLOAEKTIKOG, GOQL-
ouo 8& GLAAOYIGHOG E€PLoTIKOG, GmoOpnue 6& GLAAOYIGHOG
SLOAEKTIKOG AVTIPAGEMG,. |

Ei & €& dauopotépmv Tt dokovvimv deybein, un opoimg

20 3¢ dokovVTOV, 0VOEV KOAOEL TO deryfev paAlov Exatépov do-
KEWV. OAN €l 10 pév dokoin 10 8¢ undetépme, | €l TO pev
dokoin 10 8¢ un dokoin, €l pev opoimg, Opoimg av &in Kol
un, €l 8¢ pdddov Batepov, dkohovBNceL T@ paALOV.

"Eott 8¢ Tic auaptic koi abtn mepL TOVG GLAAOYL-

25 opovg, Otav deifn St pokpotépmv, £vov 6L EAOTTOVOV Kol
v 16 AMOyo VDmopyoviov, olov &t Eott 80En pddAov Etépa
&tépac, &l Tig aithooto adTOékooTOV UHAAOV Elvon, £ivorl 88

162al0 yevdovg BKWB : yevddv S*R | al4 mept WS'RB : mapd B* | al5-18 £ott 8¢
PocOPNO. — dlokekTikOg AvTipdosmg exp. B : hab. B'WS*R | a23 ur BWB : <dokodv
ko> pur Wallies S¥R | a24 apoptio koi ot nepi tovg cvlrloyiopovg edd. : kol ot mepi
ToLG Adyoug apaptio forsan | a27 pailov : pdhot’ edd. |

162a2-3 étav ... ) kD : 81t ... Cu | éx oy : obv €k B | a4 Aéyog ayAp A[570.12] : kai Adyog 8D |
ocvumenepacpévog aVPIAL Al[570.12] : cvumepacpévog Gh [b] | a5 yeipov adAX A[570.13] : xeipdvev
v | €€ aVoy : €€ év A €5 v | ed\Bov ayAL : aAnb@®v & | cuumepaivntor aVPhAL @ cvumepaivetat
vi | a6 tovtev aVAAL : toodtov vy | a7 mpochapfavopévorlg akD!'Ce : mporapfavopévolg BDYv | a8
cvumepovopévolg A Al[570.24] : cvumepaivovow A [¥] | a9 ov dikawov @ A'[570.24]A™[570.26] :
Sikowov A[570.26] | al0 yevdovg @AD : wevddv WCu | al0-11 kai dud wevddv mote QA : TOTE Kol St
yeud@dv VA [¥] | all cviroyilesBar aVyC : cvAdoyicacBat OA | al2 Tvog AL : Tvog TdV TOAAGY
¥ | eipnuévog AL : om. ¥ | € 9DCv A'[571.6] : i &l Ae : xoi ¥ | al3 éonwv ay A[571.6] : om. B |
undapdg ayAk : undopod & | Eov oy A[571.6]AP[571.16] : &ov B | Eotan oy AP[571.16] : vy : v d |
al8 avtipdoeng ady : aviipdoeng &v EAA® tob £tépov v | a20-21 ékatépov — §j &l ady AP[571.24-25] :
0 IMSeTépac 1) TO v Sokoin Ekatépov doketv GAL’ y | a20 éxatépov GABWYCp AP[571.22] : oD &tépov
A*tD | a21 i ay : om. B AP[571.25]| a22 pév axcp AP[571.25] : uév odv BD | a23 1@ aVPC AP[572.2] : 1o
By [AD] | a24 apoptio kai abtn mept Tovg suAoyiopovg WA : kai ahtn apoptio TEpi TOLG GLANOYIGHOVG
C : xai adt TEepi 100G Adyovg dpoptic A A[572.4: abtn] | attn AVWCp A'[572.4] : vty BBAD | mepi Ak
A[572.4] : kot BBA | a25 évov oA : évdexopevov A [W] | a26 év ay : om. B | a27 €l ayy : 1j € | aitiootto
avtogkaotov AVay : aitfioot To avtd £kaotov Bb : aithoatto adto G? | pdAdov PxD AP[572.11] : pdhota
AVCuHAP[572.16] : om. B |
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SofuoTov aAN0ddG avtd, Mote THY TVdY UdAlov givar odTo-
npog 88 10 pdAlov pdddov TO Agyduevov etvor sivar O2

Kol avTodogav aAnOf], §| €oton pdAlov axping tdv tvdve 30
Anron 8¢ kol avtodofov GANOR eivon kol odtoékacTov pd-
MoT  etvorr  dote  aby N 80&a  dAnORg  dxpr-
Beotépa éotiv. Tig 8¢ M poyxOnpio; 1| 61t moiel, map® O O
Adyog, AavBdvew 1O aitiov;

12 Abyog 08¢ €oti Sfjlog Eva pev tpoémov kai dmuooidta- 35
10V, 0V 1| GUUREMEPOUCUEVOS ODTOC Bote UNdev Selv émepw-
oot &va 8¢ kol Og pGhoto Aéyetar, Otav  gidnpuévo
pugv N &€ Qv avoykdiov elvar, B 8¢ S1n ovumepacpdrov  162b
ovumEPAVOEVOG: £TL €l ENAEImEL TO 6(QOSpa EVO0EOV.

