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In tro d u c ti on

The purpose o f th is  d isse rta tio n  is  to  attempt to decide whether 

A r is to t le  uses the Greek verb e c v * c ( 'to  be ') in  a sense comparable to 

the sense o f  the English verb 'to  e x is t ' o r the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r  

o f  the predicate ca lcu lus. In order to answer th is  question, I w i l l  

examine both A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  e x is te n tia l assertion and his use 

o f  the Greek verb c ivou. A fte r  careful analysis I conclude tha t 

A r is to t le  does not use the verb €?iv«u in such a way th a t i t  would be 

correct to understand h is usage as carry ing the meaning o f e ith e r the 

English verb 'to  e x is t ' o r the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r  o f the predicate 

calculus.

In order to  understand the nature o f  the problem, le t  us note 

th a t ancient Greek and modern English d i f f e r  in  a qu ite  s ig n if ic a n t 

way w ith  respect to  th e ir  le x ic a l resources. In ancient Greek, the 

s ingle verb ( ' t o  b e ') must cover a l l  those occasions where in

modern English we can use e ith e r  o f  two verbs -  'to  be' and 'to  e x is t ' .

The importance o f th is  d iffe rence  between the two languages is  

revealed when we consider the many functions th a t the verb 'to  be' 

performs in modem English. Among i t s  many senses, 'to  be' can be 

used as the lo g ica l copula (e .g .,  'A l l  men are m o rta l')  o r as an 

a u x ilia ry  verb in  certa in  tenses (e .g .,  'John is  runn ing ') o r in  the 

e x is te n tia l sense (e .g .,  'X i s ' ) .  I t  is  only in  th is  la s t  sense tha t 

the verb 'to  be' has the same meaning as the verb 'to  e x is t '.  In th is



2

la s t  mentioned sense, I am not using 'to  be' as a l in k  between two 

terms ( i . e . ,  as the lo g ica l copula) o r as a part o f  a more complex 

predicate ( i . e . ,  as an a u x ilia ry  verb fo r  a p a r t ic ip le ) ,  but ra ther by 

i t s e l f ,  as i f  the verb 'to  be' in i t s  own r ig h t  were an active  verb 

ju s t  l ik e  'runs ' or 'w a lks '.

No doubt pa rt o f the reason why the English verb 'to  be' can 

carry th is  e x is te n tia l sense is  th a t we already possess a second verb 

'to  e x is t ' th a t has th is  meaning. However, ancient Greek lacks such a 

second verb and since i t  does lack such a second verb, one which is  

exc lus ive ly  confined to assertions o f existence, i t  is  only natura l to 

ask whether even the Greek verb «.cva i ca rries  the e x is te n tia l sense.

The question as to  whether the Greek verb tivau. can be used in an 

e x is te n tia l sense comparable to the English verb 'to  e x is t ' is  beyond 

the scope o f  the present in q u iry . Any answer to th a t question would 

demand a review o f the e n tire  Greek corpus. What is  a t issue in th is  

d isse rta tio n  is  a much sm aller question - whether A r is to t le  ever uses 

the verb C iv * i in a sense comparable to the e x is te n tia l sense o f  the 

English verb 'to  be*.

In response to  th is  question, I th ink  the answer must be nega­

t iv e .  I base n\y conclusion on two considerations. The f i r s t  is  an 

examination o f how A r is to t le  ac tu a lly  asserts th a t some th ing  does or 

does not e x is t.  The second is  an examination o f a series o f s ig n i f i ­

cant texts in  which numerous previous commentators have alleged tha t 

A r is to t le  uses the verb e i v u  in an e x is te n tia l sense. Through care­

fu l ly  examining these passages, I show tha t A r is to t le  is  not using



the verb fc ivat in such a manner.

In Chapter One I present an account o f  A r is to t le 's  treatment o f 

the notions o f existence and nonexistence. I argue tha t because 

A r is to t le  believes tha t a l l propositions are sub ject-pred icate and tha t 

predication is  p r im a rily  to be viewed as an onto log ica l ra ther than as 

a l in g u is t ic  re la tio n s h ip , i t  fo llow s th a t fo r  A r is to t le  fo r  something 

to  have l i t e r a l  predications made o f i t  o r fo r  something to be l i t e r ­

a l ly  predicated o f something else shows th a t th a t th ing  e x is ts . The 

basis o f  th is  explanation is  simply tha t should the subject o r the 

predicate not successfu lly denote -  should there not be a th ing  which 

is  the subject or a th ing  which is  the predicate -  then we do not have 

a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion .

Thus fo r  A r is to t le  existence is  not something which can be 

asserted o f a th ing  but ra the r existence is  something which we show 

about a th ing by means o f  our l i t e r a l l y  ta lk in g  about the th ing . This 

makes the notions o f  existence and nonexistence m e ta lin g u is tic  -  ra ther 

than being something which you assert in the ob ject language existence 

1s something which you assert in the metalanguage. For A r is to t le ,  to 

say tha t a given word can be used to  make l i t e r a l  predications implies 

th a t th a t word successfu lly denotes. On A r is to t le 's  view, ta lk  about 

existence is  re a lly  ta lk  about what we can ta lk  about.

But consider the use o f the e x is te n tia l sense o f the verb 'to  be'

1n a sentence lik e  'Cats are ' (where th is  means 'Cats e x is t ')  o r the 

formula by which i t  would be symbolized in  the predicate calculus by 

means o f  the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r  - v iz . (3 x)^x (where means
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'. . . 1 s  a c a t ') .  Such sentences (o r formulae) are not m e ta lin g u is tic  

but ra ther ob ject language assertions about what e x is ts . However, the 

very p o s s ib il i ty  o f  such assertions is  precluded by the theory o f  

existence and nonexistence which A r is to t le  holds. Hence i t  would 

appear th a t A r is to t le  cannot use the verb in  a sense comparable

to the e x is te n tia l sense o f the English verb 'to  be' simply because 

sentences in vo lv ing  such a sense o f the verb etvac would be inconsis­

te n t w ith  h is treatment o f existence and nonexistence.

In Chapters Two and Three I provide fu rth e r evidence th a t the 

theory o f existence and nonexistence presented in  Chapter One is  

A r is to t le 's  actual view. Chapter Two consists o f an analysis o f  

Categories x 13^12-^35 and De In te rp re ta tio ne  xi 21925-28. With 

regard to  the f i r s t  passage, I show th a t despite the almost universal 

agreement o f  the commentators, A r is to t le 's  discussion does not concern 

the problem o f the tru th  and fa ls i t y  o f  propositions w ith  nonre ferring 

subjects. Rather, A r is to t le 's  problem is  the a p p lic a b il ity  o f  ce rta in  

sorts  o f  predicates to  the subject o f the p ropos ition . Concerning the 

second te x t I show th a t A r is to t le  is  no t, as John A c k r i l l ,  Manley 

Thompson, and many others cla im , asking whether a proposition w ith  a 

nonexistent subject is  tru e , but ra ther the passage deals w ith  the 

tru th  o r fa ls i t y  o f an accidental p red ica tion . By so in te rp re tin g  

these two passages, I am able to  save ny claim  th a t fo r  A r is to t le  

l i t e r a l  predications carry certa in  on to log ica l im p lica tions .

Chapter Three is  an analysis o f P oste rio r Analytics I I . 1 in 

which I attempt to decide what the four questions o f I I . i  mean. I



argue tha t the € t  i c r t c C i f  i t  i s ' )  question should be understood as 

seeking whether o r not there is  a l i t e r a l  p red ication invo lv ing  a given 

word. Read in  th is  way the question o f a th in g 's  existence f i t s  per­

fe c t ly  w ith my in te rp re ta tio n  o f A r is to t le 's  theory o f  existence and 

nonexistence.

Not merely do Chapters Two and Three confirm  the analysis in 

Chapter One, but a lso , since each o f  the tex ts  discussed has been read 

by previous commentators as invo lv ing  an e x is te n tia l use o f the verb 

reading these passages in the ways th a t I propose shows tha t 

contrary to  the views o f  my predecessors these tex ts  do not support 

rendering €«>v«i as 'to  e x is t ' .  Though I am personally convinced tha t 

none o f A r is to t le 's  myriad uses o f the verb€tv«u require an ex is ten­

t ia l  sense, obviously such an exhaustive analysis o f  each occurrence 

o f  the verb ccvou o r i t s  cognates in  the A r is to te lia n  corpus would be 

overwhelming. Thus, ra ther than attempt such a Herculean task, in 

Chapter Four I o f fe r  a long, de ta iled  analysis o f A r is to t le 's  own 

discussion in Metaphysics V .v ii o f how we use the verb civcu and i t s  

cognates. Since Metaphysics V .v ii is  the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f 

how we use ' i s ' ,  should A r is to t le  there f a i l  to o f fe r  us the ex is ten­

t ia l  sense o f  the verb 'to  be' i t  would s trong ly  suggest th a t A r is to ­

t le  does not recognize such a use o f the verb 'to  be '. In fa c t 

nowhere in Metaphysics V .v ii does A r is to t le  mention the e x is te n tia l 

sense o f  the verb 'to  be '.

As my analysis in Chapter Four shows, Metaphysics V .v ii is  

ne ithe r a discussion o f some e n t ity  ca lled  "being" nor an analysis o f
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existence but ra ther merely a careful treatment o f  fou r senses o f the

verb 'to  b e ', v iz . the use o f 'to  be' according to  what is  acc identa l,

the use o f  'to  be' according to  what is  e sse n tia l, the use o f 'to  be' 

to  s ig n ify  th a t something is  tru e , and the use o f  'to  be' according to 

what is  stated as po ten tia l and as actua l. As I show, fo r  each o f 

these four senses o f the verb 'to  be' A r is to t le  supplies a semantic 

ru le  which describes th a t sense. Thus, since in what is  probably his 

most important discussion o f  the senses o f  'to  be' A r is to t le  does 

not mention the e x is te n tia l sense o f  the verb 'to  b e ', my thesis con- 

cem ing A r is to t le 's  use o f the verb c o n u  has been confirmed.

To sum up -  I prove my general claim  th a t A r is to t le  does not use 

the verb fctvou. in  such a way th a t i t  would be co rrect to understand 

h is usage as carry ing the meaning o f e ith e r the English verb 'to  

e x is t ' o r the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r  o f  the predicate calculus in two 

ways. F ir s t ,  by analyzing A r is to t le 's  theory o f e x is te n tia l assertion 

I  show th a t there is  a s ig n if ic a n t divergence between A r is to t le 's  

account o f  existence and the notions o f existence conveyed by the 

English 'to  e x is t ' o r the predicate ca lcu lus ' (3x) q u a n tif ie r .

Second, by considering several texts in which A r is to t le  might be 

expected to use an e x is te n tia l sense o f the verb 'to  be' and showing 

th a t he in  fa c t does not so use the verb e£v«t , I confirm  the absence

in  A r is to t le  o f  such a usage.



Chapter One

E x is te n tia l Assertion in  A r is to t le

This chapter is  an attempt to  present an account o f A r is to t le 's  

treatment o f  the notions o f  existence and nonexistence. I am not 

claim ing tha t my account is  to be found e x p l ic i t ly  in  the pages o f the 

A ris to te lia n  corpus. Nevertheless I do assert th a t i t  is  as much a 

pa rt o f  A r is to t le 's  philosophy as h is theory o f substance or the 

doctrine o f the mean.

fly account is  the re s u lt o f  p iecing together three strands o f 

A r is to t le 's  thought. The f i r s t  is  the set o f  on to log ica l assumptions 

which must be made in order to explain A r is to t le 's  doctrine o f 

Immediate inference. The second is  A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  a ll 

sentences as sub ject-p red ica te . The th ird  is  A r is to t le 's  theory o f 

p red ica tion , in p a rt ic u la r  the emphasis which he places upon tre a tin g  

predication in  terms o f  what the predicate term denotes being ascribed 

to  what the subject term denotes.

In Section I ,  I b r ie f ly  discuss each o f these three doctrines in 

so fa r  as i t  re la tes to the general top ic  o f  th is  chapter. Section 

I I  is  a presentation o f the theory o f existence which these doctrines 

imply. F in a lly  in  Section I I I ,  I discuss how A r is to t le  handles the 

problem o f nonexistence. Throughout th is  chapter I w i l l  stress the 

contrast between the way in  which A r is to t le  handles the notion o f

7
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existence and the predicate ca lcu lus ' e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r . I w i l l  

t r y  to  show tha t i f  A r is to t le  is  granted certa in  assumptions his 

treatment o f existence and nonexistence emerges as a consistent so lu­

t io n  to a d i f f i c u l t  ph ilosophical problem.



I

At some po in t in  almost every elementary lo g ic  course the d i f f e r ­

ences between c lass ica l A r is to te lia n  lo g ic  and modem Boolean lo g ic  

are drawn. Foremost among the advantages th a t are claimed fo r  the 

la t te r  is  th a t i t  has a wider scope than A r is to te lia n  lo g ic . A r is to ­

te lia n  lo g ic , i t  is  argued, makes certa in  e x is te n tia l assumptions 

which modem log ic ians avoid. Most p a r t ic u la r ly ,  i t  is  pointed out 

th a t whereas A r is to t le  in te rp re ts  such propositions as 'A l l  S and P' 

and 'No S are P' as presupposing tha t the classes designated by the 

terms 'S ' and ' P' are nonempty, modern log ic ians do not. Though th is  

enables us to discuss inferences invo lv ing  propositions dealing w ith  

unicorns, h ip p o g r if fs , e tc . ,  i t  has the unfortunate consequence o f 

In va lid a tin g  certa in  inferences which A r is to t le  condones J

To use the standard example, le t  us consider A r is to t le 's  square 

o f opposition. According to  A r is to t le ,  we can in fe r  from the tru th  o f 

the universal a ffirm a tive  proposition 'A ll S are P' not merely the 

fa ls i t y  o f  the p a rt ic u la r  negative 'Some S are not P' but also the 

tru th  o f the p a rt ic u la r  a ffirm a tiv e  'Some S are P' and the fa ls i t y  o f

^In the course o f th is  chapter I w i l l  use certa in  words to which 
modem log ic ians have assigned precise meanings in  ra ther loose pre- 
a n a ly tic  ways. My ju s t i f ic a t io n  fo r  th is  procedure is  simply tha t the 
m otivations and problems underlying these contemporary d is tin c tio n s  
are fore ign to A r is to t le .

I t  should also be noted th a t there is  no word in A r is to t le  com­
parable to our notion o f a class. However, since in th is  day and age 
1 t is  d i f f i c u l t  to avoid using the term, in order to  explain A ris to ­
t le 's  theory I have permitted myself the luxury o f th is  anachronism.
No e rro r need occur so long as i t  is  borne in  mind tha t the use o f 
'c la s s ' is  purely fo r  explanatory purposes.

9
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the universal negative 'No S are P*. Modem Boolean lo g ic  condones on 

only the contrad ictoriness o f 'A ll S are P' and 'Some S are not P '; i t  

re jec ts  both the alleged subalternation o f 'A ll S are P' and 'Some S 

are P' and the alleged co n tra rie ty  o f 'A ll S are P' and 'No S are P '. 

S im ila r inferences which are endorsed by A r is to t le  such as those be­

tween the universal negative and the universal a ffirm a tive  and p a r t i ­

cu la r negative o r the re la tio n sh ip  o f subcontrarie ty between 'Some S 

are P' and 'Some S are not P' are also s a c rific e d  on the Boolean in te r  

p re ta tio n . 2

In order to allow these in ferences, Boolean lo g ic  is  forced to  

add add itiona l premises expressing certa in  e x is te n tia l assumptions. 

Thus i t  is  pointed out th a t though both 'A l l  S and P' and 'No S are P' 

can be true vacuously r f  there do not e x is t any S 's , the moment the 

premise th a t there e x is t S's is  added, the two propositions become 

genuine contraries - i . e .  they both can be fa lse  together but they 

cannot both be true . In order to  sanction the other immediate in fe r ­

ences o f the tra d it io n a l square o f  oppos ition , s im ila r  e x is te n tia l 

assumptions must be made. In fa c t ,  i f  we are to sanction a l l  o f  the 

tra d it io n a l theory o f immediate in ferences, we must assume th a t both 

the terms S and P and th e ir  complements non-S and non-P successfully

2For the sake o f h is to r ic a l accuracy i t  should be noted tha t 
though A r is to t le  recognizes the re la tio n sh ip  la te r  dubbed subcon­
t r a r ie ty ,  he does not ac tu a lly  so name i t .  So long as we bear th is  in 
mind, the la te r  term inology can be fa u lt le s s ly  used.
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denote. 3

Through adding the appropriate e x is te n tia l assumptions w i l l  

va lid a te  the inferences o f A r is to t le 's  square o f opposition, the po in t 

remains tha t fo r  modern log ic ians the o r ig in a l fou r categorical pro­

p o s itio n s , v iz . 'A l l  S are P1, 'No S are P ', 'Some S are P ', and 'Some 

S are no t P ', do not themselves make these e x is te n tia l assertions.^

For example, Strawson finds i t  necessary to conjoin the two proposi­

tions  'There e x is ts  a t le a s t one th ing  which is  an S' and 'There ex is ts  

a t le a s t one th ing  which is  not a P* to  'A ll S are P' in order fo r  us 

to  have a proposition which w i l l  a llow  us to  make the inferences which 

A r is to t le 's  universal a ffirm a tiv e  proposition is  supposed to  warrant. 

S im ila r additions must be made to  each o f the other three categorical 

p ropositions. Thus the modern lo g ic ia n  claims tha t even though 

A r is to t le  is  mistaken concerning the actual e x is te n tia l assumptions

O
°Again, fo r  the sake o f  h is to r ic a l accuracy i t  should be noted 

th a t no t only does A r is to t le  not use the expression 'immediate in fe r ­
ence' but not even a l l  those re la tionsh ips  la te r  ca lled  immediate 
Inferences are found in A r is to t le .  For the purposes o f th is  chapter, 
the use o f  the phrase 'immediate in ference ' is  to ta l ly  innocent so 
long as we are aware th a t i t  is  simply an anachronistic way o f speaking 
o f  ce rta in  sorts  o f lo g ica l re la tio nsh ips . Concerning the second 
p o in t, A r is to t le  does not recognize inferences such as obversion, con­
tra p o s it io n , and invers ion . At best, he merely h in ts  a t obversion and 
con trapos ition . However these b r ie f  suggestions are s u f f ic ie n t  to 
commit A r is to t le  to  the on to log ica l im p lica tions discussed in th is  
chapter. Furthermore these la te r  lo g ica l doctrines can be in te rp re ted  
as an e laboration o f those re la tio n s  which A r is to t le  does e x p l ic i t ly  
mention. For an examination o f these po in ts , c f. Lynn Rose A r is to t le 's  
S y llo g is t ic  (S p rin g fie ld , 111., 1968) Chapter IX.

^Though modern log ic ians  read both p a r t ic u la r  propositions as 
im plying th a t the subject and predicate terms denote, they also under­
stand both p a r t ic u la r  propositions as not implying e ith e r th a t the 
complement o f  the subject denotes or th a t the complement o f the pre­
d icate  denotes.
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made by the fou r standard-form categorica l p ropos itions, nevertheless 

by using re la t iv e ly  complex propositions the A ris to te lia n  square o f 

opposition can be preserved in Boolean lo g ic . 5

Several approaches can be taken to  the divergence o f  Boolean and 

A r is to te lia n  lo g ic  over the issue o f e x is te n tia l import. The f i r s t  is  

simply to  dismiss A r is to t le 's  views as erroneous. A fte r  a l l ,  don 't we 

know th a t even great th inkers make occasional blunders? Whatever 

advantage such an approach might have, i t  c le a r ly  has the overwhelming 

disadvantage o f being an extremely inadequate e luc ida tion  o f  A r is to ­

t le 's  po s itio n . Though o f course we might u ltim a te ly  be forced to 

adopt such an exp lanation, such a move should only be made in despara- 

tio n  a fte r  we have re jected every a lte rn a tive  so lu tio n .

Another approach is  tha t taken by such w rite rs  as the Kneales. 

They ascribe A r is to t le 's  e rro r to h is inadequate understanding o f 

ord inary discourse. They argue th a t A r is to t le  was seduced by everyday 

conversation in to  be liev ing  tha t a l l  categorematic terms in  proposi­

tions  must designate nonempty classes. Thus A r is to t le  is  accused o f 

having erroneously assumed th a t a l l  categorematic terms successfu lly 

denote.

The Kneales o f fe r  an example in  order to show the p la u s ib i l i ty  o f 

A r is to t le 's  purported assumption. Thus they w rite  th a t

5For d e ta ils  c f .  P.F. Strawson In troduction  to  Logical Theory 
(London, Methuen and Co., L td .,  U n ive rs ity  Paperbacks, 1963), p. 173.
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I f  a f te r  hearing the conversation o f  Mrs. Gamp someone 
said th a t Mrs. Harris was wise and another said tha t 
she was no t, a th ird  who also believed in  the existence 
o f a person ca lled  Mrs. H arris might properly say th a t 
the two remarks were in  con trad ic tion . When i t  had 
been established th a t there was no Mrs. H a rris , there 
would no longer be any po in t in ta lk in g  about the 
re la tio n  o f the two remarks, since both were based 
on the assumption o f her existence and ceased to serve 
any useful purpose as soon as tha t assumption was 
abandoned.^

Through th is  approach is  obviously superior to the f i r s t  in tha t 

i t  a t le a s t makes an e f fo r t  to understand A r is to t le ,  i t  is  s t i l l  

inadequate since i t  presupposes A r is to t le 's  having confused the ta c i t  

assumptions o f existence involved in ord inary discourse and the 

e x is te n tia l import o f  various propositions. Though o f course i t  is  

possible th a t A r is to t le  might have made such an e rro r , i t  is  ra ther 

questionable scholarship to ascribe such a mistake to him save on the 

basis o f f irm  evidence. In fa c t these authors have fa ile d  to o f fe r  

any such evidence. Instead w rite rs  who adopt th is  approach simply 

note the ease w ith  which the t a c i t  e x is te n tia l assumptions involved in 

the use o f a proposition and the actual e x is te n tia l assertions made by

a proposition can be confused. 7 Though th is  would explain why

A r is to t le  miqht have been misled in to  making such an e rro r , i t  fa i ls

to  support the claim  th a t A r is to t le  did make such an e rro r.

Since ne ithe r the f i r s t  nor the second approach is  a very

®W. and M. Kneale The Development o f Logic (Oxford, 1962) p. 59.

7In addition to  the Kneales, c f.  Irv in g  Copi's examination o f 
the e x is te n tia l assumptions made by A r is to te lia n  (which 1s not neces­
s a r i ly  A r is to t le 's )  lo g ic  in  In troduction  to  Logic (New York, 1972) 
p. 170-171.
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adequate explanation o f why A r is to t le  believed tha t a l l  categorematic 

terms in  propositions denote, i t  is  only natura l to  attempt to discover 

ju s t  such an explanation. I f  properly pursued, I th in k  i t  w i l l  o f fe r  

us an e n t ire ly  d if fe re n t approach to  the notion o f existence from the 

treatment which we fin d  in  modern lo g ic . In what fo llo w s , th is  is  

what I sha ll attempt to  do. 8

In order to  understand the d if fe re n t treatment o f  existence in 

A r is to t le  and in  modem lo g ic , le t  us consider the d if fe re n t approaches 

both take towards the assertion 'A l l  S are P '. A r is to t le  would argue 

th a t the surface grammar accurately re fle c ts  the s truc tu re  o f the 

assertion , namely th a t o f  a subject-pred icate proposition in  which 'S ' 

is  the subject term and *P' is  the predicate term. These two terms 

are linked  by means o f a form o f the copula 'to  be' and the word ' a l l ' ,  

which ind icates the quan tity  o f  the p ropos ition , shows th a t the pre-
Q

dicate term applies to  the whole o f the subject term.

The modem lo g ic ia n , fa m ilia r  w ith  the work o f Frege and Russell, 

w i l l  render 'A ll S are P' qu ite  d if fe re n t ly .  Arguing tha t the surface 

grammar does not accurately re f le c t  the true character o f the asser­

8In h is book A r is to t le 's  S y llo g is t ic  (p. 99-101), Lynn Rose may 
b r ie f ly  h in t a t pa rt o f  a so lu tion  s im ila r  to  rny own. Unfortunately 
he barely develops h is suggestion.

q
Several o f n̂ y colleagues have protested rny claim tha t the surface 

grammar o f 'A l l  S are P' is  sub ject-p red ica te , arguing instead th a t i t  
is  obviously a un ive rsa lly  qu an tified  if- th e n  propos ition . Such re­
sponses c le a r ly  res t not on our p re -an a ly tic  notion o f lo g ica l form but 
ra ther on various post-ana ly tic , prejudices. Whether o r not 'A ll S are 
P' can be adequately treated as a subject-pred icate sentence need not 
deter us from recognizing the obvious -  namely th a t on f i r s t  impression 
i t  seems to  be a subject-pred icate sentence. Concerning th is  p o in t, 
c f .  below p. 35-36.
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t io n ,  he w i l l  claim  th a t what is  im p lic i t  in  the ord inary grammatical 

form must be made e x p l ic i t .  He might even say th a t he is  e xh ib itin g  

the lo g ica l form o f the assertion 'A l l  S are P '. In order to  accomp­

lis h  his aim, the modern lo g ic ian  w i l l  symbolize 'A ll S are P' in the 

predicate calculus as 1( x ) ( S x d Px ) ' .

The im p lica tions o f th is  symbolism are profound. Since each o f 

these resu lts  sharply c o n flic ts  w ith  some strong ly  held pos ition  o f 

A r is to t le 's ,  i t  is  almost in c red ib le  th a t any A ris to te lia n  scholar 

could u n c r it ic a lly  adopt the predicate calculus notation in order to 

express A r is to t le 's  in te n tio n . F ir s t ,  the usual predicate calculus 

tra n s la tio n  tre a ts  both the universal a ffirm a tiv e  and universal nega­

t iv e  propositions as if- th e n  cond itiona ls and both the p a rtic u la r 

a ffirm a tive  and p a rt ic u la r  negative propositions as conjunctions. 

A r is to t le ,  on the other hand, f irm ly  maintains th a t in a l l  fou r stand- 

ard-form categorical propositions the predicate term ' P' is  predicated 

o f the subject term 'S '.

Second, predicate calculus notation does not handle ' a l l '  and 

'some' in the A r is to te lia n  way. For A r is to t le ,  the re la tio n  o f a 

universal proposition to  a p a rt ic u la r  proposition is  treated l ik e  the 

re la tio n  o f a whole to  one o f i t s  pa rts . In contrast to th is ,  the 

universal and e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie rs  o f  the predicate calculus tre a t 

' a l l '  and 'some' in  terms o f the sa tis fa c tio n  o f  a propositiona l 

function .

F in a lly , and perhaps most im portant, is  the way in  which the 

predicate calculus symbolization trea ts  the apparent subject o f  the 

proposition as i f  i t  were a disguised predicate. As a re s u lt o f  th is
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sym bolization, i t  becomes impossible to  speak o f a re la tio n sh ip  between 

the grammatical subject and the grammatical predicate which depends 

upon tre a tin g  these two in terms o f th e ir  apparent ro les. By rendering 

'S ' as a pred icate , 'S ' simply no longer stands in  re la tio n  to  ' P' in 

the way th a t i t  would i f  'S ' were the subject term and ' P' were the 

predicate term. I can no longer speak o f 'S ' as having ' P1 predicated 

o f i t ;  I can no longer say o f 'S ' th a t i t  is  'P '.

Treating the apparent subject 'S ' as a disguised predicate creates 

a new, qu ite  d if fe re n t problem fo r  us: to  what sorts o f  th ings could 

we ascribe these disguised predicates? Only by arguing th a t the 

grammatical subject is  not a real subject does there even appear to  be 

any d i f f ic u l t y  in  determining the subject o f a predication l ik e  ' . . . i s  

P' -  and having rejected the claims o f grammatical subjects l ik e  'S ' 

to  be real sub jects, we discover th a t there is  no other candidate which 

rea d ily  f i l l s  the ro le .

I w i l l  not discuss the fa c t th a t various advantages are alleged 

fo r  the predicate calculus symbolism. Most e sp e c ia lly , i t s  proponents 

claim tha t i t  solves the thorny problem o f the denotation o f 'S ' in 

the proposition 'A ll S are P '. Whether these advantages are real is  

fo r  separate treatment.^® However, fo r  the moment, the c ruc ia l po in t 

w ith  which I am concerned is  th a t the three resu lts  o f the predicate 

calculus treatment which I have ju s t  noted make i t  impossible fo r  us 

to  use the predicate calculus and s t i l l  discuss existence in

^®But see below, p. 35-36.
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A r is to t le 's  terms.

These consequences might not be serious save fo r  one cruc ia l 

p o in t, namely th a t A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  existence turns on the 

re la tio n  o f a th ing  to the things predicated o f i t .  Since A r is to t le 's  

analysis o f  the notion o f existence depends upon grammatical p red i­

cates belonging to grammatical sub jects, the re su lts  o f  rendering the 

four standard-form categorical propositions in to  predicate calculus 

notation are devasta ting ly obvious. Whatever advantages might accrue 

to  in te rp re tin g  'A ll S are P' as '(x )(S x3Px)‘ and 'Some S are P' as 

' (3x)(Sx*Px)' ,  understanding A r is to t le 's  treatment o f existence is  not 

one o f  them.

Though th is  sketch has de a lt w ith  several s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences 

between A r is to t le 's  lo g ic  and the modem predicate ca lcu lus , in  order 

fo r  us to understand A r is to t le 's  theory o f  existence we s t i l l  need to 

discuss his theory o f p red ica tion . In p a r t ic u la r ,  we must tre a t his 

b e lie f  th a t a l l  propositions are o f  the sub ject-p red ica te  form and his 

views concerning the nature o f p red ica tion .

As has long been recognized, A r is to t le 's  analysis o f  A ovo i

('sen tences') is  to  a la rge measure due to  P la to 's  discussion in  the 
11Sophist. In th is  d ialogue, the E le a tic  Stranger claims tha t every 

s ingu la r sentence is  composed o f an ov«£«.« ( 'noun' or 'name') and a

( 'v e rb ') .  The Stranger asserts th a t w hile  an 3vop* in  order to 

be an ckon* must be an o f  something, ind icates an action.

" C f .  W.D. Ross A r is to t le  (London, 1923) p. 26; D.J. A llan The 
Philosophy o f A r is to t le  (Oxford, 1970) p. 101-102; John A c k r il l Cate­
gories and De In ter'p re ta tione (Oxford, 1963) p. 73 and p. 118; F.M. 
Comford P la to 's  Theory o f Knowledge (London, 1935) p. 305 f f .
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Only by interweaving «vofA»T«( 'nouns1 o r 'names') w ith  fnpw ** ( ' verbs')
g 12 

do we obtain aevoi ( 'sen te nce s ').

The upshot o f  P la to 's  analysis is  th a t i t  would fo rb id  tre a tin g  

'Pegasus s i t s '  o r 'Zeus runs' as *©»ov. For P la to , in order fo r  some­

th ing  to be a sentence i t  must have an o'vopA and th a t ovopftmust, to 

use the contemporary ja rgon, re fe r. On P la to 's  view a purported X obos  

w ith a nonre ferring subject is  not re a lly  a fto«osat a l l ,  since a non­

re fe rr in g  subject is  not a sub ject. Thus there is  no problem in 

determining the tru th  values o f  >oso$ w ith  nonre ferring subjects since 

such purported sentences are not a c tu a lly  sentences a t a l l .

In De In te rp re ta tio ne  A r is to t le  fo llow s P la to 's  treatment by d is ­

tingu ish ing  between nouns and verbs. A noun («vojmO is  ' . . . a  sound 

meaningful by convention, w ithou t a time reference* none o f whose 

parts is  meaningful. On the other hand a verb (?V) involves such a 

temporal reference and ' . . . i s  always an in d ica tio n  o f something being 

said o f  something e l s e ' B y  themselves, since verbs mean something 

but have no meaningful pa rts , they are ovofunnun a broad sense o f  th a t 

word. In add ition  to nouns and verbs, A r is to t le  recognizes th a t such 

words as 'not-man' or 'n o t-ru n s ' d i f fe r  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from what we 

would normally c a ll a noun and a verb. Because o f th e ir  vagueness, 

A r is to t le  labe ls  such words in d e fin ite  nouns and inde fin  i te  verbs.

A > 6*0$ ('sen tence ') is  a meaningful sound, some o f  whose parts 

are separately meaningful. However not a l l  *fcovoc can be used to  make

12 <ru^rX%««v i *  J V " - *  £v£»M«riSophist 262 D 4

^De In te rp re ta tio ne  i i  16al 9-20 and i i i  16^7.
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assertions. Rather there are several d if fe re n t uses o f language, most 

o f  which involve sentences which are ne ithe r true nor fa lse . Thus 

A r is to t le  divides a l l  A avol in to  those which are propositions 

(«vra^«urci«Ms ; A c k r i l l :  'statement-making sentence1; l i t e r a l l y :  'capable 

o f  being asserted ') and those which are not.

A r is to t le  w rites  th a t while

On the one hand every sentence [>o»ot ]  is  meaningful 
...o n  the other hand not every sentence is  a propo­
s it io n  [&iro4«M«<.Hos] but only those in which tru th  
o r fa ls i t y  belong. But tru th  and fa ls i t y  do not 
belong in a l l sentences. For example, a prayer is  a 
sentence but i t  is  ne ithe r true  nor fa lse . For the 
present such sentences w i l l  be dismissed since th e ir  
study is  more appropriate to rh e to ric  or poetry and 
the proposition lAw o^vtm w s] is  the subject o f  the 
present in q u iry .14

I t  1s upon those sentences which are propositions th a t A r is to t le  rests 

h is account o f  existence. Other ‘Xonot, though meaningful, simply are 

no t l i t e r a l  fa c t-asse rtin g  sentences. In v ir tu e  o f the d if fe re n t 

ro les played by these other sentences, they do not make the e x is te n tia l 

assertions which l i t e r a l  in d ic a tiv e  sentences makeJ5

Before proceeding I would l ik e  to con trast A r is to t le 's  account o f 

tru th  vehicles and assertion w ith  Strawson's, in  order to show the 

fundamental way in  which the two d i f fe r .  As the above quotation makes

14pe In te rp re ta tio ne  iv  16^33-17a7.

^The divergence between Plato and A r is to t le  on the treatment o f 
A & o i is  probably more one o f appearance than one o f  re a li ty .  I t  can 
be resolved ra ther e a s ily  i f  we tre a t P la to 's  Sophist discussion as one 
o f  which are in d ica tive  sentences whereas A r is to t le 's  discussion
covers a l l phrases and sentences regardless o f grammatical type.
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c le a r, fo r  A r is to t le  tru th  and fa ls i t y  belong to the sentence. Whether 

o r not the sentence is  a c tu a lly  ever uttered (o r , i f  one p re fe rs , 

whether o r not the sentence is  a c tu a lly  ever used to  make a statement) 

is  ir re le v a n t to  i t s  being true o r fa lse . Propositions (iwo 

more li te ra lly - ''a s s e r ta b le  sentences') are simply a subclass o f the 

class o f sentences - they are th a t group o f sentences which are capable 

o f being asserted. Regardless o f whether a sentence is  in te rro g a tive  

or imperative o r an in d ica tive  sentence contain ing a nondenoting sub­

je c t  o r a nondenoting pred icate , th is  does not imply th a t the sentence 

is  e ith e r  meaningless or v io la te s  some so rt o f l in g u is t ic  ru le .

Rather, a l l  th a t i t  im plied is  th a t the sentence is  incapable o f being 

asserted. I t  is  only when both terms denote tha t the sentence is  true 

o r fa lse .

For Strawson, on the other hand, the s itu a tio n  is  qu ite  d iffe re n t.  

Sentences themselves are n e ith e r true nor fa ls e . Rather, certa in  

sorts o f sentences can, under ce rta in  circumstances, be used to  make 

statements and i t  is  these to which tru th  and fa ls i t y  belong. For 

Strawson, certa in  e x is te n tia l presuppositions must be s a tis f ie d  in  

order fo r  us to  successfu lly use a sentence to  produce a statement 

which is  true o r fa lse . However, a statement is  not a type o f sen­

tence and hence i t  cannot be regarded in the same way as A r is to t le 's  

For A r is to t le ,  an in d ica tive  sentence contain ing a non­

denoting subject o r a nondenoting predicate is  s t i l l  a sentence even 

though i t  w i l l  not be an assertable sentence; fo r  Strawson, an alleged 

statement w ith  a nondenoting sub ject is  not re a lly  a statement a t a l l .

Though the f u l l  impact o f A r is to t le 's  and Strawson's d if fe re n t
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approaches w i l l  only become c le a r in the next section , one th ing is  

obvious -  namely th a t since A r is to t le 's  account o f existence depends 

upon the e x is te n tia l import o f  sentences which are tru th  veh ic les, 

Strawsonian statements in h ib it  our understanding A r is to t le 's  theory o f 

e x is te n tia l assertion. In sho rt, Strawson's fa ilu re  to tre a t sentences 

as tru th  vehicles renders his defense o f A r is to te lia n  lo g ic  irre le v a n t 

to  the lo g ic  o f A r is to t le .

A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  propositions makes c lear

the e x is te n tia l import which he finds in such assertions:

But o f  p ropositions, some such as those a ffirm in g  
something o f something o r denying something o f some­
th ing  [ tv  x l ***** ]  are simple propo­
s it io n s ,  others such as a composite sentence are com­
pounded out o f t h e s e .16

S im ila r ly , since a proposition must e ith e r be an a ffirm a tio n  or a 

d e n ia l, A r is to t le 's  remarks on these re la tionsh ips  are also revealing:

But since an a ffirm a tio n  means something is  affirmed 
about something, the subject is  e ith e r  a name [&©»•*]

T6pe In te rp re ta tione  v 17a20-22.

^De In te rp re ta tione  v i 17a25-26.
I t  should be noted th a t in  h is e d it io n , A c k r i l l 's  tra n s la tio n  o f 

the word as 'negation ' in th is  and the next quotation (as well
as in  several other places) is  questionable. A r is to t le 's  contrast is  
between H«r£*«er** and Swe^**'**, between a ffirm in g  th a t X belongs to Y 
and denying th a t X belongs to Y, not the l in g u is t ic  veh ic les, i . e . ,  the 
a ffirm a tio n  'X belongs to Y' and the negation 'X does not belong to Y '. 
Negation is  a l in g u is t ic ,  not an on to lo g ica l, re la tio n .