Yevdng o6& Adyog woAeltonr tetpoy®dc: €va pEv  TpdmOV
Otav aivntar ovpmepaivesBor pn ocvumepovopevog, O Ko-
Aeltal €plOTIKOG GLAAOYIGUOG. GAAOV & Otav cuumepaivnTor 5
pév, un pévtor Tpog 1o mpokeipevov (dmep ocvpfaivel pdiota
T0lg €ig advvortov dyovow), §| mPOG TO TPOKEIUEVOV UEV
ocovumepaivTal, pn pévtor Koo v oikeiov pébodov. 10dTO
8¢ dotlv, étav pny OV larpikdg Sokf] laTpikdg etvol, | yemue-
TPIKOG PN OV YEOUETPWKOS, 1 Ol0AEKTIKOG pnp @®v dwdektt- 10
KOG, &v 1e weddoc &v 1e dANOic 7§ T cvpPoivov. dAlov &2
TpomoV €av S10L WYeud®dV cvumepaivntal. ToOHToL 6¢ 0Tl TOTE
pev 10 ovumépacpo Weddog, mote O’ aAndég TO pev yop
yeDddog ael O Wwevddv mepaivetar, TO & GaANOEg Eyxmpel
Kai pn €€ aAn0dv, domep gipntan Kol TpdTEPOV. 15

To pév odv ywevdf] 1OV Adyov sivar tod Aéyoviog Gpdp-
mue piddov 1 to0 Adyov, kol ovde 10D Afyovtog del, GAN’

a32 abm 1 BB : abtn WS*R | 86&a dAndng B : 6&a WSYR : 86&a 1| podota dandng BX | a33
B*S*B : § WR | 162b1 givou BEWS'R : om. B | b2 cupmepavopevog WSYRB : copmeporvopeve B |
10 : 11 R : om. B'WSYB | b2 &vdo&ov B¥S'R : év60Emv WB | b4 & kakeiton B'WRB : 0¢ kaieitor SY
| b6 mpoxkeipevov edd. : keipevov forsan B | b7 mpoxeipevov BKSYR : keipevov WB | b12 tovtov edd.
: todto forsan | b17 dei BKSYRB : dei 0 apdpmpo W |

228 dnBdC oo ad 1 AANOGE oTd ¥ : adTO GANBGBS ¥ : dANOEC adTo Vel adtd AnBEg AP[572.17] | elvan @k : om. A |
a29 pdAiov 10 Aeyopevov @A : 0 Aeydpevov padrov Aftr.c.] : Aeyopevov paikov Ar[572.21, 22-23] | a30 avtodo&av
ayACce : avto 80&av 6Du [W] | i} AbACH AP[572.26] : ) BV?GSD [W¥] | dxpifing tdv oy AP[573.1] : dxpii) tdv B |
a31 fimron exCce A°[573.3] : firtnton Du | a32 adtn 1 86&a aAndng BCv : adt 86Ea GAnONG o : 1) avTh 36&n dAnONg
VAY[sine avth] : | o0t0d0&0 De | a33 1j AL : om. W?C | motel aVkDCe : motf] v : mot v | map’ A @ mepi A | a37
0 ABAce A°[574.1-a] : g BDCu A[574.1-ABDP] [¥] | Aéyetan aAX A[574.1]? : Aéyetan kai B | 162b1 dvaykaiov
givan BxDe : avoykaiov av : dvaykoiov C | 12 BVBADCe : i v | b2 &i oy : om. B | 10 BxDe : om. aCyv | vdoEov pxDe
AP[574.11] : €v86EmV aCv | b3 Adyog ok Al[574.16] : 6 Mdyog B | b4 & kakeiton aVYC : 8¢ kaketron D, cf. AP[574.19]
: KodeTton 8¢ pavopevog BA | b5 €piotikog GLALOYIGHOG PK : GLAAOYIOHOG EPLOTIKOG A @ €proTicdg AP[574.19]? | b6
npokeipevov AVokv AP[574.21, 28] : keipevov ByDCe | b7 toig WA AP[574.22] : év toig VA? | gig ayC AP[574.22] :
€15 70 OA | adOvortov abdAp AP[574.22] : duvatov GD | mpokeipevov Vie AP[575.8] : keipevov DCv | b9 dtav g A?D
180y 0 VC | @v oAl : v yP | Soxf] A : Sokel @ | b12 Sudr ayy AP[575.15] : om. § | tovTov aVPCy : Todto BADe |
b12-13 mote pév 10 cuumépacpa eA : 70 cvpumépacpa moté pév AC | bl3 yweddog @ Cp : ywevdég AD | bl4 nepaiveton
ayy : ovpmepaiveton 8 | bl5 €€ W : 5U AL | bl7 dei y AP[575.22] : dei T audpmuo ¢ |
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Otav AavOavn ovTov: €mel kab’ avtdv ye mOAAGV AAnBGdV
amodeyopeba paiiov, dv €€ 6t1 polota dokobviwv davarpt
20 T T®V GAnO®V. TowdTOg YOp AV ETEpwV GANOGV amdoEIEic
gottv: OEl yop TV KeWévov TL Py eivol Taviedds, Gote Eotan
TOUTOL ATOdEIELS. €l & AAnOEg cupmepaivolto Sud WevddV Kol
Mav eonbov, moA@v av ein yeipov yedbdog cvAloyilopé-
vov: g & av towdtog kol Yeddog CLUTEPUVOLEVOS: MOOTE
25 dfAov Ot mpdn pev Emickeyig Aoyov kaf’ avtov &l cup-
mepaivetal, devTéPO 0 TOTEPOV AANOEG 1 weddog, tpitn O
€K TOl®V TV@AV. €1 P&V Yap €K YeLd@V EVvOOE@V O, AoyKOG:
el & €€ Oviov pev addéov 8¢, eadlog el 0¢ kol yevdi
kol Alav &do&a, ofjkov Ot @odAog 1| amAdg 1 Tod mpdy-
30  portog.
To 8¢ év dpyfl xai ta évavtia ndg aitgitar 6 €pw- 13

v, kot aAnbelov pev €v tolg Avolutikoig gipntal, Kotd

d0Eav 8¢ VOV dektéov.
AiteicOor 6¢ @aivovior TO &v apyfi mevtoy®dg. @ove-
35 pototo pev kol mpdTov, €l Tig avTd TO dgikvucsBar déov ai-
Toetey. TodTo 8’ €’ adTOD pEV 0v Phidtov AavOdvery, v 8¢ toig
cuveVOpolG Kol €v 6colg 0 dvopa kol O AdYog TO 0OTO
163a  onuaivel, pddlov. dgvtepov 3¢, dtav Katd UEPOG OOV Amo-
Setfon kaBdrov Tic aitfion, olov &miyelpdv 6Tl TV Evaviiov
pio dmotAun, dAwg T@V Aviikelpévov déidosiey plav elvor
dokel yop O &6er ko’ avTO OciEon pet’ dAAwv aiteicbon
5 mhewdvov. tpitov &l TIc KaBolov SelEat TPOKEEVOL KATO [E-
pOG GITHGELEY, OlOV &l ThVTmV TMV EVovTimv TPoKEEVOD THVSE
Tvov dEdoeiey: Sokel yap kol ovtog O uetd mAsdvov Edet
deléar kb’ adto Yowpig aiteicbot. woAv €l TIC Sehav
aiteltar 10 mpoPindev, olov &i, Séov Seifon v latpuciy Vyi-
10 ewod kai vooddovg, yopig Ekdtepov a&idoeiey, 1 & TiIc TdV
smopévov dAAAoLg &€ aviykng Odtepov aitfoeiev, olov TV

b23 noAAdv BEWS'R : moAAd B | b35 aitficeiev SUR : aithoet BSWB | 163a2 olov BKWB :
oilov <gi> Rassow S"R | a9 npofAn0sv B* : mpopinua WSRB |

b18 adToV @K : adTOV STL WeLdi| Adyov simev Tva A | b19 dmodexopeda y AP[575.25-aP] : dvrexousdo @
| dvopfi aVPhX : avaupel yi [A] | b20 tdv hic desinit manus vetus codicis V | to100t0g 0.8y : T0100T®G Y
| étépov ekDC : om. p | b23 oAV BrCce : oA aDu AP[576.12] | yeipwv ayDC AP[576.12] : xeipov
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TAEVPAV  GOVUUETPOV Tff OOUETP®, Ofov amodeifon Ot 1)
duapeTpog i) Thevpd.

Tooydg o6& xai tavovtio aitodvior @ €€ apyiig. Tpd-
Tov pEv yop €l Tig T avrikeipevo oithootto, @dcwv kol 15
dmdgooty, Sevtepov 88 Tévavtio kotd THV Aviidecty, olov
ayoBov Kol kakov tavtov. tpitov €l Tig 0 KabBohov d&uboag
dmi pépoug aitoito TV &vripooty, olov &l Aafov @V &vav-
Tiov piav émoemuny Vylewod Kol voomoovg ETépav AEIOGELEY,
7] Tobt0 aitmodpevog €ml 100 kaboAoL TV dvtipacw wepdto 20
hopPavew. mdiv €Gv T aitinon T €vavtiov t@ &€& avaykng
ovpPaivovtt S tOV Kewévov, kOv € TG odT0 pEV pn
MaBor to dvtikeipeva, towdta & aithoorto dVo &€ dv Eotar
N aviikewévn avtieools. Swpépel 8¢ TO TavavTion AapPd-
vew tob v apyij 6t tod pév €otv M apaptio Tpog to cvp- 25
népoaopa (Tpog yap Ekeivo PAEmovteg TO v Apyil Afyopev
aiteiobar), ta & évavtia €otiv €v Tdig mpotdoeot Td Exewv
TG TONVTAG TPOG AAAAANC.
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5 @pog v avtnv Béow Emyeipnuata: TodTo YAp TPOG TE TO
BualecOor moAATV gdmopiav molEl kol TPOG TO EAEYXEW -
yodnv €xer Ponbelov, dtav gdmopf Tig Kol dtL oVteg Kol Gt
oy obtwg (mpog T €vavtio yop ovuPaiver moigicbon v
QLAOKNY): TPOC TE YVOOWV Kol TNV KATO QLAocopiov ¢@pd-