An a ffirm a tio n  is  a proposition a ffirm in g  something 
o f  something [«*.«»» *«▼« ] .  A denial is  a propo­
s it io n  denying something o f something [*«.*•* &wd
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or a th ing  w ithout a name l i t e r a l ly :  'non-
name'] and the a ffirm a tio n  must be one th ing  and 
about one th in g . . . .  Thus every a ffirm a tio n  and denial 
is  e ith e r  by means o f a name and verb or by means o f 
an in d e fin ite  name and verb. Unless there is  a verb 
there is  no a ffirm a tio n  and denial J 8

In each o f these passages the pattern o f A r is to t le 's  analysis is  

c lea r. A ffirm ation  and denial ind ica te  re la tionsh ips  said to  hold 

between two th ings. In an a ff irm a tio n , one th ing is  being asserted to  

belong to something e lse ; in denial one th ing  is  being asserted not to 

belong to something e lse. A ffirm a tion  and denial are not so le ly  o r 

even p r im a rily  l in g u is t ic .  Though every a ffirm a tio n  and denial must 

be composed o f a noun o r in d e fin ite  noun and a verb o r in d e fin ite  

verb, what is  being asserted in the a ffirm a tio n  or denial is  not a 

l in g u is t ic  re la tio n sh ip . A r is to t le 's  a tten tions are not focused upon 

the l in g u is t ic  vehicle but ra the r on what th is  l in g u is t ic  vehicle in ­

dicates about the re la tio n  o f two things in the world.

In order to  appreciate th is  la s t p o in t, th a t A r is to t le  is  primar­

i l y  concerned w ith  the things which words are used to denote ra ther 

than w ith  the words themselves, we need only turn to  h is account o f 

two concepts cruc ia l to h is philosophy, namely homonymy and synonymy. 

When a given word is  used to  denote the same kind o f th in g , the things 

are synonymous; when a given word is  used to  denote d if fe re n t kinds o f 

th ings , the things are homonymous. I t  is  only in  a secondary sense
ig

th a t we speak o f words as synonyms or homonyms. *

18pe In te rp re ta tione  x 19&5-12.

l^W ith regard to  th is  in te rp re ta tio n  o f the terms «uvu»vuHw$and 
c f. A c k r il l Categories and De In te rp re ta tione  p. 71-72 and
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To use A r is to t le 's  own example, the things to  which the Greek 

word refers are synonymous when the d e f in ito ry  formulae fo r  the 

word are the same and homonymous when the d e f in ito ry  formulae fo r  the 

word are d if fe re n t.  Since the wordTyfov means e ith e r  animal o r por­

t r a i t ,  i t  denotes synonymous things when we use the word to  denote 

both oxen and men, while when we use the word to  denote both animals 

and p o rtra its  those things are homonymous.2^

One f in a l example w i l l  make the on to log ica l im p lica tions which 

A r is to t le  finds in the use o f words c lea re r. In Greek the word founds 

means both the co lo r white and the clearness o f a sound. Thus I can 

say th a t a body is  founds and th a t a sound is  founds. But when I 

ascribe the property o f  being founds to a body I am saying tha t the 

body is  a body having such and such a co lo r w hile when I say th a t a 

given musical note is  found* I am asserting o f the note th a t i t  has 

the property o f  being e a s ily  heard. A r is to t le 's  a tten tion  is  not upon 

the word found* but ra ther upon what the word is  te l l in g  us about the 

world. ̂

Thus predication is  not to  be understood as the asc rip tio n  o f 

words to words but o f  th ings to o ther th ings. Hence, to be a ^ & o v in  

the sense in which oxen and human beings are animals im plies being a 

certa in  s o rt o f  th in g , i . e . ,  a l iv in g  body possessed o f sensation,

and Jaakko H intikka 'A r is to t le  and The Ambiguity o f  Ambiguity' Inqu iry  
Vol. I I  (1959) esp. p. 140.

^C ategories i  l al-1 2 .

21Topics I .x v  107a37-b5.
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w hile being a \ j I n  the sense In which a p ic tu re  Is a^Ao* Implies 

being a d if fe re n t so rt o f  th in g , i . e . ,  being composed o f  ce rta in  marks 

organized in a ce rta in  way on a su ita b le  medium. A th ing  which is  not 

a l iv in g  th ing  simply cannot be aTjAov in the f i r s t  sense; a th ing 

which is  not composed o f organized marks on a su itab le  medium simply 

1s not a 1g£»*v in  the second sense.

Armed w ith  the recognition th a t A r is to t le  considers a l l proposi­

tions  to  be sub ject-p red ica te  propositions and h is emphasis upon what 

is  being asserted ra the r than upon the l in g u is t ic  vehicle used to  make 

the assertion , we are prepared to  explain the treatment which existence 

receives in and the alleged e x is te n tia l assumptions made by A r is to t le 's  

lo g ic .



I I

Before I  draw the consequences o f the points which I have ju s t  

discussed, le t  us consider how the notion o f existence is  trea ted in 

P rin c ip ia  Mathematica. I t  is  by contrast w ith  th is  example tha t 

A r is to t le 's  analysis can best be appreciated. Though o f  cours.e almost 

a l l  contemporary log ic ians  would s ig n if ic a n t ly  modify many o f  R ussell's  

doctrines, I th ink  th a t even most o f these c r i t ic s  w i l l  re a d ily  grant 

tha t the f i r s t  order non-modal predicate calculus s t i l l  prevents our 

expressing the claim  th a t every ind iv idua l possesses a necessary 

character. Since fo r  A r is to t le  th is  claim  is  fundamental to  h is 

ontology (and hence his lo g ic ) ,  the predicate calculus no ta tion  is  a t 

the outset in im ica l to understanding A r is to t le 's  b e lie fs . Thus, 

despite rny remarks being confined to  Russell, they s t i l l  shed consider­

able l ig h t  on the way in  which the predicate calculus suggests certa in  

views.

To Russell existence was in  no way re la ted  to  the sub ject o f  a 

p red ica tion . Rather he trea ted existence in terms o f the predicate 

ca lcu lus1 e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r .  This device was used to  ind ica te  

the s a tis fa c tio n  o f a propositiona l function -  i t  t e l ls  us th a t fo r  

some given pred ica te , there is  a t le as t one in d iv idu a l in  the world to  

which th is  predicate applies. The ind iv idua l to  which the predicate 

applies is  not a c tu a lly  even mentioned in  an e x is te n t ia lly  q u an tified  

propos ition .

Russell n ic e ly  summarized the e ffe c ts  o f  handling existence by 

means o f the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r :

25



26

. . . 1 f  is  sometimes tru e , we may say there are 
x/s fo r  which i t  is  tru e , as we may say "arguments 
s a tis fy in g  e x is t . "  ...[T ]hough i t  is  co rrect to  
say "men e x is t , "  i t  is  in co rre c t, o r ra ther meaning­
le ss , to  ascribe existence to a given p a rt ic u la r  x 
who happens to  be a man. Generally, "terms s a t is fy -  
Ing 0 * e x is t"  means " fx  is  sometimes tru e " ; but "a 
e x is ts " (where <Ms a term s a tis fy in g  ^x ) is  a mere 
noise o r shape, devoid o f s ig n if ic a n c e .^

Russell's  remark reveals the c le a r dependence o f the e x is te n tia l 

q u a n tif ie r  analysis upon the sharp separation o f universal from p a rt ic ­

u la r. Every th ing  in  the world can be d istinguished in to  two 

components -  i t s  being a certa in  so rt o f  th ing  and i t s  being a p a rt ic ­

u la r th ing . The th in g 's  being th is  kind o f  th ing  is  expressed by the 

predicate w hile  i t s  being th is  th in g , i . e . ,  th is  p a r t ic u la r  in d iv id u a l, 

is  a lleged ly  expressed by a lo g ic a lly  proper name which re fe rs  to  a 

p a rt ic u la r .

Thus le t  us consider the proposition 'John is  a man'. For Russell 

th is  would be represented as an expression o f the form '^a ' where 

_)' is  a predicate meaning ' . . . i s  a man' and 'a,' is  a lo g ic a lly  

proper name naming a p a r t ic u la r ,  v iz . John. On the proposed no ta tion , 

there is  no necessary linkage between the in d iv idu a l named by 'a / and 

the general character The in d iv idu a l we are speaking about

might ju s t  as well be characterized by or 'pC(_)1 o r...(w he re

'y » (J ' is  ' . . . i s  a ho rse ', is  ' . . . i s  a cow', e tc . ) .  In P.M.

there is  a complete separation o f the this-nesv. o f a th in g , i . e . ,  i t s

^ in tro d u c t io n  to Mathematical Philosophy (London, 1919) p. 164
165.
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being th is  type o f t h in g . ^

Another way o f  i l lu s t r a t in g  th is  p o in t is  by means o f R ussell's  

account o f re fe rr in g  expressions. R ussell's  sharp d is t in c t io n  between 

names and d e fin ite  descrip tions involves separating the p a r t ic u la r  

John (gotten a t by the lo g ic a lly  proper name ' a_') from his being a man 

(gotten at by the predicate '^ ( _ ) ') .  True names, i . e . ,  lo g ic a lly  

proper names, do not in  any way characterize the in d iv id u a l. In order 

to  r e s t r ic t  proper names to  those names which only re fe r but do not 

characterize an in d iv id u a l, Russell developed his doctrine o f disguised 

d e f in ite  descrip tions. Thus, during at le a s t one stage o f h is develop­

ment, Russell argued th a t the paradigmatic way o f re fe rr in g  to an 

ind iv idua l is  by po in ting  to i t  and saying ' t h is '  o r ' t h a t1 -  and 

th is  o f  course t e l ls  us nothing about what th is  is .

Russell and A r is to t le  are both agreed th a t there is  a sense in 

which whenever we ta lk  l i t e r a l l y  there is  something about which we are 

ta lk in g . For Russell th is  becomes the claim tha t w hile names name, 

d e f in ite  descrip tions do not. Whereas a lo g ic a lly  proper name must be 

the name o f something, there is  no such re s tr ic t io n  on d e f in ite  des­

c r ip tio n s . Thus in  the proposition 'T h e ^  i s ^ '  the use o f  the d e fin ­

i te  descrip tion 'T h e r e q u ir e s  th a t there be one and only o n e ^ ; 

whether or not there is  a t le a s t one ^  and at most one ^  in no way 

a ffec ts  the meaningfulness o f the d e fin ite  descrip tion . Hence fo r  

Russell i t  is  qu ite  meaningful to say 'The present King o f France does

23cf. R usse ll's  discussion o f  propositiona l functions In ib id . 
Chapter XV.
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not e x is t ' .

Russellian lo g ic a lly  proper names, on the other hand, must name.

I t  is  meaningless to say 'a. e x is ts ' o r 'a, does not e x is t ' (where V  

is  a lo g ic a lly  proper name) because a lo g ic a lly  proper name shows tha t

o f which i t  is  the name e x is ts . In sho rt, both 'a. e x is ts ' and 'a. does

not e x is t ' are w ithout s ig n ifican ce . To quote Russell:

. . . i f  "a ” is  a name, i t  must name something: what 
does not name anything is  not a name, and there fore , 
i f  intended to  be a name, is  a symbol devoid o f 
meaning, whereas a de scrip tion , l ik e  "the present 
King o f France," does not become incapable o f occur­
ring  s ig n if ic a n t ly  merely on the ground th a t i t
describes n o th in g .. .24

The Russellian treatment o f lo g ic a lly  proper names and d e fin ite  

descrip tions is  only one aspect o f  the more general po in t tha t by 

separating the character o f a th ing  from i t s  being th is  p a r tic u la r 

th in g , P rin c ip ia  Mathematica allows us to ta lk  about things th a t are 

^  w ithout committing ourselves to  the existence o f any th ing  which is  

Whereas names name, expressions fo r  characters do not. A lo g ic a lly  

proper name i f  i t  is  to  be a lo g ic a lly  proper name must name; a 

predicate may or may not hold. For Russell we can meaningfully assert 

*»(3x)fx thereby denying o f a l l  the ind iv idua ls  in the world th a t any 

one o f them is  a However th is  in no way a ffec ts  the meaningfulness 

o f ta lk  about things which are 4* I t  is  not a condition o f i n t e l l i ­

g ib i l i t y  tha t a p re d ica te ^  hold fo r  some in d iv id u a l, v iz . (3x)^x, 

simply because * < -  _)' does not name. On R ussell's analysis we can

24ibi_d., p. 179.
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speak about men o r horses o r centaurs o r . . .w ith o u t thereby implying 

th a t there e x is t men o r horses o r centaurs o r . . .  Thus, fo r  Russell, 

what carries onto log ica l commitment are ind iv id u a ls  which do not 

possess necessary characters. Whereas in  the predicate calculus i t  is  

necessary tha t every ind iv idua l have some character o r o the r, i t  is  

purely contingent what character any in d iv idu a l has. In sho rt, in  

v ir tu e  o f the d iv is io n  between the what-ness and the th is-ness o f  a 

th in g , in  the predicate calculus there is  no reason why any in d iv idu a l 

should be one so rt o f th ing  ra ther than another.

I t  is  th is  la s t  po in t th a t l ie s  a t the roo t o f  the ( ix )  q u a n tif ie r  

treatment o f  existence. Once s tr ik e  a t th is  claim  tha t the character 

o f  th is  in d iv idu a l is  d is tingu ishab le  from i t s  being th is  in d iv id u a l, 

i . e . ,  deny the se p a ra b ility  o f the this-ness o f a th ing  and i t s  what- 

ness, and the whole a b i l i t y  to  ta lk  about a general character w ithout 

committing ourselves to  the existence o f a th ing  o f which th is  is  the 

general character vanishes. However, so basic is  th is  presupposition 

which Russell makes concerning the s e p a ra b ility  o f the ind iv idua l from 

i t s  character th a t ju s t  as so often happens w ith  fundamental assump­

tio n s , Russell and his fo llow ers frequently  overlooked the fa c t th a t i t  

was an assumption at a l l .

But i t  is  a supposition to  claim  th a t the in d iv id u a lity  and the 

character o f each o f the p a rt ic u la r  things o f the world are independent 

o f one another in th is  way - and i t  is  a t th is  central claim  tha t 

A r is to t le 's  ontology s tr ik e s . A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  existence 

follows almost d ire c t ly  from his refusal to separate the what-ness o f 

a th ing  from i t s  th is-ness. I t  is  from th is  th a t the various other
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points over which Russell and A r is to t le  disagree u ltim a te ly  spring.

As I t  is  almost o tiose  to note, the bottom leve l things o f 

A r is to t le 's  world are primary substances such as th is  man o r th a t 

p a rt ic u la r  horse. Such th ings are never mere in d iv idu a ls  which might 

be characterized in  any which way. Rather they are always Ind iv idua ls  

o f  a certa in  kind. Unlike the Russellian world in which there is  no 

lo g ica l reason why the p a rt ic u la r  which is  now a man cannot at some 

moment past have been a dog and at some fu tu re  in s ta n t be a cha ir, 

A r is to t le 's  in d iv idu a ls  cannot undergo such changes and remain the same 

In d iv id u a l.

The reason fo r  th is  d iffe rence is  th a t fo r  A r is to t le  the sub­

s ta n tia l form o f an ind iv idua l is  re la ted  to  the th in g 's  being th is  

in d iv idu a l in such a way th a t an ind iv idua l cannot change i t s  sub­

s ta n tia l form. Instead o f  R usse ll's  way o f re fe rr in g  to a p a rtic u la r 

by a demonstrative which fa i ls  in  any way to  specify  what so rt o f th ing 

the Ind iv idua l is ,  fo r  A r is to t le  in d iv idu a ls  are never merely p a r t i­

cu la r but always in d iv idu a ls  possessing necessary characters. A r is to t­

le 's  own te rm fo r  an in d iv id u a l, v iz . ( l i t e r a l l y :  'th is  w h a t') ,

reveals h is divergence w ith  the predicate ca lcu lus. An ind iv idua l is  

always a th is -w ha t, never merely a th is .

But th is  in s e p a ra b ility  one cannot even d isp lay in the predicate 

calculus no ta tion where p a rticu la rs  may in d isc rim in a te ly  un ite  w ith  any 

predicate whatsoever and s t i l l  remain the same p a rt ic u la r . The whole 

th ru s t o f  A r is to t le 's  ontology is  to  deny th is  and to in s is t  th a t an 

in d iv id u a l's  being a t h is , i . e . ,  a p a r t ic u la r ,  and i t s  being a what,

*
\ ■
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I . e . ,  a certa in  kind o f th in g , are lo g ic a lly  inseparable. In other 

words, the a_ and the ^  are so jo ined th a t i f  ^  is  the substantia l 

form o f  a., â cannot cease to be In order to  express th is  in d is ­

s o lu b i l i ty ,  le t  us adopt the shorthand ' th is - ^ '  to  ind ica te  tha t the 

th is-ness o f an in d iv idu a l and the in d iv id u a l's  being $ are jo in e d . ^  

This kind o f in s e p a ra b ility  cannot even be symbolized in the f i r s t -  

order non-modal predicate calculus. Hence my re jec tio n  o f the use o f 

the (3x) q u a n tif ie r  in the explanation o f A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  the 

notion o f existence - the e x is te n tia l q u a n tif ie r  simply suggests some­

th ing  which A r is to t le  re je c ts  and prevents A r is to t le 's  expressing some­

th ing  which is  cruc ia l to h is whole theory o f e x is te n tia l assertion , 

namely the lo g ica l in s e p a ra b ility  o f  a p a rt ic u la r  th ing  and i t s  being 

a certa in  s o rt o f  th in g .

Let us now turn to A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  the notion o f e x is t­

ence. I f  I am co rre c t, A r is to t le  believes th a t fo r  something to have 

l i t e r a l  predications made o f i t  o r fo r  i t  to  be l i t e r a l l y  predicated o f 

something else shows th a t i t  e x is ts . In the ob ject language, the 

existence o f something is  shown - and 1 t is  shown in the ob ject language 

simply by our being able to ta lk  about i t  ( i . e . ,  predicate o f i t  o r 

predicate i t  o f other th ings) in  the ob ject language.

What I mean by th is  is  not th a t the l i t e r a l  predication asserts 

th a t th a t th ing  ex is ts  since what a l i t e r a l  predication asserts is  tha t 

the subject does o r does not belong to the predicate. To regard the

. 25po r example, c f. Metaphysics V I I , i l i  1029a27-28 and Cateqories 
v 3b10 f f .
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l i t e r a l  predication as also asserting th a t both the subject and the pre­

d icate  denote would be a use/mention confusion. In the same way as 

Russellian lo g ic a lly  proper names show th a t they name, so A r is to te lia n  

categorical terms show th a t they denote. In fa c t ,  i t  is  a conse­

quence o f  the claim tha t existence is  shown in  the ob ject language th a t 

existence cannot be asserted in  the ob ject language. Since there is  no 

l i t e r a l  predication unless both the subject and the predicate denote, 

the fa c t th a t a sentence makes a l i t e r a l  predication reveals th a t both 

the subject and the predicate are categorical terms.

By tre a tin g  existence in th is  way, A r is to t le  does not mean tha t to 

be the subject o r to be the predicate o f a l i t e r a l  predication im plies 

th a t the subject and the predicate successfully denote. I f  I am 

correct A r is to t le  does not regard existence as something which you even 

assert in the ob ject language but ra ther concerns the semantics o f the 

ob ject language - namely tha t every categorical term in the ob ject 

language denotes. Nor does A r is to t le  mean th a t there is  a presupposi­

tio n  (where th is  is  understood I  la  Strawson) th a t the subject and the 

predicate successfu lly denote. I f  such presuppositions are construed 

as ob ject language assertions, then the d iffe rence between such a posi­

tio n  and the one which I have been presenting is  obvious. On the other 

hand, i f  such presuppositions are construed as m e ta lin gu is tic  assertions 

about what is  an ob ject language assertion , then i t  d if fe rs  from 

A r is to t le 's  pos ition  in the way discussed in  Part I ,  v iz . A r is to t le  

has no presuppositions about which sentences can be used to  make 

statements simply because he believes th a t a l l  assertable sentences 

show th a t th e ir  subjects and predicates denote. Least o f a l l is  i t



33

the case tha t A r is to t le  is  making an ob ject language assumption tha t 

the subject and the predicate successfu lly denote. Whether o r not 

the exact de ta ils  o f  my account are co rre c t, one th ing  should by now 

be qu ite  c lear -  namely th a t A r is to t le 's  e x is te n tia l claims are not mere 

assumptions but ra ther the re s u lt o f other b e lie fs  which he holds. 

Against each o f these p o s itio ns , what I am claim ing is  th a t the way in 

which A r is to t le  understands propositiona l form and predication im plies 

th a t l i t e r a l  predications not only assert th a t the predicate does or 

does not belong to the subject but also show tha t both the subject and 

the predicate successfully denote.^®

A r is to t le 's  theory fo llow s from h is claim  th a t the sub jec t-p red i- 

cate form is  the form o f a l l propositions and tha t words are p r im a rily  

too ls fo r  speaking about things in the world. Grant these two points 

and he w i l l  argue th a t unless both the subject and the predicate o f a 

l i t e r a l  predication designate nonempty classes, then i t  is  not the 

case th a t you are pred icating something o f something else and'hence i t  

is  not the case th a t you have a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion . Thus whenever we 

predicate a predicate o f a subject we also show th a t there are things

in  the world denoted by these words.

To use two examples, suppose we assert tha t 'A ll dogs are mammals' 

and th a t 'Some men are not white anim als'. In the f i r s t  p ropos ition ,

2®0ne consequence o f the analysis I am proposing is  to render such 
expressions as 'denoting term' p leonastic - a term which fa i ls  to  denote 
is  simply not a term, ju s t  as a Russellian lo g ic a lly  proper name which 
does not name is  not a lo g ic a lly  proper name. One can speak o f  subjects 
and o f  predicates which do not denote but in  fa c t th is  is  simply to 
speak o f subjects and o f predicates which are not categorica l terms.
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the ch a ra c te ris tic  o f  being a mannal is  being predicated o f  a l l  those 

things which are dogs. In other words, we are asserting o f th is -dog , 

th a t-d o g ,.. . th a t to  each one o f these belongs the property o f being a 

mammal. Since being a mammal is  being a warm-blooded, ha iry  animal, 

a nonexistent th ing  can be n e ith e r a dog nor a mammal in the sense in 

which n\y dog Fido is  both. S im ila r ly , the second proposition claims 

th a t some o f the things tha t are men, i . e . ,  e ith e r this-man or th a t-  

man o r . . . ,a re  not white animals. Since, fo r  A r is to t le ,  being a white 

animal is  to  be an ensouled body possessed o f sensation which is  also 

w h ite , nothing which does not e x is t can be e ith e r a white animal o r a 

man. Since to  be a white animal and to be a man is  to e x is t in  a 

certa in  way, th a t which does not e x is t can be ne ithe r a white animal 

nor a man.

From th is  i t  should now be c lear why A r is to t le  condones the 

subaltem ation o f a universal and p a rt ic u la r  proposition o f  the same 

q u a lity .  Since the universal proposition (e .g . 'A ll S are P1) p red i­

cates P o f  some number o f e x is tin g  things ( i . e .  th is -S , tha t-S , e tc .)  

while the p a rt ic u la r  proposition only predicates P o f a t le as t one o f 

these things ( I . e . ,  e ith e r th is -S  or that-S  o r . . . ) ,  the tru th  o f the 

p a rt ic u la r  propositions w i l l  fo llow  from the tru th  o f the universal prop­

o s itio n  simply because the former only asserts part o f  what the la t te r  

asserts. I f  the la t te r  is  tru e , the former must be true as w e ll.

The in te rp re ta tio n  which I have been o ffe r in g  finds support from 

the way in  which A r is to t le  repeatedly expresses propositions l ik e  'A ll 

S are P' and 'Some S are not P '. Instead o f  w r it in g  them in a way 

which leaves the reference o f 'S ' problem atic, A r is to t le  normally
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w rites  these propositions as 'P belongs to  a l l S' and 'P does not 

belong to certa in  S '. Though th is  may appear to  be a minor p o in t, i t  

1s qu ite  s ig n if ic a n t in tha t i t  suggests th a t A r is to t le  is  not t re a t­

ing 'S ' along the lin e s  o f a general term but ra the r as a way o f 

speaking o f a l l o r some o f the in d iv idu a l S 's. 'A ll S' re fe rs  not to 

S-ness or the essence o f S but ra the r simply to th is -S , tha t-S , e tc . 

'C erta in S' re fe rs  to  a t le a s t one member o f th is  l i s t .  On such a 

reading, propositions such as 'P belongs to a l l S' re a lly  asserts tha t 

th is -S  is  P, that-S  is  P, e tc , -  assertions which c le a r ly  f i t  the pat­

tern o f predication upon which I have focused.

In passing i t  might be noted th a t i t  is  by expressing 'A ll S are 

P' as 'P belongs to  a l l  S' tha t A r is to t le  solves the problem o f the 

denotation o f  'S '.  In a way somewhat s im ila r  to  Frege and Russell, 

A r is to t le  avoids such items as general terms by discussing 'S ' in terms 

o f the ind iv idua l things which are S. This simply avoids th a t which 

leads to  the problem -  i . e . ,  tre a tin g  the term 'S ' as having a denota­

tio n  d if fe re n t from the things which are S. S im ila r ly  A r is to t le  avoids 

the Frege-Russell so lu tion  by refusing to allow th e ir  separation o f 

the in d iv id u a lity  o f  a th ing from i t s  general character. However, the 

f u l l  development o f th is  treatment o f universal and p a rt ic u la r  propo­

s it io n s  demands separate discussion.

The standard predicate calculus treatment does not in te rp re t 'A ll 

dogs are mammals' and 'Some men are not white animals' as having the 

e x is te n tia l im p lica tions which A r is to t le  believes these propositions 

have. In p a rt th is  is  due to the transform ation o f the former sen­

tence,one in  which the grammatical predicate is  being predicated o f
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the grammatical sub ject, in to  an if- th e n  con d ition a l. This dissolves 

the linkage between the sub ject and the predicate which showed tha t 

both successfu lly denote. In p a rt, the d if fe re n t treatment is  due to 

the predicate ca lcu lus ' separating the general character and the 

p a r t ic u la r ity  o f  the ind iv idua l th ing . Since the real subjects o f  pred­

ica tio n  are p a rticu la rs  which are not necessarily  characterized in 

some s p e c ific  way, we are able to  ta lk  o f  dogs or mammals o r . . .w ith o u t 

committing ourselves to the existence o f a s ing le  dog or mammal o r . . .  

Thus, because the real subject o f  a proposition may or may not possess 

any given character does not involve committing ourselves to the ex is ­

tence o f in d iv idu a ls  characterized in  s p e c ific  ways.

As I noted e a r l ie r ,  both Russell and A r is to t le  agree tha t there is 

a sense in  which to  ta lk  l i t e r a l l y  about something im plies th a t there 

is  something about which we are l i t e r a l l y  ta lk in g . For Russell, who is  

w i l l in g  to separate the th is-ness and the ^-ness o f  an in d iv id u a l, th is  

p rin c ip le  reduces to the doctrine o f lo g ic a lly  proper names and 

d e fin ite  descrip tions ; fo r  A r is to t le ,  who is  un w illin g  to condone th is  

d iv is io n , i t  becomes the claim  tha t both the subject and the predicate 

successfu lly denote.

However, the explanation which I have thus fa r  provided is  not 

complete. As I already pointed ou t, in order to  va lida te  a l l o f the 

arguments o f the tra d it io n a l theory o f immediate inferences we need to  

assert not merely tha t the subject and the predicate themselves desig­

nate nonempty classes but also tha t there be a t le a s t one th ing  which 

the subject term does not denote and one th ing  which the predicate term
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does not denote. In other words, I have not ye t shown th a t i f  'S ' and 

' P' are the two terms o f a categorical p ropos ition , we thereby commit 

ourselves to  saying tha t 'non-S' and 'non-P' are also terms.

Fortunately the explanation o f these fu rth e r e x is te n tia l claims 

is  not d i f f i c u l t  to f in d . In fa c t ,  the assertion tha t i f  'S ' and ' P' 

are the categorical terms o f  a categorical p ropos ition , then the comple­

ments o f 'S ' and 1P1 are also categorical terms fo llow s d ire c t ly  from 

(1) the fa c t th a t 'S ' and ' P' successfu lly denote and (2) the re jec tio n  

o f there being something which is  true o f  everything or something o f  

which everything is  true . The former po in t has already been amply 

defended; the la t te r  po in t is  the im p lica tion  o f A r is to t le 's  repeated 

claim  tha t t o  &  ( 'b e in g ')  and r i  & i ( 'o n e ')  are not genera.

Without worrying here why A r is to t le  refuses to allow  t *  &  and 

to be genera, the re s u lt o f  th is  denial is  c le a r. Since A ris ­

to t le  considers Sv and &  to  be the only possible candidates fo r  the 

ro les o f universal predicate and universal subject - a f te r  a l l ,  every­

th ing which is ,  is  one and everything which is  one, Is - his fa ilu re  

to allow ov and to be genera amounts to  a re jec tio n  o f th e ir

being categorica l terms. Thus, since no categorical term e ith e r 

applies to everything or has everything applied to  i t  the complement 

o f every categorical term w i l l  also successfu lly denote.

The etymology o f the Greek word fo r term supports th is  - 

l i t e r a l l y  means a boundary o r a d iv is io n . A r is to t le  conceives o f 

terms as d iv id in g  up the world. A term which e ith e r applies to every 

th ing  or to  no th ing  would not d iv ide  up the world in  any way. I t  is  

fo r  th is  reason tha t both a term and i t s  complement denote -  fo r  i f  a
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boundary is  to be a real boundary there must be things on both sides o f 

the d iv is io n .

To summarize the resu lts  o f  th is  section: A r is to t le 's  claims

regarding the e x is te n tia l import o f  categorical propositions - namely 

th a t the sub ject, the predicate, the complement o f  the sub ject, and 

the complement o f  the predicate denote - fo llow  d ire c t ly  from his 

understanding o f propositional form and pred ica tion . Once i t  is  recog­

nized th a t the predicate calculus embodies approaches to both o f these 

points qu ite  d if fe re n t from th a t o f A r is to t le ,  then i t  becomes c lea r 

why I have argued tha t the predicate calculus cannot adequately 

express A r is to t le 's  doctrine o f  existence.



Ill

Up to  th is  po in t I have only discussed A r is to t le 's  treatment o f 

existence. However, no theory o f how we assert existence can possib ly 

be complete w ithout an explanation concerning how we deny the existence 

o f  a th ing . When i t  is  remembered th a t the most common charge against 

A r is to t le 's  lo g ic  is  ju s t  th a t i t  re s tr ic ts  the scope o f reasoning 

to  those things which e x is t ,  the importance o f th is  pa rt o f  h is theory 

o f e x is te n tia l assertion rise s .

As much as we might feel the need to s a t is fy  th is  desire , to th a t 

extent we w i l l  be saddened by A r is to t le 's  fa ilu re  to discuss adequately 

the problem o f sentences which speak o f nonexistent th ings. Whereas 

there is  much m aterial in the corpus from which we can reconstruct 

A r is to t le 's  treatment o f  the notion o f existence, he is  almost always 

s i le n t  when i t  comes to  discussing nonexistence. For example, in  the 

whole corpus there is  hard ly any mention o f nonexistent things lik e  

centaurs, gods, tragelaphoe (goa t-s tags), o r h ip p o g riffs . Forewarned 

as to  the lim ite d  resources a t our d isposal, I nevertheless th ink  th a t 

we can reconstruct both how A r is to t le  asserts th a t something does not 

e x is t and how he construes sentences which purport to be about non­

e x is te n t ob jects. Let us proceed to  these tasks.

With respect to the f i r s t  question, the answer should be obvious.

Since, as I have already argued, our being able to  use a word e ith e r

as the subject or as the predicate o f a sentence which makes a l i t e r a l

predication shows th a t th a t word denotes something, the converse w i l l

also c le a r ly  be tru e , v iz . tha t i f  a word cannot be e ith e r the subject

o r the predicate o f a sentence making a l i t e r a l  predication then i t
39
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follows th a t the word does not successfu lly denote anything. Thus the 

a b i l i t y  o r in a b i l i ty  to make a l i t e r a l  predication im plies the exis -  

tenceor the nonexistence o f  tha t about which we are a lleged ly  speak­

in g .27

For th is  p o in t, fo rtu n a te ly , there is  abundant evidence. A r is to t­

le 's  repeated use o f expressions l ik e  te x t  and o x i lo x t ,  generally 

rendered ' i f  i t  e x is ts ' and ‘ th a t i t  e x is ts * , re a lly  concern whether 

1 t is  capable o f being p a rt o f a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion . Thus, fo r  

example, in Posterior Analytics I l . i  A r is to t le  o ffe rs  fou r questions 

fo r  which we seek answers: (1) the th a t o u  ) ,  (2 ) the because

(▼i S U x O , (3) i f  i t  is  ecrxt), and (4) what i t  is  (xt kvxt .) .

Though the standard reading o f the th ird  and fourth  questions explain 

them in  terms o f the contrast between existence and essence, th is  is  

qu ite  u n like ly  since th is  d is tin c tio n  does not even enter philosophy 

u n t il the middle ages.^® Rather the contrast drawn between the xarxt, 

and x f  %«xi questions is  between querying whether a word can be used to 

make a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion , thereby im plying th a t th a t which the word 

purportedly denotes is  something and the question as to what th is  some­

th ing is .

Though th is  way o f handling assertions o f existence and nonexist­

ence n ice ly  f i t s  the analysis proposed in  Section I I ,  there s t i l l

27ft>r a fu ll exposition of these points cf. Chapter Three in 
which Posterior Analytics I l . i  is analyzed.

2®As I show below in  Chapter I I I ,  the in troduction  o f the essence/ 
existence d is tin c t io n  in to  A r is to t le  is  irre co n c ila b le  w ith  A r is to t le 's  
metaphysics.
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remains the problem o f understanding sentences which purport to be 

about nonexistent ob jects. I f ,  as I argued, to  be the subject o r to be 

the predicate o f a l i t e r a l  predication is  to show th a t tha t term des­

ig n a te s  a nonempty c lass, then how are we to construe sentences lik e  

'The centaur is  an animal w ith  the body o f  a horse and the to rso , arms, 

and head o f a human being' o r 'A ll tragelaphos (goat-stags) have 

horns'? For though i t  is  sure ly the case th a t we wish to say th a t such 

sentences are in some sense tru e , i t  is  equally c lea r tha t no one 

wishes to assert the existence o f centaurs and tragelaphos.

Discovering A r is to t le 's  so lu tion  is  by no means easy. In fa c t,  

the only passage o f which I am aware th a t sheds any l ig h t  on A r is to t le 's  

answer to  the present d i f f ic u l t y  occurs in Posterior Analytics I l . v i i .  

There, in the midst o f  a series o f i i r o f u u  ( 'd i f f i c u l t ie s ' )  concerning 

d e fin it io n s  and demonstration, he w rite s :

Furthermore how w i l l  one prove the what-is [xc ecrxi; 
often rendered 'essence']? For i t  is  necessary tha t 
by knowing what a man is  [ x £  c c t t * .  « u Q f u m o s ]  or what 
arvy o^ther th ing  is ,  one w i l l  also know tha t i t  is  

t e r n ; as I have already ind icated th is  re a lly  
means th a t i t  is  capable o f being a term in  a l i t e r a l  
p re d ica tio n ]. For o f  th a t which is  not [to f ^ o v ] ,  
no one knows tha t i t  is  (ofcc ia rx i]  though on the one 
hand {one can know> what the word o r the name 
^ragelaphcs} means x t  |a* v $  nSw |> j
but on the other hand i t  is  impossible to know what
is Jx* w rtv ]  a tragelaphos .29

Though i t  is  always r is ky  deciding which views in  an oUrofU are 

re a lly  A r is to t le 's ,  in  th is  case A r is to t le  does seem to accept the

^ P o s t e r i o r  Analytics I l . v i i  92^4-8.
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claim  th a t though we can know what the word'tragelaphos' means, we 

cannot know what atragelaphos Is . At very w orst, in  considering the 

im p lica tions o f th is  pos ition  upon the treatment o f sentences which 

purport to  be about nonexistent ob jec ts , we are pursuing a lin e  o f 

thought which A r is to t le  found reasonably p laus ib le .

The key claim in the quotation above is  th a t whereas we can know 

the meaning o f the word o r the name (o r noun) o f  th a t which is  no t, i t  

is  impossible to  know o f th a t which is  not what i t  is .  Taking the 

second po in t f i r s t ,  A r is to t le 's  claim  is  th a t since knowledge is  always 

knowledge o f something, the fa c t th a t there is  no such th ing as a 

tragelaphos in^jiies tha t i t  is  impossible to know anything about a 

tragelaphos. Hence no one can know what a tragelaphos is  since no one 

can know anything about a tragelaphos. This much f i t s  p e rfe c tly  w ith 

both the e a r l ie r  discussion o f  the on to log ica l im p lica tions o f  predica­

tio n  and several o ther b r ie f  comments which A r is to t le  makes.^

However, the present passage makes an important add itiona l p o in t, 

v iz . tha t '(one can know} what the word or the name ^ragelaphos 

means'. Thus, even though we can know nothing about tragelaphoe we 

can s t i l l  know the meaning o f the word. Even though there is  no th ing  

in  the world to which 'tragelaphos re fe rs , 'tragelaphos' s t i l l  means 

something. In the case o f  'man', not only does the word have a meaning 

but a lso , since i t  re fe rs to something, we can ask what are these 

th ings to  which we are re fe rr in g . However, in the case o f 'tragelaphos.'

^ E .g . ,  De In te rp re ta tione  x i 21a32 - 33 (discussed below in Chapter 
Two, p. 79- 8ITT"
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there Is no such re fe re n t and hence there is  no th ing  about which we 

can ask 'What is  i t ' ?  Unlike the case o f 'man', there is  simply no 

"what" about which we can know anything.

Even though in  the case o f tragelaphoe there are no things in  the 

world fo r  us to  know anything about, there is  s t i l l  the word 'tragela« 

phos' whose meaning we can know. This suggests a way o f  handling 

sentences which purport to  be about nonexistent things w ithout sur­

rendering any o f the po in ts thus fa r  developed - namely construe such 

sentences as being about words ra the r than about the things to which 

alleged reference is  being made. In o ther words, instead o f  construing 

sentences contain ing the word 'tragelaphos' as being about tragelaphoe, 

we can in te rp re t them to be about 'tragelaphos*.

As noted previously A r is to t le 's  primary concern is  not as such 

w ith  the l in g u is t ic  vehicle w ith  which an assertion is  being made but 

ra ther w ith  th a t about which the assertion is  being made. However, th is  

does not prevent h is occasiona lly s h if t in g  his a tte n tio n  and concentrat­

ing upon the words ra the r than upon what these words are being used to  

get a t. What I am suggesting is  th a t in  the case o f sentences which 

purport to be about tha t which is  nonexistent, th is  very s h i f t  takes 

place so tha t instead o f such sentences being understood as being 

about th ings, A r is to t le  construes them as being about words.

This suggestion allows us to say th a t there is  a sense in  which a 

sentence lik e  'A ll unicorns are one-horned white horses' may be cor­

re c t ly  a ffirm ed. However, th is  sense is  not where the sentence is  

In terpre ted as being about actual flesh  and blood unicorns. No l i t e r a l  

predication could be about real unicorns since there simply is n ' t  any­



44

th ing  1n the world which is  a one-horned white horse. Nevertheless 

there is  s t i l l  the word 'un ico rn ' and th a t word does have a meaning. 

This allows understanding 'A ll unicorns are one-horned white hourses' 

as a m e ta lin gu is tic  assertion in which we are discussing the meaning 

o f the words, i . e . ,  '"U n icom " means "one-horned white ho rse .'" 

S im ila r ly  a sentence such as 'A l l  unicorns are horses' which depend on 

only p a rt, not the whole, d e f in it io n  o f  'un ico rn ' could be construed 

as '"U n icom " means in  pa rt "h o rse ." ' In the same way sentences con­

ta in in g  a nondenoting predicate can be construed m e ta lin g u is tic a lly , 

e .g .,  'A ll one-horned white horses are unicorns' becomes '"One-horned 

white horse" means "u n ico rn ." '

The advantages o f such an analysis are th a t i t  allows us to 

acknowledge those assertions about nonexistent things which we would 

normally l ik e  to acknowledge w ithout committing ourselves to  the 

existence o f tha t which is  nonexistent. A r is to t le 's  " t r ic k "  is  to 

in te rp re t such sentences as not ac tu a lly  being about the nonexistent 

things a t a l l .

Before c losing th is  sec tion , one cautionary note is  in order. 

Several people who have read an e a r lie r  d ra ft  o f th is  chapter have 

argued tha t the theory which I am ascrib ing to  A r is to t le  commits 

A r is to t le  to the claim  th a t questions o f existence can be se ttled  a. 

p r io r i simply by examination o f our language. A fte r a l l ,  i f  we use a 

word to  make a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion , then th a t which the word a lleged ly 

denotes e x is ts , while i f  we cannot use a word to  make l i t e r a l  predica­

tions then tha t which the word a lleged ly  denotes does not e x is t.  In 

fa c t,  the theory which I have presented in  th is  paper makes no such
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claim  a t a l l .

Quite the con trary, a l l tha t th is  theory o f e x is te n tia l assertion 

concerns is  how we should understand certa in  sorts o f  sentences.

Whether or not unicorns and cats e x is t (o r , in A r is to t le 's  terms, 

whether o r not 'un ico rn ' and 'c a t ' are capable o f being used in  a 

l i t e r a l  p red ication) is  not to be se ttle d  by examining our use o f 

'un ico rn ' and 'c a t ' but by sense observation. In sho rt, how we 

construe a sentence, the l in g u is t ic  question, can be answered only by 

answering questions about the fu rn itu re  o f the world by means o f our 

sense experience.

Should experience reveal th a t unicorns do not e x is t (v iz . tha t 

'un ico rn ' is  not capable o f being used in a l i t e r a l  p re d ica tio n ), 

then a l l  sentences about unicorns w i l l  have to  be trea ted as m eta lin­

g u is t ic  claims about 'u n ic o rn '. S im ila r ly , should experience reveal 

tha t cats e x is t (v iz . 'c a t ' can be used to  make l i t e r a l  pred ications) 

then sentences about cats can be construed as ob ject language sentences 

about cats. Thus the ob jection tha t the theory presented in th is  paper 

forces A r is to t le  in to  s e t t l in g  questions o f existence by examination 

o f our language is  simply to misunderstand the theory which I have 

offered.

I do not claim tha t my proposal is  to be found e x p l ic i t ly  in 

A r is to t le .  Nevertheless construing assertions about nonexistent things 

as m e ta lin gu is tic  assertions c le a r ly  would f i t  neatly  w ith  the previous 

analysis and can fin d  some support from the suggestion o f  P oste rio r 

Analytics I l . v i i .  Frankly, I would be happier were I able to  f in d  bet­

te r  te x t support e ith e r fo r  th is  proposal o r some a lte rn a tiv e . However,
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I t  1s d e f in ite ly  fa r  b e tte r to  propose such a te n ta tive  so lu tion  as 

th is ,  ra the r than leave the problem completely unanswered. At le as t 

on th is  ana lys is, A r is to t le 's  lim ite d  suggestions can be used to  com­

p le te  h is theory o f e x is te n tia l assertion.



Conclusion

Before c lo s in g , I would l ik e  to make three b r ie f  remarks concern­

ing the consequences o f the argument I have proposed in th is  chapter.

The f i r s t  is  simply th a t the theory I have offered casts doubt on 

whether A r is to t le  would even understand the question 'Does X e x is t '? ,  

where 'e x is t ' carries i t s  normal contemporary meaning. A r is to t le 's  

reaction would be one o f puzzlement. His response might well be 'O f

course X e x is ts . You're ta lk in g  about i t ,  a re n 't you'? In order fo r

the question 'Does X e x is t '?  to be s ig n if ic a n t (again, w ith  the proviso 

th a t 'to  e x is t ' have i t s  present meaning), we presuppose the d is t in c ­

tio n  between the essence and the existence o f a th ing  - a d is tin c t io n

which does not even enter philosophy fo r  centuries.

fly second remark is  a co ro lla ry  o f  the f i r s t ,  namely whether i t  

is  ever adequate to  trans la te  A r is to t le 's  use o f the verb eivcc o r any 

o f i t s  cognates by the English 'to  e x is t* .  Since the English sentence 

'X e x is ts ' means something qu ite  d if fe re n t from A r is to t le 's  '"X " can 

be used to  make a l i t e r a l  p re d ic a tio n ', in troducing the word 'e x is ts ' 

in to  a tra n s la tio n  d is to r ts  the meaning o f the o rig in a l te x t.

f|y th ird  po in t is  simply tha t what I claim  to have accomplished 

in  th is  chapter is  to  have adequately explained A r is to t le 's  actual 

views concerning e x is te n tia l assertion. Though th is  theory is  d e f in ite ­

ly  more p laus ib le  than generally be lieved, I  have not made any claim  as 

to  whether or not i t  is  co rrec t. The answer to  th is  fu r th e r question 

turns on the a cce p ta b ility  o f other A r is to te lia n  doctrines which l i e  

beyond the scope o f the present analysis.
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Chapter Two

A r is to t le  and Nonreferring Subjects

In the previous chapter I argued th a t fo r  A r is to t le  every subject 

and every predicate in  a l i t e r a l  predication designates a nonempty 

class. However, ce rta in  commentators have denied th is  view by arguing 

th a t in  two passages -  Categories x 13^12-35 and De In te rp re ta tione  

xi 21a25-28 -  A r is to t le  im plies th a t the subject o f  a proposition might 

not re fe r. In th is  chapter I w i l l  show tha t ne ithe r o f these passages 

re a lly  mention such a view and th a t in  fa c t both are concerned w ith 

qu ite  d if fe re n t issues.

In Section I ,  I discuss the standard in te rp re ta tio n  o f both the 

Categories and De In te rp re ta tione  passages. In Section I I ,  I t re a t the 

Categories x 13^12-35 te x t and show tha t ra ther than being a discussion 

o f the tru th  and fa ls i t y  o f a sentence w ith a nonre ferring subject i t  

is  re a lly  concerned w ith  the a p p lic a b il ity  o r in a p p lic a b il i ty  o f cer­

ta in  predicates to  the sub ject. In Section I I I ,  I  show tha t De 

In te rp re ta tione  x i 21a25-28 does not ask whether 'Homer is  a poet' 

im plies 'Homer e x is ts ' but ra ther whether i t  is  true or fa lse  to 

predicate the accident o f being a poet o f Homer.
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The two passages which presently concern us come from two ra ther 

unrelated discussions. The f i r s t ,  Categories x 13^12-35, forms the 

concluding section o f  a discussion o f  types o f  opposition. The second, 

De In te rp re ta tio ne  x i 21a25-28, is  merely a tangentia l comment made 

a fte r  a discussion o f  ce rta in  pred ications.

Categories x is  pa rt o f  th a t section o f the Categories, namely 

chapters x through xv, often la be lle d  the Postpraedicamenta. Though 

c r i t ic a l  opinion has been divided as to the authorship o f these 

chapters, th is  problem does not a ffe c t the present discussion since my 

sole reason fo r  tre a tin g  the Categories x passage is  to  remove a 

possible ob jection to  the theory I have o ffe red  in  Chapter One.

Though I am in c lin e d  to  accept the a u th e n tic ity  o f  the Postpraedica­

menta, should they prove to  be spurious my account o f  A r is to t le 's  

theory o f  existence remains acceptable.

Categories x begins w ith  a b r ie f  l is t in g  o f the four types o f 

opposites and then proceeds to discuss each successively: the opposi­

tio n  o f re la tive s  (e .g . double and h a lf ) ,  the opposition o f contraries 

(e .g .,  odd and even or white and b lack), the opposition o f possession 

and p riva tio n  (e .g .,  blindness and s ig h t) ,  and f in a l ly  the opposition 

o f things tha t are opposed in the manner o f  a ffirm a tio n  and denial 

(e .g . Socrates' being seated and Socrates' not being seated).

The d is tingu ish in g  feature o f th is  la s t  s o rt o f  opposition is  

th a t only in th is  kind o f opposition must one opposite be true and the

49
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other be fa lse . Part o f  th is  c r ite r io n  is  t r i v ia l l y  true . Since the 

other three sorts o f  opposition only involve uncombined terms, they do 

not involve sentences and hence are n e ithe r true nor fa lse .

But in general, o f  th ings said w ithou t any in te r ­
weaving a t a l l ,  none are e ith e r true  or fa lse  and , 
a l l these opposites are said w ithou t in te rw eav ing .1

However, A r is to t le  goes fu rth e r and remarks th a t not even in  those 

cases where the f i r s t  three sorts  o f  opposites are combined in to  

sentences are these sentences so opposed th a t always one is  true and 

the other is  fa lse . The focus o f our concern is  A r is to t le 's  explana­

tio n  o f  why pred icating e ith e r contraries o r possessions and p riva tions  

o f subjects does not y ie ld  sentences which are opposed in  the manner in 

which a ffirm a tions  and denials are opposed.

The normal in te rp re ta tio n  o f A r is to t le 's  explanation is  in  terms 

o f  nonre ferring subjects. Thus, according to John A c k r il l 's tran s la ­

t io n ,  A r is to t le  w rites

I t  m ight, indeed, very well seem th a t the same 
s o rt o f  th ing  does occur in the case o f  contraries 
said w ith  combination, 'Socrates is  w e ll' being 
contrary to 'Socrates is  s ic k '.  Yet not even w ith  
these is  i t  necessary always fo r  one to be true and 
the other fa lse . For i f  Socrates ex is ts  one w i l l  be 
true and one fa ls e , but i f  he does not both w i l l  be 
fa ls e ; ne ithe r 'Socrates is  s ic k ' nor 'Socrates is  
w e ll' w i l l  be true i f  Socrates h im self does not e x is t 
a t a l l .  As fo r  possession and p r iv a tio n , i f  he does 
not e x is t a t a l l ne ithe r is  tru e , w hile  not always 
one o r the other is  true  i f  he does. For 'Socrates

1 Categories x 13b10-12.
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has s ig h t ' is  opposed to  'Socrates is  b lin d ' as 
possession to p r iv a tio n ; and i f  he e x is ts  i t  is  not 
necessary fo r  one or the other to  be true or fa lse  
(since u n t il the time when i t  is  natural fo r  him 
to  have i t  both are fa ls e ) ,  while i f  Socrates does 
not e x is t a t a l l  then again both are fa ls e , both 
'he has s ig h t ' and 'he is  b l in d '.  But w ith an a f f i r ­
mation and negation one w i l l  always be fa lse  and the 
other true whether he ex is ts  o r not. For take 'Soc­
rates is  s ic k ' and 'Socrates is  not s ic k ':  i f  he
e x is ts  i t  is  c lear th a t one or the other o f them 
w i l l  be true or fa ls e , and equally i f  he does no t; 
fo r  i f  he does not e x is t 'he is  s ic k ' is  fa lse  but
'he is  not s ic k ' true . Thus i t  would be d is t in c t iv e
o f these alone -  opposed a ffirm a tio ns  and negations - 
th a t always one o r the other o f them is  true o r 
fa ls e .2

On the cruc ia l po in ts , the tran s la tio ns  o f E.M. Edghill and H.P. 

Cooke are b a s ica lly  the same as John A c k r i l l 's . ^  A ll three see A r is to ­

t le 's  explanation as invo lv ing  nonreferring subjects. Each tra n s la to r 

co rre c tly  understands A r is to t le  to  be arguing tha t i f  ^  and^» are 

con tra ries , pred icating ^  and ^  o f  some in d iv id u a l (e.g . Socrates) need 

not re s u lt in  two propositions, one o f which is  true and the other o f 

which is  fa lse . However, the tra n s la to rs ' explanation o f th is  po in t 

is  questionable. They argue tha t in the case o f con tra ries , A r is to t le 's  

po in t is  tha t should Socrates not e x is t,  then both propositions - 

'Socrates is  and 'Socrates is ^ * ' - are fa lse  due to the sub ject's  

fa i l in g  to  re fe r.

Each tra n s la to r is  also correct in understanding A r is to t le  to  be

C ategories and De In te rp re ta tione  p. 37-38.

C ategories trans la ted  by H.P. Cooke (Cambridge, Mass., 1967) 
p. 93-95 and Categories transla ted  by E.M. Edgh ill in  Richard McKeon 
ed. The Basic Works o f A r is to t le  (New York, 1941) p. 33.
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opposition which is  expressed by means o f an a f f i r ­
mative and a negative statement is  always o f neces­
s ity  an opposition about the same th ing in  the same 
sub ject, whether th is  subject a c tu a lly  e x is ts  o r 
no t. Hence, such an opposition is  not conditional 
but absolute, th a t is ,  i t  is  not dependent on the 
contingency o f  i t s  sub jec t.4

As we shall see in a moment, those commentators who discuss both 

Categories x and De In te rp re ta tione  xi not only adopt th is  same 

analysis o f  Categories x, but do so in the f u l l  recognition tha t i t  

creates a prima fac ie  con trad ic tion  w ith  th e ir  in te rp re ta tio n s  o f De 

In te rp re ta tione  21a25-28.

Turning now to the second passage w ith  which we are concerned, in  

De In te rp re ta tione  x i A r is to t le  worries f i r s t  about the negating o f an 

ambiguous proposition and then s h if ts  to concern over the circumstances 

under which i t  is  perm issible to move from asserting two predicates 

separately to  asserting them together. In the A c k r il l tra n s la tio n , 

near the end o f th is  discussion in lin e s  21a25-28, A r is to t le  remarks:

For example, Homer is  something (say, a poet). Does 
i t  fo llo w  th a t he is? No, fo r  the ' i s '  is  predicated 
acc iden ta lly  o f Homer; fo r  i t  is  because he is  a 
poet, not in i t s  own r ig h t ,  th a t the ' i s '  is  p red i­
cated o f Homer.®

The Oxford tra n s la to r E.M. Edghill o ffe rs  a s im ila r  reading:

Take the proposition 'Homer is  so-and-so', say 'a 
p o e t';  does i t  fo llow  th a t Homer is ,  o r does i t  not? 
The verb ' i s '  is  here used o f  Homer only in c id e n ta lly *

^The Theory o f Opposition in A r is to t le  (Notre Dame, In d ., 1940)
p. 81.

^Categories and De In te rp re ta tio ne  p. 59.
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the proposition being th a t Homer is  a poet, not tha t 
he is ,  in the independent sense o f the word.6

Both o f these tran s la to rs  qu ite  c le a r ly  see the issue as whether o r 

no t 'Homer i s ' ,  ' i s '  being used in the sense o f 'e x is ts ',  fo llow s from 

'Homer is  a p o e t'. ^

Commentators have treated th is  passage s im ila r ly .  Ross c ite s  i t  

as evidence th a t A r is to t le  ' . . . i s  aware o f the d is tin c t io n  between the 

e x is te n tia l and the copulative " is " .  '® S im ila r ly  G.E.L. Owen on at

®0n In te rp re ta tio n  in McKeon The Basic Works o f  A r is to t le , p. 54.

^Cooke's Loeb e d itio n  is  somewhat confusing. I n i t ia l l y  he adopts 
the same reading as Edghill and A c k r il l - th a t the question in  a26 con­
cerns the existence o f Homer.

For example, take 'Homer is  something' - 'a poet' 
w i l l  do fo r  our purpose. But can we say also 'he 
is '?  Or w i l l  th a t be in c o rre c tly  in fe rred?

However, then Cooke appears to adopt what I w i l l  argue is  the correct 
reading o f 21a26-28.

' I s '  was used in c id e n ta lly  here. For our statement 
was 'he is  a p o e t', and ' i s '  was not predicated o f 
him in the substantive sense o f the word.

So as to  leave no doubt concerning the meaning o f  these lin e s , Cooke 
adds a footnote claim ing th a t by the substantive sense o f ' i s '  A ris to ­
t le  'Otherwise (means) the sense o f existence. For the word ' i s '  
expresses ex is ts  in addition to being the copula '. I f  'o therw ise ' 
here means ' in  other words', then contrary to  appearances, Cooke's 
view is  re a lly  the same as those which I have already c ited . However, 
i f  'o therw ise ' means 'in  other places' then Cooke has (1) co rre c tly  un 
understood the real po in t o f line s  21a26-28 but (2) misunderstood 
the use o f ' i s '  since nowhere, despite what various commenta­
to rs  have alleged, does the use o f ' i s '  have the meaning o f
'e x is ts ' .

^ A r is to t le , p. 28.
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le a s t one occasion points to these lin e s  as c le a r proof th a t fo r  

A r is to t le  the ( 'e s s e n tia l' o r 'according to essence') use o f

ccrt *. ( 1 i s 1) is  the e x is te n tia l use o f the verb 'to  be '. Thus Owen

w rites  th a t «*G\i5to o v ( 'e sse n tia l b e in g ', the word ov being A r is ­

to t le 's  umbrella word to cove ra ll uses o f ( ' t o  b e ') )  is  ' . . . a  phrase 

which can c e rta in ly  be applied to  e x is te n tia l statements (e .g . a t 

De In te rp re ta tione  21a2 8 ) . . .

John A c k r il l does go so fa r  as to  note th a t h is reading o f  21a25- 

28 would con trad ic t his reading o f  Categories x 13^12-35. Thus, in 

h is discussion o f the la t te r  passage, A c k r il l asks:

Does A r is to t le  maintain th a t the nonexistence o f 
the subject always makes an a ffirm a tive  statement
fa lse  and a negative one tru e , o r does he have in
mind only s ingu la r statements? How, in any case, 
is  th is  view to  be reconciled w ith  the contention 
a t De In te rp re ta tione  21^25-28 th a t 'Homer is  a 
poet1" does not entai 1 'Homer is '? 10

In the same ve in , Nicholas White w rite s  th a t in Categories 13^12-35 

A r is to t le  suggests th a t '...when Socrates is  not in  existence, no 

"a ff irm a tiv e " statement about Socrates is  t r u e ',  th is  '. . .m ig h t,  how­

ever, c o n f l ic t  w ith  De In t  21a24-28.. .

As one f in a l example, le t  me c ite  Manley Thompson's discussion.

^ 'A r is to t le  on the Snares o f Ontology' in Renford Bambrough ed. 
New Essays on Plato and A r is to t le  (London, 1965), p. 82. The other 
place where Owen refers to De In t . 21a24-28 is  p. 77.

^ Categories and De In te rp re ta tio n e , p. 111.

^ 'O r ig in s  o f A r is to t le 's  Essential ism' Review o f Metaphysics Vol. 
XXVI, No. 1 (1973), p. 62.
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Confronting the apparent con trad ic tion  la te r  noted by A c k r il l and 

White, Thompson argues th a t the reso lu tion  o f the problem lie s  in seek­

ing the use o f ' i s '  in 21a25-28 as being ' . . . t h e  substantive

sense o f  the word.. . [meaning] the same as ' is  a s u b s ta n c e ".'^  Thus 

A r is to t le  is  not ba ld ly  con trad ic ting  h im self since he is  not denying 

th a t 'Homer is  a poet1 im plies 'Homer e x is ts '.  In fa c t ,  'Homer e x is ts ' 

must fo llow  from 'Homer is  a p o e t', fo r  ' . . . i f  Homer did not e x is t,  

I . e . ,  1 f he was simply nonbeing, i t  would not be true to  say th a t he is  

a n y th in g . '^  Rather, according to  Thompson, A r is to t le 's  po in t is  to 

deny th a t 'Homer is  a substance' fo llows from 'Homer is  a po e t'.

Though th is  in te rp re ta tio n  may resolve the apparent con trad ic tion  

between Categories x and De In te rp re ta tio ne  x i , i t  is  prima fac ie  mis­

taken. F ir s t ,  there is  the obvious po in t th a t 'Homer is  a poet' does 

imply tha t 'Homer is  a substance', ju s t  as much as 'Homer is  a man' 

im plies tha t 'Homer is  a substance', since being a poet is  being a 

certa in  s o rt o f man. However, an even deeper ob jection is  tha t Thomp­

son's claim  tha t the use o f ' i s '  is  ' . . . c le a r ly . . . " is "  in the

substantive sense o f the word and means the same as " is  a substance1"  

contrad icts Metaphysics V .v ii 1017a22-27, where A r is to t le  says tha t the 

verb 'to  be' can be said in each o f the categories, i . e . ,  not

merely ' is  a substance' but also ' is  a q u a lity ’ , ' i s  a q u a l i ty ',  e t c . ^

12'0n A r is to t le 's  Square o f Opposition' in  J.M.E. Moravcsik ed. 
A r is to t le  (Garden C ity , New York, 1967), p. 56.

13Ib id . , p. 56.

™As I am about to argue, since n e ith e r Categories x 13^12-35 nor 
De In te rp re ta tione  xi 21a25-28 concerns existence a t a l l , there is  no 
con trad ic tion .



57

In what follows I sha ll argue tha t a l l  o f these in te rp re te rs  are 

mistaken in seeing in these lin e s  o f Categories and De In te rp re ta tione  

any mention o f an e x is te n tia l o r substantival sense o f the verb 'to  be '. 

In th is  way, i t  w i l l  be shown th a t there is  no con trad ic tion  between 

e ith e r  o f these passages and the argument I advanced in  the previous 

chapter.



II

In th is  section I sha ll argue th a t the real po in t o f  Categories x 

13^12-35 is  not the claim  th a t when the subject o f an a ffirm a tio n  

does not re fe r ,  the proposition is  fa ls e , but ra the r th a t when a pre­

dicate is  affirm ed o f a subject to  which i t  is  in app licab le , the re s u lt­

ing assertion is  fa lse . C learly such a reading would f i t  p e rfe c tly  

w ith  n\y general claim th a t in order fo r  us to have a l i t e r a l  predica­

tio n  a t a l l ,  both the subject term and the predicate term must success­

f u l ly  denote.

B r ie f ly ,  what I see A r is to t le  to  be arguing in  13^12-19 is  tha t 

when a given p a ir  o f contraries are predicated o f a subject o f  which 

they are in ap p licab le , both propositions are fa lse  and in 13^20-27 

th a t when a possession and i t s  corresponding p riva tio n  are predicated 

o f a subject o f  which they are inap p licab le , both propositions are 

fa lse . In 13^27-35 A r is to t le  concludes th a t the case o f  a ffirm a tio n  and 

denial is  d if fe re n t simply because regardless o f  whether o r not the 

predicate is  applicable to  the subject e ith e r  the a ffirm a tio n  o f  th is  

predicate o f th is  subject o r the denial o f th is  predicate o f th is  

sub ject w i l l  s t i l l  be tru e . In none o f these three cases does A r is to t le  

make any mention o f the nonexistence o f th a t to which the subject pur­

ported ly r e fe r s .^

My discussion w i l l  be divided in to  three parts . F irs t  I sha ll

^ A r is to t le  does not even mention the opposition o f  re la tiv e s  in
13a37-‘>35. The reason is  simply th a t since pa irs o f re la tiv e s  w i l l  
c le a r ly  always be true or fa lse  together, no one would th in k  th a t they 
might be s im ila r to the opposition o f th ings opposed as a ffirm a tio n  
and de n ia l.
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discuss the notion o f a p p lic a b il ity  in  so fa r  as i t  perta ins to con­

t r a r ie ty  and possession and p r iv a tio n . Second I sha ll show how the 

a p p lic a b il ity  o f  a predicate to a sub ject might account fo r  the 

d ifferences between, on the one hand, the tru th  and fa ls i t y  o f  p red i­

cations invo lv ing  contraries and possessions and p riva tio ns  and, on 

the other hand, the opposition o f  a ffirm a tio n  and den ia l. Th ird , I

w i l l  argue th a t the Greek o f 13^12-35 in fa c t can and should be read

as making th is  very po in t about a p p lic a b il ity .

In order to fu l ly  appreciate my proposal, we must f i r s t  review the 

ro le  which the notion o f a p p lic a b il ity  plays in A r is to t le 's  e a r lie r  

discussions o f c o n tra rie ty  and o f possession and p r iv a tio n . Rather 

than being o f only s l ig h t  importance, a p p lic a b il ity  is  in fa c t funda­

mental to the explanation o f both concepts. A r is to t le 's  discussions 

o f  c o n tra r ie ty , both here in Categories x and elsewhere in the Meta­

physics and T o p i c s repeatedly stress the fa c t th a t the basis o f 

the notion o f co n tra rie ty  is  not ju s t  any s o rt o f d iffe ren ce , but 

ra ther d iffe rence w ith  respect to some th in g . Thus, even i f  X and Y 

are not opposed as re la tio n s , i t  does not fo llo w  from the fa c t th a t X 

is  d if fe re n t from Y tha t X and Y are con tra ries . Rather, only when 

there is  some th ing  Z which e ith e r  is  capable o f rece iv ing X or is

capable o f rece iv ing Y and Z cannot be both X and Y a t the same tim e,

are X and Y said to be con tra ries .

Let us consider how th is  applies to several o f  A r is to t le 's  examples

16Cf .  Metaphysics V.x and X .iv  and Topics 11.11.
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o f contraries such as odd and even, well and s ic k , white and b lack, and 

ju s t  and un just. Each o f these pa irs o f contraries properly belong 

only to  a ce rta in  kind o f th ing . Thus being odd and being even proper­

ly  belong only to  number, being well and being s ick to  l iv in g  th in gs , 

being white and being black to a physical surface, and being ju s t  and 

being un just to a human being. A r is to t le  d ivides contraries in to  

those which do not have intermediates (e.g . odd and even) and those 

which do (e .g . white and b lack). In the former case, every th ing which 

is  capable o f rece iv ing the property odd or the property even must be 

e ith e r odd or even. However in the la t te r  case, a physical surface 

need not be e ith e r  white o r b lack. Rather i t  can also be some in te r ­

mediate co lo r such as grey o r brown. Sometimes, as in the case o f 

co lo rs , these intermediates have names; sometimes, as in the case o f 

being ju s t  and being un just, they do not. In th is  event we can only 

designate the intermediate sta te  as being n e ith e r one extreme nor the 

other.

Thus consider the f i r s t  two pairs o f  con tra rie s , both o f which 

lack interm ediates. Even though every in teger must e ith e r be odd or 

be even and every l iv in g  th ing e ith e r be well o r be s ic k , i t  does not

fo llow  th a t every in tege r e ith e r be well o r be s ick nor tha t every

l iv in g  th ing  e ith e r  be odd or be even. In fa c t ,  except in  an acciden­

ta l way, i t  is  impossible fo r  an in teger to be well o r to be s ick and

i t  is  impossible fo r  a l iv in g  th ing to be odd o r to be even. The rea­

son is  c lea r - l iv in g  things simply are not capable o f  rece iv ing the 

properties o f being odd or o f  being even and integers simply are not 

capable o f rece iv ing the properties o f being well o r o f being s ick .



Hence saying th a t the number f iv e  ne ithe r is  well nor is  s ick does 

not show th a t being well and being s ick  are not con traries since the 

number f iv e  simply is  incapable o f  rece iv ing  e ith e r  o f  these properties 

except in an accidental way. The same remark applies mutatis mutandis 

fo r  some l iv in g  th ing  such as Socrates and the properties o f being odd 

and being even. Thus A r is to t le  w rites  th a t

F or...those  contraries o f which there is  no in te r ­
mediate, i t  is  necessary fo r  one or the other o f 
these always to  belong in  th a t which i t  n a tu ra lly  
comes to  be o r o f which i t  is  predicated. For o f
these cases where nothing was in term ediate, i t  was
necessary fo r  one o r the other to belong to th a t 
capable o f rece iv ing them, as w ith  sickness and 
health and odd and e v e n . 1 '

In the case o f contraries which do have in term ediates, there is  no

necessity th a t th a t which is  capable o f rece iv ing e ith e r contrary

possess one contrary o r the other simply because th a t which is  capable 

o f rece iv ing e ith e r  contrary might instead possess some interm ediate. 

However, the necessity th a t the re c ip ie n t e ith e r  be one o f  the extremes 

o r be one o f the intermediates remains. Thus a physical surface need 

not e ith e r be white o r be black since i t  might also be brown o r be 

gray o r be some other co lo r. Nevertheless every physical surface must 

be some co lo r o r other.

But ju s t  as in the previous case, contraries are contrary only 

w ith  respect to tha t which is  capable o f rece iv ing them. Hence, no 

physical surface e ith e r  is  well o r is  s ic k ; nor is  any physical surface

1 C ategories x 12b27-32.



62

ju s t ,  un jus t, o r the intermediate sta te  ne ithe r ju s t  nor un just. 

However, saying tha t th is  physical surface ne ithe r is  well nor is  s ick 

does not show tha t being well and being s ick are not con tra ries .

Rather i t  shows tha t physical surfaces simply are not capable o f 

rece iving these properties except in  an accidental way.

Of these fo r  which there is  a certa in  in term ediate, 
i t  is  a t no time necessary th a t one o r the other 
belong to everything. I t  is  not necessary fo r  e ith e r 
white or black to  belong to everything which is  
capable o f rece iv ing them... For o f these, nothing 
prevents a certa in  intermediate from be long ing.18

Turning now to the opposition o f possession and p riva tio n  (o r , to 

render the Greek and ffxcpnarcs more l i t e r a l ly :  'having1 and 'la c k ­

in g ') ,  i t  w i l l  be c le a r th a t s im ila r  considerations o f  a p p lic a b il ity

determine whether i t  is  necessary fo r  one o r the other to belong.

A r is to t le 's  discussion makes c lea r certa in  features o f  the re la tio n  

o f  a possession to i t s  p r iv a tio n . Let X and Y be a possession o f Z and 

i t s  p r iv a tio n . Then: (1) Nothing can be both X and Y a t the same

time. (2) N e ither X nor Y can be essentia l to Z in  the sense th a t i f  Z

ceases to have e ith e r X or Y, then Z ceases to be. (3) At some time t ,

i t  becomes necessary fo r  Z e ith e r to  have the possession X or the p r i ­

vation Y. (4) I f  a t some time Z loses X, then a t no la te r  time can Z 

reacquire X. (5) i f  a t some time Z has the p riva tio n  Y, then a t a ll 

la te r  times Z w i l l  have the p riva tio n  Y.

Let us see how these considerations apply to  A r is to t le 's  standard

18Ib id . , 12b32-35.
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example o f  a possession and a p r iv a tio n , namely being sighted and being 

b lin d . Nothing is  ever both sighted and b lin d . Nor is  being sighted 

or being b lin d  essentia l to those animals which possess these proper­

t ie s  -  a f te r  a l l ,  b lin d  men are s t i l l  men. Though in  the case o f human 

beings we are born e ith e r sighted or b lin d , other species such as dogs 

are n e ith e r sighted nor b lin d  a t b ir th .  However there does come a 

po in t in time when the puppies eyes' open - and a t th a t moment the 

puppies must e ith e r  be sighted or be b lin d . F in a lly , i f  a sighted 

animal becomes b lin d , i t  can never regain i t s  s ig h t.

More c le a r ly  even than in the case o f con tra ries , the opposition 

o f a possession and i t s  p riva tio n  depends upon the nature o f th a t to 

which the possession and the p riva tio n  belong. Not only w i l l  every­

th ing  f a i l  e ith e r  to  be sighted or to be b lin d  because o f those cases 

where both simply do not belong at a l l ,  but there are other cases where 

both properties f a i l  to belong simply because the re c ip ie n t has not ye t 

reached the stage where i t  would e ith e r  acquire the possession o r 

s u ffe r  the p riva tio n .

Thus the fa c t th a t th is  tab le  or th a t tree n e ithe r is  b lin d  nor 

1s s ighted , does not show tha t being b lin d  and being sighted are not 

opposed as possession and p r iv a tio n . Not even w i l l  the fa ilu re  o f th a t 

which is  capable o f rece iv ing the possession and i t s  p riva tio n  always 

to  possess e ith e r  s ig h t o r blindness show th a t being sighted and being 

b lin d  are not opposed as a possession to i t s  p r iv a tio n . Rather what 

i t  shows 1s th a t a th ing  must possess e ith e r  the possession s ig h t or 

the p riva tio n  blindness only when the th ing  is  both capable o f rece iv­

ing the possession and i t s  p riva tio n  and has reached the proper stage
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o f I ts  development. As A r is to t le  puts the po in t

For i t  is  not even necessary fo r  one or the other 
o f  them [ i . e . ,  the possession and i t s  p r iv a tio n ] 
always to belong to tha t which is  capable o f re­
ce iv ing them, since i f  i t  is  not ye t natura l fo r  
i t  to  have s ig h t, i t  is  said ne ithe r to  be b lin d  
nor to have s ig h t .19

Turning now to A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  the opposition o f things 

which are opposed as a ffirm a tio n  and den ia l, i t  should be c le a r from 

Section I th a t any adequate e luc ida tion  o f 13^12-35 must turn upon 

co rre c tly  exp la in ing why a ffirm in g  contraries and a ffirm in g  possessions 

and p riva tio ns  o f a subject need not always re s u lt in one true and one 

fa lse proposition but might instead y ie ld  two fa lse  propositions. I 

sha ll now show how A r is to t le  m ight, w ithout reso rting  to nonreferring 

subjects, use the notion o f  a p p lic a b il ity  to account fo r  the features 

mentioned in 13^12-35.

A r is to t le  states th a t the d is tingu ish in g  feature o f things tha t 

are opposed as a ffirm a tio n  and denial is  th a t always one w i l l  be true 

and the other fa lse . Suppose tha t S is  a subject and (since A r is to t le 's  

own example is  a p a ir  o f  contraries having no interm ediate) le t  X and 

Y be a p a ir  o f  contraries having no interm ediate. Now i f  we predicate 

X and Y o f S, we w i l l  obtain two p ropos itions, v iz . 'S is  X' and 'S 

is  Y '. Two s itua tio n s  can obtain - e ith e r X and Y w i l l  be applicable 

to S o r they w i l l  no t. I f  the former, then necessarily one o f the two 

propositions w i l l  be true and the other w i l l  be fa lse . In such a case,

19Ib id . , 13a4-6.
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the opposition o f contraries w i l l  be s im ila r  to the opposition o f 

a ffirm a tio n  and den ia l. However in  the la t te r  case, the case where the 

p a ir  o f  contraries is  not applicable to the sub ject, ne ithe r proposi­

tio n  w i l l  be true . Both 'S is  X' and 'S is  Y' are fa lse  when X and Y 

are Irre le v a n t to S. Thus A r is to t le 's  explanation o f the d iffe rence 

between the opposition o f predicated contraries and the opposition o f 

a ffirm a tio n  and denial can e a s ily  be accounted fo r  w ithout any mention 

o f nonre feren tia l sub jects , simply by means o f  the notion o f applica­

b i l i t y . 20

A r is to t le 's  remarks on possession and p riva tio n  can be construed 

in  a s im ila r  way. Suppose th a t S is  a subject and X and Y are a 

possession and i t s  p r iv a tio n . Predicating X and Y o f S w i l l  y ie ld  two 

propositions - 'S is  X' and 'S is  Y '. Three s itu a tio n s  may obta in . 

F irs t  X and Y may simply be inapp licab le  to the so rt o f  th ing  tha t S 

is .  In such an event, both propositions w i l l  be fa lse . Second, X 

and Y are applicable to the s o rt o f  th in g  th a t S is ,  but because S has 

not ye t reached the proper stage o f i t s  development, S is  n e ith e r X 

nor Y. Again, in th is  case, both 'S 1s X' and 'S is  Y' w i l l  be fa lse . 

Only in  the th ird  case, where S is  the so rt o f  th ing  to which X and Y

2 0 A ris to tle  does not mention the case o f contraries w ith interme­
diates simply because in the l ig h t  o f  h is  previous statements i t  is  
obvious th a t the predication o f both contraries might be fa lse . For 
example, consider the case o f the colors white and black. Not only 
w i l l  both ' S is  w h ite ' and ' S is  b lack ' be fa lse  when S is  ne ithe r a 
physical surface nor an ob ject contain ing one, but even i f  S is  the 
appropriate s o rt o f th ing  both propositions can be fa lse  simply because 
S might be some other co lo r. In fa c t ,  A r is to t le 's  s p e c ific  fa ilu re  to 
mention in  13bl 2-19 the case o f con traries w ith  intermediates con­
s t itu te s  evidence in favor o f  my hypothesis (c f .  below p. 70).
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are applicable and S has reached the appropriate stage in i t s  develop­

ment so tha t i t  must e ith e r be X o r be Y, w i l l  i t  be necessary fo r  one 

o f  the two propositions to be true and the o ther o f the two propositions 

to be fa lse . Once more i t  is  c lea r th a t no in troduc tion  o f  the notion 

o f  a non re fe re n tia l subject is  necessary in  order to y ie ld  pa irs o f 

propositions both o f which are fa lse . A ll th a t we need mention in 

order fo r  the opposition o f predicated possessions and p riva tio ns  to 

diverge from the opposition o f a ffirm a tio n  and denial is  the notion o f 

a p p lic a b il ity .

However, in the case o f the opposition o f th ing which are opposed 

as a ffirm a tio n  and den ia l, the a p p lic a b il ity  o r in a p p lic a b il i ty  o f  the 

predicate to the sub ject in no way a ffec ts  the fa c t th a t necessarily 

one o f  the p a ir  o f  assertions be true and the other be fa lse . For 

supposing th a t S is  the subject and P is  the p red ica te , we must consider 

two cases -  where S is  capable o f rece iv ing P and where S is  incapable 

o f  rece iv ing P. In the f i r s t  case, then e ith e r (1) P holds o f  S in  

which case *S is  P' is  true and 'S is  not P' is  fa lse  o r (2) P does not 

hold o f S in  which case 'S is  P' is  fa lse  and 'S is  not P' is  true .

Thus, i f  S is  capable o f rece iv ing P, then always one proposition w i l l  

be fa lse  and the other w i l l  be true .

In the second case where S is  not capable o f  rece iv ing  P, P w i l l  

never hold o f S and i t  w i l l  fo llow  th a t the assertion 'S is  not P' w i l l  

always be true and the assertion 'S is  P' w i l l  always be fa lse . Thus 

again, one proposition w i l l  be true and the o ther p roposition  w i l l  be 

fa lse . Hence the c a p a b ility  o r in c a p a b ility  o f the subject to  receive 

the predicate is  ir re le v a n t to a ffirm a tio n  and denial being opposed in
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such a way so th a t necessarily one proposition is  true and the other 

proposition is  fa lse . Once again, no mention o f nonre feren tia l sub­

je c ts  need be made in  order fo r  us to  explain A r is to t le 's  po in t.