10 vnow 10 dVvvachor cuvopdv Kol Guvempakévol To €’ €KO-
épa cupPaivovto g VoBEcEmG 0V UIKPOV dpyavov: Aotmov
yop tovtov 0pBdg elécBat Odtepov. Oel 0& mPOG TO TOLODTOV
umapyewv €0evd, kol todto £otv 1 Kat' dAnOswv gdUia,
10 duvachor KoAdg EAécBar O GANOEG Kol QUYElV TO Wed-

15 8og 8mep oi mepukdTeg €0 dhvavton TolEly g1 ol yop Prhodvieg
Kol pioodvieg 10 Tpoo@epdusvoy £V Kpivovst O BEATIGTOV.

Ilpoég te ta mhewotdkilg Eumimtovia T@V  TPOPANUATOV
é€emiotacOot el Aoyovg, kol péAota meplt TV TpOTOV 0E-
GEMV: €V TOVTOLS Yap ATOdVGTETOVGY TOALAKIG Ol ATOKPVO-

20  pevot €1l 1€ Opov evmopelv del Kol TAV €vOO v TE KOd
TV TPOTOV EYEV TPOYEIPOVG S YOp TOVTOV Ol GLAAOYL-
opol. mewpatéov O¢ Kol €lg O MAEOTAKLS EUTimTOVGY
ol Adyor «katéyewv. domep YOp €V yE®UETpig  TPO
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KOTEPOV 10 TO TPOG MPoUEVOG avTag PAEmEWV kat’ dpt-
Oudv. mpotaciv e Kownv pdAlov §| Adyov gig pvAuny Betéov:
apyfc yop kol vrofécemg edmopTiooL LETPIMS OAETOV.

"Ett tov &va Adyov moAAOVG molelv €0ioTéov, G GOMNAO-
tato Kpomrovtag. € & dv 10 towodtov €l Tig &1L mMAgiotov 35
doiotoin g cvyyeveiag mepl v 6 Adyoc. Ecovian 8& Suvatot
6V Adyov ol pdAiota kaddrov todto mhcye Suvavtal, olov 81t
ovk €oTt pia medvev Emotnun: obtwg yap Kol €mi tdv npodg  164a
TLKOL €71 T@V EVAVTI®V KO GLGTOLOV £6TIV.

A€l 3¢ «xol tag amopvnuovedoelg kaBolov moleicOot
vV AOyov, kv T Seieypévog émi pépovg: obtm yop Kai
moAoVG €EEoTan TOV Eva TTOLETV. Opoimg 88 Kal &v prtopikols 5
Emi t®V évbupnudatev. avtov 8’ Ot pdlota eedysw Eml
T0 KaBOAOL PEPEV TOVG GLALOYIGHOVC. (el TE JET GKOTELV TOVG
Aoyove, €l éml mieiovov SAéyovTol TAVTIEG YOp Ol &v pépEL
kol kKaBohov dietheypévor giol, kKol Eveotv €v TOIG KOTO HEPOG
N 100 kaBdlov GméderErc S o pf elvar cvAdoyicacOor 10
pndev dvev Tdv Kaborov.

Tiv 8¢ yopvaciov Amodotéov TAV WPEV EMOKTIKAOV TPOG
véov, TV 0& GLALOYIOTIKGV TPOG EUTEPOV. TEWPATEOV TE
Aappdavely mopd pEV TAV  CLAAOYIOTIKOV TOG TPOTACELS,
Topd O0¢ TOV EMOKTIKOV TaG TopoafoAds €v tovt® yap 15
ékdrepol yeyvpvacpévor giclv. dhmg 6¢ €k Tob yopvalesHot
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TiKos. €ott 08 10 p&v mpoteivecHor €v moielv ta mAglo (Oel
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5 yap &v g Anedijvar mpog & 0 Adyog), T0 & €victacbar T
&v moAAG | yap Swoupel §| avorpel, TO pEV d1dobg TO 8¢ ob
TGV TPOTEVOLEVOV.
Ovy dmovtt 8¢ Olohektéov, 0VIE TPOG TOV  TLYOVTIQ
YOUVAGTEOV. AVAYKT YOp TPpOG €viovg @adiovg yivesHar Tovg
10 Adyovg: mpdg yap TOV TAVI®G TEPOUEVOV QaivecHat oo~
@ebyew dikatov pev Tavieg mewpdcbor cviloyilesbat, ovk €-
GYNUOV &, S10TEP OV BEL GLVESTAVOL EVYEPDG TPOG TOVG TL-
¥OvTog: Aavaykn yop movnpoAoyiav cvpPaiverv: kol yap ot
youvalopevor  advvatodolv  améxecfor oD SrahéyecBon
15  dayovietik@c.
Agl 6¢ xal memompévoug Eyetv AOYovg mpOg T TOoloDTO
v olc éfhayictov edmopfioavieg mpdc mAgiota  ypnoi-
povg  Eouev-  ovtor 8¢  eiolv ol xof6hov  kai
TpoOg 0Dg mopilecbor yademov €k T0D Tapd TOSOC.
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Sophist
253d1-e5 194n17
255e8 194n17
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261d-262a72
262d 80
263d 82