But though the explanation I have ju s t  o ffered shows how A r is to t le
:r_

might account fo r  the d is t in c t iv e  feature o f  the opposition o f a ffirm a­

tio n  and denial w ithout in troducing the notion o f  nonre feren tia l sub­

je c ts ,  i t  does not show th a t A r is to t le 's  explanation in 13b12-35 does 

a c tu a lly  turn upon the notion o f a p p lic a b il ity .  In order to  demon­

s tra te  th is  fu r th e r p o in t, we must make s p e c ific  reference to the te x t 

o f  13b12 -35. I t  is  to th is  task th a t I now tu rn .

The crux o f any analysis o f  these lin e s  w i l l  be the tra n s la tio n  

and in te rp re ta tio n  o f a number o f occurrences o f the gen itive  s ingu la r 

p a r t ic ip ia l form o f  the verb eivav ( ' t o  b e ') ,  often accompanied by the 

gen itive  o f £*.w*£,rns ( ' Socrates' ) .  The standard reading o f a l l o f  

these remarks is  in terms o f Socrates' existence. However, th is  is  by 

no means necessary - in  fa c t,  these clauses can c le a r ly  be given the 

sense o f suggesting the a p p lic a b il ity  o r in a p p lic a b il i ty  o f  the pre­

dicate to the subject simply by understanding ck-tos ( 'b e in g ') as an 

e l l ip t ic a l  way o f expressing a condition concerning the relevance to 

the subject o f a certa in  range o f predicates. Thus a fte r  each occur­

rence o f o'vto$ I would argue th a t A r is to t le  would understand the condi­

tion  t o S  ( 'being capable o f re c e iv in g ') . Thus in the case

o f a p a ir o f contraries the clause ovcet £u>Hp«roos(literally:

'For o f Socrates be ing ') re a lly  means 'For i f  Socrates is  capable o f  

rece iv ing the con tra ries ' w hile  in  the case o f a possession and i t s
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p riva tio n  the ovtos condition serves to mean ' I f  he is  capable o f 

rece iving e ith e r the possession or i t s  p r iv a t io n '.  Hence, le t  me pro 

pose the fo llow ing  tra n s la tio n  o f 13^12-35:

I t  m ight, indeed, very well seem th a t such happens 
[ i . e . ,  necessarily  i t  w i l l  always be the case tha t 
one proposition w i l l  be true and the other proposi­
tio n  w i l l  be fa ls e ] in  the case o f those contraries 
said w ith interweaving [*< rl arWp.n>oKnv] -  'Socrates

15 is  w e ll' being contrary to 'Socrates is  s ic k ' -  but 
not even as concerns these is  i t  necessary always fo r  
one to be true and the other to  be fa lse . For, on the 
one hand, i f  Socrates is  capable o f rece iving the 
contraries [Svxos p*iw *£* l i t e r a l l y :  'For
o f Socrates b e in g '] one w i l l  be true and one w i l l  be 
fa ls e , while on the other hand, ( i f  Socrates )  is  not 
capable o f rece iv ing  the contraries [#*-n ©vxos S *; 
l i t e r a l l y :  '< o f Socrates) not b e in g '] both w i l l  be
fa ls e ; fo r  n e ith e r 'Socrates is  s ic k ' nor '(Socrates) 
is  w e ll ' w i l l  be true i f  Socrates h im self is  not a t 
a l l  capable o f rece iv ing the contraries [«uteu 
ovtos ToC» Zwp«?ous; l i t e r a l ly :  'o f  Socrates 
h im self not being at a l l ' ] .

20 As fo r  p r iva tio n  and possession, n e ith e r are true i f  
i t  is  not a t a l l capable o f rece iv ing the p r iv a tio n ' 
and possession %*. &*>$; l i t e r a l l y :  'no t
being a t a l l ' ] .  Even being capable o f rece iv ing the 
p riva tio n  and possession [ovxo* S i;  l i t e r a l ly :  'be­
in g ']  no t always w i l l  one or the other be true . For 
'Socrates has s ig h t ' is  opposed to 'Socrates is  b lin d ' 
as p riva tio n  and possession. Even being capable o f 
rece iv ing the p riva tio n  and possession [ow io i u ; 
l i t e r a l ly :  'b e in g ']  i t  is  not necessary fo r  one o r
the other to be true o r fa ls e , since u n til when i t

25 is  natural to have (the possession o r the p r iv a tio n ) , 
both are fa lse . But i f  Socrates is  not a t a l l cap­
able o f rece iv ing the p riva tio n  and possession 
&Vcos ic  fotufc tow l i t e r a l l y :  'o f  Socrates
not being at a l l ' ]  then again both are fa ls e , both 
'he has s ig h t ' and 'he is  b l in d '.

As fo r  a ffirm a tio n  and denial always, i f  i t  should 
be capable o f rece iv ing the predicate or i f  i t  should 
not be capable o f rece iv ing the predicate [££v xc  ^  

l i t e r a l l y :  ' i f  i t  should be or i f  i t
should not b e ']  one w i l l  be fa lse  and the other w i l l
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30 be true . For consider 'Socrates is  s ic k ' and 'Soc­
rates is  not s ic k '.  I f  he is  capable o f rece iving 
the predicate [omxds t« a&too ; l i t e r a l l y :  'O f his
b e in g '] i t  is  evident tha t one o f  them w i l l  be true 
while the other w i l l  be fa lse and i f  he is  not cap­
able o f receiving the predicate [|*A  *Vc«s; l i t e r a l ­
ly ;  'n o t b e in g '] likew ise , fo r  i f  he is  not capable 
o f receiv ing the predicate «Vto»; l i t e r a l ly :
'no t b e in g '] 'he is  s ic k ' is  fa lse  while 'he is  not 
s ic k ' is  true . Thus only o f  these is  i t  d is t in c t iv e  
th a t always one o f these is  true while the other w i l l  

35 be fa lse  -  ju s t  as many as are opposed as a ffirm a tio n  
and d e n ia l.

As w i l l  be c lear by comparison w ith  the A c k r il l tra n s la tio n  I 

quoted e a r l ie r ,  n\y tra n s la tio n  is  fundamentally s im ila r  to  h is except 

fo r  niy in te rp re ta tio n  o f the c ruc ia l clauses in which A r is to t le  

states why certa in  predications o f contraries and certa in  predications 

o f possessions and p riva tio ns  w i l l  f a i l  to produce one true and one 

fa lse  p ropos ition . As my tra n s la tio n  suggests, these cruc ia l clauses 

can be read as s ig n ify in g  whether o r not the subject is  capable o f 

rece iv ing the predicate.

But is  my tra n s la tio n  tenable? Though i t  may s tra in  the Greek by 

reading in to  A r is to t le 's  terse prose more than the te x t l i t e r a l l y  says, 

a t very worst the s tra in  is  minor. In each case, the l i t e r a l  render­

ing o f  the Greek can be understood as e l l ip t ic a l  fo r  my less l i t e r a l  

tra n s la tio n . However, would a na tive  Greek have understood the clauses 

in  the way th a t I suggest? Seeing how A r is to t le  has previously repeat­

edly ind icated the condition o f a p p lic a b il ity ,  I th ink  th a t i t  is  c lear 

th a t a na tive  speaker would have re a d ily  supplied the e l l ip s is  th a t I 

suggest -  v iz . t o o  S**tm ov ('be ing  capable o f re c e iv in g ') .

I f  the mere te n a b ili ty  o f  n\y tra n s la tio n  is  conceded, then two



70

s p e c ific  considerations favor my reading. The f i r s t ,  stemming from 

the p a rt ic u la r  te x t i t s e l f ,  is  th a t the example which A r is to t le  uses 

1n his discussion o f predications invo lv ing  contraries is  a p a ir  o f 

contraries having no interm ediate. On the tra d it io n a l reading, 

A r is to t le 's  choice o f example has no s ig n ifican ce ; on my in te rp re ta tio n  

to use a p a ir  o f  contraries having an intermediate would be inconceiv­

able. The only reason why anyone might be led to  believe tha t predica­

tions  o f contraries are opposed lik e  a ffirm a tions  and denials is  be­

cause i t  appears to be the case th a t fo r  some subject tha t subject 

must possess e ith e r one contrary o r the other. But since contraries 

w ith  intermediates lack th is  necessity (e.g . th is  physical surface 

need not be e ith e r white o r b lack, i t  might be some other co lo r) no 

one would even consider the opposition o f predications o f contraries 

w ith  Intermediates as s im ila r  to  the opposition o f a ffirm a tio n  and 

d e n ia l.

The second is  simply the re la tiv e  p la u s ib i l i ty  o f understanding 

A r is to t le 's  discussion in  terms o f a notion which he has ju s t  d is ­

cussed, v iz . the a b i l i t y  o f a th ing to receive a certa in  property, 

versus the re la t iv e  im p la u s ib ility  o f  in te rp re tin g  A r is to t le  as in tro ­

ducing a no tion , v iz . nonre ferentia l sub jects, which he has never pre­

v iously mentioned. In addition to  th is  merely contextual p o in t, the 

philosophical content also strengthens my proposal. Whereas the notion 

o f a p p lic a b il ity  is  qu ite  c lear and unproblematic, the question o f the 

tru th -va lue  o f a proposition w ith  a nonre ferring subject has been the 

source o f much debate. C erta in ly  these considerations o f content and
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context do not bar the standard in te rp re ta tio n , but nevertheless they 

do suggest th a t the tra d it io n a l approach has misread the te x t.

However the most te l l in g  consideration in favor o f my proposed 

reading is  simply th a t i t  is  p e rfe c tly  consistent w ith  the account o f 

A r is to t le 's  theory o f predication which I advanced in Chapter One -  an 

account fo r  which there is  an abundance o f textua l evidence. Hence I 

conclude tha t my proposal fo r  reading 13^12-35 in terms o f the notion 

o f the a b il i ty ,  o f the subject to receive the pred icate , ra ther than the 

tra d it io n a l reading in  terms o f the notion o f a nonre ferring  sub ject, 

is  co rrec t.
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III

In th is  section I w i l l  argue that  De In te rp re ta tio ne  21a25-28 does 

not ask whether 'Homer e x is ts ' fo llow s from 'Homer is  a p o e t'. How­

ever, in  order to  understand what A r is to t le  is  a c tu a lly  asserting , we 

must pay close a tten tion  to  the context o f chapter x i in which these 

remarks are made.

At 20^31 A r is to t le  begins a discussion concerning when i t  is  and 

Is not perm issible to compound predicates. To use his own example, 

i t  is  true to say o f a man th a t he is  an animal o r tha t he is  two- 

footed o r in combination, th a t he is  a two-footed animal. Or again, a 

man can be said to be white o r to  be a man o r, v ia  compounding, to be 

a white man. But we cannot allow  th is  in  a l l  cases, since i f  we do not 

r e s t r ic t  the circumstances under which two separate predicates o f one 

th ing can be combined in to  a s ing le  pred ica te , i . e . ,  the move from 

'X is  Y' and 'X is  Z' to  'X is  YZ', various problems a rise .

A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us two d i f f ic u l t ie s .  The f i r s t  (20^35-36) con­

cerns the use o f an ad jective  which can be both predicated o f the sub­

je c t  o f  a sentence and used as a m od ifie r o f the d ire c t ob ject. Con­

s ider 'Jones is  a cobbler' and 'Jones is  good'. Even i f  both o f these 

statements are tru e , they do not imply tha t 'Jones is  a good cobb le r'.

In saying'Jones is  good' we are speaking o f Jones qua man, i . e . ,  Jones 

is  a good man. Since being a good man is  not necessarily re la ted  to 

being a good cobbler, 'Jones is  a good cobbler' may be fa lse .

A r is to t le 's  second d i f f ic u l t y  (20^37-21 a3) is  tha t the un restric ted

72
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combination o f predicates w i l l  lead to redundant pred ications. Con­

s id e r a man who is  w hite. In such a case, i t  is  true to  say 'The man

1s w h ite ' and 'The man is  a white man'. But 'The man is  a white white

man' is  unacceptable. S im ila r ly  'Socrates is  Socrates' and 'Socrates 

is  a man' are both perm issib le. However, i f  we allow  the un res tric ted  

combination o f predicates, we are forced to  perm it the c le a r ly  absurd 

sentence 'Socrates is  a Socrates man*.

Hence a t 21a5-7 A r is to t le  concludes th a t the un res tric ted  combina­

tio n  o f predicates is  unacceptable.

Now then, i f  someone w i l l  say th a t predicates can 
always be combined, i t  happens th a t there w i l l  be
many absurd ities . And how one must decide, we w i l l
now say.21

F irs t  he notes in 21a7 - l0 tha t ne ithe r an accidental predicate asserted 

o f  a subject nor two accidental predicates o f  a given subject which 

are asserted o f one another w i l l  combine and from a s ing le  predicate. 

Consider 'Man is  musical and w h ite ' - we cannot say 'Man is  musical 

w h ite '.  Even i f  i t  were true to say 'The white is  m us ica l', 'm usical' 

and 'w h ite ' w i l l  not form one predicate since being musical is  an 

accident o f  being white. In the same way 'good' and 'cobb le r' do not 

combine since what they denote are only acc id e n ta lly , not e s s e n tia lly , 

re la ted to  man. But we do combine 'an im al' and 'tw o-foo ted ' since 'Man 

is  a two-footed animal’ predicates according to the essence, not accord­

ing to an accident.

^D e In te rp re ta tione  x i 21 a5-7.
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Next, 1n 21 al 6» A r is to t le  notes th a t 'as many as inhere 

1n the o the r' cannot be combined in to  a s ing le  complex predicate. I t  

1s fo r  th is  reason th a t one can n e ith e r repeatedly predicate 'w h ite ' o f  

what already contains i t  nor say e ith e r 'Man is  a man animal' o r 'Man 

1s a two-footed man' since being an animal and being two-footed inhere 

1n the essence o f man.

I f  A r is to t le  had stopped a t th is  statement his views would c le a r ly  

be fa lse  since we do say th a t p a rt ic u la r  men are two-legged. However, 

he is  aware o f cases l ik e  these. Hence he adds:

But i t  is  true to say [something which inheres in 
the essence] o r the p a rt ic u la r  instance and 
s in g ly , fo r  example the p a r t ic u la r  man is  a man 
o r  the p a rt ic u la r  white man is  a white m a n .22

However, A r is to t le  has second thoughts - we cannot always do th is .

There are two cases - f i r s t  are the cases where the terms being added 

imply a con trad ic tion . Whenever a con trad ic tion  does fo llow  because 

the th ing  being added contrad icts something which already inheres in 

the essence, the statement is  not true but fa lse . In an example remin­

iscen t o f Phaedo, A r is to t le  argues th a t i t  is  simply fa lse  to say tha t

a dead man is  a man since to be a man is  to  function in  a certa in  way.

Just as a dead fin g e r is  only homonymously, a f in g e r, since

i t  cannot function in a certa in  way, so a dead man is  only a man 

OftMvofAW5. But there is  a second a lte rn a tive  - 'whenever i t  [ i . e . ,  the 

added term] should not inhere ' - in  which case we w i l l  not have a con-

22Ib1d ., 21al 8-20.
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tra d lc tio n  and the predication is  true . In th is  second case, A r is to t le  

is  conceiving o f  sentences lik e  'The white man is  a man'. Since being 

white is  no t essentia l to  being a man, the sentence is  true .

Now come the cruc ia l line s  immediately preceding the te x t w ith  

which I am concerned. At a24 A r is to t le  repeats what he has ju s t  said - 

the ( 'o r ' )  w ith  which he begins his remarks is  v ir tu a l ly  equivalent 

to  ' in  other words'.

Or whenever, on the one hand, i t  [ i . e . ,  the added 
term] should inhere [tvu ir« fitr i], the sentence is  
always not true ; whenever, on the other hand, i t
[ i . e . ,  the added term] should not inhere [

ettm ty*?*], (the sentence is )  not always t r u e , . . .

A r is to t le 's  p o in t is  qu ite  s tra igh tfo rw ard . Remembering the technical 

sense A r is to t le  assigns cvwtr«fXc«.v, i . e . ,  'to  inhere in the essence o f 

a th in g ',  the f i r s t  a lte rn a tive  simply notes th a t when we speak o f 

combining a sub ject w ith  something which con trad ic ts  i t s  essence, i t  

Is  always fa lse . The second a lte rn a tive  is  the case where the added 

term does not inhere, i . e . ,  i t  does not predicate something essentia l 

and hence i t  merely predicates an accident. Since i t  only predicates 

an accident, the assertion w i l l  not always be true .

The reason 21a24-25 is  another way o f  saying what is  said in 

21a21-24 in  tha t the cruc ia l po in t in the examples in  21a21-24 was to 

note how the ad jective  modifying the sub ject (e .g . 'dead' in 'The dead 

man is  a man' and 'w h ite ' in  'The white man is  a man') was re la ted  to

the subject. In the f i r s t  case, we had the ad jective con trad ic ting  the

essence o f what i t  m odified, in the second i t  merely denotes an acc i-
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dent o f  the th ing modified. Thus A r is to t le  rea lizes th a t the cruc ia l 

issue to worry about is  pred ication o f the essence and predication o f 

an accident.

That 21a25-28 should be understood as an example re la tin g  to 

21a24-25 and, in p a r t ic u la r ,  as an exp lica tio n  o f the second a lte rna ­

t iv e ,  is  c le a r ly  implied by A r is to t le 's  beginning his examples by 

( '  ju s t  a s ') .  This word suggests th a t we are being given an 

e luc ida tion  o f something which has ju s t  been said. Hence, as I read 

21a25-28, A r is to t le  is  merely continuing the remark which he has ju s t  

made -  21a25-28 is  re a lly  an example o f a statement which involves 

pred ication o f something which does not inhere and hence is  'no t always 

t ru e '.  In other words, i t  sheds l ig h t  on 21a24-25 by g iv ing us an 

example o f what is  an accident. Thus the f u l l  passage reads:

Or whenever, on the one hand, i t  [ i . e . ,  the added 
term] should inhere [«tfwtc«fa<$ ] ,  the sentence is  
always not tru e ; whenever, on the other hand, i t  
[ i . e . ,  the added term] should not inhere [j*.n 
|v«nr£fftg] (the sentence is )  not always tru e , ju s t  
as Homer is  something, such as a poet. Therefore, 
now, also is  o r not? For according to what is  
accidental [ th e ] ' i s '  should be predicated o f 
Homer, fo r  i t  is  the case th a t he is  a poet, but 
not according to what is  essentia l [ th e ] ' i s '  should 
be predicated o f Homer.

A r is to t le 's  worry is  the fo llow ing . Take Homer and something 

which does not belong to him e s s e n tia lly . Being a poet w i l l  do. Since 

the property o f  being a poet does not inhere in Homer's essence, i . e . ,  

since Homer is  e sse n tia lly  a man and since h is essence would not change 

i f  he ceased being a poet and became a shoemaker o r a sh ipbu ilde r,
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Homer's essence n e ith e r is  nor includes the property o f being a poet. 

Instead, i t  is  only an accident o f  Homer th a t he is  a poet - and, 

since Homer could ju s t  as well have been something else besides a 

poet, 'Homer is  a poet' need not have been true . Since Homer's being 

a poet is  not essentia l but merely accidental to  Homer, i t  is  possible 

fo r  Homer e ith e r to be a poet o r not be a poet. And th is  is  the real 

po in t o f  the question 'Therefore, now, also is  o r not?' I t  is  not a

query about whether Homer does or does not e x is t.  Rather i t  is  a

s tra igh tfo rw ard  question - since th is  property o f  being a poet is  only 

an accident, i . e . ,  i t  does not inhere in  the essence o f Homer, i t  is  

true th a t Homer is  a poet? Rendered s l ig h t ly  less l i t e r a l l y ,  A r is to t­

le 's  question is  re a lly  'Therefore, now, also is  i t  the case or is  i t  

not the case?' Or again, since Greek usage permits using IcrxC ( ' i s ')  

in  in te rroga tives  to  mean ' is  i t  t ru e ? ',  the passage may read 'There­

fo re , now, is  i t  also true o r not?'23

I t  is  in  th is  context tha t 21a26-28 is  to  be understood. That in 

these lin e s  A r is to t le  is  not ta lk in g  about being o r is  but about ' i s ' ,  

is  abundantly c lea r - the t o  before screw  in  a27 and again in  a28 can 

serve no other fu n c t io n .^  And i f  i t  is  remembered th a t lin e s  a26-28 

are meant as an explanation - note th a t the sentence begins w ith  

( ' f o r ' ) ,  the standard A r is to te lia n  device fo r  in troducing reasons -

2 % ith  regard to  th is  use o f strew c f .  Metaphysics V .v ii 1017a31 - .
35, Metaphysics V i, iv ,  and Metaphysics IX .x.

24For s im ila r  uses o f t o  in  De In te rp re ta tione  c f.  De I n t . i  
16317-18, i i  16a21, 26, e tc . ~
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they c le a r ly  must re fe r back to  whether o r no t 'Homer is  a poet' is  

true o r fa lse .

I f  the reader has followed me th is  fa r ,  I th in k  ny conclusion 

Is obvious. Since (1) A r is to t le  is  concerned w ith  ' i s ' ,  not being or 

is ,  (2) the property o f  being a poet is  an accident o f  a man, not pa rt 

o f h is  essence, (3) A r is to t le  is  worrying about the sentence 'Homer is  

a p o e t', and (4) A r is to t le  now says tha t in the sentence 'Homer is  a 

poet' ' i s '  is  being used according to accident, not according to 

essence, i t  necessarily fo llow s th a t th is  remark o f A r is to t le 's  simply 

points out th a t ' i s '  is  being used to predicate something which is  an 

accident o f  Homer ra the r than being used to predicate e ith e r the whole 

o r a p a rt o f  h is  essence, i . e . ,  something which inheres in  Homer. 

Hence, ra ther than making any reference whatever to existence o r to  

substance, the k«»0VSt4 predication ofcerxcv re fe rs  to what ' i s '  in 

the sentence 'Homer is  a poet' does not do -  namely predicate o f Homer 

e ith e r  h is essence or pa rt o f  h is  essence.

Such a reading as I have proposed would be p e rfe c tly  consistent 

w ith  the conclusion A r is to t le  o ffe rs  to  h is  discussion o f those cases 

where the predications were said o f a p a r t ic u la r  instance and s in g ly .

Thus 1n as many predications as have no con tra rie ty  
w ith in , i f  d e fin it io n s  [>•»«».] instead o f nouns 
[<Svof*«Tuw; also 'names'] we should say, then i f  i t  
should be predicated according to what are th e ir  
essences and not according to  what is  acc identa l, 
concerning these i t  w i l l  be true to say o f  the p a r t ic ­
u la r instance and s i n g l y , 2 5

25pe In te rp re ta tio ne  x i 21a29-32.
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I f  (1) we take any sentence which involved a predication which does not 

con trad ic t what is  inherent in  the subject and (2) which should be a 

predication o f  what is  e sse n tia l, not o f what is  acc identa l, the re ­

placement o f nouns by th e ir  d e fin it io n s  w i l l  mean tha t what we w i l l  be 

seylng o f  the p a rt ic u la r  instance w i l l  be tru e . Consider the sentence 

'The p a rt ic u la r  man is  r a t io n a l ' . ,  Since (1) pred icating being ra tiona l 

o f  a p a rt ic u la r  man does not con trad ic t what is  inherent in the p a r t i­

cu la r man and (2) 'ra t io n a l' does not predicate the accidental but 

ra the r the essentia l o f the p a r t ic u la r  man, i f  we should replace the 

word 'man1 by i t s  >oYo$* v iz . 'being a ra tio na l an im a l', our predica­

tio n  w i l l  be o f the p a rt ic u la r  instance and our assertion w i l l  c le a r ly  

be true .

Nor would the a fterthought w ith  which A r is to t le  closes chapter xi 

lend any support to a r iv a l in te rp re ta tio n  o f 21a25-28.

But ju s t  because th a t which is  not is  an ob ject o f 
op in ion , i t  is  not true  to say th a t i t  is  something. 
For opinion o f i t  is  not th a t i t  is ,  but th a t i t  is
n o t.26

Manley Thompson had read these lin e s  as evidence in  favor o f h is read­

ing the H«®\Srro meaning o f *Tv«. as ' is  a substance'. Hence he wrote

c I have d iffe re d  from M in io-Palue llo  by reading a common a fte r  
in  “ 31. As I have in te rp re ted  a29-32, i t  is  the conclusion o f 

the discussion in 21al 8-28. My reason fo r  doing so is  the obvious 
pa ra lle lism  between the phrase w ith  which A r is to t le  opens his discus­
sion in 18-19 tow twos w«u ( 'B u t
i t  is  truec to  say o f theJfp a r t ic u la r  instance and s in g ly ')  and a31 -32 
to iA>\©*s ecrxtu e iir t tv  (as I have rendered i t  above:
' i t  w i l l  be true  to say o f the p a r t ic u la r  instance and s in g ly ') .

2621932- 33.
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. . . [T ]h e  fa c t th a t a non-existent Homer may be the 
ob ject o f op in ion , as he would be i f  we were to  con­
s tru c t a myth about him, does not mean th a t i t  is  
true to say Homer is  something. The assertions 'Homer 
is  merely the ob ject o f op in ion ' and 'Homer is  a myth­
ic a l being' are about Homer only in  the sense o f deny­
ing th a t he is  in  fa c t anything. While we might say 
th a t 'Homer is  a poet' is  true in  f ic t io n ,  what is  
true in  th is  case is  true o f  the myth and not o f 
Homer. And the myth does e x is t ,  even though not per 
se as a substance d o e s . 2 7

However, sure ly A r is to t le 's  po in t is  not merely tha t myths are not
4) $

oocrc.41 ( ' substances' ) .  Of course, to  use Thompson's example, th a t 

Homer is  a pa rt o f  a myth is  in  and o f i t s e l f  s u f f ic ie n t  in d ica tio n  

tha t the mythical Homer is  not the same as the flesh  and blood man; 

simply because i t  is  a myth, i t  is  about something which is  n o t.

However, contra Thompson, th is  does not in any way imply th a t the 

focus o f A r is to t le 's  c los ing remark is  th a t to th in k  about what is  

c o n tra ry - to -fa c t, such as a myth, is  to  th in k  about what is  not a 

substance. Rather, the p o in t is  simply th a t tha t which is  not is  no t, 

by v ir tu e  o f our th in k in g  about i t ,  something which is .

That th is  is  the case can be seen most c le a r ly  when we re a lize  

th a t A r is to t le 's  remark about th a t which is  not is  not re s tr ic te d  to  

things which might erroneously be thought to  belong to  the category o f 

substance, but ra the r concerns items in  every category. For example, 

le t  us consider th a t ob ject o f  op in ion , the greeness o f my h a ir . Since 

my h a ir  is  re a lly  a shade o f brown, i t s  being green is  something which 

is  not. Nevertheless, I can opine about my green h a ir . For example,

^ 'O n  A r is to t le 's  Square o f  O ppos ition ', p. 57.
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I can Imagine th a t i t  would then match the co lo r o f  the grass outside 

njy house o r tha t i t  would then be a d if fe re n t co lo r from my g ir l

fr ie n d 's  h a ir . However, and th is  is  the p o in t, a l l  o f  th is  opining

would concern th a t which is  not simply because my h a ir  is  not green 

but brown. In order fo r  Thompson's in te rp re ta tio n  to  be correct he 

must maintain th a t A r is to t le  is  cautioning us le s t  we th ink  th a t the 

nonexistent greeness o f my h a ir  is  a substance. However, no one 

fa m ilia r  w ith  the doctrine o f the categories would ever be misled in to

th ink ing  tha t the greenness o f  my h a ir  was a substance.

Hence, A r is to t le 's  c los ing words, tha t to ^  ov ( ' th a t  which is  

n o t ')  is  not opined as being something ( ' th a t  i t  i s ' ) ,  but ra ther as 

I ts  not being something ( ' th a t  i t  is  n o t ') .  A r is to t le ,  qu ite  p laus ib ly  

as my green h a ir  example shows, speaks o f th a t which is  not in the 

same way as he speaks o f th a t which is ,  i . e . ,  in  a ll o f  the categories. 

Thompson's in te rp re ta tio n  overlooks th is  po in t.

That the reading o f 21a25-28 which I have proposed is  co rrec t can 

be fu r th e r confirmed by comparing i t  to  Metaphysics V. v i i ,  a te x t in  

which A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us four semantic ru les governing the verb 'to  

be '. The f i r s t  two senses there discussed are the very same senses 

w ith  which I have been concerned in th is  section - namely the use o f 

the various cognates o f  tcvwc to  ind ica te  e ith e r th a t which is  acc i­

dental o r th a t which is  e ssen tia l. On any in te rp re ta tio n  o f the use 

o f-rd  u*©-1**"©  iv  in  De In te rp re ta tione  21a25-28 other than the one I 

have presented in  th is  sec tion , De In te rp re ta tio ne  x i and Metaphysics
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V.vl 1 become ir re c o n c ila b le .28

Before c lo s in g , I th ink  i t  ob liga to ry  to  consider the analysis 

o f  John A c k r i l l .  In h is e d itio n  o f  De In te rp re ta tio ne  A c k r il l consid­

ered the very treatment which I have here proposed, only to re je c t 

i t .  Thus A c k r il l w rites th a t

I t  is  c lea r th a t the accidental predication o f 
which A r is to t le  speaks in th is  paragraph [21al 8-33] 
is  'a cc id e n ta l' in  the second sense o f the two senses 
d istinguished above; i t  is  inc iden ta l o r in d ire c t 
p red ica tion . A r is to t le 's  example is  not a happy one. 
But when he says th a t in  'Homer is  a poet' the ' i s '  
is  predicated acc iden ta lly  o f  Homer ('because he is  
a poet, not in i t s  own r ig h t ')  h is po in t ev iden tly  
is  not th a t ' i s '  gives an accidental as opposed to 
essentia l property o f Homer, but th a t i t  attaches 
to  Homer only in d ire c t ly ,  q u a lify in g  him only qua 
poet.29

In o ther words, A c k r il l is  conceding tha t h is in te rp re ta tio n  o f  

21a25-28 forces him to be d is s a tis fie d  w ith  A r is to t le 's  example. 

However, ra ther than accept the in te rp re ta tio n  I have proposed fo r  

these lin e s , A c k r il l advocates a theory whereby the te x t claims th a t 

' i s '  is  being linked  to 'Homer' only v ia  the d ire c t ob ject 'poet' 

and not u n qu a lified ly  as in 'Homer i s ' .

Aside from the in t r in s ic  awkwardness o f such an in te rp re ta tio n  

-  one which does not even fu l ly  please the author - the c ruc ia l pro­

blem which we must consider is  why A r is to t le 's  ' . . . p o in t  ev iden tly  is  

not th a t ' i s '  gives an accidental as opposed to  essentia l property o f 

H om er...', i . e . ,  what basis A c k r il l has fo r  re je c tin g  the much sim pler

28cf. Chapter Four in  which I analyze Metaphysics V .v ii.  

29p. 148.
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and more s tra igh tfo rw ard  explanation. U nfortunate ly, we are le f t  

ignorant as to  what are these evident grounds.

Are they tha t such an in te rp re ta tio n  cannot be reconciled w ith  the 

re s t o f  chapter x i and, in  p a r t ic u la r ,  the lin e s  immediately preceding 

21a25? I f  so, ir\y proposal th a t lin e s  21a25-28 are simply meant to be 

an i l lu s t r a t io n  o f 21a24-25, i . e . ,  o f something which does not inhere 

1n the essence o f something e lse , not only dissolves th is  d i f f ic u l t y  

but in fa c t shows th a t the in te rp re ta tio n  which A c k r il l re jec ts  is  

co rrec t. However, i f  th is  is  not the alleged ground fo r  A c k r i l l 's  d is ­

m issal, then the basis o f h is re jec tio n  is  not the le a s t b i t  evident.

In sh o rt, A c k r i l l 's  re jec tio n  o f an analysis o f  21a25-28 in  terms o f 

' i s '  g iv ing  '. . .a n  accidental as opposed to  an essentia l property o f 

Hom er...1 appears to be inadequate.

In summary -  I have shown th a t the ( 'e s s e n tia l' o r

'according to essence') an d 'a c c id e n ta l' o r 'according

to acc iden t') uses of£.«r«it in De In te rp re ta tione  x i 21a25-28 re fe r to 

the use o f the verb 'to  be' to ind ica te  th a t which is  essentia l and 

th a t which is  accidenta l. In so doing, no t only have I shown tha t De 

In te rp re ta tione  21a25-28 does not con trad ic t the account o f  A r is to t le 's  

theory o f predication which I o f fe r  in  Chapter One, but I have also 

in te rp re ted  i t  in  a manner consistent w ith  Metaphysics V .v i i .



Conclusion

In th is  chapter I have shown th a t despite the claims o f most major 

tra n s la to rs  and commentators, n e ithe r Categories x 13^12-35 nor De 

In te rp re ta tione  x i 21 a25-28 provide any support fo r  the claim  tha t 

A r is to t le  believes tha t the subject o f  a sentence might not re fe r. I 

have argued tha t the most p laus ib le  in te rp re ta tio n  o f  each passage - 

both in terms o f the immediate context and in  terms o f other re la ted 

passages throughout the corpus - is  qu ite  d iffe re n t from the t r a d i­

tion a l reading. In th is  way I have refuted a p o te n tia lly  serious 

ob jection to the account which I advanced in Chapter One.
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Chapter Three 

The fclfccrct Question in P oste rio r Analytics I I . i

In P osterior Analytics I I . i  A r is to t le  presents fou r questions fo r  

which science seeks answers: ,▼$ to x i. ,  andxC £«rx«..

The common rendering o f these fou r questions as (1) tha t S is  P, (2) 

why S is  P, (3) i f  S is ,  and (4) what is  (the d e f in it io n  o f)  S has led 

various commentators to conclude th a t the m u  question involves 

the e x is te n tia l use o f the verb 'to  be1. However, in  th is  chapter I 

hope to show both th a t reading the cw *«rw. question in terms o f e x is ­

tence is  ra ther dubious and th a t the w rtu  question re a lly  concerns 

whether a word can be used to make a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion .

In Section I o f th is  chapter I w i l l  b r ie f ly  discuss the above- 

mentioned in te rp re ta tio n  o f  the c l xcrxc question in terms o f existence 

in  order to  show how w idely i t  is  accepted. In Section I I ,  I w i l l  

make several general comments concerning the s truc tu re  and in te rp re ta ­

tio n  o f  P oste rio r Analytics I l . i .  In Section I I I ,  I w i l l  consider the 

illu m in a tin g  discussion o f Father Joseph Owens. I w i l l  f i r s t  consider 

Owens' fa ta l objection to reading the fci. xcrrc question as ' i f  i t  is '  

(where ' i s '  carries the force o f 'e x is t ' ) .  Second I w i l l  consider 

Owens' own proposal and th ird  I w i l l  show how i t  f a i ls .  F in a lly , in  

Section IV, I w i l l  modify Father Owens' suggestion in such a way th a t 

i t  both preserves Owens' ins igh ts  and a t the same time accords w ith 

the analysis o f e x is te n tia l assertion which I o ffered in  Chapter One.
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Though in  no way do I claim  to solve a l l  o f the many d i f f ic u l t ie s  

posed by Posterior Analytics I I . i  and i t s  succeeding chapters, I do 

th in k  th a t the reading I w i l l  propose provides a more in te l l ig ib le  ren­

dering o f A r is to t le 's  remarks than previous in te rp re ta tio n s .



In order to  contrast the discussion o f P oste rio r Analytics I I . 1 

which I w i l l  o f fe r  1n Sections I I I  and IV , le t  me b r ie f ly  sketch the 

pos ition  which I am opposing.

As I have already noted, the common In te rp re ta tio n  o f  the fou r 

questions asked 1n P osterior Analytics I I . 1 reads them as: (1) th a t

S Is P, (2) why S is  P, (3) i f  S is ,  and (4) what is  (the d e fin it io n  

o f)  S. Perhaps th is  view emerges most c le a r ly  1n Tredennlck's Loeb 

tra n s la tio n :

There are fou r kinds o f  questions th a t we ask, 
and they correspond to the kinds o f  things th a t we 
know. They are: the question o f  fa c t ,  the question
o f  reason or cause, the question o f  existence, and 
the question o f essence. (1) When we ask whether 
th is  o r th a t is  so, Introducing a p lu ra l i ty  o f  terms 
(e .g .,  whether the sun su ffe rs eclipse or n o t) , we 
are asking the question o f  fa c t. The proof 1s tha t 
when we have discovered th a t i t  does s u ffe r ec lipse 
our Inqu iry  1s fin ish e d ; and 1 f we know a t the out­
se t th a t 1 t does so, we do not ask whether 1 t does.
I t  1s when we know the fa c t tha t we ask (2) the rea­
son; e .g .,  I f  we know th a t the sun su ffe rs  eclipse 
and the earth moves, we ask the reasons fo r  these 
fa c ts . That 1s how we ask these questions; but there 
are others which take a d if fe re n t form: e .g .,  (3)
whether a centaur o r a god e x is ts . The question o f 
existence re fe rs to  simple existence, and not to 
whether the subject 1s (say) white o r not. When we 
know tha t the subject e x is ts , we ask (4) what i t  1s; 
"what, then, Is t  god?* or "a man?"'

G.R.G. Mure's understanding o f the four questions is  b a s ica lly  

the same as Tredennick's. Thus, in Mure's Oxford tra n s la tio n  he 

renders the four things which we seek as

 ̂Cambridge, Mass., 1966), p. 175.
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(1) whether the connexion o f  an a ttr ib u te  w ith  a th ing 
Is  a fa c t ,  (2) what 1s the reason o f the connexion,
(3) whether a th ing  e x is ts , (4) what 1s the nature o f 
the th in g .2

These two trans la tions  c le a rly  see the Issue 1n the th ird  and 

fou rth  questions in  terms o f  the contrast between whether a given th ing 

e x is ts , I . e . ,  the existence o f  the th in g , and what a given th ing 1s, 

I . e . ,  the essence o f the th ing . In other words, the e l tone  and x£ 

earxt questions are understood 1n terms o f the time-honored d is tin c tio n  

between the existence o f a th ing  ( th a t i t  1s) and the essence o f the 

th ing  (what 1 t 1s).

In h is  discussion o f  the passage, W.D. Ross leaves no doubt tha t 

he also sees the Issue In these terms. For Ross, the €«ro. question 

Involves the e x is te n tia l use o f the verb 'to  be* and asks o f some 

th ing whether i t  1s:

A r is to t le  begins [P os te rio r Analytics I I ]  by d is t in ­
guishing fou r topics o f  s c ie n t if ic  In q u ir y ,* *

6 t lx « .,e l £«rci , x t  H r t c . The d iffe rence between 
v* and « l ccrxt turns on the d iffe rence between 
the copulative and the e x is te n tia l use o f '1 s ';  the 
two questions are respective ly o f  the form 'Is  A B?' 
and o f the form 'Does A ex is t? ' I f  we have established 
th a t A 1s B, we go on to  ask why i t  1s so; 1 f we have 
established th a t A e x is ts , we go on to ask what i t  1s.3

Though the In te rp re ta tio n  o f the c l  ecru. and x t  e r r *  questions in 

terms o f the contrast between the existence and the essence o f a th ing

2ln McKeon The Basic Works o f A r is to t le , p. 158.

3W .D . R oss  A r is to t le 's  P rio r and Posterior Analytics (Oxford, 
1965), p. 75-76.



1s widely accepted, I do not th ink th a t 1 t 1s co rrec t. In order to 

see why, le t  us begin our examination o f Posterior Analytics I I . 1.



II

In order to  understand what the th ird  question re a lly  means, le t  

us consider the other questions f i r s t .  In p a r t ic u la r , le t  us examine 

the s truc tu re  o f  P osterior Analytics I I . 1 1n order to  see how A r is to t le  

re lates the questions to  one another.

Posterior Analytics I I . 1 begins by noting th a t the number o f 

things we seek corresponds to  the number o f ways In which we know.

Then A r is to t le  l i s t s  these fou r things which we seek: i t  Sec , x&

&  I s u  , andv£ earx*. The f i r s t  two questions are ra ther 

e a s ily  understood.

For whenever on the one hand we should seek whether 
th is  1s so o r tha t 1s so, Introducing a number <of 
terms>, fo r  example whether the sun su ffe rs  eclipse 
o r n o t, the th a t [** Vxv] we seek. An Ind ica tion  o f 
th is  1s tha t when we discover tha t 1 t su ffe rs  eclipse 
we cease. On the other hand, whenever we should know 
the th a t [ 4  m  ] ,  we seek the reason [t4 fe fct ] .  For 
example, 1 f we know th a t the sun suffers  eclipse and 
th a t the earth moves, we seek the reason [*) &.«««. 1 
1 t suffers eclipse o r the reason Gk£«« ]  I t  moves.4

The cruc ia l phrase 1n th is  passage Is cU  i*«.ep*v 6*«x*s ( ' I n t r o ­

ducing a number (o f te rm s )'). A r is to t le  1s Ind ica tin g  tha t the f i r s t  

two things which we seek - T i  Vxc and x i  £«**«. -  only concern us when 

we are Investiga ting  what in  some way introduces m u lt ip l ic ity .  The 

obvious sense, especia lly  in  the l ig h t  o f  the examples, 1s th a t 

A r is to t le  Intends 'in troduc ing  a number' to re fe r to the fa c t th a t In 

the f i r s t  two questions we are tre a tin g  two terms. The «t«- question

^Posterior Analytics I I . i  89b25-31.
90
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asks whether 1 t 1s a fa c t th a t S Is  P (e .g .,  th a t the sun 1s capable 

o f being eclipsed). The question w i l l  provide the reason fo r

th is  fa c t. A r is to t le  does not ac tu a lly  here give us the reason fo r  the 

fa c t th a t the sun su ffe rs eclipse o r the fa c t th a t the earth moves, 

but from the pattern he o ffe rs  in  the case o f  a lunar ec lip se , he 

envisages one fa c t (e.g . tha t the earth by I ts  movement has blocked 

o f f  the l ig h t  o f  the sun) as the reason fo r  another fa c t (e .g .,  tha t 

the moon suffers e c lip se ).

In turn ing to the th ird  and fou rth  'th ings  we seek' (the e l ecru, 

and x i  ecru questions), the s ign ificance o f the phrase ec* •tfiQ p.av 

emerges. By means o f a . .St.. .construction A r is to t le  

opposes the f i r s t  p a ir o f  questions 1n 89b25-31 (which Involve a 

m u lt ip l ic ity  o f term s), to the second p a ir  o f questions 1n 89b31-35

where the things tha t we seek are o f 'another k ind ' («tXiow •*f£w«v).

Since the f i r s t  two objects o f Inqu iry  Introduced number o r complexity 

by Invo lv ing two terms, the second p a ir 's  opposition shows th a t 1 t 

fa l ls  to  introduce number o r complexity. This would Imply, 1n agree­

ment w ith  the tra d it io n a l reading, th a t the th ird  and fou rth  questions 

only concern single th ings.

Themlstius' paraphrase 1s qu ite  c lear th a t the opposition between 

the cu / fc fa .  and the e l ecru / x i  t e n  pairs 1s between two terms which 

are compounded together and single th ings.

We seek e ith e r about something simple and uncompound 
[vrcfl n««s xmL 2urw«etoo ]  o r about a compound
and 1n a p rem ise .... Now there are fou r (th in gs  we
seek) : e l «sru  , u  ( o t t ,  d  uvr«?Xet. nWe r& S * [ '  1 f  
th is  belongs to  th a t '] ,£ J k  x i  S n tifX u  ['th rough what
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<th1s>. belongs ^ o cth a tV ] .  The former two are about 
simples En«fi * * * A«I, the la t te r  two are about 
compounds

Eustratlus and Phlloponus note the same d is tin c tio n  between the two 

pairs o f  questions.** However, th is  only locates the problem - I t  does 

not t e l l  us what A r is to t le  claims we seek to  know about these single 

Items.

The actual te x t In which the c l  ccrxc and x (  c o re  questions are 

posed 1n qu ite  condensed. A r is to t le  w rites

Now on the one hand, these things [the Sec and Score 
questions] are so. But some things which we seek are 
o f  another kind. For example, i f  i t  1s o r 1s not 
[• I  $rc«* n  icrcc ]  a centaur o r a god. I  mean I f  
1 t 1s o r 1s not un qu a lifie d ly  [« l tc rcw  f i  p *  Stwa&d 
but not I f  1 t is  white o r not. And kn,ow1ng tha t 1 t 
1s [4«k Iv x c ] ,  we seek what 1 t is  [x t ecru .]. For 
example, we then seek what 1s a aod o r what 1s a 
man [■*£ o«v &rcc Q«4$ » ^  ■*£ wQyw » ;]?7

We already know th a t both the e l cvxc and xlecrxc questions only 

concern s ing le  items. On the basis o f the examples which A r is to t le

®Them1st1us Paraphrase o f Posterior Analytics 42 .4-5 ,. 13-14 ed. 
by M. Wallies in  Commentaria in  A ris to tle lem  Graeca Vol. 5 (B e rlin , 
1900).

®Philoponus in Analyt. Post. 336.19 f f .  esp.336.19-21 ed. by M. 
W allies in  Commentaria in  Aristote lem  Graeca Vol. 13 (B e rlin , 1909); 
Eustratlus 1ri Analyt. Post. 12.22-25 and *14.27-31 ed. by M. Hayduck In 
Commentaria in A ris to tle le m  Graeca Vol. 21 (B e rlin , 1907).

^Posterior Analytics I I .  1 89^31-35.

In th is  and the next three trans la tions  I have rendered e i wrx*. 
as ' i f  i t  1s' not th a t I believe th a t d  means ' i f  S e x is ts ' but 
ra ther slmgly in  order not to  beg any questions concerning the meaning 
o f the &  taxc  question. For my own In te rp re ta tion  o f the meaning o f 
the «*. evxc question, c f.  below p .105-110.
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o ffe rs  us, we also know th a t there 1s some sense In which these two 

questions only concern things which are purported to  be ' sub-

stances') and not things from the accidental categories. A r is to t le  

s p e c if ic a lly  excludes the tc rx t question from covering 'w h ite 1.

I f  we allow our eyes to wander to  chapter 11, we can learn another 

very Important fa c t -  the way In which A r is to t le  re la tes  the search fo r  

the answers to  a l l  fou r questions to  the search fo r  middle terms.

But what we seek, whenever on the one hand we should
seek the th a t {Vi $ c i]  o r the 1 f 1 t 1s u n qu a lifie d ly
[e l ««rci 1s whether there 1s o r 1s not a mid­
dle term. Whenever, on the other hand, knowing e ith e r 
the th a t [to  &<.] o r 1 f 1 t Is [« l « v r t ]  -  I . e . ,  e ith e r 
the p a rt ia l o r the unqualified  -  again the through 
what [ri Suk xL ] or the what 1s [ t i x i  & m ]> then we 
seek what Is the m iddle.8

A r is to t le  1s grouping the fou r questions o f  Posterior Analytics I I . 1 

1n the fo llow ing  way: the CTc and e l ecre*. questions only seek whether 

there 1s a middle term. I f  there 1s a middle term, we know tha t there

w i l l  be a ffirm a tive  answers to these questions. Only when we know th a t

there 1s such an a ffirm a tive  answer can we then go on and know what 

th is  middle term 1s. The middle term w i l l  be what accounts fo r  the 

answers to  the o c i and e l ecrcu questions. The middle term accounting 

fo r  the orct w i l l  be the answer to the the middle term accounting

fo r  the a ffirm a tive  answer to  the *£. ecrct question w i l l  be the answer 

to  the tw  erst.question. Hence the answers to the £&•cw and xC xtrx.%. 

questions w i l l  be the actual middle terms; the answers to the crct and

^Posterior Analytics 11.11 89^37-90*1.
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*1 c m  questions w i l l  only Ind icate  whether there are such middle 

terms.

These lin e s  also provides an Important clue to unrave lling  the 

problem o f what A r is to t le  means In P osterior Analytics I I . 1 by fc l *<m. 

A r is to t le  Ind icated by example th a t w hile  'cen taur' and 'god' were 

appropriate Items fo r  the A  i •**«. question, 'w h ite ' was not. This he 

explained by saying th a t « l  ie rc i and t *  «onciQ«& were

w hile  A*uwfs1s presumably not. The passage I  have ju s t

quoted Indicates th a t the opposition o f  the Sccecrx*. and tX  4axc  

questions is  the opposition o f  tvrt. to  is  confirmed

In 90*2-5, where A r is to t le  elaborates on the re la tio nsh ip  o f the 

o u  terxu and « « rti questions to the I n c AvrXmi d is tin c t io n :

But I  mean the tha t [ r i  c ftc ] o r i f  i t  is  [«i t«re«v ]  
as p a r t ia l and unqualified  [ h t l  ***?«* %uu. ***& « ]. 
On the one hand, as p a r t ia l 1s whether the moon 
su ffe rs  eclipse o r whether the moon waxes. For 1n 
such questions we seek 1 f 1 t 1s something or i f  1t 
1s not something [%l fe rn  x i  $  pA x x ]. On the 
other hand, as u n qu a lified ly  i f  moon or
n ig h t 1s o r 1s not?9

P o s te r io r  Analytics 11.11 90a2-5 .

There 1s a disagreement on the correct te x t fo r  90*2. Ross reads 
<?• or*, ea r tv while both Bekker and Tredennlck
read •■««.*} et efcrtv ew l vml In his c r i t ic a l  apparatus,
Ross does not ind ica te  the existence o f any mss. which fo llow  Bekker's 
te x t.  However, since Bekker is  using A, B, and C as his codices fo r  
the whole organon and his c r i t ic a l  apparatus indicates tha t in manu­
sc r ip ts  A and B e l Is missing, i t  would appear th a t, a t le a s t
according to Bekker,n * !  eaxiw is  to be found in C. I t  1s unfortunate 
th a t Tredennick does not ind icate  the source o f h is reading.

However, one po in t c le a rly  stands out -  the sense o f the te x t 
demands the Bekker-Tredennick reading. I f  we fo llow  Ross we must allow 
th a t in  90*2 f f  A r is to t le  d istinguishes two senses o f the two senses o f



Ill

In h is book The Doctrine o f Being In the A r is to te lia n  Metaphysics 

Father Joseph Owens o ffe rs  one o f the few Illu m in a tin g  discussions o f 

P osterior Analytics I I . 1 and, 1n p a r t ic u la r ,  o f  the meaning o f the 

&  ecru, question.10 Though, as I have already Ind ica ted , Owens' 

analysis su ffe rs  from a serious de fect, certa in  o f  h is  Ins ights are 

correct and form the basis o f  my own In te rp re ta tio n .

In Metaphysics V I. i A r is to t le  b r ie f ly  remarks on the re la tio n  o f 

the and th e * !  i« rc i questions to  the study o f  ('substance'

o r, as Owens p re fe rs , 'E n t i t y ') .  A r is to t le  notes th a t since a l l  o f  the 

special sciences are only concerned w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  so rt o f  being and 

a p a rtic u la r genus (x re ft Wv»s n  ) ,  they do not study

unqua lified  being or being qua being (n*?c & xo t o i S J & ) .

S im ila r ly  the special sciences do not es tab lish  the x C « rtc ( th e  'what- 

1s’ ) o f  the things w ith  which they deal, but e ith e r they make the xC 

t f t i  evident by perception o r they assume the x l  by hypothesis.

Since more or less s t r ic t  demonstration («wroS%£»wwfM.) only occurs once 

thexc Irc c  has been revealed, I t  fo llow s th a t ne ithe r the ou«U nor 

the x t  icrx*. are demonstrated and th a t they must be made evident by 

some other procedure. At th is  po in t A r is to t le  adds

the orct I r x c  question -  one which 1s e««t f**e«us and one which is  
Unfortunately th is  c o n flic ts  w ith what A r is to t le  has twice 

indicated in the previous line s  - namely th a t the d is tin c tio n  between 
ftu- « rrc  and « l is  to be based on d is tingu ish ing  *uZ from

Ross h im self notes the problem.

The obvious reso lu tion is  to see 90a2 f f  as an am p lifica tion  o f 
the d is tin c tio n  which A r is to t le  has ju s t  drawn. In th is  case the 
Bekker-Tredennick reading is  to be preferred.

10(Toronto, 1963), p. 287-296.
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And likew ise whether 1 f the genus w ith  which they 
deal 1s o r Is  not [« l ?crcwv$ c V n  * •  * « * • * ]  
they say noth ing, because through the s,ame th ink ing  
[Im w U <  1 both the x i  and the *1 w n i  are made 
evident.

In other words, ju s t  as the special sciences do not reveal the xC eoxc 

o f  the things w ith  which they deal by s c ie n t if ic  demonstration, ne ithe r 

do they answer the e lc c rx t question by demonstration because both the 

x l  Wcc and &  ecru, questions are answered by the same kind o f  Inqu iry . 

Thus, presumably, the science o f &  ('be ing  qua being1) and boct*, 

w i l l  answer both the x t  earn and *L lo-ta. questions.

As Owens' w rites

' • •The  same type o f In te lle c t io n  trea ts  the 'what- 
1 t-1 s ' and the '1 f - i t - 1 s ' .  The science o f E n tity , 
wR"1cF demonstrates tHe~~rwhat-i s ' 1n regard to  the 
things de a lt w ith  by the other sciences, must also 
tre a t the 'J jf ' question 1n regard to  them. *2

The d e ta ils  and problems o f the science o f $  &  do not here concern 

us. Nor is  Owens' discussion o f the science germane to my present 

Inqu iry . However, in order to  understand A r is to t le 's  claims concerning 

the science o f e b j  &  Owens attempts to  understand precise ly what 

A r is to t le  means by the x i  tw s i and e l ewec questions. In turn th is  

leads to h is analysis o f A r is to t le 's  major discussion o f these ques­

tions in Posterior A n a ly tics .

The major in s ig h t o f  Owens' analysis is  h is recognizing th a t the

^ Metaphysics V I. i 1025^16-18.

^Owens The Doctrine o f Being, p. 288.
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d is tin c tio n  between the xC &rct. and k m u  questions 1s not the same 

as the d is tin c tio n  between the essence o f  a th ing  and the existence o f 

a th ing . I n i t ia l l y  Owens merely notes th a t 1 t 1s anachronistic to  

read the x i  & rc t /« i d is tin c t io n  1n th is  way:

A fte r  seven centuries o f  metaphysical thought 
In. terms o f essence and existence, the modem In te r ­
p re te r Is n a tu ra lly  Inc lined  to  understand the two 
questions 1n the l ig h t  o f  th is  d is t in c t io n . The ' what- 
1 t-1 s ' should Inquire about the essence o f  the th ing . 
The~~ri f - i t - i s ' should be the question 'Does 1 t e x is t? '

In applying th is  in te rp re ta tio n  to the A r is to te l­
ian te x t,  one may be excused fo r  exerc is ing considerable 
caution. The composition o f  the tre a tise s  antedates 
the express form ulation o f  th is  d is tin c t io n  1n the 
Latin terms by sixteen centuries. I t  1s not Impossible 
th a t A r is to t le  may have had such a d is tin c tio n  In mind 
w ithout possessing the vocabulary to  enunciate i t  
p rec ise ly . But th a t fa c t w i l l  have to  be shown.13

However, la te r  Owens concludes th a t understanding the contrast between 

the xC and « i to m  questions 1n terms o f  the d is tin c t io n  between 

the essence and the existence o f a th ing  can not be reconciled to 

A r is to t le 's  te x ts :

The essence o f a th ing  may be fu l ly  known w ithout 
any knowledge o f whether the th ing  e x is ts  o r not.
The notion o f a 'mountain o f gold ' can be fu l ly  
understood w ithout knowing whether such a th ing  has 
ever ac tu a lly  existed. Or -  to take an example in 
the category o f  E n tity  - the essence o f an A ris ­
to te lia n  separate E n tity  might be treated w ithout 
knowing whether i t  ex is ts  o r not. But the S ta g ir ite  
never raises such a question. The problem 1n th is  
form is  simply not present in  the Metaphysics. *4

13Ib id . . p. 289.

14Ib 1 d ., p. 292.
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To contemporary ears, the claim th a t understanding what a th ing 

1s does not 1n any way Imply th a t the th ing is  seems obvious. The 

adoption o f  the essence/existence d is tin c t io n  Implies th a t what a 

th ing 1s has nothing to  do w ith  whether o r not i t  e x is ts . To be a 

human being 1s to  be a ra tio na l animal; to  be a centaur Is  to  be an 

animal w ith the body and legs o f  a horse and the to rso , arms, and head 

o f a man. I t  1s merely a contingent fa c t about the world th a t there 

e x is t human beings or tha t there do not e x is t centaurs. The fa c t th a t 

there do not e x is t such things as centaurs, gods, and golden mountains 

1n no wey prevents our understanding what each o f  these three things 

Is . In fa c t,  to deny th is  and to  say th a t the d is tin c tio n  between 

what a th ing  is  and th a t a th ing is  is  il lu s o ry  - o r ,  what 1s the same 

p o in t, to  say th a t we cannot know what a th ing  1s unless we also know 

th a t the th ing  1s -  seems paradoxical. And ye t A r is to t le 's  e n tire  

metaphysics does th is  very th ing .

For A r is to t le ,  to  be a human being 1s to be composed o f various 

things (e .g . f le s h , blood, bone, and h a ir)  organized 1n a certa in  way. 

S im ila r ly , 1 t might be thought th a t to be a centaur 1s also to be 

various things (e .g .,  f le s h , blood, bone, and h a ir) organized in  a 

certa in  (a lb e it  d iffe re n t)  way. Whereas there are things organized in 

the appropriate man-1sh way, there are no things organized in  the 

appropriate centaur-1sh way. When we claim to know what a man 1s we 

are claim ing to know how these various things (e .g .,  f le s h , blood, e tc .)  

are organized; but what are we claim ing to know when we claim to know 

what a centaur is? Because there are men, we can t ru ly  say 'Men are 

ra tiona l an im als '; but because there are no centaurs, nothing has the
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bocfy and legs o f a horse and the torso* arms, and head o f  a man.

Hence the sentence 'Centaurs are animals w ith  the body and legs o f a 

horse and the torso* arms, and head o f a man1 does not even assert 

anything, since there 1s no th ing  which Is  a centaur.

For A r is to t le ,  the d is tin c tio n  between essence and existence 

cannot even be drawn since everything which is  a certa in  s o rt o f  th ing  

1s and nothing which 1s not 1s a certa in  so rt o f  th in g . Merely 

In d ica tin g  th a t something 1s a certa in  so rt o f  th ing  implies th a t the 

th ing  e x is ts  because i f  I t  did not e x is t,  1t could not be a certa in  

s o rt o f  th ing . Hence, contrary to what the essence/existence in te rp re ­

ta tio n  Im plies, A r is to t le  1s committed to the claim tha t we do not know 

what 1 t is  to be a centaur o r a god or the golden mountain simply

because there is  no th ing which 1s a centaur or a god o r the golden

mountain. We cannot know what these purported th ings are simply

because there 1s no th ing  fo r  us to  know anything about. And ra ther

than being paradoxical, i t  seems qu ite  reasonable to say tha t we 

cannot know what s o rt o f  th ing  a centaur o r a god o r the golden moun­

ta in  Is simply because there is  no th ing  fo r  us to know anything about. 

In sh o rt, the essence/existence d is tin c tio n  d ire c t ly  c o n flic ts  w ith 

A r is to t le 's  metaphysics.

In order to understand what A r is to t le  means by the £  ecrtc ques­

tio n  Owens' d irec ts  h is a tten tion  to the p rinc ipa l example which 

A r is to t le  presents, namely tha t o f  the lunar ec lipse . The fa c t th a t 

the moon is  eclipsed is  explained by the screening o f  the moon by the 

earch. According to Owens, A r is to t le 's  explanation and example show 

th a t
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. . . th e  M f - i t - l s 1 1n the case o f demonstrables emerges 
as a generic o r quasi-generic knowledge o f what la te r ,  
through the addition o f the s p e c ific  d iffe ren ce , becomes 
the 'w h a t- is1 o f the th in g .15

What Owens means by contrasting the d w u  and xC &r««. questions 

as the d iffe rence between a generic o r quas1-gener1c knowledge o f a 

th ing and a s p e c ific  knowledge o f  tha t th ing  1s the d iffe rence between 

knowing th a t something Is  a Being and knowing the kind o f nature o f 

th a t Being. What an a ffirm a tive  answer to the A  Wz*. question In d i­

cates Is

. . . th a t  what you are dealing w ith  1s not In th is  
case a non-Be1ng. I t  1s a Being. You can Inquire 
In to  I ts  nature. The p a r t ia l ,  I . e . ,  quasi-generic, 
knowledge o f  the 'what-1 t-1 s ' given 1n the answer 
to the f i r s t  question suTfTces to show tha t you 
are dealing w ith  a Being o f  some kind, and are able 
to  proceed to  a s p e c ific  knowledge o f i t s  nature. 16

I f  read in th is  way the e i£ o r r i and x i  questions, ra ther than 

meaning ' 1 f  S i s '  (where Ms* carries the force o f  'e x is ts ')  and 'what 

is  (the d e fin it io n  o f)  S ',  re a lly  mean 'Is  1t a Being?' and 'What 1s 

th is  Being?' The a ffirm a tive  answer to  the «*. question es tab lish ­

es the th ing  as a Being, a th ing  about which we can undertake fu rth e r 

Inqu iry . The answer to the xC question gives us the d e fin it io n  o f 

the Being, i t  te l ls  us exactly  what th is  Being is .  'Being' is  here 

being used in I ts  non-gener1c sense, the sense 1n which everything 

which is ,  regardless o f  category, is  a Being. Presumably then, the

15I b id . , p. 291.

16Ib id . , p. 291.
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d iffe re n tia t io n  o f  the Set. and S U ti questions from the i v c i  and 

*£ €«txL questions w i l l  be on the basis o f  asking about the non-generic 

Being o f something a lleged ly from one o f the accidental categories as 

opposed to  asking about the non-generic Being o f  what 1s a purported

U •

That th is  1s Owens' meaning 1s made c lea r by his discussion o f 

P osterior Analytics II.v11 92b10-14. According to Owens, th is  passage 

reads:

The question 'what 1s a man1 and the fa c t th a t a man 
is ,  are not the same. Then too we say th a t i t  1s nec­
essary to  show by demonstration th a t everything 1s, 
unless 1 t be E n tity ; and 'to  be' is  not the E n tity  o f  
anything, since Being 1s not a genus.17

As Owens reads the passage, A r is to t le  f i r s t  1s con trasting the nine 

accidental categories w ith the category o f  • fa u t (Owens: 'E n t i t y ') ,

the former being demonstrated o f the la t te r .  Though the ten categories 

are the highest genera, they are 1n some sense subordinate to Being, 

Being being something under which the ten categories are grouped 1n a 

way other than as genus to species. Since Being 1s not a genus but 1s 

1n some sense above the categorical d is t in c t io n ^ , i t  cannot be grouped 

under one p a rt ic u la r  genus - the category o f  o2wr««.

I t  1s one question to ask 'Is  th is  a Being o r not?' 
. . . I t  Is another question to  Inqu ire  'What 1s th is  
Being?'. . .  The generic knowledge o f the category was

^ I b id . ,  p. 292. Owens' reading 1s a b i t  awkward. The f i r s t  
sentence ‘The question .. .the same' re a lly  is  not pa rt o f  the present 
argument but the la s t sentence o f the previous argument. A ll tha t 
Owens is  concerned w ith  is  the remainder o f  the quotation.
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s u ff ic ie n t  fo r  the f i r s t  question. The exact location 
w ith in  the category 1s required fo r  the second.'8

Though Owens' reading has the major advantage o f avoiding the 

problems to  which the existence/essence reading o f  the d  { e x t / x t  t r c i  

questions leads, 1 t s t i l l  su ffe rs  from serious defects o f  I ts  own.

Owens both reads the p a r t ic ip le  in an overly  onto logical way and 

fa i ls  to  re a lize  tha t as a re s u lt o f  reading 5it as 'B e in g ', the nega­

tiv e  answer to  the w t», becomes se lf-co n tra d ic to ry  and the a ffirm a­

tiv e  answer to  the d  becomes ta u to lo g ica l. This la t te r  po in t 1s 

a fa ta l philosophical ob jection to Owens' proposal.

According to Owens, the question merely asks 'Is  I t  a

Being?' Presumably an a ffirm a tive  answer to  the decree question would 

then be ' I t  1s a Being'. But what 1 f we have a negative answer? 

Presumably the appropriate response would be ' I t  1s not a Being'. So 

much seems obvious - u n t il we t r y  to understand what the sentence 

' I t  1s not a Being' Ind icates. On the one hand we seem to be speaking 

about some th ing  -  otherwise how can we understand the word *1t '? 

However, on the other hand, we are denying o f  th is  th ing tha t we are 

speaking about tha t i t  1s a th ing .

To read one o f A r is to t le 's  examples in Owens' way, suppose we 

were to ask 'I s  a centaur a Being?' The only answer seems to be 'No, 

centaurs are not Beings'. But what then is  the subject o f  the second 

sentence? A non-Being? I f  so, then what are we ta lk in g  about? I t  

seems th a t even in order to  make sense out o f  the sentence 'Centaurs

18Ib id . , p. 293.
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are not Beings1 we are already committed to the claims th a t centaurs 

are Beings.

Furthermore I t  1s not merely the negative answer to  the question 

' I t  1s a Being?' which troubles us. Even the a ffirm a tive  answer ' I t  1s 

a Being' creates d i f f ic u l t ie s .  Since, in  Owens' terms, in order fo r  

the sentence ' I t  1s a Being' to make sense, ' i t '  must denote a Being,

In e f fe c t the sentence ' I t  is  a Being' Is nothing more than the ta u to l­

ogy 'Some p a rtic u la r  Being 1s a Being' -  and to t e l l  me th a t a th ing  Is 

a th ing  1s hardly In form ative. Hence Owens' rendering forces our 

answers to  the €t ic r c t  question to  be e ith e r in  some sense se lf-co n tra ­

d ic to ry  ('Some Being 1s not a Being') o r In some sense mere tauto logies 

('Some Being 1s a B e ing ').

To put the Issue in  contemporary terms, Owens' reading o f the 

&  2«ret question as 'Is  i t  a Being?' fa i ls  to  f u l ly  face the way in 

which the e l {ervt question 1s re la ted  to  the problem o f  reference. I f  

we give an a ffirm a tive  answer to the e l &rcc question, then we are 

re a lly  saying nothing more than th a t the th ing  to  which we are re fe r r ­

ing 1s some th ing and 1 f we give the negative answer we run afoul o f 

the o ld  d i f f ic u l t ie s  about re fe rr in g  to what does not e x is t. In 

sho rt, reading the d  i r v c  question in  the manner tha t Owens suggests 

seems to  have only gotten A r is to t le  in to  a d iffe re n t problem. Whereas 

the existence/essence reading o f the &  Jcrr*.questions c o n flic ts

w ith  A r is to t le 's  metaphysics, Owens' ' I s  i t  a Being?’/W hat Is th is  

Being'? reading is  ph ilosoph ica lly  untenable.

The roo t cause o f  Owens' d i f f ic u l t ie s  is  tha t though he has



rea lized tha t the d w u  question must 1n some sense concern Being, 

he has fa ile d  to  recognize th a t 1n the context o f  P osterior Analytics 

I I  Being cannot be read In the onto log ica l manner th a t characterizes 

h is In te rp re ta tio n  but Instead must be understood l in g u is t ic a l ly .  In 

other words, ra ther than understanding A r is to t le 's  remarks about Being 

1n terms o f how we speak about o r M1s" th ings, Owens has In terpreted 

these comments as being about the things being spoken about o r "1s-ed." 

But the moment tha t 'Being' 1s read 1n th is  way* 1 t becomes Impossible 

to  give an In te l l ig ib le  negative o r a s ig n if ic a n t a ffirm a tive  answer to  

the question 'I s  i t  a Being?'

In the next section I  hope to  show how, by construing Being 1n a 

l in g u is t ic  ra ther than an onto log ica l manner, we can o f fe r  a more 

reasonable version o f  Owens' proposal than the one which Owens h im self 

has advanced.
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Perhaps the best place to  begin re in te rp re tin g  Owens' reading o f 

the question 1s by try in g  to  understand how we can preserve

Owens1 In s ig h t tha t the €«• te x t  and x l  { v x i  questions are not con trast­

ed In the manner o f the existence/essence d is tin c tio n  and a t the same 

time avoid Owens' d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  the notion o f reference. The 

proposal I wish to  make stems d ire c t ly  from our previous consideration 

o f A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  those sentences which are capable o f  being 

asserted and my suggestion In Section I I I  tha t what led Owens' pro­

posal In to  d i f f ic u l t ie s  was Owens' understanding Being 1n an on to log i­

cal ra the r than a l in g u is t ic  manner.

In order to  motivate my proposal* le t  me am plify on th is  second 

po in t. I f  we understand Being 1n the manner o f  Owens* th a t I t  1s some 

th ing lik e  an aspect o r a q u a lity  which every th ing  which is  has, then 

when we attempt to  decide whether something (e .g . ,  X) 1s o r 1s not we 

w i l l  be seeking whether X does or does not possess th is  th in g , I . e . ,  

whether X 1s o r is  not a Being. But the whole po in t o f  denying tha t 

ev is  a genus 1s th a t there 1s no th ing  which every th ing  has in 

common - tha t there 1s no aspect o r q u a lity  which makes a th ing a th ing .

But then how is  A r is to t le 's  discussion o fT fc fr  to be construed i f  

not as being about some th ing which a l l things are? The so lu tion 

seems to be in remembering tha t the Greek word ov, which Owens trans­

la tes as 'Being' ,  i s re a lly  the neuter nominative s ingu la r p a r t ic ip le
»#o f the Greek verb e u v * t ( ' t o  be ' ) .  By rendering as 'Being' Owens 

turns a verbal p a r t ic ip le  In to  a noun. This In turn suggests tha t

105
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when we use the word 'Being' we are speaking about some th ing . But 

though 3* might carry th is  nominative o r "th ing " sense, 1 t also carries 

a verbal sense stemming from I ts  being a p a r t ic ip le .  By rendering 

as 'Being* we lose th is  p red icative  function and hence we lose the 

suggestion th a t In speaking about «w, what we are speaking about In 

some sense concerns how we predicate o f  th ings -  o f  how we "1s" things 

-  ra ther than merely about the things we are pred icating o f. On read­

ing Sm as 'Being1, we suggest th a t we are ta lk in g  about the th ing 

being predicated o f separately from our ta lk in g  about our pred icating 

o f 1 t; on reading &  part1c1p1ally (as, 1 f I may coin a word, "1s-1ng") 

we suggest tha t we are ta lk in g  about the th ing  being predicated o f in 

terms o f our pred icating o f  I t .  Hence, i t  I am co rre c t, to  assert th a t 

something is  &  should not be understood (as Owens would) as the 

assertion tha t something is  a Being, but ra ther should be taken to mean 

something 1s predicated o f  o r ,  1n my ja rgon, th a t something 1s " is -e d ."

Now le t  us return to  the « rx t question and t r y  to become c lear 

about what question 1s being asked. As already noted, Owens' in te rp re ­

ta tio n  'Is  1 t a Being'? 1s unacceptable because o f  the d i f f ic u l t ie s  

which we encounter in  construing the reference o f ' i t '  w ithout making 

the answers to the question e ith e r tau to log ica l o r se lf-co n tra d ic to ry . 

The lesson to be learned from the fa ilu re  o f  Owens' analysis is  tha t 

1 f we are to make the answers to  the *«rc«. question s ig n if ic a n t the 

subject o f  the question must not be understood as already necessarily 

being what the question seeks to learn about the subject o f  the ques­

tion  seeks to  learn about the subject o f  the question. Any in te rp re ta ­

tion  (such as Owens') which fa i ls  to meet th is  condition w i l l  obviously
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re s u lt In the answers to the c l  e c rti question being e ith e r  tau to log ica l 

(since the subject already necessarily is  th is  so rt o f  Item) o r s e lf -  

con trad ictory (since the subject already necessarily 1s not th is  so rt 

o f  Item ).

I f  we are to  adequately understand the e l question, the In te r ­

p re tive  p rin c ip le  which I have ju s t  noted forces us to recognize th a t 

the subject o f  the question -  what the question Is about -  cannot be a 

th ing . No matter how we proceed, construal o f  the subject o f  the e l  caret, 

question, the '1 t ' ,  as a th ing  w i l l  re s u lt 1n an In te rp re ta tio n  1n which 

the e l eercc question w i l l  lack s ign ificance . Since obviously A r is to t le  

Intends the e l caret, question to be s ig n if ic a n t,  c le a r ly  we should 

construe the subject o f  the question, the ' I t 1, not as a th in g  but a 

word. On th is  reading, the question does not concern centaurs but 

'cen taur1, not gods but 'god*. In fa c t ,  as I have already shown, the 

e l eo-ec question could not possib ly concern centaurs and gods simply 

because there are no centaurs and gods J 9 Thus the e l ***«. question 

w i l l  concern (a t leas t p r im a rily ) words and not (a t le a s t p r im a rily ) 

the things to  which the words a lleged ly  re fe r. Fa ilu re  to  recognize 

th is  po in t by in te rp re tin g  the C ll*T C  question 1n terms o f  the things 

to  which we are a llegedly re fe rr in g  resu lts  in  the already noted d i f ­

f ic u l t ie s  concerning reference.

When the recognition tha t the d  ee'Xi question concerns words 1s 

combined w ith n\y proposal concerning the meaning o f ov -  v iz . th a t

I Q^Regarding th is  p o in t, c f .  above p. 42-43.
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3* be understood 1n terms o f  p red ica ting  o f th ings ra ther than 1n terms 

o f  the things themselves -  a d if fe re n t way o f  understanding the e«rc«. 

question emerges. Because o f  the way A r is to t le  understands predication 

•  I . e . ,  as a re la tio n  between two th in g s , not between words -  only 

things (not words) can be predicated o f th ings. However, words can be 

used to predicate th ings o f  th ings -  words can be used to assert o r 

deny th a t one th ing  belongs to another th in g  - and th is  c le a r ly  sug­

gests another reading o f  the t t  eervt question 1n which 1 t 1s understood 

as a query as to  whether some given word can be used to  show th a t some 

th ing  1s predicated o f  o r ,  in ny ja rgon, to show tha t some th ing  1s 

"1s-ed." Put d if fe re n t ly ,  what I am proposing is  tha t the question be 

understood as asking 'I s  the word usable to  predicate?' o r 'Does

the word " . . . "  make an "is -1ng"? '

Of course someone might respond to th is  proposal by saying 'But 

then a re n 't you making the elecr««. question ju s t  as t r iv ia l  as Owens 

d id , since every word can be used to  make a predication? ' However, 

th is  ob jection completely overlooks what A r is to t le  means by predication. 

As already pointed out 1n Chapter One, Section I ,  fo r  A r is to t le  p red i­

cation is  p r im a rily  to be understood as a re la tio n  o f  two things to  one 

another and not to be understood 1n terms o f the l in g u is t ic  vehicle 

used to  assert th is  re la tio n sh ip . Since not a l l words successfully 

denote, not a l l words can be used to make predications. Therefore, 

ra ther than the reading o f the e l «ere«. question as 'I s  the word " . . . "  

usable to  predicate?' being t r i v i a l ,  1 t becomes the question whose 

answers w i l l  determine the subject matter o f  s c ie n t if ic  in qu iry .

Three pieces o f evidence favor ny in te rp re ta tio n  o f the e l  ecrcc
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question as 'Is  the word usable to  pred icate? ' F irs t  1t gives

a c le a r sense to  the e l 1*%*. question w ithout encountering any o f  the 

problems which led to  the re jec tio n  o f  both the common In te rp re ta tio n  

( I . e . ,  ' I f  S e x is ts ')  and Owens' In te rp re ta tio n . Second 1 t Is  c le a r ly  

consistent w ith  the tex ts  concerning predication which I discussed 1n 

Chapter One. Third 1t allows us to understand several other points 1n 

P oste rio r Analytics I I  1n a ra the r uncomplicated way. To th is  th ird  

p o in t, le t  me now b r ie f ly  tu rn .

The analysis o f  the *1  ecrxt question which I  have o ffered f i t s  

p e rfe c tly  w ith  the analysis o f  the x i For A r is to t le ,  when we

ask what is  a man o r what Is a tr ia n g le , we are not asking fo r  a d e fin ­

i t io n  o f the words 'man' o r 't r ia n g le ' but the d e fin ito ry  formula o f 

man and tr ia n g le , o f  what something has to be 1n order to be a man or 

a tr ia n g le . In other words, the answer to the x£ i r x c  question is  not 

a mere verbal d e fin it io n  but ra ther an expression o f  what 1 t 1s to be 

a certa in  so rt o f  th ing .

In h is discussion o f the e\ in * ,  and x i ieru. questions 1n P osterior 

Analytics 11.11 A r is to t le  wrote th a t the e l Iwx*. merely asks whether a 

substance has a middle term w hile  the answer to  the x£ e rc t question 

1s the actual supplying o f th a t middle term. But how can we only know 

th a t there is  a middle term -  o r ,  what th is  re a lly  means, how can we 

know th a t the purported substance has a d e fin it io n  - w ithout knowing 

what th is  middle term - o r d e fin it io n  -  is?