Plutarch
De stoicorum repugnantiis
1035a 23n20

Polybius
The Histories
5.26,13 241

Porphyry
Commentary on the Categories
56.14-31 26166
56.14-58.20 27n93
56.1527n81

56.18 27n85
56.18-9 27n83
56.19 27n82

57.14 27n84

57.15 27n80
58.5-6 36

59.17-8 36
94.20-96.2 48n3
Life of Plotinus
24.8-11 25n47
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Commentary on the Sophistical
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7.40-2 Ebbesen 264

38.23-7 Wallies 264

De febribus

27.48 65n33

Pseudo-Cicero
Rhetorica ad Herennium
216 246

Pseudo-Philoponus

Commentary on the Posterior
Analytics

427.5 178n15

429.32-430.6 178n20, 178n23

Sextus Empiricus
Against the Mathematicians
VII 16 23n20

Simplicius
Commentary on the Categories
4.28-51 25n51
5.16-8 24n39
6.1-2 24n40
9.31-10.4 66n43
10.17-9 36
14.33-15.25 26n72
15.26-30 28n95
15.26-18.6 27n93
15.28 27n85
15.28-9 27n83
15.29 27nn81-2
15.36-16.4 26165
16.4-13 26n67
18.11-2 27n78
24.9-21 250
82.30-2 65n35
85.13-7 65n35
97.24-102, 10 48n3
379.8-10 26n66, 26n76, 27n88

Sophonias
Commentary on the Sophistical Refutations
62.31-34 300n7

Stephanus

Commentary on the De Interpretatione
5.38-6.13 62n4

6.9-11 52

13.30-1 85n13

13.38 88n50

15.2 88n50

Themistius
Commentary on the Posterior Analytics
39.30-40.5 311n5

Thomas Aquinas
Commentary on the Posterior Analytics
T1.19 n. 3 178n9, 177n15
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85n24, 86nn35-6, 87n42, 87n46,
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131n29, 232n27

Ademollo, Francesco 84n2, 84n9, 84n12
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Aetius 22n1, 23n20

Agiotis, Nikos 28n102, 28n104

Alcinous 7-8
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22n3, 23n15, 36, 50, 52, 54-62,
65nn32-3, 66n40, 81, 83n38,
87n45,91n12, 300nn16-17,
300n21, 300n24, 301nn26-8,
303-5, 307n10, 309-10, 314

Allen, James 194n14

Ammonius 5, 7-9, 11, 13n27, 24n35,
24n38, 26166, 26n72, 26nn75-6,
27n93, 48n3, 52n4, 62n7, 62n12,
63n19, 64n20, 66143, 724, 76-8,
80-3, 84n4, 84n8, 85nn13-15,
86n33, 86n35, 87nn40-1, 87n45,
88n50, 205n58

Andronicus of Rhodes 4-5, 7-13, 23n21,
24n22, 24n24, 24n31, 25n48,
26n76, 52n7

Angelelli, Ignacio 275n2

Angioni, Lucas 178n9, 178n12

Anscombe, Elisabeth 129n1

Aparicio, Pablo Sebastian 208, 210n5,
212n44, 213n75, 213n77

Aquinas, Thomas 178n9, 178n15

Archytas of Tarentum 27n85, 48n7

Arethas of Cesarea 26n72

Aristocles of Messene 23n20

Aristotle 1-15, 22n3, 23n4, 24n22, 24n42,
27n85, 28n94, 29n119, 3547,
48nn8-9, 49n12, 50-9, 61-2,

62n3, 62nn5-7, 63n9, 64n21,
64nn26-7, 65n33, 66n41, 66143,
70-82, 84n7, 84n10, 85n21,
86n27, 86n30, 86n36, 86n39,
87n41, 87n43, 87n46, 87n48,
88n50, 90-103, 103n10, 104n13,
104n17, 104n27, 105n31, 105n32,
105n35, 105n38, 105n39, 108-29,
129nn3—4, 130nn12-17, 130n24,
131n25, 131n27, 131nn30-2,
133-5, 137-45, 145n4, 147-50,
152-5, 156n17, 158-9, 161-77,
177n2, 177nn4-6, 178n8, 178n13,
178n15, 178nn24-5, 179nn29-30,
179n33, 181-5, 187-90, 192-3,
194n1, 194n4, 195n23, 195n30,
196n37, 196n42, 199-200,
202-6, 208-10, 210n7, 2167,
228n4, 229n8, 230n23, 230n25,
231n26, 231n29, 232n32, 232n36,
232n38, 232n43, 233n47, 234-50,
252nl, 253n6, 253nl11, 253n17,
253n21, 254n21, 254n23, 254n25,
254nn29-30, 25763, 265, 267-70,
275n3, 275n17, 275nn20-1,
276126, 276n30, 279, 284, 289,
290-4, 296-9, 300n6, 3045,
306nn7-8, 309-12