Rather than being forced in to  Owens' ra ther tenuous d is tin c tio n  

between generic o r quasi-generic knowledge and s p e c ific  knowledge, the
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proposal th a t I am making y ie ld s  a qu ite  simple explanation. In t e l l ­

ing us th a t a certa in  word can be used to  make a l i t e r a l  p red ica tion , 

what the e l tcrxc question te l ls  us 1s th a t there 1s some th ing 1n the 

world which th is  word denotes. The x l  toxc. question then goes on to 

ask what th is  th ing 1s. Note -  not what the word means but what the 

th ing  which the word denotes 1s. A negative answer to  the ecrt«. 

question forecloses fu r th e r Inqu iry  because asserting tha t a certa in  

word cannot be used to  make a l i t e r a l  predication shows th a t there is  

no th ing 1n the world which th is  word denotes. The reason we do not

ask the «*- t m  question I f  there Is  a negative answer to the « l «o>xi

question 1s simply th a t we cannot go on to ask what the th ing 1s I f

there 1s no th ing  1n the world which th is  word denotes.



Conclusion

In concluding th is  chapter I would ju s t  l ik e  to emphasize one 

p o in t, namely th a t by reading the &  cam  question In the manner tha t 

I  have suggested - v iz . as a query about whether a word can be used to 

make a l i t e r a l  predication -  A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  the «1 c v r t i  

question 1n Posterior Analytics I I  can be reconciled p e rfe c tly  to  the 

theory o f  e x is te n tia l assertion which I discussed in  Chapter One.

I l l



Chapter Four

'Being* in  the D ictionary: An Analysis o f 

Metaphysics V .v ll

In th is  chapter I w i l l  o f fe r  a tra n s la tio n  o f  and commentary on 

Metaphysics V .v ll 1017a7-b9, the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f  r i  «v 

( 'b e in g ') .  In n\y analysis I w i l l  argue th a t ra the r than being a tre a t­

ment o f  some e n t ity  ca lled 'be ing ' o r a discussion o f  existence or some 

general way o f tre a tin g  a l l  predicates, A r is to t le 's  in te n t 1s to  under­

stand the ro le  played by the Greek verb elymx ( ' t o  be ') and I ts  various 

cognates. In the course o f h is discussion A r is to t le  o ffe rs  four 

semantic rules governing the use o f the verb. Due to the length o f 

th is  chapter, le t  me b r ie f ly  summarize my resu lts  before proceeding to 

rny de ta iled  analysis.

In Section I ,  I discuss two in i t i a l  problems which any analysis 

o f  Metaphysics V .v il must face. The f i r s t  concerns the subject matter 

o f the chapter. I argue th a t whereas several commentators have under­

stood the notion o f tS 8v elsewhere as e ith e r  the notion o f Being or 

as an omnium gatherum way o f  ta lk in g  about everything th a t e x is ts , in 

Metaphysics V .v ii A r is to t le 's  discussion concerns the various uses o f 

the verb 'to  be' and I ts  cognates. The second d i f f ic u l t y  concerns how 

the structu re  o f Metaphysics V .v ii should be understood.

In Section I I ,  I show tha t in 10l7a8-22 by to ov ««-*«
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A r is to t le  means the use o f  the verb «&««. and I ts  cognates to In d i­

cate th a t which 1s accidenta l. That A r is to t le  Intends tS S*

to cover sentences o f  the form 'X 1s Y1 where Y 1s an 

accident o f X Is shown both by his exanples, h is discussion, and by the

semantic ru le  which he provides in  lin e s  a12-13: 'X 1s Y' can be used

to  mean th a t Y 1s an accident o f X.

In Section I I I ,  I analyze A r is to t le 's  1017a22-27 discussion o f

and show th a t what A r is to t le  means by th is  expression

are a l l  essentia l predications which are made by means o f the verb 

«3nu o r any o f I ts  cognates. Since essentia l predications generate a 

hierarchy extending from each o f the ten categories down to  the 1nf1ma 

species, A r is to t le 's  scheme generates something s im ila r  to  the tree o f 

Porphyry. Hence A r is to t le 's  semantic ru le : X is  to  Y 1 f the

predication fo llow s figures o f predication ( I . e . ,  the categories).

Section IV consists o f an analysis o f  1017a27-30. These line s  

have repeatedly been the A ch illes  heel o f in te rp re ta tions  o f 1017a8-27. 

A r is to t le  notes th a t a sentence which consists o f  a subject and an 

active verb has the same meaning as a sentence consisting o f a sub ject, 

a form o f the verb 'to  b e ', and the present p a r t ic ip le  o f  the o rig in a l 

verb. The d i f f ic u l t y  raised by these line s  is  simply th a t A r is to t le 's  

three examples more re a d ily  appear to  be examples o f -»3 ov »***•« 

«rupjpt9v*s than examples o f t4 « v  .

Numerous attempts have been to  resolve th is  incongru ity - a l l  o f 

which are united on seeing 1017a27-30 as an attempt to explain only 

the meaning o f &rA . The proposal I wish to  advance re jec ts
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th is  assumption and analyzes line s  a27>30 as examples o f how a l l  pred­

ica tio n s , whether they be according to what Is  accidental o r according 

to  what 1s e s s e n tia l, can be transformed in to  and

-ti uses o f 'to  be1 and I ts  cognates. In other words, I argue

th a t the three examples 1n a27-30 are examples o f Z* * * * *

but th a t A r is to t le  Intends these examples to  show how s im ila r  tra n s fo r­

mations can be made to y ie ld  Instances o f t*  1!w «m OV»to as w e ll.

Section V 1s an analysis o f A r is to t le 's  claims 1n 1017a31-35 tha t 

the verb 'to  be' can be used to  ind icate  the true and the fa lse . As I 

pointed out e a r l ie r ,  th is  use Is qu ite  s im ila r  to  the English locution 

where we say th a t something 1s true or fa lse  by saying ' I t  is '  o r ' I t  

Is  n o t '.  That A r is to t le  Includes such a sense o f t o  8 v  1n Metaphysics 

V.v11 c le a r ly  supports my reading o f th is  chapter 1n terms o f an 

analysis o f the uses o f the verb 'to  be '. A lte rna tive  readings are

forced to understand lin e s  a31-35 in  terms o f 'being as tru e ' and

'being as fa ls e ' -  something which 1s most obscure.

The concluding part o f  th is  chapter, Section V I, tre a ts  1017a35- 

^9, A r is to t le 's  discussion o f the use o f  the verb 'to  be' to Indicate 

th a t which is  po ten tia l and th a t which 1s actua l. This fou rth  sense 

has exact p a ra lle ls  in  English -  we often use present Ind ica tive  

sentences to  Ind icate th a t which is  not now actual but is  merely 

p o te n tia l, e .g .,  the farmer po in ting  to his just-sown f ie ld s  and saying 

'This is  com ' and 'That is  wheat'. Other commentators who have read 

these remarks in  terms o f 'actual being' and 'p o te n tia l being' have 

simply missed A r is to t le 's  po in t - namely a s tra igh tfo rw ard  simple 

comment about l in g u is t ic  usage.
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In the appendix to th is  chapter. I  discuss A r is to t le 's  d is tin c tio n  

between «w0U&ro ( 'e s s e n tia l')  and •«.▼« ( ' acc identa l' )  1n

order to  determine In which sense we are to understand A r is to t le 's  con­

tra s t  between *4 w  w w  ('acc iden ta l be ing ') and t4 m

( 'e sse n tia l b e in g '). A fte r  examining three te x ts , P osterior 

Analvtlcs I.1 v  (where A r is to t le  discusses the senses o f

re levant to  ( 's c ie n c e ') ) ,  Metaphysics V .x v l l l  (the

"d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f  , and Metaphysics V.xxx (the "d ic ­

tiona ry" discussion o f w u y^p nu **), I  conclude tha t the most 

adequate way 1n which to  understand the d is ­

t in c t io n  In Metaphysics V .v ll 1s where these two terms have the senses 

appropriate to  IvturrA fn.

One f in a l note before beginning my analysis. In the commentary I 

am about to o f fe r  I w i l l  confine my remarks almost exc lus ive ly  to 

Metaphysics V .v i i .  This 1s not because th is  chapter is  A r is to t le 's  sole 

discussion o f the various meanings o fT *  & .  However, th is  chapter o f 

the "d ic tio n a ry " 1s the most Important discussion o f i8  «  and the other 

tex ts  fo llow  the lin e s  la id  down 1n Metaphysics V .v i i .  For th is  reason, 

in  the analysis which fo llow s, I w i l l  merely note these other p a ra lle l 

discussions, allow ing the reader to  v e r ify  personally the adequacy o f 

my reading o f  Metaphysics V .v ii.
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There are two in i t i a l  problems which any analysis o f  Metaphysics 

V .v ii must answer. The f i r s t  concerns what A r is to t le  takes h im self to  

be discussing 1n th is  chapter; the second concerns the s tructu re  o f the 

chapter I t s e l f .

With regard to  the former question, we can only adequately answer 

I t  by looking beyond the f i r s t  sentence 1n which A r is to t le  te l ls  us 

th a t id  ( 'b e in g ')  Is said according to what 1s accidental and accord­

ing to  what 1s esse n tia l. Since 1n certa in  other te x ts , various com­

mentators have argued th a t the term re fe rs e ith e r  to  the notion o f 

Being o r to  th a t which 1s, several w rite rs  have tr ie d  to understand the 

subject matter o f Metaphysics V.v11 1n the same way. Thus Joseph Owens 

understands the fou r senses o f 5 w  as ' . . . f o u r  general ways 1n which 

Being 1s expressed ...1 and Emerson Buchanan reads the second sense o f 

as not meaning ' . . . t h e  verb "to  be," o r "be ing," 1n i t s  various mean­

ings, but the beings which are expressed by pred icative  phrases.

What I wish to  argue 1n my analysis o f  Metaphysics V .v ll 1s th a t 

A r is to t le 's  discussion 1s not about Being and th a t 1 t Is not about some 

s o rt o f  e x tra lin g u is t lc  e n t ity  denoted by pred icative  phrases in general 

and the verb 'to  be' in p a rt ic u la r . I w i l l  propose reading Metaphysics 

V .v ii as A r is to t le 's  analysis o f the various ways in  which the word

^Owens, The Doctrine o f Being in  the A ris to te lia n  Metaphysics, 
p. 307 and Emerson Buchanan, A r is to t le 's  Theory o f  Being (Cambridge, 
Mass., 1962), p. 13. Owens makes his comment concerning the passage 
1n Metaphysics V I .11 1026a33 f f  where A r is to t le  o ffe rs  the same fou r- 
fo ld  c la s s if ic a tio n  o f  *3 ov as in  Metaphysics V .v ii.
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’being' and a l l  o f  the other forms o f the verb 'to  be' can be meaning­

fu l ly  used.

I  w i l l  demonstrate th is  1n two ways. The f i r s t  1s quicker -  simply 

examining the way 1n which A r is to t le  des1gnat.es his sub ject, a strong 

prlma fac ie  case can be made fo r  the position  tha t A r is to t le 's  concern 

1s w ith  the words 'to  b e ', '1 s ',  'b e in g ', e tc . and not what they a lle g ­

edly "get a t" 1n the world.

In modem w ritte n  English we can Ind icate the d iffe rence between 

using a word and mentioning a word by means o f  semantic quotes. How­

ever, the ancient Greeks lacked th is  device. The only way 1n which a 

w r ite r  could Ind icate th a t he was ta lk in g  about a word ra ther than us­

ing a word was by placing the neuter d e fin ite  a c t ic le r *  in  fro n t o f  

the word. Though th is  is  A r is to t le 's  only way o f Ind ica ting  what we 

would ind icate  1n modern English by means o f  semantic quotes, the neuter 

d e fin ite  a r t ic le r *  has many other grammatical functions. Hence we must 

be wary In reading a use o f  t o  as in d ica tin g  a mentioning o f  a word 

ra ther than in some other way.

Let us now examine the use o f  the neuter d e fin ite  a r t i c le d  in 

Metaphysics V .v ii.  A fte r drawing the I n i t ia l  dichotomy in  terms o f 

tA «S# A r is to t le  immediately proceeds to o ffe r  us in a8 -a12 examples o f 

t» o« • • • t i n  terms o f ( ' t o  b e ') . These are followed

by a semantic ru le  fo r  th is  f i r s t  sense o f -  a ru le  presented in

terms o f In the case o f the second sense o f ©v 1n a22-27 (o r

a22-30 as some commentators would argue. For the d iffe rence , see 

Section IV .) ,  A r is to t le  never even uses the expression ▼© ( 'b e in g ') .
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Rather A r is to t le  e ith e r uses the In f in i t iv e  ****.«. ( ' t o  be ') o r , what 

1s even more s ig n if ic a n t,  puts h is po in t 1n terms o f  & •« . ( l i t e r a l ­

ly :  'the  to b e ') . The th ird  sense o f i $ &  1s presented In terms o f

an d r *  «<rcw ( l i t e r a l l y :  'the  1 s ') .  The most In te re s tin g  example 

A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us Is the way 1n which he Introduces the fourth  sense 

o f  t3 &  -  namely ' Furtherm oreri tw«u and -r i5 v  m ean ...'. The way 

1n which A r is to t le  here putsTo <Zmu and on a par and the way 1n

which he puts vft e2v««. and t& «Vt«« on a par in the previous case shows 

th a t the three expressions - tfc  5* ,-ro «?v«. , and to -  a l l  desig­

nate the same th ing .

What I  now wish to argue 1s th a t 1n Metaphysics V .v ii the various 

uses o f the neuter d e fin ite  a r t ic le  must be understood as in d ica tin g  

semantic quotation. Especia lly 1n the th ird  sense, i t  1s d i f f i c u l t  to 

see how else the phrase t& ta x tv  ( l i t e r a l l y :  'the  1s ') can be under­

stood save as meaning '1 s '.  Since t4 andtocrv are a l l  taken to

designate the same th in g , I t  fo llow s th a t* *  and to ov also

Ind icate the mentioning ra ther than the using o f  various forms o f  the 

verb 'to  be' -  e .g . ,  'to  be' and 'b e in g '.

A conclusion o f fundamental Importance fo llow s from these consid­

e ra tions. Since 1t  1s c lear th a t in several cases we must regard 

A r is to t le  as discussing, not using, various forms o f the verb 'to  b e ',

1 t 1s also c lea r tha t in the context o f  the discussion in Metaphysics 

V .v ii he wishes to tre a t the expression ev in  the same way. In 

other words, ju s t  as A r is to t le  Is ta lk in g  about '1 s ' and 'to  b e ', not 

is  o r to  be, so he is  speaking o f 'be ing ' not being -  1 t Is the word 

th a t 1s his concern, not i t s  alleged reference.



119

However, an. even more s ig n if ic a n t po in t arises. C erta in ly  no one 

would argue tha t 'to  be' o r ' i s '  re fe rs to  something In the world c a l l­

ed to be o r 1s. Whereas 'b lu e ' o r 'wood' c le a r ly  designate things 1n 

the world, namely blue things or wooden th ings, 'to  be' o r '1 s ' do not 

serve such a function . Rather they are purely grammatical devices 

which are dispensable -  un like 'b lu e ' o r 'wood', 'to  be' o r '1 s ' does 

not re fe r to anything. But 1 f A r is to t le  wishes to  assim ila te the expres­

sion Sr to the expressions *&««. and *4 & t « ,  how can we avoid 

the conclusion th a t 'be ing ' also does not re a lly  denote anything but 

is  ra the r a dispensable grammatical device? As w i l l  be seen, a t le as t 

1n Metaphysics V .v ii A r is to t le  so regards i t .  And th is  1s the second 

way 1n which I w i l l  demonstrate th a t Metaphysics V .v ii 1s a discussion 

o f  the verb 'to  be' and I ts  cognates - by ca re fu lly  analyzing the 

e n tire  chapter. I w i l l  show how such an in te rp re ta tio n  f i t s  A r is to t le 's  

Greek, Is ph ilosoph ica lly  In te re s tin g , and -  perhaps most s ig n if ic a n tly  

-  Is p e rfe c tly  commonsenslcal.

The Issue o f the s truc tu re  o f  V .v ii concerns how the th ird  and 

fourth  senses o f t *  8* f i t  in to  the chapter. A r is to t le  begins the 

chapter w ith what appears to be an exhaustive dichotomy - 1s

said e ith e r  o r Hence every use o f to  &  which

is  not is  and vice versa. This would imply

th a t the th ird  and the fourth  senses o frJo w  1n a31 -35 and a35-^9 

respective ly are to be assim ilated to the second sense o f- r iS k  given in 

a22-27. On th is  reading the second, th ird ,  and fou rth  senses o f  tS &  

are a l l to be treated as being va rie tie s  o f r8 «
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In the face o f th is  conclusion, one finds the unanimous opposi­

tio n  o f a l l the recent commentators. Ross, Klrwan, De R ljk ,  e tc . 

a l l  regard the sense o f  to o *  given in a22-27 as the meaning o f  -r* SW 

vA&mZxi while the remaining two senses are merely add itiona l ways in 

which ifc & f can be sa id .* Though th is  In te rp re ta tio n  1s standard, i t  Is 

by no means obvious how I t  can be defended against the argument I have 

ju s t  o ffe red .

Furthermore the comparison o f  V .v il w ith  what 1s 1n many ways I ts  

companion, only appears to  aggravate the d i f f ic u l t ie s  which the 

standard in te rp re ta tio n  faces. Examination o f  V.v1 reveals th a t 1 t 

does not fo llow  the structure  which Ross, Klrwan, De R1jk, et_al_pro­

pose fo r  V.v11 but ra ther the unorthodox analysis which I have suggest­

ed. Thus 1n V.v1, a f te r  an I n i t ia l  discussion concerning the saying 

o f ( 'a c c id e n ta lly  o n e '), A r is to t le  does not proceed

to tre a t the several nonaccidental ways o f saying ( 'o n e ')  as 

ne ithe r nor ways o f saying e* but ra ther as a ll

being va rie tie s  o f  one meaning, the sense, o f  .

However, despite in i t ia l  appearances the analogy o f V .vi to  V .v ii 

on th is  po in t o f s truc tu re  is  re a lly  only su p e rfic ia l and contrary to 

f i r s t  impression, the s truc tu re  o f V.vi not only does not support the 

unorthodox s truc tu re  which I suggest but 1n fa c t lends support to  the 

standard s truc tu ra l analysis. The reason fo r  th is  is  th a t though i t  is  

true th a t in  V .vi A r is to t le  does assim ilate a ll uses o f t v  to  e ith e r

2cf. W.D. Ross, A r is to t le ' s Metaphysics (Oxford, 1970) Vol. I 
p. 305-308; Christopher Kirwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics B ooksP ,A , and 
E (Oxford, 1970), p. 143-146; and L .M. De Ri.itT, .The PI ace o f  the 
Categories o f Being in A r is to t ie r s Philosophy (A55611, 1952).
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*«t)  cruf*p«pvtfc or«w0*«t&T< uses, when he trea ts  the nonaccidental uses 

o f  I *  from the very beginning o f h is treatment o f  the saying o f SV 

«&▼& he 1s qu ite  e x p l ic i t  1n h is  ass im ila ting  a l l  nonaccldental uses 

o f  &  to  the use o f ev. Thus, fo r  example, when he begins his

discussion o f ftr  »o«*o8to a f te r  having discussed the meaning o f h«t£ 

A r is to t le  w rites  'But o f  those things which are said to  be 

1n themselves [o r a lte rn a tiv e ly : 'e s s e n t ia lly ']  one, on the one hand
a

some are said to  be (onc^ by c o n t in u ity . . . ' thereby making i t  qu ite  

c lea r from the outset th a t the sense he is  discussing Is by no means 

the only way In which one can say tha t something Is one w*e>*uTo. In 

con trast, 1n V.v11 no such Ind ica tion  1s provided. Thus, should we 

accept the pa ra lle lism  o f V .v i and V.v11, 1 t is  the tra d it io n a l s tru c ­

ture which finds confirm ation.

Let us therefore reconsider what I n i t i a l l y  led us to  question the 

analysis o f V.v11 In to  four d is t in c t  senses o f tS  « r. The reason was 

th a t the d is tin c tio n  1n a7-8 between **rr+  oropPofitwfc and to

appears to  be dlchotomous -  e ith e r 1s said acc identa lly

o r &  is  said e sse n tia lly . Hence where can the two senses o f tJ So 

given in  a31 -35 and a35-b9 be f i t  in to  the scheme? The only way out 1s 

to  acknowledge th a t the d is tin c t io n  between to &  ***1 and

t o  does not exhaust a l l  o f the p o s s ib il i t ie s .  But 1 f we

read to Vo and oo as to Vo being used

acc iden ta lly  and to being used e sse n tia lly  there does not seem to be 

any remaining a lte rn a tive .

^Metaphysics V .vi 1015b36-1017al .
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Thus 1 f we accept the tra d it io n a l In te rp re ta tio n  o f the s truc tu re  

o f V.v11 we must f in d  a reading o f  *4 3* * * * *  «ry|*fc*ciW* and *£ S, 

other than the one which I have ju s t  mentioned. In order to 

see what th is  other reading 1s we need only re ca ll (1) the conclusion 

which I have already drawn w ith  respect to  the actual subject o f  V.v11 

-  namely the verb 'to  be' and I ts  various cognates -  and (2) the 

actual Greek which was rendered In to  English as 'a c c id e n ta lly ' and 

'e s s e n tia lly ' could carry a somewhat d if fe re n t sense. Since the Greek 

wvrlk cr«f*p«pW i and could be rendered 'according to  accident'

and 'according to essence' o r 'according to what 1s acc identa l' and 

'according to what Is  e sse n tia l' o r more l i t e r a l l y ,  'according to  what 

1s happening' and 'according to  I t s e l f ' ,  the Impression th a t A r is to t le 's  

concern 1s w ith the accidental and essentia l uses o f**4 « * 1s to  be 

seen as the c u lp r i t .  Instead o f the I n i t ia l  dlchotoniy being between 

the accidental and essentia l uses o f  8v , A r is to t le 's  po in t 1s th a t 

the verb 'to  b e ',  the p a r t ic ip le  'b e in g ', e tc . can be used to  Ind icate 

th a t which Is  essen tia l. In o ther words, the e rro r which the advocate 

o f  the unorthodox s truc tu re  makes 1s to  tre a t the Issue as being the 

accidental and essentia l uses o f r 4 &  whereas 1n fa c t the in i t ia l  po in t 

1s tha tv&  can be used to  designate tha t which 1s accidental and 

th a t which is  essen tia l. Hence the th ird  and fou rth  uses in a31-*59 can 

be re a d ily  accommodated w ithout any fu rth e r d i f f ic u l t y .
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id  «V %wtv«i

Immediately a f te r  drawing his d is tin c t io n  between the spying o f 

id  tfc iw m  ^ ^ t fKwfeand tJ Si  A r is to t le  embarks upon a d is ­

cussion o f the former. This analysis proceeds In three stages. F irs t ,  

1n a8-13, A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us three examples o f the use o f 9* *Mrri 

These examples he exp la ins, in  the process g iv ing  us a 

semantic ru le  which describes th is  use o fc ? v « i.  Next, 1n a13-19, 

A r is to t le  c la r if ie s  his p o in t, using a d if fe re n t verb,

( ' t o  be acc identa l1 or 'to  be happening1). F in a lly  he uses a th ird  

verb,aic«fX*«.v ( ' t o  belong to ' o r 'to  hold good o f ' ) ,  to  fu rth e r 

c la r i f y  the Issue.

In th is  section, the f i r s t  pa rt o f  my analysis o f  a8-22 w i l l  be in 

terms o f these three groupings. In the second portion o f  th is  section 

I turn to  the most recent major discussion o f

th a t o f  Christopher Klrwan, and a fte r  a thorough analysis show why 1 t 

1s untenable. F in a lly , before c losing th is  section , I discuss the 

thorny problem o f the meaning o f 1n a7-22.

■|) On the one hand according to what Is happening
[o r  less l i t e r a l ly :  'according to what is  accidenta l' 
o r 'a c c id e n ta lly '] ,  fo r  example, we say the ju s t 
(person) is  cu ltured and the man is  cultured and the 
cultured (personS is  a man, which 1s almost l ik e  say­
ing the cu ltu red  (person) bu ilds since i t  1s happen­
ing to the bu ilde r to  be cultured o r { i t  1s happening) 
to  the cultured (person) to be bu ild in g . For [th e !
'This 1s th is ' means th is  to  be happening to  th is . *

^Metaphysics V .v il  1017a8 - l 3.
 -------  123
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A r is to t le  here gives us three sentences which he e x p l ic i t ly  says 

are examples o f  y3 o v  * ^ ^ >4  They are:

(1) The ju s t  {person) is  cultured

(2) The man 1s cultured

(3) The cultured {person) 1s a man

These three examples A r is to t le  states are almost (but not qu ite ) l ik e  

saying

(4) The cultured {person) bu ilds 

Wherein l ie s  the difference?

The obvious and correct explanation 1s th a t whereas 1n (1 ) , (2 ) , 

and (3) the verb 'to  be1 is  used as a copula to un ite  the subject w ith 

the predicate, in  the case o f (4) no such additional word 1s involved. 

In (4) we merely have a verb predicated o f  a noun -  1n (1 ) , (2 ) , and 

(3) we had an ad jective being united to  a noun by means o f a form o f 

the verb 'to  be '. But a l l  fou r sentences have something 1n common and 

th is  Is  why A r is to t le  o ffe rs  them to us -  namely th a t 1n each the pred­

ica tio n  1s only o f what Is  accidenta l, not o f what Is essen tia l. 

A r is to t le 's  exp lica tion  makes th is  c lear - (4) 1s s im ila r  to (1 ) , (2 ), 

and (3) because in  (4) e ith e r  i t  ju s t  happens to  the bu ilde r th a t he is  

cu ltured o r vice v e rs a , . i t  ju s t  happens to  the cultured person tha t he 

1s a bu ilde r. There is  nothing in  being a bu ilde r o r in being cu l­

tured which im plies the o ther. Hence, i f  a man should be both cultured 

and a bu ild e r i t  would be accidental - i t  would ju s t  happen.

Returning to the three examples A r is to t le  o ffe re d , i t  is  c lear
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th a t these three.examples were not chosen in a merely a rb itra ry  way. 

Rather they i l lu s t r a te  three ways in  which accidental predication can 

occur. In order to  see th is  we need only rea lize  tha t 1n the tra n s la ­

tions  o f  these sentences I have supplied the word 'person* even though 

I t  does not e x p l ic i t ly  occur in the Greek. In ancient Greek, adjectives 

may be turned in to  nouns by the simple p re fix in g  o f  the d e fin ite  a r t i ­

c le . Hence an ancient Greek would rea d ily  use a phrase which would be 

l i t e r a l l y  rendered in to  English as 'the b lue ' o r 'the  round'. Thus

(1) and (3) might be more l i t e r a l l y  (thought perhaps less in te l l ig ib ly )  

be rendered as:

( la )  The ju s t  is  cu ltured 

(3a) The cu ltured 1s a man

A r is to t le 's  p o in t 1s the fo llow ing : imagine an ou«£i such as a

man and one o f I ts  accidents, I ts  being cu ltured. Since being a man 

does not involve being cu ltu red , 1 f we meet a man who is  cu ltured his 

being cultured " ju s t  happens." The assertion o f th is  accident o f  the 

oZmU. can take place 1n two ways -  e ith e r the accident is  said o f the 

e w o r  vice versa, the 1s said o f I ts  accident. These two

cases correspond to  examples (2) and (3a) respective ly . In each 

Instance ' I s '  1s used to  assert the accident o f  the

Example ( la )  1s somewhat more complex. Imagine two accidents o f 

ano&a£*, e .g .,  ju s t  and cu ltu red . These two accidents can be p red i­

cated o f each other. In th is  case the predication is  true 1n v ir tu e  o f 

each accident belonging to the same o&«rut, though ne ithe r the subject
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nor the predicate o f  the sentence 1s an o&wmi -  denoting term. (Save 

fo r  I ts  not being phrased 1n terms o f  the copula 'to  be' A r is to t le 's  

fou rth  sentence 1s o f th is  type -  two accidents o f  a th ird  th ing  are 

being predicated o f one another. A r is to t le 's  explanation o f (4) con­

firm s the po in t I  am making In connection w ith  (1 ) .)

These three modes o f  forming a sentence which Involves the pred i­

cation o f  what 1s accidental provides the framework w ith in  which 

A r is to t le  presents h is  discussion o f  r i  *wrri. Throughout

his treatment o f v& ev * * n i A r is to t le  patterns his points

a fte r  the way 1n which these three sentences assert th a t which Is 

acc identa l.

A r is to t le  concludes h is analysis by o ffe r in g  us a semantic ru le  

exp la in ing the s ig n if ic a t io n  involved in  th is  use o f the verb 'to  be '. 

That he c le a rly  Intends th is  1s shown by the word ( ' f o r ' )  w ith 

which he Introduces th is  sentence, being the standard A ris to te lia n  

way o f Ind ica tin g  th a t a reason o r an explanation 1s being o ffe red . 

A r is to t le 's  ru le  fo r  the use o f rfc &  Is :

'This is  th is ' means th is  1s accidental to  th is .

From the context (al 2-13 being meant as an explanation fo r  a8-12) the 

demonstratives are revealed as being merely ways o f  designating any­

th ing - e ith e r an o r some item in one o f the other categories -

so long as the two items are accidental to one another. A r is to t le  

Intends th is  ru le  only to  apply to  predications o f the so rt th a t he has 

been discussing, v iz . accidental predications. His po in t Is  tha t
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whenever we have a predication which Is o f an accident and th is  p red i­

cation 1s made by means o f  one o f the forms o f  the copulative verb 'to  

be1 we have a use o f  the verb 'to  be' according to  what 1s accidental.

And so also as regards what we said previously. For when­
ever we should say the man Is cultured and the cultured 
{person) 1s a man, o r the white {person) 1s cu ltu red , o r 
th is  Is  w h ite , {we should say) on the one hand th a t both 
to-the-same are happening and on the other hand, tha t 
to - th e - “being" i t  is  happening. And the cultured 
{persor) 1s a man, th a t to th is  the cultured 1s happen- 

. 1ng. And thus 1s said even the not-wh1te to  be, th a t 
{there Is ) th a t to which 1 t 1s happening, th a t i s . 5

Having stated the semantic ru le  which governs th is  use o f the 

verb 'to  be' A r is to t le  now proceeds to  show how 1 t applies to the 

examples he had previously given. Thus he o ffe rs  us fou r more sen­

tences which correspond to  examples (1 ), (2 ) , and (3 ). They are:

(5) The man Is cultured

(6) The cultured {person) 1s a man

(7) The white {person} 1s cultured

(8) This 1s white

Referring back to  the I n i t ia l  examples, (5) is  the same as (2) while 

(6) is  id e n tica l w ith  (3 ). (7) does not exactly  correspond to  (1)

since one o f the accidents given in (7) has been changed from being 

ju s t  to  being white. However, A r is to t le  is  c le a rly  using (7) to 

I l lu s t ra te  the same s itu a tio n  as (1 ) ,  namely where one o f two accidents

5Metaphysics V .v ii 1017al 3-19.
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o f a th ird  th ing  1s said o f  the other.

However, (8) does not obviously correspond to  any o f  the previous 

examples -  a l l tha t I t  consists o f  1s a demonstrative and the ad jective 

'w h ite '.  However, by what I have rendered as (8) A r is to t le  most l ik e ly  

Intends the reverse o f  (7 ) , v iz .

(8a) The cu ltu red ^person) 1s white

In order to  defend th is ,  le t  me merely note f i r s t  th a t 1n the case o f 

none o f  the other examples does A r is to t le  use a demonstrative and second 

since the demonstrative must have a reference, the most obvious and, 

from a grammatical v iewpoint, correct reference 1s th a t which has 

Immediately preceded i t ,  I . e . ,  the cu ltu red . Hence my reading (8) 

as (8a).

A r is to t le  then o ffe rs  his explanation o f these four examples 

showing how they f i t  In to  the semantic ru le  which he gave In a12-13.

(9) tha t both the subject and the predicate are happening 
to the same "being"

(10) tha t the predicate 1s happening to the subject

(11) th a t to the pred icate , the subject 1s happening

(9) is  meant to cover cases (1 ) , (7 ) , and (8 ). I t  1s the s itu a tio n  

where two accidents o f a th ird  th ing are being said o f one another.

(10) covers sentences (2) and (5) -  i t  is  the case where the term 

denoting the ouo m  1s the subject and the term denoting the accident 

1s the predicate. (11) c le a rly  is  meant to cover sentences (3) and
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(6) -  i t  1s the case where the -  denoting term 1s the predicate

1n the sentence while the term denoting the accident 1s the subject. 

Thus (9 ) ,  (10), and (11) I l lu s t r a te  the same constructions which we 

have 1n the preceding lin e s . The only d iffe rence 1s tha t (9 ) , (10), 

and (11) exp lica te  these preceding examples in  terms o f  «n»t*jp«9,|Mi«(' is  

happening'), thereby making 1 t e x p l ic i t  tha t i t  1s the case th a t the 

predications are o f what is  accidenta l.

In al 8-19 A r is to t le  simply notes th a t the same po in t which he has 

ju s t  made in  (11) can be extended to  cover those cases where the pred­

ica te  1s not something "p o s itive " l ik e  white but something "negative" 

l ik e  not-wh1te. Since the subject o f  the sentence 'This man 1s no t- 

w h lte ' is ,  I . e . ,  he 1s something, we can predicate o f him "negative" 

predicates such as not-wh1te and thereby use the verb 'to  be' to 

Ind icate tha t which is  accidental even where the accident 1s something 

"negative ." Why? Since being not-wh1te Is an accident o f  a man, I . e . ,  

I t  " ju s t  happens" to  be the case th a t a man is  not-wh1te, using the 

verb 'to  be' to predicate 'n o t-w h ite ' o f  'man' 1s to use t *  Sv i *

Now the sayings to  be according to what 1s happening 
thus are said e ith e r because to the same "being" belong 
both o r since to a "being" tha t belongs or since the 
same th ing is  to which 1 t belongs, o f  which the same 
1s predicated.6

6Metaphysics V .v li 1017a19-22.
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A r is to t le  here repeats the c la s s if ic a tio n  o f  the various ways o f 

saying 'to  be1 according to what 1s acc identa l, th is  time presenting 

his po in t 1n terms o f a th ird  verb,

(12) both the sub ject and the predicate belong to the same 
"being"

(13) th a t the predicate belongs to  the "being" which 1s the 
subject

(14) th a t the sub ject already presupposes th a t which Is predi­
cated o f I t

A r is to t le 's  c la s s if ic a tio n  corresponds exactly  to the a lte rna­

tives  given 1n both a8-13 and al 3-19. In the f i r s t  case, (12) (which 

corresponds to (1 ) , (7 ) , (8 ) ,  and (9 ) ) ,  we have the case where both 

the subject and the predicate o f  the sentence denote what are accidents 

o f  a th ird  th ing -  an o fc r l* . In v ir tu e  o f th e ir  both belonging to th is  

th ird  th in g  we can t ru ly  predicate one o f  the other. However, since 

they are merely accidental to one another, the predication w i l l  be 

according to  what 1s acc identa l, not according to what 1s essen tia l.

In the second case (13), we are considering the analogue o f (2 ) , (5 ), 

and (10). The term denoting the «3k» ^  stands as the subject o f  the 

sentence and tha t which is  I ts  accident Is denoted by the predicate.

The la s t  case (14) is  the same as (3 ), (6 ) , and (11). A r is to t le  puts 

his p o in t somewhat e l l ip t lc a l ly  but i t  is  c lea r th a t the case he is  

considering is  a sentence such as the ones considered e a r lie r  In (3 ),

(6 ) , and (11), v iz . a sentence in which the subject (e .g .,  'the  

cu ltu re d ')  presupposes some«w«l« (e .g .,  'man') to which I t  belongs.
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A r is to t le  Is simply po in ting  out tha t whenever we predicate o f  such a 

subject thee3*r£» to  which 1t re a lly  belongs, we are re a lly  pred icating 

I t  o f  I t s e l f .

11) In h is treatment o f  1017*7-22, Klrwan poses two main questions:

(A) 1s the use o f  the verb 'to  be1 an e x is te n tia l or a

copulative use? and (B) 1n what sense 1s the use o f the verb 'to  be'

With regard to  the f i r s t  question, Klrwan o ffe rs  three possible 

answers -  th a t A r is to t le 's  subject is  e ith e r (1) coincidental copula­

tiv e  being, (2) a l l  copulative uses o f  the verb 'to  b e ', o r (3) co in c i­

dental senses o f the e x is te n tia l 'b e '.  As we sha ll see, Klrwan argues 

by e lim ina tion  fo r  the th ird  proposal.

Two reasons in  favor o f  the f i r s t  a lte rn a tive  are offered -  (a) 

th a t A r is to t le 's  examples o f  tA ©v mat)  are examples o f

coincidental being and (b) th a t the semantic ru le  In *12-13 explains 

the copulative uses o f 'to  be' 1n terms o f the re la tio n  o f coincidence. 

Against th is ,  Klrwan o ffe rs  two objects - (1) th a t A r is to t le 's  discus­

sion o fT »«v '...d o e s  not seem to r e s t r ic t  i t s e l f  to neces­

sary copulative being' and (11) tha t such an In te rp re ta tio n  fa i ls  to
o

provide any way o f c la ss ify in g  fa lse predications.

Neither o f these objections is  successful. The f i r s t  presupposes 

the correctness o f Kirwan's analysis o f 1017*22 f f  (o r a t le as t the

^Klrwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 143-146. 

8I b id . , p. 143.
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re je c tio n  o f  the view which I w i l l  defend below 1n Section I I I ) .  Since, 

as I w i l l  la te r  a r g u e r e a l l y  s ig n if ie s  the use o f the 

verb 'to  be' to  Ind icate th a t which 1s e sse n tia l, the In te rp re ta tio n  

o f  1017a22-27 whose re jec tion  is  presupposed by th is  ob jection Is 

re a lly  co rrec t. Hence Klrwan's f i r s t  c r it ic is m  fa l ls .

The second ob jec tion , th a t In te rp re tin g  t4  9* as

coincidental copulative being fa i ls  to ‘ . ..p ro v id e  any way o f  c la s s ify ­

ing fa lse  p red ica tion ' 1s Inadequate simply because such predications 

are simply Irre le v a n t to  A r is to t le 's  discussion. In 1017a7-30 A r is to t­

le  1s concerned w ith  *4 «Cv n o tiif« n 3 v  i w ith what 1s_, not w ith  what 

1s not. False predications do not f in d  a place 1n the discussion o f 

t&  Sv «*** and t«  2* •£<*£ simply because what 1s fa lse

is  not and 1017a7-30 concerns what 1s_.

Thus 1 t 1s c lea r th a t Kirwan has not provided any adequate basis 

fo r  re je c tin g  the in te rp re ta tio n  o f 1017a7-22 which I have defended.

I t  may nevertheless be the case tha t e ith e r the second o r th ird  pro­

posed explanations o f  tA ov v w ii 1s b e tte r than the In te r ­

p re ta tion which I have adopted. Hence le t  us continue by examining 

these remaining a lte rn a tives .

Klrwan's second proposal was tha t *4  £* designates

a ll copulative uses o f the verb 'to  be '. S u p e rfic ia lly  th is  seems to 

n ice ly  d is tingu ish  t4  9* and to  on since the

la t te r  term could then be understood as designating the sense o f  'to  

be' where i t  means 'to  e x is t '.  In support o f  th is  in te rp re ta tio n  

Klrwan c ites  1017a20-22 in  which A r is to t le 's
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. ..a n a ly s is  o f  the coincidental th ings-tha t-a re  re­
vealed by assertions such as [(a ) 'someone ju s t  Is 
a r t i s t i c ' ,  (b) 'a  man is  a r t i s t i c ' ,  and (c) 'some­
one a r t is t ic  1s a man'] Includes a reference 1n each 
case to  some other th1ng-that-1s: the la t t e r  would 
be an e x is te n t th ing  e .g .,  a man, whose existence 
accounted fo r  the non-ex is ten tia l being o f e .g .,  the 
man's belnq a r t is t ic  (c f .  also De In te rp re t a t lone 
11. 21a25-28).9 “

In h is ana lys is , Klrwan argues th a t th is  view 1s Inadequate since 

1n a p a ra lle l passage in Metaphysics V I.11 A r is to t le  speaks o f  a l l  four 

senses o fT & ftr  as being fcevofowm . Since th is  phrase Is ' . . .

normally used to pick out the e x is te n tia l " b e " . . . ',10  we have the c lear 

Im plication th a t not only &• but v j  o \ « * * *  as

well must be e x is te n tia l senses o f  'to  be*. Should we allow th is  

o b jec tion , then i t  is  c le a r th a t the d is tin c t io n  between t 4 M «&*Vro 

and tS must be drawn between d iffe re n t e x is te n tia l

senses o f 'to  b e ',  not between e x is te n tia l and nonexlsten tia l uses o f 

'to  be '. This leads d ire c t ly  to  Klrwan's claim tha t -rd ow «m t « 

designates coincidental senses o f the e x is te n tia l 'b e '.

However, Klrwan's basis fo r  re je c tin g  the second proposal ( I . e . ,  

copulative vs. e x is te n tia l uses o f  'to  be ') 1s somewhat questionable 

since i t  depends upon reading the phrase r i  aaftopevwr in Meta­

physics V I.11 1026a33 as a reference to the e x is te n tia l uses o f 'to  be '. 

Since th is  reading is  unnecessary and probably in co rre c t, Kirwan's

9Ib 1 d ., p. 144. 

10Ib id . , p. 144.
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grounds fo r  re je c tin g  th is  second proposal are u n s a tis fa c to ry .^

A more obvious thought adm ittedly Inconclusive ground fo r  re je c t­

ing the Id e n tif ic a tio n  o f r o S i  w ith a l l  copulative

uses o f  'to  be' is  tha t a l l  o f  the examples A r is to t le  gives in  a8-22 

are nonessential pred ications. Should we expect v i  £v 

to cover sentences l ik e  'Man 1s ra t io n a l' and 'A tr ia n g le  is  th ree -s id ­

ed' 1n addition to  'The man is  w h ite ' o r 'The bu ilde r is  c u ltu re d ',

I t  1s curious th a t A r is to t le  fa l ls  to o f fe r  us the appropriate examples. 

The obvious conclusion Is th a tvA V v  does not cover

essentia l predications -  though adm ittedly th is  argument 1s merely 

suggestive, not d e f in it iv e .

Since Klrwan has re jected both the f i r s t  and second In te rp re ta tio ns  

o f t*  , he fee ls tha t he has established tha t

1017a7-22 concerns coincidental e x is te n tia l uses o f  the verb 'to  be '. 

However, th is  1s hardly the case, since 1n addition to Kirwan's use o f 

the questionable In te rp re ta tio n  o f  Metaphysics V I.11 there are a t le as t 

two fu rth e r d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  h is pos ition . One 1s th a t any p la u s ib il­

i t y  which e ith e r  the second o r the th ird  In te rp re ta tions  o f ov «mt« 

«vt*$«pvMS have stems from the assumption t h a t d e n o t e s  

nothing but the e x is te n tia l use o f 'to  b e ', whereas in fa c t v i  ov 

Urttf«&re re fe rs to essentia l copulative uses o f  'to  be*. Since

^The phrase vi5rw*£s probably means nothing more than
'the unqualified  saying' o r 'the  simple saying '. Kirwan's reference 
to De In te rp re ta tlone  x i 21a25-28 does not support his reading o f  **5 ov

. See my discussion o f tne la t te r  line s  1n Chapter
Two, Section I I I .



135

w  does not mean what 1 t must mean fo r  e ith e r the copula­

t iv e  vs. e x is te n tia l o r  the coincidental e x is te n tia l vs. non-co1nc1- 

dental e x is te n tia l reading to be co rre c t, both o f these In te rp re ta tio ns  

can be re jected . However since there Is the danger o f  c ir c u la r i ty  i f  I 

re s t my re jec tio n  o f Kirwan's reading o f  « 5 »  on my

re jec tio n  o f h is reading o f * r i« »  le t  us concentrate on my

second ground fo r  re je c tin g  the Id e n tif ic a tio n  o f  t o  ov ««cv« 

w ith  the coincidental e x is te n tia l uses o f  'to  b e '.

This second ob je c tion , one which 1s s p e c if ic a lly  d irected against 

the reading adopted by Klrwan (namely th a t the dichotomy 1n a7-30 is  

between coincidental and non-coinc1dental e x is te n tia l uses o f 'to  be ')

1s th a t 1n order to  accept th is  In te rp re ta tio n  we are unable to assign 

any appropriate sense to  the word ofef^kpnwls. As we sha ll sh o rtly  

see, each reading Klrwan proposes faces serious d i f f ic u l t ie s .

Klrwan states th a t there are three possible meanings fo r  the word 

(1) 'unusua l', (2) 'no n e sse n tia l', and (3) 'd e r iv a t iv e '.

By 'unusual* Klrwan means something s im ila r  to  the way 1n which A ris ­

to t le  defines 1n Metaphysics VI. 11 1026b31-32 ('what Is

n e ithe r always nor fo r  the most p a r t ; ) .  This would make a 

th a t which 1s uncommon. The second sense, 'non e sse n tia l', denotes 

th a t which Is not in i t s  own r ig h t .  Since we are to ld  th a t ' . . . a  th ing  1s 

nonessentla lly £  only when i t s  ex is tence .. .does not imply i t £  -  the 

same th in g 's  -  being £ ,', we can in fe r  th a t the second suggestion covers 

everything which is  ne ithe r e x p l ic i t ly  nor im p lic i t ly  a pa rt o f the
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IP
essence o f  the th in g .

However, how Klrwan proposes to read as 'd e r iv a tiv e ' is

somewhat obscure. Whether o r not the tex ts  Kirwan c ite s  support such a 

reading is  questionable. Klrwan w rites  tha t de riva tive  uses o f 'to  

be' are those uses o f 'to  be' which are

. . . t o  be explained by reference to the way 1n which 
something else '1 s ':  s p e c if ic a lly  th a t the being 
(ex ls tence)o f the complex Item designated 'the  ju s t  
a r t is t ic '  has to  be explained by reference to  the 
being (existence) o f  the man 1n whom the elements 
o f th a t complex severa lly  co in c id e .. .*3

Let us examine the texts Klrwan c ites  in  order to  see whether they 

w i l l  bear such a reading.

One alleged occurrence 1s P oste rio r Analytics I.1 v  7 3 ^ 4 - 5 .  How­

ever, how th is  passage e xh ib its  the appropriate use ofc*»f4&e$i%«ta»is 

unclear. Since 1n my discussion o f  the meaning o f the phrase 

I w i l l  t re a t th is  passage in  f u l l ,  le t  me here merely note th a t 

P osterior Analytics 7 3 ^ 4 - 5  c le a rly  re fe rs  to  everything which belongs 

to  a th ing so long as i t  does not belong In e ith e r o f the ways re le ­

vant to s c ie n t if ic  k n o w l e d g e . ^  Hence in 7 3 ^ 4 - 5  the word 

seems to  simply mean 'nonessen tia l'.

The remaining texts c ited  by Klrwan - Categories v i 5a38-^4 and 

Metaphysics V .x i i i  1020a26-32 -  more c le a r ly  involves uses o f the

^^Kirwan, A r is to t le 1 s Metaphys 1 cs , p. 145.

13Ib id . , p. 145.

14See p. 230-242 o f  the  appendix.
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word «r*|*fkc$Ws whi ch might be rendered as 'd e r iv a t iv e 1 o r 'secondary*. 

Both passages concern the wey In which Items which would normally be 

said to  be quan tities  are qu an tities  %uwh ' In a secondary

or de riva tive  sense' o r , as I t  would normally be rendered, 'acc iden ta l­

ly '  o r ‘ according to acc ide n t'). The f i r s t  te x t 1s from the Categories 

discussion o f  the category o f  quan tity . A fte r describ ing the way In 

which we speak o f  numbers and geometrical figu res as q u a n titie s , 

A r is to t le  remarks

But s t r ic t ly  speaking, these sqylngs alone are said 
to  be q u a n tit ie s , and a l l  the others are said to  be 
qu an tities  C'1n a secondary o r deriv­
a tive  sense' o r 'according to a c c id e n t'],  fo r  1 t 1s 
to these th a t we look when we sey tha t the others are 
q u a n titie s . For example, the white 1s said to  be large 
because the white belongs to  a large surface and the 
action Is large and the movement is  long because they 
take up much time. For each o f these 1s not said to 
be a quan tity

Kirwan's other te x t 1s from the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f 

quan tity . I t  makes the same po in t as the Categories v i passage. 

A r is to t le  d istinguishes between those things which are said to  be 

qu an tities  and those things which are said to  be quan tities

♦wrfc A fte r discussing the former group, A r is to t le  turns

to the la t te r .

But o f  those things which are said to  be quan tities
some are said ju s t  as i t  was stated 

th a t the cultured is  a quantity  and the white ^ is  a 
q u a n tity^  since to  what they belong is  a certa in  
quan tity . But others are said ju s t  as movement and

1 Categories v1 5a38-b4.
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ac tion , fo r  these also are ca lled  qu an tities  o f  a 
certa in  so rt and continuous since the things o f  
which these are a ffec tions are d1vis ib les. But I 
mean not the th ing  moving but tha t through which 
1 t was moved. Since th a t is  a qu an tity , the change 
Is a quan tity  and because o f th is ,  the time is  a 
quan tity  . 16

Though there are d i f f ic u l t ie s  connected w ith  the In te rp re ta tion  

o f  both o f these te x ts ,17 Kirwan's reading seems to be th a t by c a llin g  

something a quan tity  m*t& A r is to t le  is  Ind ica tin g  tha t 1 t

1s not e sse n tia lly  a quan tity  but ra the r th a t we ca ll 1 t a quan tity  

1n v ir tu e  o f  I ts  belonging to  something which 1s e sse n tia lly  a quan tity . 

Thus 'The white th ing  1s la rge ' shows th a t we can speak o f th a t which 

1s white as being large 1n v ir tu e  o f whiteness belonging to  something

e lse , I . e . ,  a surface, which in turn 1s la rge.

However, 1n each o f  these te x ts , i t  would appear th a t the word

might ju s t  as well be rendered as e ith e r 'unusual' o r 'non- 

e s s e n tia l'.  Thus 1 t 1s only unusual fo r  th a t which 1s white to be 

la rge . S im ila r ly  an action or a motion can be described as large but

not because tha t is  what an action or a motion Is ( I . e . ,  not essen­

t ia l l y ) .  Hence in each case what 1s large w i l l  only unusually o r non- 

e sse n tia lly  be a quan tity . In sho rt, ne ithe r Categories 5a38-b4 nor 

Metaphysics 1020a26-34 seem to demand reading the word crup$«p'iM*s in

the sense o f 'd e r iv a tiv e ' o r 'secondary'.

16Metaphysics V .x i i i  1020a26-32.

170n th is  p o in t, c f .  Ross, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics Vol. I ,  p. 324-
325.
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To sum up -  1 t does not seem to be necessary to In te rp re t any o f 

the passages c ited  by Klrwan as demanding the reading o f the word 

tfw p ftp v iis  as 'In  a de riva tive  o r secondary sense1. At most these 

passages would seem to ju s t i f y  reading X Is  a o f  Y 1n th is

sense i f  (1) X belongs to Y o r Y belongs to  X and (2) even though X Is

not a Y, 1 t 1s said to  be a Y. However, since the Categories v1 and

Metaphysics V.x111 passages might be read 1n the manner Klrwan advo­

cates, le t  us fo r  the sake o f  the argument concede to Klrwan th a t such 

a sense does e x is t In other passages and hence also might be found 1n 

1017a7-22. Having c la r if ie d  Kirwan's three senses o f  le t

us now return to h is discussion o f th e ir  a p p lic a b il ity  to 1017a7-22.

Klrwan re jects  the Id e n tif ic a tio n  o f  w ith  'unusual'

on two grounds. The f i r s t  1s th a t the contrast between th ings-tha t-are  

usually and th1ngs~that-are unusually ( I . e . ,  the common vs. the 

uncommon) does not seem to f i t  the contrast between twtfaS** and

The second objection presupposes his account

o f  * 4 f t  asnon-coindicental e x is te n tia l senses o f 'to  be '.

Klrwan states tha t

I f ,  as argued above [1n h is discussion o f  |v  ]
th ings-tha t-a re  in th e ir  own r ig h t  Include such items 
as C a llias and p a llo r ,  I t  is  hard to  see how these 
could be said to e x is t unusually. 'An a r t is t ic  man 1s 
unusual' denies th a t two components usually go to ­
gether; 'C a llia s  is  unusual' cannot be taken in the 
same sense - nor therefore 'C a llia s  1s usual'.18

I8<1rwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 144.
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In other words, reading crwf«9*mMsas 'unusual' seems to create 

problems when we speak o f s ing le  terms. Whereas to ta lk  o f  two terms 

as not usually occurring together does not 1n any way re f le c t upon how 

common o r uncommon each 1s, s ing le  terms can only be said to be common 

o r uncommon 1n the la t te r  manner - and since th is  1s the case, what 

sense can we give to  the assertion th a t th is  p a r t ic u la r  (e .g . C a llias) 

1s h « *« m-v&? A fte r a l l ,  p a rt ic u la r Ind iv idua ls  are n e ithe r common nor 

imcommon, they simply are.

Klrwan Is more sympathetic to  reading erwf*p«Qwii&1n the second 

sense, I . e . ,  'nonessentia l' .  In h is eyes, such a reading would have at

leas t two advantages. F irs t ,  1 t would allow us to  read •ucA «r«*|a.(*%fKw4s

and in  the same sense 1n Metaphysics V .v ll as 1n V.vi and V.1x.

Second, such an In te rp re ta tio n  o f provides

. . . a  good contrast w ith  ' 1n I ts  own r ig h t ' :  fo r  such
Items as C a llias  and p a llo r  are e sse n tia lly  th in g s -th a t- 
are, which means to  say -  t r i v ia l l y  -  th a t th e ir  being 
th ings-tha t-a re  1s a condition o f th e ir  ex istence.19

Against th is  reading, Klrwan raises an ob jection which should 

have led him to  abandon th is  approach to  1017a7-22. Kirwan notes 

tha t

. . . i t  seems by the same token con trad ic to ry to assert 
o f  anything th a t i t  1snon-essentia lly  a th1 ng -th a t-is .
We can Indeed say tha t a man is  non-essentia l!v a r t i s t i c ,
fo r  his existence does not depend on his a r t is t r y ;  but
we cannot say th a t an a r t is t ic  man is  non -essen tia lly .

19Ib1d ., p. 144.
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In order fo r  us to accept the second reading o f we must

allow th a t A r is to t le  confused the sentence 'A man 1s nonessentla lly 

a r t is t ic *  w ith  another sentence, one which Klrwan admits cannot even 

be given an In te l l ig ib le  sense, v iz . 'An a r t is t ic  man nonessentla lly 

Is (e x is ts ) '.  Though Klrwan attempts to  show how A r is to t le  might 

p laus ib ly  make such an e rro r , the po in t remains th a t th is  In te rp re ta ­

tio n  forces us to  swallow a ra the r unpalatable consequence. As already 

noted In Chapter One, though even great philosophers make errors 1 t

is  bad In te rp re ta tio n  to read anyone In th is  way unless there 1s no

other a lte rn a tive . Since there 1s another in te rp re ta tio n  which lacks 

th is  de fect, i t  should be preferred to  th is  one.

Three grounds are o ffered 1n explanation o f  A r is to t le 's  e rro r.

The f i r s t  1s tha t since the problem does not arise  when has

the sense o f  'unusual' and '...nowhere does A r is to t le  c le a r ly  reveal 

th a t he saw the d iffe rence between these two senses o f 

I t  would be qu ite  easy fo r  him to s l ip  from what was true o f

in  the sense o f 'unusual' to what was fa lse  o f 1 n  the sense

o f 'nonessen tia l'. Ifo fortunate ly, th is  explanation depends on A r is to t­

le 's  confusing the second sense o f w ith  a f i r s t  sense which

Kirwan has ju s t  shown to be Inapplicable to 1017a7-22. Thus A r is to t le  

would be confusing a use o f ( 'nonessen tia l')  which involves
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a lo g ica l e rro r w ith a use o f  crwp$e$*Mo»('unusual') which Klrwan has 

already re jected.

The second 1s th a t since word-order 1n Greek 1s variab le  A r is to t le

could w rite  'Is *  a t the beginning o r end o f a sentence. Klrwan w rites

th a t

Id iom atic Greek would Indeed s t i l l  d is tingu ish  'a 
man a r t is t ic  1s' as copulative from 'an a r t is t ic
man Is ' as non-copulative, but 1 f the s ign ificance
o f th a t Idiom escaped A ris to tle ~ FTe had no other way 
o7 d is tingu ish ing  'a  man Isnon-essent1 a l ly  a r t is t ic '  
from 'an a r t is t ic  man non-essentia lly  is  i . e .  e x is ts '.

However, A r is to t le  was more sens itive  than any o f h is  predecessors to 

the nuances o f  the Greek language, so Kirwan's argument rests on a 

ra the r large jr f .

The th ird  explanation which Klrwan o ffe rs  fo r  A r is to t le 's  alleged 

confusion between 'a man Is nonessentla lly  a r t is t ic '  and 'an a r t is t ic  

man Is (e x is ts ) nonessentla lly ' is  the weakest -  Klrwan h im self de­

clares th a t i t  fo is ts  upon A r is to t le  a set o f b e lie fs  which 1s 'Inco­

h e r e n t '. ^  Kirwan begins w ith  a po in t he had already argued fo r  in 

connection w ith  Metaphysics V .vi 1015^16» namely th a t A r is to t le  

believed th a t 'ce rta in  complex re fe rr in g  expressions such as "an 

a r t is t ic  man" re fe r to  complex non-lingu is t1c e n t i t le s ' . 24 Granting 

th is ,  Kirwan states tha t A r is to t le

22Ib id . , p. 145. The emphasis 1s mine.

23Ib id . , p. 145.

24Ib1d. , p. 145.
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. . .m§£ thus have been tempted to  argue th a t the 
existence o f a man who is  a r t is t ic  does not depend 
on tha t o f  the complex sta te  o f  a f fa irs  designated 
'a r t is t ic  man': hence th a t the a r t is t ic  man Is a non- 
essentia l e x is te n t.. But whatever we th in k  o f  
coincidental u n it ie s , th is  account o f  coincidental 
ex lstents must be incoherent.25

Kirwan's two points qu ite  s u ffic e  to show the Inadequacy o f  coin­

cidenta l ex lstents 1n which the existence o f an a r t is t ic  man Is severed 

from the existence o f  the corresponding complex sta te  o f  a f fa irs .

F irs t  1 t Is wrong to  regard the complex s ta te  o f  a f fa irs  designated by 

'a r t is t ic  man' as being made up o f two d is t in c t  things -  the a r t is t ic  

and the man. Only the man can be regarded as a d is t in c t  ex is ten t 

since fo r  A r is to t le  being a r t is t ic  must be understood in terms o f a 

man who 1s a r t is t ic  (revealing the dependence o f being a r t is t ic  on tha t 

which 1s a r t is t ic ) .  To re je c t th is  we must accept abstract unlversals 

(e .g .,  a r t is t r y ) ,  something which A r is to t le  would never allow.

The second d i f f ic u l t y  Klrwan notes 1s simply th a t one cannot 

sever the t ie  between the existence o f the a r t is t ic  man and the ex is ­

tence o f the complex sta te o f a f fa irs  designated by 'the  a r t is t ic  man'.

To put i t  In contemporary terms which Klrwan does not - anyone wishing 

to assert a fa c t ontology must assert a necessary l in k  between the 

existence/nonexistence o f  th ings l ik e  an a r t is t ic  man and the existence/ 

nonexistence o f the corresponding fa c t. To maintain anything else is  

to  deny th a t ' . . . a  th ing  1s non-essent1 a l ly  £  only when i t s  ex is tence ... 

does not imply I ts  - the same th in g 's  - being £ ' - which would be

25ib1d., p. 145. The emphasis 1s mine.
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absurd.26

To sum up -  Klrwan believes he has shown how might

mean 'nonessentla l1 in  the contrast between coincidental and non- 

coincidental e x is te n tia l uses o f  'to  be1 even though th is  In te rp re ta ­

tio n  commits A r is to t le  to the In to le ra b le  confusion between the two 

sentences 'A man is  nonessentla lly a r t is t ic '  and 'An a r t is t ic  man is  

(e x is ts ) no ne ssen tla lly '. On the other hand I  have shown th a t any 

reading which fo is ts  such an e rro r upon A r is to t le  Is  unacceptable.

However, Klrwan does not accept the Id e n tif ic a tio n  o f  

w ith  'nonessentla l*. Whereas such a reading has the advantage o f 

In te rp re tin g  arMf*.pefhi«{ft1n the same way 1n Metaphysics V .v i,  V .v l i ,  and 

V.1x, Klrwan observes th a t there Is  a feature o f  A r is to t le 's  treatment 

o f  t&  Sv «v*T4 namely the references 1n al  9-22 to  some

other th1ng-that-1s -  which Is  not found 1n V.vi and V .ix . This 

reference to  some other th ing  leads Kirwan to adopt h is th ird  proposed 

sense o f cr«*p£«9MMs, v iz . 'd e r iv a t iv e '.  F irs t  he argues th a t the 

example in  1017a19-22 uses

. . . '1 s *  1n a de riva tive  sense, which has to  be ex­
plained by reference to  the way 1n which something 
else ' I s ' :  s p e c if ic a lly  th a t the being (existence)
o f  the complex item designated by reference to the 
being (existence) o f  the man 1n whom the elements o f 
th a t complex severa lly  co incide .2’

(Though the example in  1017a19-22 does not re a lly  demand treatment in

26Ib id . , p. 145.

27Ib id . , p. 145.
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any way other than 'nonessentia l' ,  le t  us fo r  the moment concede to 

Kirwan th a t I t  does.)

Klrwan next attempts to show the relevance o f  th is  th ird  sense o f  

guytfltfowr* tn the second. He notes th a t reading as 'non-

e sse n tia l' '. ..a s s e rte d  th a t existence o f  the simple item designated 

by "the a r t is t ic  man" does not depend on the existence o f  the complex 

sta te  o f a ffa irs  designated by the same expression '.2® On the other 

hand, the th ird  reading holds tha t the existence o f  the complex sta te

o f a f fa irs  depends on and has to be explained by reference to the simple

item designated by 'the  a r t is t ic  man'.

However, Klrwan claims tha t these two positions

’. . .a re  not antagonistic but complementary. Indeed 
i t  may well have been A r is to t le 's  view th a t the e x is ­

tence o f  is  de riva tive  from th a t o f  A only I f  A can
continue to e x is t when B does not. I f  so, [the th ird
reading] im plies the suFstance o f [the  second reading] 
while also g iv ing a b e tte r explanation o f the meaning 
o f 'c o in c id e n ta l'.2®

Klrwan's claim th a t the second and th ird  in te rp re ta tio n s  can be seen 

as complementary amounts to the assertion tha t whereas the simple item 

the man who happens to be a r t is t ic  does not depend upon the complex 

sta te  o f a ffa irs  designated by 'the  a r t is t ic  man', the la t te r  does 

depend on the former and 1n fa c t must be explained by reference to i t .

2® Ibic[., p. 145. Note how Kirwan here commits the in te rp re ta tio n
o f as 'nonessentia l' to  th is  pos ition  whereas in the previous
paragraph he wrote tha t A r is to t le  merely might have adopted th is  view.

29Ib id .,  p. 145-146.
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In o ther words, Kirwan's po in t 1s th a t the dependence only goes one 

way -  the dependence o f the sta te  o f a f fa irs  on the th ing  - and not 

the other way around - o f the th ing  on the sta te  o f a f fa irs .

Klrwan fu rth e r claims tha t should A r is to t le  accept the p rin c ip le  

th a t the existence o f B Is de riva tive  from tha t o f A only I f  A can con­

tinue to  e x is t when B does no t, then the th ird  reading su b s ta n tia lly  

Implies the second. This can be explained by considering two examples 

o f  what Klrwan considers to  be ▼£ imw*  'An a r t is t ic

man 1s (e x is ts ) d e r iv a tiv e ly ' and 'The ju s t  a r t is t ic  1s (e x is ts ) deriv­

a t iv e ly '.  in the f i r s t ,  the existence o f  'an a r t is t ic  man' 1s deriv­

a tive  from 'man' since the la t te r  may e x is t w ithout the former but not 

vice versa. S im ila r ly  in the second example 'the  ju s t  a r t is t ic  (man)' 

being de riva tive  fo r  I ts  existence upon 'man'. In th is  way the various 

examples o f r& crwpQtfxWs may be absorbed in to  the in te rp re ­

ta tio n  o f as 'in  a de riva tive  or secondary sense'. Though

Klrwan him self does not formulate such a schema, should we read eV

m«t& in the manner he proposes, v iz . de riva tive  e x is te n tia l

uses o f 'to  b e ', we are committed to  the fo llow ing  ru le :

‘ The XY is  (e x is ts ) d e r iv a tiv e ly ' means 'Y can e x is t 
even when the XY does not e x is t '

Unfortunately Klrwan has overlooked the fa c t th a t tre a tin g  tS iv

Mew as the de riva tive  e x is te n tia l use o f  'to  be' has

a fa ta l defect - i t  makes the d e fin it io n  o f t o  3 #  so

unacceptably broad as to  permit s e lf-co n tra d ic tio n . For example, con­

s id e r the sentence 'The ra tiona l animal is  (e x is ts ) d e r iv a t iv e ly '.
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This c le a r ly  s a tis f ie s  the d e fin it io n  o f de riva tive  e x is te n tia l usage 

o f 'to  be1 since th a t which 1s an animal can e x is t even when there are 

no ra tio na l animals. But Klrwan has already Indicated th a t 'The man 

Is (e x is ts ) ' 1s an example o f  r i  5* Since being a man 1s by

d e fin it io n  the same as being a ra tiona l animal, Klrwan 1s unable to 

d is tingu ish  between and t i  %  . In fa c t,

the only cases where two terms X and Y w i l l  not s a t is fy  the above 

d e fin it io n  o f  'The XY Is (e x is ts ) d e riva tive ly * Is  when X Is the genus

o f the species Y. In sh o rt, Klrwan has found a usage o f

v iz . 'd e r iv a t iv e ',  which 1s so broad as to  exclude hardly anything.

For th is  reason t& Sw **rr* cannot be read as the deriva­

t iv e  e x is te n tia l use o f 'to  be '.

To conclude my analysis o f  Klrwan's commentary on 1017a7-22 - 

should we allow Klrwan th a t vd cm «««*« denotes coincidental

e x is te n tia l uses o f  'to  be' we fin d  th a t no sense adequate to  his 

In te rp re ta tio n  can be assigned to  the word «rv|*$«$VMs. Each o f the 

three In te rp re ta tions  offered by Klrwan has been shown to have unaccept­

able consequences. I f  th is  Is so, then my second objection to reading 

▼2 •« tw w  as the coincidental e x is te n tia l use o f 'to  be1

has been vindicated. This in turn allows me to a ff irm  what I previous­

ly  indicated -  th a t since tw o% means ne ithe r a l l

copulative uses o f the verb 'to  be' nor the coincidental senses o f the 

e x is te n tia l 'b e ',T &  cm «m t « oruf*$cpM«os indicates the coincidental 

copulative uses o f 'to  be '.
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111) One problem remains before c losing th is  discussion o f  the meaning 

o ft*  o *  in n *  1 0 1 7 a 7 - 2 2  - namely In what sense o f  the word

are we saying th a t 1s the use o f the

copula 'to  be' 1n predications made according to accident? Though in 

d iffe re n t contexts the word has a wide va rie ty  o f  meanings,

In the present case only two appear to  be re leva n t, v1z .0M«t^«QH*<s in  

the sense o f 'unusual' and In the sense o f  'nonessentia l1

The purpose o f  the present discussion 1s to  decide which sense 1s to 

decide which sense Is Intended by A r is to t le  1n 1 0 1 7 a 7 - 2 2 .

The d iffe rence between readingefephf&cftaNfcln the sense o f  'unusual' 

and reading in  the sense o f 'nonessentia l' 1n the discussion

o f  T id *  determines how broadly we sha ll construe the

use o f  the copula 'to  be' 1n predications made according to th a t which 

1s a I f  we read In the narrow sense o f 'unusual'

then only those things which are accidental 1n the narrow sense, namely 

what belongs n e ithe r always nor fo r  the most p a rt, w i l l  be covered by 

r£  2v Opposed to th is  reading Is the broader sense

o f whi ch means 'nonessen tia l'. I f  read In th is  way, then

every predicate which belongs to  a subject but is  not essentia l ( in  the 

sense o f  Inhering in  the d e fin it io n  o f the subject) w i l l  be covered by 

l i w i w i l  . Thus, whereas the f i r s t  sense o f

only covers accidents in  the most narrow sense o f  what only happens

^®As I already noted, Kirwan o ffe red  a th ird  sense, 'd e r iv a t iv e '.  
However, as I have shown above (p. 1 3 6 - 1 3 9 ) ,  there is  in s u ff ic ie n t 
evidence fo r  the claim  th a t can carry th is  purported meaning.
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unusually, the second sense o f M f*p *p W » w i11 cover not only these 

predicates but also predicates which always belong to a subject but are 

not essentia l to 1 t.

This d is tin c t io n  between a narrow and a broad sense o f 

perhaps can be understood more re a d ily  by comparison w ith  the discus­

sion o f  the predlcables In Topics I .  There A r is to t le  draws two pa irs 

o f  d is tin c tio n s  -  between those subjects and predicates which are con­

v e r t ib le  and those which are not and between those predicates which are 

essentia l to th e ir  subjects and those which are no t. This leads to  a 

fo u rfo ld  c la s s if ic a tio n : d e fin itio n s  (which are both essentia l and

co n ve rtib le ), genera and d iffe re n tia e  (which are essentia l but not con­

v e r t ib le ) ,  properties (which are convertib le  but are not e s s e n tia l) , 

and accidents (which are ne ithe r convertib le  nor e sse n tia l). I f ,  in 

the discussion o f r i  &  v*rr& we read as meaning

'no n e ssen tia l', then every predicate which Is  e ith e r  a property o r an 

accident o f I ts  subject w i l l  (1 f the predication 1s made by means o f  

the verb 'to  be' o r one o f  I ts  cognates) be an Instance o f  •«# x i  

On the other hand, 1 f we should read the

narrow sense o f 'unusua l', then we must re je c t predications o f proper­

t ie s  as examples o f i d c *  s ince, though such predicates

are nonessential, they are convertib le  and hence w i l l  always be true o f 

th e ir  subjects. On the narrow reading o f  ewplpepMwt as 'unusual' we 

are forced to confine id  S»i *mw*  so le ly  to  nonconvertib le,

nonessential predications -  I . e . ,  what Topi cs I labels accidents. In 

sh o rt, the d iffe rence between the two readings o f «rw|«{te{hiiws 1 s the
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diffe rence between readingt-S"S* as covering accidents

(In  the sense o f  Topics I )  o r both accidents (1n the sense o f  Topics I )  

and properties.

31 Be fore proceeding, perhaps 1 t should be noted th a t Ross under­
stands the place o f  property predications q u ite  d if fe re n t ly  from the 
way I  am proposing. Whereas I see the Issue as the determination o f 
whether A r is to t le  Includes predicating a property o f  I ts  subject by 
means o f the verb 'to  be* In h is discussion o f  rd  9* «at3 ,
Ross discusses predications o f  properties under h is analysis o f  *4 SU 
« m . For Ross, the problem w ith  predications o f  properties 1s 
whether the necessary connection o f  a property to  I ts  subject makes 1t 
an exanule o f 'to  be' used according to  what 1s essen tia l. Ross w rites 
tha t r i  fe. means

.. . th e  being which 1s necessary connexion. This 
sense o f  b e in g .. .w il l be capable o f being i l l u s ­
tra te d  by propositions. Four kinds o f  proposition 
e x h ib it  such a connexion -  those 1n which there 1s 
predicated o f a subject I ts  d e f in it io n ,  I ts  genus,
I ts  d if fe re n t ia ,  o r I ts  property.

(Ross Metaphysics vo l. I ,  p. 306; tfy own emphasis)

Ross then proceeds to show th a t only predications o f  the genus are 
su itab le  examples o f  r i  IV For an analysis o f  Ross' views on
th is  p o in t, c f .  below p. 171 f f .

Why Ross understands predicating a property o f  I t s  subject as a 
necessary connection and hence as a possible Instance o f  *4 &  «4*V w io 
1s most unclear. Contra Ross, a property does not belong In a necessary 
way to  I ts  subject. For A r is to t le ,  the very d e f in it io n  o f  what 1s a 
property makes th is  c lear - properties are those predicates which, 
though convertib le  w ith th e ir  sub jects, are not essentia l to  th e ir  
subjects.

And a property HSu* ]  1s what does not reveal the 
essence £«£ -eC>w ]  o f  the th ing  but belongs to 
1 t alone and i t  predicated convertlb ly  o f  the th ing .

(Topics I . v  102*18-19)

Since properties do not b e l o n g t o  th e ir  sub jects, they cannot 
possibly be examples o f td  Ik  Hence 1 t is  d i f f i c u l t  to explain
Ross' even considering whether such predications might be instances o f 
▼A . I f  propositions which Involve asserting a property o f a
subject by means o f  the verb 'to  be' are to  f in d  a place In Metaphysics
V .v ll 1 t must be under r£  «»uf$eOvi4*.
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When we attempt to  decide whether i t  is  the narrow sense o f 

flrup^«$*Mftat(i . e . , 'unusual') which only covers accidents o r i t  is  the 

broad sense o f  « rw ^ c ^ v ( ^ (1 .e . , 'nonessen tia l') which covers both 

accidents and properties th a t is  appropriate to  1017a7-22, we fin d  th a t 

there 1s a c o n f l ic t  in the textua l evidence. Two considerations favor 

the re s tr ic t io n  o f  r *  Sv to  those predications which a

are accidental in the narrow sense. The f i r s t  1s In te rna l to the te x t 

o f  Metaphysics V.v11 -  namely th a t a l l  o f  the examples o f 

given 1n 1017a8-22 are examples o f  predicates which are n e ith e r convert­

ib le  nor essentia l to th e ir  sub jects; they are a l l  instances o f  what 

is  unusual and not o f  what is  e ith e r  always o r fo r  the most pa rt. Put 

another way, A r is to t le  does not give us any examples o f property pred­

ica tion s  as instances o f  •«&

The second reason favoring the narrow In te rp re ta tio n  o f 

is  external to the te x t o f  Metaphysics V .v ii and depends upon the 

ra ther strong analogy to A r is to t le 's  discussion o f to  &  ««ct* 

in  the "d ic tion a ry " to  his discussion o f the same term in  Metaphysics

VI. 11-111. In th is  la t te r  passage A r is to t le  o ffe rs  the same fo u rfo ld  

d iv is io n  o f the meaning o f as we are given in Metaphysics V .v ii:

But since the unqualified  saying o f 'be ing ' is  said 
in  many ways, o f  which one was according to what is  
happening [ h«w«i ; less l i t e r a l ly :  'accord­
ing to accident' o r 'a c c id e n ta l '] ;  an other was the 
as true (and 'no t-be ing ' as the fa ls e ) ; and besides
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these the figures o f  predication ( fo r  example, what 
q u a lity ,  q u a n tity , where, when, and 1 f something else 
1 t means 1n th is  same manner); and furthermore besides 
a l l  these the by p o te n tia lity  and by a c tu a li ty .32

At th is  po in t A r is to t le  o ffe rs  what apparently 1s a discussion o f

the meaning o f r&  &  ««*« :

Indeed since 'be ing1 1s said 1n many ways, one 
must f i r s t  speak about what is  according to  what 
1s happening [«■** ] . . .3 3

A fte r  several examples (a l l  o f  which are accidents In the narrow sense), 

A r is to t le  defines in  terms o f  what 1s unusual:

Now, since there are among the things which are 
some are 1n the same way always and o f  ne ce ss ity ... 
and some are no t o f  necessity nor always, but fo r  
the most p a rt, th is  1s the p r in c ip le  and th is  is  
the reason fo r  the being o f  what 1s happening

For what should be ne ithe r always 
nor fo r  the most p a rt, we say happens 
less l i t e r a l ly :  'a c c id e n ta l ' ] ^

Hence in  a p a ra lle l discussion o f  1017*7-22 A r is to t le  id e n tif ie s  the 

sense o f  1n which 'to  be1 1s said according to what 1s

accidental as the narrow sense, v iz . 'unusual1. 35

Of these two considerations favoring reading in 1017a

^ Metaphysics VI. 11 1026a33-b2.

33Metaphysics V I.11 1026b2-3.

^ Metaphysics VI. 11 1026b27-31.

3®In two other p a ra lle l discussions ( Metaphysics IX .x 1051a34-b2 
and Metaphysics XIV.11 1089a26-28) to Metaphysics V .v ii A r is to t le  does 
not even mention r i  .
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7-22 in  the sense o f 'unusual*, the second is  fa r  more s ig n if ic a n t than 

the f i r s t .  The fa c t th a t A r is to t le  does not give examples o f  property 

predications 1s a t best suggestive o f h is re s tr ic t in g  the meaning o f 

r£  ov m*um «wf»$c(tai«to accidents. Even though such a consideration 

provides evidence fo r  the narrow reading, the argument from silence can 

never be very s tro n g .36 I f  we have evidence In favor o f reading 

*»f*pep%«Mln the broader sense o f 'nonessentia l1 we could ea s ily  

explain these examples away as simply being a lim ite d  and somewhat 

Incomplete se lec tion . Hence w ithout the fu rth e r support o f  the second 

reason, no one would th in k  tha t we have a strong basis fo r  re s tr ic t in g  

the meaning o f  to the narrow sense o f 'unusual'. However,

the second consideration, v iz . th a t in  the p a ra lle l discussion to 

Metaphysics V .v ii in  Metaphysics, V I.11-111 A r is to t le  defines 

In the narrow sense, very s trong ly  indicates th a t we should read 

in  the narrow sense in  1017a7-22.