Aspasius 5, 14, 52-5, 60, 62n15, 63n17

Atherton, Catherine 250, 254nn28-30

Aubenque, Pierre 13, 28n97, 28n100, 200,
202nn14-15,210nn14-15, 211n29

Augustine 250

Aulus Gellius 253n10, 254n29

Ax, Wolfram 75, 84n11, 85n25, 86n36

Bach, Kent 196nn43—4
Bick, Allan 131n26
Balcoyiannopoulou, Irini 64n21
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Barnes, Jonathan 14-15, 23n21, 24n30,
24n43, 25nn47-8, 28n103, 29n118,
29n123, 29nn125-6, 62n4, 65n32,
66142, 85n19, 86n36, 86n38,
87n43, 87n46, 87n48, 104n11,
130n22, 133, 136, 139, 140n1,
145n5, 146nn20-2, 148, 150,
152-4, 156n4, 156n7, 156n14,
158, 169, 170n9, 178n15, 178n26,
178n28, 179n29, 195n24, 199, 204,
205n2, 210n6, 212n49, 212nn53-4,
230n11, 243n4

Birthlein, Karl 84n7, 84n13, 85n15, 85n24,
86n28, 86nn31-2, 87n42, 88n50

Bassenge, Friedrich 201, 203—4, 211n20,
211nn22-3, 211nn38-40, 212n44,
212n46

Black, Deborah 26n63

Blank, David 52, 83

Bobzien, Susanne 245, 247, 249-52,
253n5, 253n16, 254n23, 254n26,
254n29

Bochenski, Innocentius Maria 29n120

Bodéiis, Richard 12, 27n79, 27n90, 47

Boethius 5, 22n66, 52-9, 62n7, 63nnl16-17,
64n24, 78-80, 82n8, 84n13, 85n25,
85n27, 86n27, 86n33, 86n38,
87n41, 88n50, 280, 282, 286, 288,
291, 294-5, 308, 311-14

Boethus of Sidon 5, 24n24, 36

Bonelli, Maddalena 62n7, 65n32, 86n38

Bonitz, Hermann 134, 196n37, 200, 204,
210n5, 210n10, 213n81, 232n44

Bostock, David 207, 212n51, 213n71, 275n6

Bronowski, Ada 66n42

Bronstein, David 177n6, 178nn12-13,
230n25

Brown, Lesley 85120, 275n4

Brunschwig, Jacques 14—15, 26n64, 27n69,
28n113, 29n119, 29n127, 63n9,
63n12, 66n43, 182, 1867, 193n2,
194nn4-7, 194n9, 195nn19-21,
195n24, 195n29, 195n32, 196n33,
196n35, 196n41, 196nn42-5,
200n11, 210n13, 211n17, 249n9,
2868, 291-2, 294, 296,
298nn11-14, 300n19, 301n25,
301-5, 306nn4-8, 307n10, 312

Buchanan, Emerson 199, 201, 203-5,
210n1, 211n19, 211n23, 211n40,
211n43, 212nn44-5, 212n48,
212n51, 212nn556, 212n59

Bueno, Anibal 257

Burnyeat, Myles F. 86n39, 87n44, 194n4

Bydén, Borje 64n20, 65n34

Carston, Robyn 196n47, 252n1, 253n7

Case, Thomas 29n120

Castagnoli, Luca 104n24

Caujolle-Zaslawsky, Frangoise 202,
211n16, 211nn30-1

Cavini, Walter 105n36, 130n11

Charles, David 85n20, 178n12, 178n14

Charlton, William 52

Chase, Michael 24n40, 26n67, 26n76

Cherniss, Harold F. 238, 253n8

Chiaradonna, Riccardo 311n6

Chiesa, Curzio 62n4

Cicero 23n20

Cohen, Sheldon Marc 28n107, 275n7,
275n9

Comay del Junco, Elena 159

Conde, Isabel 211n37

Corcoran, John 29n120, 104n23, 104n26,
105n39, 275n6

Corkum, Phil 130n7, 130n24

Cotnoir, Aaron J. 130n20

Courtine, Jean—Frangois 201, 210n4,
210n12, 211nn25-6, 211n33

Crager, Adam 311n3

Crivelli, Paolo 85n23, 130n8, 196n50,
253n21, 254n26

Crubellier, Michel 103n10

Delcomminette, Sylvain 86n30

Demetracopoulos, John 64n21

Denniston, John Dewar 87n47

De Pater, Wilhelmus Antonius 195nn30-1,
196n36, 196n39

Detel, Wolfgang 133, 146n15, 179n31,
179n33, 204n6, 211n42, 212n49

Dexippus 28n95, 48n3

D’Hoine, Pieter 24n37

Di Lascio, Ermelinda Valentina 104n15, 252n3

Di Mattei, Steven 62n4

Diogenes Laertius 5-7, 13-14, 22n1,
23n20, 24n28, 25n43, 25n46,
27n89, 28n103, 241

Dooley, William E. 86n38

Dorion, Louis-André 246, 253n21, 257n5

Diiring, Ingemar 15, 29n119, 29n121

Ebbesen, Sten 63nn16-17, 64n22, 87n41,
250, 252n30

Ebert, Theodor 103n10, 105n30, 195n24,
195n26

Ebrey, David 105n28, 276130

Elias 8, 12n19, 24n23, 24nn26-7, 24n35,
24n38, 25n61, 26n63, 26n66,
26n72, 27n80, 27nn84-5, 27n89,
27n93, 28n94



Endress, Gerhard 299n1, 299n4, 315n2
Englebretsen, George 275n10

Fait, Paolo 253n6, 253nn8-9, 253nn13-15,
254n22

Favaretti Camposampiero, Matteo 253n15

Ferejohn, Michael 130n6, 158n6, 178n13,
179n34

Ferge, Gabor 210n3, 210n9, 211n32,
212n55

Ferroni, Lorenzo 253n9

Fine, Kit 275n8

Flannery, Kevin L. 65n38, 119

Frede, Michael 27n79, 47n1, 66n42, 84n2,
104n14, 157n21, 203n42, 212n50

Galen 8, 12, 14, 250

Gauthier, René Antoine 29n120

Gazziero, Leone 253nn13-14

Geach, Peter 275n10

George, Bishop of the Arabs 63n14

George Scholarios 64n21

Georr, Khalil 27n77

Gerth, Bernhard 206, 211n25, 211n38,
212n48, 212nn62-3, 213n70

Gili, Luca 253n9

Gourinat, Jean—Baptiste 8, 25149, 66n42

Granieri, Roberto 196n51

Grice, Herbert Paul 189, 196n46

Griffin, Michael James 23n20, 26n71,
27179, 27090

Hadgopoulos, Demetrius J. 104n14, 105n42

Hambruch, Ernst 194n1

Hankinson, Robert J. 158, 179n33

Harris, John 24n25, 24n31

Hasper, Pieter Sjoerd 163, 178n12, 178n15,
252nn2-3, 253n16, 275n12, 275n17,
275nn24-5, 299nn3-4, 300n17,
300n21, 306n1, 311n2, 315n4

Hatzimichali, Myrto 23n21, 25n43

Hecque, Myriam 253n9, 306n3

Helmig, Christoph 65n34

Herminus 27n89, 52-5, 57, 62n12, 63nn14-15

Hesychius of Miletus 6, 7, 13n41, 27n89,
28n103

Hintikka, Jaakko 257, 275n2, 275n6

Hodges, Wilfrid 105n37

Hoffmann, Philippe 48n2

Horn, Laurence 129nn1-2

Hugonnard-Roche, Henri 26n64

Tacona, Andrea 253n5
Ierodiakonou, Katerina 23n20, 28n102,
28n104, 64n21, 66n42
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Irvine, Andrew 105n38
Irwin, Terence 62n4

Jabr, Farid 315n2

Jaeger, Werner 14-15
Jenkinson, Alfred James 104n18
Jones, Russel E. 275n13

Kahn, Charles H. 201-3, 211nn21-2,
211nn24-5, 211n27, 211nn34-6

Kakkuri-Knuuttila, Karja-Liisa 196040

Kiefner, Gotfried 206, 213nn64—6

King, Colin 253n12

King, Daniel 24n25, 24n31

Kirwan, Christopher 230n20, 252n4,
253n5, 254n25

Kneale, Martha 129n5

Kneale, William 129n5

Kosman, Aryeh 178n12

Kretzmann, Norman 62n4

Kuczewski, Mark 62n4

Kiihner, Raphael 206, 211n25, 211n38,
212n48, 212nn62-3, 213n70

Kupreeva, Inna 9, 26n68

Ladusaw, William A. 129n3

Lamprakis, Alexander 315n2

Lang, Mabel 253n14

Lear, Jonathan 104n20, 105n36

Lennox, James G. 177n2, 177nn5-6,
178n12, 178nn17-22, 179n34
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Lloyd, Geoftrey E.R. 157n19

Long, Anthony 66n42

Louis, Pierre 29n120
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Magee, John 63n12, 63n17, 64n24, 64n26

Maier, Heinrich 29n124, 62n7

Malink, Marko 105n32, 105n38, 105n40,
117-22, 126n2, 130n7, 130n24,
179nn30-1, 179n35, 194n4,
194n13, 196n52, 253n15

Mandosio, Jean—Marc 26n63

Mansion, Augustin 291120

Matthews, Gareth B. 28n107, 87n43, 275n7

McDaniel, Kris 87n43

McKirahan, Richard 178n12, 179n34

Medda, Roberto 146n18, 1534

Mendelsohn, Richard L. 275n4

Mesquita, Antonio Pedro 24n41, 229n1

Michael of Ephesus 55, 63n19, 64nn21-2

Mignucci, Mario 84n12, 103nn3-4,
104nn12-14, 104n16, 105n35,
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Plato 23n20, 24n42, 27n85, 72, 75, 80,
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Plutarch 23n20, 254n29

Polansky, Roland 62n4
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54-5,57-8, 62n17, 64n22, 76-9,
81, 83n27, 86n33, 87n41

Poste, Edward 284

Priest, Graham 105n38
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Prior, Arthur M. 129n5, 131n26
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Rijksbaron, Albert 201, 210n4, 210n12,
211nn25-6, 211n33
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212n52

Schniewind, Alexandrine 65n34

Schramm, Michael 195n24
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26nn65-7, 26n72, 26n76, 27n78,
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Sirkel, Riin 24n25, 24n31, 65n34, 66n40
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abacus 20, 240-2

accident/accidental predicate 19, 20-2,
71, 100, 183—4, 187-8, 190, 192,
209-10, 216-19, 221-2, 224,
226-7, 234, 257-60, 262-71,
273—4; fallacy of (see fallacy)

affections of the soul 16, 50-61

affirmation 17-18, 77, 94-95, 108-10, 112,
115, 122-9, 190, 261

amphiboly 234, 245-6

archetype 280, 282-3, 285, 288, 292-3,
297,299, 302-3, 310

being 16, 43-4, 46-7, 601, 81, 201-3,
205-6; to be (elvar) 71-83, 92, 121,
203-7, 209, 257

blind reasoning 19-20, 236, 239, 241,
2434

Categories 1,4, 6, 8-12, 14-16, 35-8, 44,
46-7

categories 16, 35, 38-47, 81, 191-2, 217,
221

cause 18-19, 35, 47,97, 137, 147-56,
158-77,266-7

commensurately universal attribute 15961,
163-6, 175-6

common traits 16, 37, 39-41, 43-6

complement 110-16, 118-24, 129

consequence / consequent 111, 127, 182,
186,271-3

contamination 20, 279-80, 2826, 288,
290-7, 299, 303, 308-11

contradiction 102-3, 115, 126, 128, 190,
235, 239, 266; principle of 81

contraries 18, 39-41, 434, 46, 113-14,
124, 126

conversion 19, 97, 115, 136, 139, 142, 167,
169, 2724, 294

copula 17, 74-6, 79-82, 123, 203-5;
negation of (see negation)

correctness 183, 186

counterpredication 134, 136, 185, 191,
218-19, 2226, 229

deduction / deductive reasoning 18, 133,
13541, 144, 150, 181-3, 185,
187-8, 218, 235, 239-40, 264, 270,
290-1, 294, 298

definition 17, 19, 38, 75, 133, 137, 153-5,
162-6, 177, 184-93, 199-200,
202-3, 205, 217-18, 222, 224, 228,
289-90, 294, 296, 298-9, 304, 306

De Interpretatione 1, 4, 6-8, 10-17, 36,
50-2, 57, 62,70, 109

demonstrable attribute 19, 158-60, 1626,
175

demonstration 810, 13, 18, 133-45,
147-56, 200, 202, 264, 295,
298; multiple 19, 158-77; per
impossibile 138-9

dialectic 19, 44, 101, 181-3, 185-93, 234,
236-7, 2467, 249-50, 252, 291,
298

dialectical arguments 20, 138, 142, 181,
246, 248-9
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differentia 19, 38, 192, 216-29, 296
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3945, 184-5, 199200, 216-26,
228-9

distribution 259, 261, 265, 268, 273

ecthesis 120-1, 127-8

empty terms 76, 111, 119, 124, 126-9
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of (see fallacy)

eristic 14, 285, 290-1



essence / essential predicate 19, 71, 81, 137,
142, 1534, 161, 163, 165, 176,
185, 190-1, 193, 200, 202-3, 206,
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124, 127-8

explanation 18-19, 137, 141, 147-56,
158-77
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genus 19, 36-8, 81, 117, 135, 143-4, 160-7,
172, 174-7, 183-7, 189-92, 200,
202,210, 216-18, 220-5, 227-9,
260-1, 263-5, 296
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177,193, 234-7, 23941, 244-52,
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inclusion 110, 117-18, 124, 126
induction 18, 133, 1401, 144, 218

logic: Aristotle’s conception of 14, 8, 90,
92,99, 101-2, 108-11, 117, 181-3,
187; logical form 17, 19, 90, 98-9,
101-2, 108, 182, 186

mereology 17-18, 110, 117-18, 120-3,
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proof 18, 120-1, 127-8, 13345, 156, 218,
291, 304
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science / scientific knowledge 2, 5, 18,
135-6, 138, 143-5, 147, 149-51,
153,158, 161-3, 169, 177

semantics 16—17, 19-20, 90, 94, 99,
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190-1, 193, 199, 239-41, 245, 2438,
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