However, there is  a major ob jection to reading in

1017a7-22 in  the narrow sense o f 'unusual1, one which s trong ly  favors

reading the term in  the broader sense o f 'no n e sse n tia l'. This po in t

stems d ire c t ly  from the opposition o f r&  ©v * * tJL to rd ««

m QVwto. As 1s c lear from thep«v . . . 5 * . . .construction w ith  which 

A r is to t le  begins Metaphysics V .v i i ,  the contrast between &  *<cn4 

#vj«.p*fVvU$and v» «&• is  intended to  be exhaustive. Since (as

I  show in the next section) the meaning o f tfc on hkQ'm io  is  the use o f

36ln fa c t ,  in  a passage I c ite  below (c f .  p. 236-237) in  which 
o*#*ftcE%<ikmust be given the sense o f 'no ne ssen tia l', A r is to t le  o ffe rs  
us two examples o f what are in  the narrow sense accidents. This te x t  
is  espec ia lly  noteworthy since the two examples -  'cu ltu re d ' belonging 
to 'anim al' and 'w h ite ' belonging to 'anim al' -  are almost the same as 
the examples in  1017a8-22.
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the verb 'to  be' to predicate the d e f in it io n ,  a genus, o r a d iffe re n tia  

o f  a sub ject, a problem emerges i f  we re s t r ic t  the meaning o f **• ov 

to  the use o f the verb 'to  be1 in  those predications 

which are accidents -  where sha ll we place those sentences In which 

the predicate 1s a property o f the subject? Since a property does not 

belong wotfoSrl to I ts  sub ject, a sentence l ik e  'Man is  capable o f
L

receiving knowledge' ( 'be ing  capable o f rece iv ing knowledge' being a

property o f  'man') is  not an example o f 3* . Further,

since a property 1s always true o f I ts  subject (even though 1 t is  not

to  1 t ) ,  'man 1s capable o f receiving knowledge1 cannot be an

example o f t*  ®v 1 f  carries the meaning o f

what 1s true 'n e ith e r always nor fo r  the most p a r t '.  In sho rt, i f  we

read 1n the sense o f 'unusual' we lose the opposition o f

r i  o v  to  r i  S* tuG W ’to -  the d is tin c tio n  w i l l  not be

exhaustive since no place has been provided fo r  the use o f 'to  be' to

predicate a property o f  i t s  subject.

The fa ilu re  o f the narrow In te rp re ta tio n  o f 'unusual'

to  provide a place fo r  property predications 1n the contrast between

and t o  2*  is  the main motivation behind

the broad In te rp re ta tio n  o f  crvf«9«$*iwS» as 'nonessentia l' .  On th is  

a lte rn a tive  reading the defect Is remedied. Whereas narrowly r e s t r ic t ­

ing to o\i vwpltaQw&to the use o f  the verb 'to  be' in  predicating 

what are (In  the narrow sense) accidents fa i ls  to  preserve the in i t ia l  

dlchotony, the broader reading o f as 'nonessentia l' allows

to cover every predication made by means o f the
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verb 'to  be* which 1s not an essentia l predicate. Thus on the second 

reading, no t merely accidents (1n the narrow sense) but properties as 

w e ll (since they also are not •wCWhro) w i l l  be instances o f ▼* tfc wprri 

On th is  reading the dichotony between t J &  

and*ri f t  1s preserved simply because v& f t  mktIS

1s being understood 1n a sense ('accord ing to  what 1s non- 

e s s e n tia l')  which makes 1t the exact complement o f  ( 'according

to  what 1s e s s e n tia l') .

The fa c t th a t reading «r«*ttfte$*wift1n the broad sense o f 'nonesserr 

t la V  provides such a fin e  contrast between iJ  f t  «kv% and

1s very strong evidence 1n I ts  favor. In e ffe c t I t  would 

enable us to  understand Metaphysics V.v11 qu ite  unproblem atically. 

However, there are three other pieces o f evidence favoring th is  second 

reading.

The f i r s t  is  tha t one o f the very tex ts  which support my reading 

o f  t4  f t  as the verb 'to  be' used to  make predications 1n which

the predicate Inheres 1n the d e f in it io n  o f the subject can also be used 

to  support reading f t  as the verb 'to  be' used to

make predication in which the predicate does not Inhere 1n the d e f in i­

t io n  o f  the subject. As Kirwan notes, the verb ( ' to  belong

to ' o r 'to  hold good o f ')  1s in  some ways the counterpart o f  the verb 
37. As I po in t out 1n the appendix, in the very place where 

A r is to t le  o ffe rs  the two senses ( re a lly ,  as I show a t the end o f

^K lrw an , A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 141.
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Section I o f  the appendix, they reduce to a s ing le  sense) o f

( ' t o  belong to e s s e n tia lly 1) which are re levant to the d is ­

cussion o fT i< w  MACPtfgrio, he then remarks th a t whatever does not be­

long 1n the appropriate way 1s a

And likew ise as regards other cases, I say such 
things {be long) to one another according to  es­
sences ] .  But as many as belong In ne ithe r
way are accidents For example, the
cultured or white <[belong1ngj^ to an anim al.38

In th is  passage in  which imO\£i41s being used 1n the same sense as in 

Metaphysics V .v ii 1017a2 2 - 2 7 , 1s being used in such a way 

th a t 1 t must be read as covering everything which does not belong 

e sse n tia lly . Hence must here be read as 'nonessentia l' . 39

The second is  th a t in De In te rp re ta tlone  x i 21a26-28, where 

A r is to t le  mentions the same two senses o f the verb 'to  be* as in 

Metaphysics V .v ii 1017a7-30, he uses in  the sense o f

'according to what 1s not e s s e n tia l'.  As I have already s h o w n ,th e  

contrast 1n De In te rp re ta tlone  x i 21a26-28 between H«?«k or«p.fn(3«t««s to  

& u v  and tirtwris the contrast between using the verb 'to  be'

to  predicate o f a subject something which does not Inhere in  I ts  essence 

and using the verb 'to  be* to predicate o f  a subject something which

38p0s te r io r  Analytics I . i v  73^3-5.

39In fa c t 1n many places in Posterior Analytics av»|fc(k$*wmust 
take the sense o f 'nonessen tia l'.

^®Cf. Chapter Two Section I I I  esp. p. 76 f f .
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does Inhere 1n I ts  essence. Thus, in  th is  p a ra lle l discussion o f 

Metaphysics V .v i i .  the e x p r e s s i o n  does not have the

narrow meaning o f 'according to  what 1s a cc id e n ta l'( in  the sense o f  

'unusua l') but ra ther 'according to what is  acc iden ta l1( 1n the sense o f  

'nonessentia l' ) .

The th ird  piece o f  additional evidence 1s something which was 

pointed out by Klrwan -  namely th a t reading in  the

sense o f 'according to what 1s nonessentia l' allows us to  understand 

the contrast between n<ni and in the same way 1n

Metaphysics V.v1 (the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f  'o n e ') ,  Metaphysics 

V.v11 (the "d ic tion a ry " discussion o f  'b e in g ') ,  and Metaphysics V .ix  

(the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f  'same'). In each o f  these chapters 

s ig n if ie s  what inheres 1n the d e fin it io n  and, since in  the 

f i r s t  and the th ird  1s simply the complement o ftw C W ro ,

1 t Is only natural to read 1n the same way 1n Metaphys­

ics  V .v ii -  v iz . 'n o n e sse n tla l', meaning what does not Inhere In the 

d e f in i t io n a l

Thus there seems to be good evidence 1n favor o f  reading 

1n Metaphysics V .v ii 1n the broad sense o f  'nonessen tia l'. Not only 

does 1 t have the tremendous advantage o f res ting  f irm ly  on evidence 

in te rna l to Metaphysics V .v i i ,  but i t  also has important support from 

several pa ra lle l passages in  which A r is to t le  uses in  the

^W ith  regard to  th is  po in t c f.  above, p. 139-144 and Kirwan, 
A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 144-145. As I show on p. 136-139 Kirwan is  
simply mistaken in claim ing th a t 1017 19-22 provide any grounds fo** 
reading in  the sense o f  'd e r iv a t iv e '.
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sense o f  'nonessen tia l'. Furthermore -  and probably most Im portantly - 

reading r i  era twwS «rw|^kpx«4» as the use o f  the verb 'to  be* in non- 

essentia l predications produces a consis ten t, unproblematic In te rp re ta ­

tio n  o f  Metaphysics V.v11 I t s e l f .  These te l l in g  advantages seem to 

decide the Issue f irm ly  In favor o f  reading as 'nonessentia l'

ra ther than as 'unusual'.

However, nothing has been done to defuse the main argument 1n favor 

o f reading 1n 1017a7-22 as 'unusual' -  v iz . tha t 1n the

p a ra lle l discussion 1n Metaphysics VI. 11-111 A r is to t le  defines 

as what happens ne ithe r always nor fo r  the most p a rt. Since there 

c le a rly  1s a strong p a ra lle l between the two te x ts , the advocates o f the 

narrow reading o f d e f in ite ly  here have a very s ig n if ic a n t

po in t.

But le t  us note two th ings: F ir s t ,  th a t the ju s t-s ta te d  argument

depends not upon the te x t o f Metaphysics V .v ii I t s e l f  but ra ther upon 

the purported c o n f lic t  o f th is  te x t w ith  another one. Hence i f  there 

1s any c o n f l ic t  1 t 1s not between parts o f  Metaphysics V .v ii but 

ra ther between Metaphysics V .v ii and another passage. Second, even 

reading Metaphysics V .v ii in such a manner as to  be consistent w ith  

Metaphysics V I.11-111 would throw Metaphysics V .v ii In to  c o n f lic t  w ith 

several other te x ts . Hence i t  does not seem possible to in te rp re t 

Metaphysics V .v ii 1n such a way as to render i t  consistent w ith a ll the 

re levant te x ts . Thus, even though the c o n f l ic t  between Metaphysics 

V .v ii and Metaphysics V I.11-111 cannot be completely resolved, 1 t seems 

fa r  preferable to  in te rp re t Metaphysics V .v ii in  such a manner th a t our
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explanation o f th is  te x t I t s e l f  Is adequate and consistent w ith  several 

o ther texts than to In te rp re t Metaphysics V.v11 In such a manner tha t 

our explanation o f th is  te x t I t s e l f  ,1s both Inadequate and Inconsistent 

w ith  several o ther te x ts . Hence I  th ink  th a t even though reading

as 'nonessential* does not resolve every d i f f ic u l t y  9 1 t 1s a 

b e tte r than the one we obtain 1 f we understand eufh$fc$**fcas 'unusual1.

Though I am tempted to explain the d i f f ic u l t ie s  posed by Metaphys­

ics  V I.11-111 as a re s u lt o f  A r is to t le 's  s lid in g  from n

the sense o f  'nonessential* to or»f«p*$vi£t 1n the sense o f 'unusual1, 

fo r  present purposes these points need not be s e t t le d .^  As I ju s t  

pointed o u t, no matter how we understand these several texts there does 

not appear to  be any way 1n which they can a l l be reconciled. The pro­

posal I am advocating simply seems to  be both the best supported and 

the most economical so lu tio n .

In summary -  though I am forced to acknowledge tha t there s t i l l  

remains a c o n f l ic t  between my In te rp re ta tio n  o f in  Metaphys-

1 cs V .v ii as 'nonessentia l' and Metaphysics V I.11-111, since there

does not seem to be any way in which a l l the re levant texts can be

reconciled and since th is  reading y ie ld s  a to ta l ly  unproblematic in te r ­

p re ta tion  o f  Metaphysics V .v ii i t s e l f ,  I th ink  th a t i t  is  to be 

preferred over the a lte rn a tive  p ro p o sa l.^

^ i n  support o f  th is  we can always f a l l  back on the po in t made by 
Klrwan tha t A r is to t le  1s not wholly c lear in  d is tingu ish ing  these two
senses o f the term (c f .  above, p. 141-142).

43I might add th a t i f  the c o n f l ic t  between my reading o f
in Metaphysics V .v ii and my reading o f 1n Meta­

physics V I.11-111 is  the only d i f f ic u l t y  o f  my In te rp re ta tio n  o f Meta­
physics V.v11 (and I th in k  i t  1s), then mv in te rp re ta tio n  o f Metaphys­
ics V .v ii should s t i l l  be accepted simply because every r iv a l in te rp re - 
ta tlo n  faces much more serious d i f f ic u l t ie s .
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Having discussed the way In which the verb 'to  be1 can be used to 

Ind ica te  th a t which 1s acc identa l, A r is to t le  proceeds to analyze how 

the same word can be used to  Ind icate  th a t which Is essen tia l. A r is to t­

le . w rites

And on the other hand, to be 1s said according 
to themselves ; less l i t e r a l ly :  'according
to essences' o r 'according to what are e s s e n tia ls ']
In as many ways as mean the figures o f pred ica tion .
For In as many ways as 1 t Is  sa id , 1n so many ways 
[th e ] 'to  be' means. Now since o f the predicates 
some mean the w h a t-ls , others q u a lity *  others qu an tity , 
others re la t io n , others a c t iv i ty  o r p a s s iv ity , others 
where, others when, fo r  to each o f these [th e ] 'to  be' 
means the s a m e .*4

4^In h is  recent a r t ic le  'The Present Progressive Periphrasis and 
the Metaphysics o f A r is to t le ' ( Phronesis Vol. XVIII No. 1, 1973; d is ­
cussed below in Section IV , p. 194-207) R. A llan Cobb o ffe rs  a tra n s la ­
tio n  which is  somewhat d if fe re n t than the one I o f fe r  here. Cobb 
understands 1017a22-30 as being about being, not as being about the 
verb 'to  be' and i t s  various cognates. Commenting on Ross' tra n s la tio n  
(which understands the subject matter o f  1017a22-30 in the same way as
I do), Cobb says th a t Ross' in troduction  o f semantic quotes ' . . . I s  high­
ly  in te rp re tiv e  in a way not d ire c t ly  supported by the te x t ' (p. 85).

However, th is  c r it ic is m  is  qu ite  dubious. Twice in a22-27 A ris to ­
t le  uses the only device he has to ind ica te  th a t he is  mentioning the 
verb, not using i t ,  v iz . placing the neuter d e f in ite  a r t ic le T o  before 
a word. Though I rea d ily  grant th a t the presence o f  the neuter d e f in ite  
a r t ic le  does not guarantee tha t what fo llows is  being mentioned 
ra ther than being used, i t  must be remembered th a t in  the context o f  
Metaphysics V .v ii th is  same grammatical device is  used to  ind ica te  tha t 
the other three senses o f * i  «v concern the verb 'to  be' and not being. 
Thus, merely in  order to preserve the un ity  o f  the subject matter o f  the 
chapter - namely 'be ing ' ra ther than 'be ing ' and being - we must p re fe r 
the tra n s la tio n  which I o f fe r  above. For a fu rth e r discussion o f  th is  
p o in t, see Section I o f  th is  chapter, p. 116-119.

160
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Among commentators there has been considerable disagreement con­

cerning what t I  means. The b re v ity  w ith  which A r is to t le

describes th is  use o f  'to  b e ',  in  p a rt ic u la r  h is fa ilu re  to I l lu s t r a te  

1t by means o f  even a s ing le  example, has only aggravated the grounds 

fo r  disagreement.45 In what fo llow s I w i l l  discuss the proposals o f  

L.A. Kosman, Christopher Klrwan, U.D. Ross, and L.M. De R ijk  concerning 

these l in e s .46 Having noted the various defects o f  these proposals,

I w i l l  then present a modified version o f  Ross' analysis which I w i l l  

defend as the correct In te rp re ta tio n  o f  1017*22-27.

In h is 1968 a r t ic le  'P red ica ting  the Good' L.A. Kosman o ffered an 

analysis o f  A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  the use o f^ J  in

1017*22-27.47 As I w i l l  show, Professor Kosman's proposal fa i ls  because 

he has not appreciated the d is tin c t io n  which A r is to t le  draws between 

saying «kvn and saying T i Si .

Kosman understood A r is to t le 's  remarks th a t is  said

1n as many ways as there are categories to re fe r to the predication o f 

terms from the d if fe re n t categories o f an o&*c« term. Hence Kosman 

wrote tha t

When I say th a t Socrates is  a man, th is  is  to  p red i­
cate o f him a certa in  kind o r sense o f being, being 
what he is .  When I say tha t he 1s cu ltu red , th is  1s 
to  predicate o f him another kind o r sense o f being, 
being a certa in  q u a lity ,  and s im ila r ly ,  when I say

45As I w i l l  argue below in  Section IV, the examples in a27-30 are 
not examples o f 3* but examples o f .

46S t i l l  another in te rp re ta tio n , th a t o f R. A llan Cobb, w i l l  be 
treated in  Section IV.

47Phronesis, Vol. X I I I .
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th a t he is  f iv e  fe e t t a l l ,  o r in  the Lyceum, or has 
h is  shoes o f f ,  e tc .48

Then Kosman argues th a t the line s  d ire c t ly  fo llow ing  1017*22-27 confirm 

h is analysis. Thus when A r is to t le  argues th a t I t  makes no d iffe rence 

whether we say 'A man is  walking' o r 'A man w a lks ', Kosman reads th is  

simply as an am p lifica tion  o f  the previous remark.

What th is  shows is  th a t 1 t Is possible In Greek o r In 
English to  predicate being w ithout e x p l ic i t ly  using 
the verb "IS m c " o r "to  be." Thus to  say "Socrates 1s 
a man" 1s to predicate being 1n the category o f

to say "Socrates is  cu ltu red" 1s to  predicate 
being 1n the category o f  and to  say "Socrates
walks" 1s equally to predicate being (1n the category 
ofnttM&r ) even though no e x p l ic i t  use 1s made o f  the 
verb "to  b e ."49

Hence in order to I l lu s t ra te  A r is to t le 's  remarks on thewA©V5ro use o f 

t u K i ,  Kosman o ffe rs  us f iv e  d if fe re n t examples invo lv ing  the use o f 

the verb 'to  be' - (1) 'Socrates 1s a man', (2) 'He [ i . e . ,  Socrates]

1s c u ltu re d ', (3) 'He [ i . e . ,  Socrates] 1s f iv e  fe e t t a l i ' ,  (4) '{Socra- 

tes> Is  1n the Lyceum', and (5) 'Socrates Is  barefoot' (a rephrasing 

o f (6 )) -  and two which '. . .p re d ic a te  being...even though no e x p lic it  

use 1s made o f the verb "to  be'"50 -  (6) '[S ocra tes] has h is shoes o f f '  

and (7) 'Socrates w a lks '.

As w i l l  soon become evident, ra ther than being a l i s t  o f  seven

4 8 lb id . , p. 173.

49Ib id . ,  p. 173-174.

50Ib id . , p. 174.
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examples o f  the use o f  only the f i r s t  I l lu s tra te s  th is

use o f  the verb 'to  be1. Contra Kosman, the next fou r examples -  (2) 

through (5) -  have nothing whatever to  do w ith  the use o f  &  discuss­

ed In *22-27 and the f in a l two sentences -  (6) and (7) are not I l lu s ­

tra tio n s  o f any o f the fou r senses o f discussed In Metaphysics

V.v11.

In order to  show the inadequacy o f  such a reading, I t  1s only 

necessary to  p inpo in t I ts  fundamental fa ilu re  -  namely tha t th is  

analysis provides no adequate way in  which to  d is tingu ish  rd  Sw 

from 8* * * * *  The obviousness o f  th is  po in t can be

seen by merely noting th a t Kosman's second example o f what 1s supposed 

to  be the use o f Is  v ir tu a l ly  the same sentence which

A r is to t le  used twice 1n a8-22 to I l lu s t r a te  tMCti I f

we allow Kosman's reading, then many uses o f  ti4 3 .

because KittiS 'v* uses o f  r&

Granting th a t there are d i f f ic u l t ie s  1n deciding the exact manner 

1n which A r is to t le  draws the d is tin c tio n  between the 

and «m€P«S*4 senses o f ^ t &  , nevertheless the pe*. .  .S« . .  .construction 

w ith which A r is to t le  opens Metaphysics V.v11 makes 1t p e rfe c tly  c lear 

tha t A r is to t le  wishes to  draw an exclusive d is tin c t io n  - and th is  is  

the very po in t which Kosman's treatment precludes.

Christopher Kirwan's analysis o f  Metaphysics V . v i i i ,  the most 

recent major discussion o f these line s  in  English, is  p a r t ic u la r ly  

s ig n if ic a n t because (1) he c r it ic iz e s  an in te rp re ta tio n  o f 1017922-27 

which is  qu ite  s im ila r  to the one which I wish to  defend and (2) he
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understands line s  a22-27 to be a discussion o f  the various senses o f 

'e x is t ' -  the very term around which my e n tire  d isse rta tion  turns. In 

what fo llow s I w i l l  argue (1) tha t there are serious d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith 

Klrwan's reading o f 1017*22-30, (11) th a t h is grounds fo r  re je c tin g  the 

genus/species hierarchy In te rp re ta tio n  o f Ross are Inadequate, and 

(111) th a t Klrwan overlooks certa in  passages which lend support to  th is  

r iv a l In te rp re ta tio n  o f  JR# 51

Klrwan's tra n s la tio n  o f  A r is to t le 's  remarks 1s qu ite  close to my

own:

A ll things which s ig n ify  the figu res o f  p red i­
cation are said to  bê  1n th e ir  own r ig h t ;  fo r  'to  
be' s ig n if ie s  1n the same number o f  ways as they are 
said. Since, the re fo re , among things predicated some 
s ig n ify  what a th ing  1s, some a q u a lif ic a t io n ,  some 
a q u a n tity , some a re la t iv e ,  some doing or being 
a ffec ted , some where, some when, 'to  be' s ig n if ie s  the 
same th ing  as each o f  these. For there is  no d i f fe r ­
ence between 'a man Is one th a t keeps-healthy' and 
'a  man keeps-heal thy7*”j r  between 'a  man is  one tha t 
walks, o r cu ts ' and 'a man w alks,or c u ts T  and equal­
ly  1n the other c a s e s . 52

Klrwan d istinguishes two basic approaches which one can take to 

these lin e s  - namely we can conceive o f  A r is to t le 's  discussion as 

e ith e r  (a) a c la s s if ic a tio n  o f  the various ways o f  understanding the 

propositlona l form 'x  is  F' o r (b) as a discussion o f the d iffe re n t 

senses o f the word 'e x is t ' .  These two approaches re s u lt in  three pos­

s ib le  analyses o f 1017a22-27:

^K irw a n 's  In te rp re ta tio n  o f 1017a22-30 Is found in Klrwan, 
A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 140-143.

52Ib1d«, p. 40.



165

(1) 'something 1s pale (has p a llo r ) ' s ig n if ie s  'something 1s
fs q u a lif ie d  1n a certa in  wey'

(2) 'the  pale (p a llo r)  e x is ts ' s ig n if ie s  'the pale q u a lif ie s  
something'

('3) 'The pale (p a llo r)  is  a c o lo r ' s ig n if ie s  'The pale 1s a 
certa in  q u a lif ic a t io n '

The f i r s t  and th ird  analyses see a22-27 as a treatment o f  propositions 

o f  the form 'X 1s F' while the second sees the Issue as being the 

d iffe re n t meanings o f 'e x is t* .

Next Klrwan considers which o f  the three analyses 1s co rrec t. On 

the f i r s t  proposal* A r is to t le 's  remarks In a22-27 simply po in t out th a t 

every predicate has a place 1n one o f the e igh t (o r , as 1n Categories 

1v and Topics 1.1 x , ten) categories. Though he does not id e n tify  

th is  in te rp re ta tio n  i t  Is  almost Iden tica l w ith  the one advocated by 

Professor Kosman. Concerning th is  ana lys is , Klrwan notes tha t there 

are two grounds In favor o f such a reading. F ir s t ,  A r is to t le 's  remark 

1n a27-30 th a t sentences employing verbs other than the verb 'to  be' 

can be rephrased so as to  involve the la t te r  verb, e .g .,  'Socrates 

walks' can ea s ily  be rendered as 'Socrates is  walking' and s im ila r ly  

fo r  other sentences. Second, P rio r Analytics I .x x x v ii suggests th a t 

there are category d is tin c tio n s  in  the use o f by asserting tha t 

there are such d is tin c tio n s  in the use o f Since the two

verbs have the same fo rce , what holds fo r  one should hold fo r  the 

other.

^ Ib id . , p. 40.



166

Against such a proposal Klrwan qu ite  co rre c tly  points out th a t I f  

we regard the use o f  ' I s '  In the sentence 'Corfscus Is pa le ' as a

use o f '1 s 1 since 'Corfscus 1s pa le1 Implies th a t 'Corfscus 1s 

q u a lif ie d  in  a certa in  way ' ,  how are we to d if fe re n tia te  the 

use o f 'to  be' in  1017a22-27 from the «»|*$*9M£use o f  'to  be' 

discussed 1n 1017a8-22? In sh o rt, to  in te rp re t the use o f  'to

be1 along the lin e s  advanced In the f i r s t  analysis prevents us from 

being able to draw any d is tin c tio n  between the and n*w*

uses o f 'to  be*.

On the second ana lys is, A r is to t le 's  discussion concerns d if fe re n t 

senses o f the word 'e x is ts * . On th is  view* the discussion re a lly  

points out th a t the Items 1n the d if fe re n t categories a l l  e x is t in 

d if fe re n t ways. Hence saying tha t the pale ex is ts  Is  to say tha t the 

pale q u a lif ie s  something -  i . e . ,  th is  is  how p a llo r  e x is ts , as a 

q u a lif ic a tio n . Or again, to  say th a t walking ex is ts  is  to say tha t 

walking Is an action o f  something -  i . e . ,  th a t th is  is  how walking 

e x is ts , as an action. Kirwan adopts th is  reading o f  a22-27 on two 

grounds. The f i r s t  is  simply by e lim ina tion  -  he shows the fa ls i t y  o f 

(1) and (3) thereby showing tha t (2) must be correct. However, as I 

w i l l  show in  due course, since his grounds fo r  re je c tin g  Ross' in te r ­

p re ta tion  are inadequate, i f  Kirwan is  to  fin d  support fo r  his adoption 

o f (2) i t  must be by means o f his second argument, namely th a t un like 

Ross' ana lys is , in te rp re ta tio n  (2) o ffe rs  a ready explanation o f 

A r is to t le 's  claim tha t has a d if fe re n t meaning in each o f the

categories. On th is  ana lys is , since each category w i l l  re la te  in  a
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d iffe re n t way to the category o f the d iffe rence between some­

th ing  1n the category o f q u a lity  e x is tin g  and something In the category 

o f  a c t iv i ty  e x is tin g  w i l l  be qu ite  manifest. The In troduction  o f the 

doctrine o f  the categories then serves merely to po in t out tha t a l l the 

Items 1n a given category re la te  to £»* in  the same manner and th a t 

a l l  o f the items o f other categories re la te  to 1n a d if fe re n t

manners.

I t  1s undoubtedly correct to  say th a t some doctrine s im ila r  to 

th is  1s present 1n A r is to t le .  Thus the claim  1n Metaphysics IV.11 

th a t a l l the things which are e ith e r  are themselves substances o r are 

a ffec tions o f substances or are processes towards substances, e tc . 

S im ila r ly  A r is to t le 's  constant remarks th a t to be f  1s to be so-and-so 

in  such-and-such a way.

However, the cruc ia l Issue which we must consider a t th is  po in t 1s 

not whether Klrwan has co rre c tly  stated an A r is to te lia n  doctrine but 

ra ther whether Klrwan has co rre c tly  stated the po in t which A r is to t le  Is 

making in  th is  passage - and w ith respect to th is  Issue I th in k  tha t 

the answer Is c le a rly  no.®^ This re jec tio n  o f Kirwan's account Is 

based on several grounds. The f i r s t  Is  simply tha t though A r is to t le  

does say in  1017a23-24 tha t the verb 'to  be' has as many senses as 

there are categories, i . e . ,  th a t in  each category 'to  be' means some­

th ing  d if fe re n t,  th is  does no t, contra Kirwan, imply tha t what is  meant

^^In his fin e  paper 'A r is to t le  on the Snares o f Ontology' in Bam- 
brough ed. New Essays on Plato and A r is to t le , Professor G.E.L. Owen 
Indicates th a t l ie  a t le a s t p a r t ia l ly  supports an in te rp re ta tio n  o f 

s im ila r  to  Kirwan's. Owen w rites
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by the km0W5*£ saying o f  «?v«t are these d if fe r in g  senses.

In his defense o f  reading (2 ), Klrwan has urged against the Ross 

In te rp re ta tio n  tha t 1 t o ffered '. . .n o  reason fo r  tre a tin g  [the use o f 

'to  be' 1n the d if fe re n t categories] as e xp lica tin g  d if fe re n t senses 

o f  the copulative "b e " '.5*  However th is  po in t 1s on ly te l l in g  i f  we

. . . th e  expression which A r is to t le  uses in  Metaphysics 
&7 to  id e n tify  the general ro le  o f the verb "to  be"
1n which i t  ca rries  d if fe re n t senses in  the d if fe re n t 
categories. We took th is  ro le  to  be the (o r an) 
e x is te n tia l use o f  the verb. A r is to t le  c a lls  i t  

u a ftV M  fc(!017a7-8, 22-3), a phrase which can 
c e rta in ly  be applied to  e x is te n tia l statements (e .g .,  
a t De In te rp re ta tlone  21a2 8 ), but wh1ch he often uses 
elsiwhere to mark an other functions o f  the verb "to  be% 
namely i t s  use in  d e fin itio n s  o r in  statements immediately 
derived from d e fin it io n s , (p. 82)

Aside from e rr in g  In claim ing tha t u**1- * ! « re fers to  the existen­
t ia l  use o f 'to  be' 1n De In te rp re ta tlone  21a28 (c f .  Chapter Two, 
Section I I I ) ,  1n so fa r  as Owen al lows to re fe r to
e x is te n tia l uses o f 'to  be' I t  faces the same d i f f ic u l t ie s  which I 
w i l l  adduce against Klrwan's analysis.

54Klrwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 141.

In his book, Klrwan also o ffe rs  two other objections to  the 
Ross reading. The f i r s t ,  Ross' fa ilu re  to

...e x p la in  why, when A r is to t le  divides by categories 
the 'necessary' senses o f the copulative 'b e ',  he 
should omit to  do the same fo r  the 'co in c id e n ta l' 
senses, (p. 141)

reveals Kirwan's fa ilu re  to understand Ross' proposal. The reason why 
A r is to t le  mentions the doctrine o f  the categories in  1017a27-30 is  tha t 
only those uses o f  the copulative 'to  be' which fo llow  the schema o f 
the categories w i l l  be predications. Other predications w i l l
not be made according to the categories and hence w i l l  involve

uses o f  'to  be '. In sho rt, the doctrine o f the categories 
1s not mentioned in  connection w i th * r i& i  simply be­
cause 1 t 1s irre le v a n t to 'to  be' used according to what is  accidental. 
The second objection offered by Kirwan, concerning the d i f f ic u l t y  which 
1017a27-30 pose fo r  Ross' reading o f 1017a22-27, is  discussed below in 
Section IV (p. 191-193).
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In te rp re t the %**€P«iSw4 sense o f 'to  be' as an explanation o f  why 'to  be' 

means d if fe re n t things In d if fe re n t categories. Klrwan read the clause 

ovMXAt t *  as an explanation o f

what 1s the tw ffo M  saying o f« ? v * t In the figu res o f  p red ication. In 

other words, he takes the phrase • « « * £ » . . t o be g iv ing  the 

meaning o f the sense o f .

However, th is  reading 1s qu ite  unnecessary since another equa lly 

p lausib le  In te rp re ta tio n  Is  ava ilab le  -  namely tak ing  the clause 1n 

*23-24 to  be an additional comment e xp lica tin g  merely why there are 

many figures o f  pred ica tion . On th is  reading, we can regard a23-24 not 

as an exp lica tion  o f  the w O V S ri saying ofeSwu 1n the categories such 

th a t the saying o f  eSiwt w i l l  be d if fe re n t 1n each. Hence we

can even adopt Kirwan's explanation 1n to to  but nevertheless s t i l l  

re je c t his claim  th a t th is  1s the meaning o f the iwO^Srouse o f  *?*««.. 

C erta in ly  saying th a t something Is pale o r th a t something 1s colored 

1s to  say th a t something is  q u a lif ie d  1n a certa in  way. However the 

use oftSnu. would be Involved only 1 f we should re la te  these 

quailfications-of-som eth1ng ge ne rlca lly , e .g .,  anything which 1s white 

1s something which 1s colored. In th is  manner Kirwan's explanation o f 

the way In which 'to  be' has a d if fe re n t meaning In each category can 

even be d ire c t ly  Incorporated in to  e ith e r Ross' in te rp re ta tio n  o r my 

own In te rp re ta tio n  o f  these lin e s . However, ra the r than the verb 'to  

be' having a d if fe re n t meaning 1n each category depending upon the

use o f «?«** , the reason why the tuGVwii saying o f  means

1n as many ways as there are categories 1s th a t 'to  be' has a d if fe re n t
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meaning 1n each category.

A second serious ob jection to  Klrwan, one which I  have already 

discussed 1n Section I I ,  1s the d i f f ic u l t y  which his in te rp re ta tio n  

o f the sense o f cunu caused when he attempted to  In te rp re t

the sense o f Whatever in te rp re tiv e  problems

lu rk  1n 1017*22-30, A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  nwrr* 

appeared to  be a q u ite  s tra igh tfo rw ard  treatment o f  the verb 'to  be' 

used to  make accidental pred ications. Unfortunately th is  s im p lic ity  Is 

lo s t  i f  we read a22-27 1n Klrwan's manner. Since Klrwan's reading o f 

1017a7-22 had no independent support save his reading o f  a22-30, the 

d i f f ic u l t y  1n understanding a7-22 to which Klrwan's In te rp re ta tio n  o f 

a22-30 leads, is  In I t s e l f  s u f f ic ie n t  reason to  suspect the adequacy o f 

reading the sense o f 'to  be' 1n the manner Klrwan suggests.

However, the most serious problem which Klrwan's proposal faces 

1s certa in  passages 1n which A r is to t le  discusses the meanings o f 

«M&Vv*o ( 1 to  hold good o f  e s s e n tia lly ' o r 'to  belong to

e s s e n t ia lly ') .  Despite his own mention o f  the fa c t th a t fo r  A r is to t le  

the use o f  the verb u w iffU w  1s p a ra lle l to the use o f  the * c v « i, in  

th is  discussion o f  Metaphysics V.v11 Klrwan makes no mention o f Poster­

io r  Analytics I . i v  o r o f  Metaphysics V .x v li i  -  two passages in  which 

the main d i f f ic u l t ie s  to understanding a22-30, namely b re v ity  and the 

lack o f examples, are remedied. As I show 1n the appendix, these 

passages completely d i f fe r  from Klrwan's proposed analysis.

Before c losing my discussion o f  Klrwan and tu rn ing  to  the Ross 

ana lys is, we must consider whether Klrwan has even adequately stated
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his opponent's p o s itio n . Whereas Ross wishes to assert th a t 'to  be1 

1s said whenever we predicate o f a species I ts  genus, Klrwan's

rendering o f th is  as

(3) 'The pale (p a llo r) 1s a c o lo r ' s ig n if ie s  'The pale 1s a 
certa in  q u a lif ic a t io n '

contains a qu ite  erroneous Im p lica tion . Despite Ross' c lear denial 

th a t pred ica ting  a definiens o f I ts  deflnlendum Involves the use o f  'to  

be'HtflfeS™ , (3) q u ite  c le a r ly  suggests th is  unfortunate consequence. 

Owing to  th is  suggestion th a t the vm SM ** sense o f  '1 s ' 1s the ' I s '  o f 

d e f in it io n ,  (3) Is an Inadequate statement o f  Ross' pos ition . Since he 

1n no way wishes to  so re s t r ic t  , the Ross In te rp re ta tio n

must be rendered d if fe re n t ly .

Ross' In te rp re ta tio n  o f  a22-30 qu ite  properly begins by con trast-
5*51ng these lin e s  to those which Immediately precede them. Since a7-22 

concern r«

. . . th e  being which 1s nothing but an accidental and,
1 t may be, merely temporary connexion between subject 
and a t t r ib u t e . . . i f  the opposition Is to be a proper 
one, must] mean the being which is  a
necessary connexion.56

Ross continues by noting th a t four sorts o f  propositions w i l l  e x h ib it  

th is  type o f connection - those where the predicate 1s e ith e r the

®®For Ross' In te rp re ta tio n , c f .  Ross Metaphysics, Vol. I ,  p. 306-
308.

56Ib id . , p. 306.
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d e fin it io n  the genus ( m v o c ) *  the d if fe re n tia  ( f c j t y U p a l ) ,  or

the property (3Sm *  ) o f  the subject.

However, Ross argues th a t only one o f these fou r sorts o f  p red i­

cation il lu s tra te s  tJ The reason fo r  th is  arises from the

fa c t tha t

. .."e s s e n tia l being" 1s said to  f a l l  In to  kinds which 
are e ith e r Ide n tica l w ith  o r correspond to  the categor­
ie s . But propositions o f which the subject belongs to 
one category, the predicate to another, w i l l  not re a d ily  
lend themselves to  a c la s s if ic a tio n  answering to  the 
categories; nor w i l l  the connexion o f  subject and pred­
ica te  be In such a case o f the most d ire c t,  essentia l
k in d .57

In other words, Ross, seeing the Issue as deciding exactly  what sorts 

o f  predication w i l l  be according to the figu res o f  p red ica tion , con­

cludes tha t only certa in  pred ica tions, v iz . those 1n which both the 

predicate and the subject belong to  the same category, w i l l  be amen­

able to  the c la s s if ic a tio n  based on the doctrine o f categories. 

Furthermore the only propositions which assert "essential being" 1n the 

most d ire c t and essentia l way w i l l  be those propositions whose subject 

and predicate belong to the same category.

Then Ross proceeds to examine each o f the four sorts o f  proposi­

tions which e x h ib it necessary connections in  order to  see whether or 

not they meet the requirement tha t both subject and predicate be o f  the 

same category. F irs t he considers the predication o f  a property.

57Ib id . , p. 306.
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Since whenever the predicate Is a property o f  the subject the subject 

and the predicate may belong to d iffe re n t categories, Ross asserts tha t 

th is  type o f  predication is  no t the kind o f  proposition which A r is to t le  

has 1n mind. Nor w i l l  p red icating a d if fe re n tia  o f  the subject be a 

proposition asserting no •<» -  a f te r  a l l ,  In many cases the

d iffe re n tia e  o f  a category are Items belonging to a d iffe re n t category. 

Ross points to  the way 1n which q u a lit ie s  are the d iffe re n tia e  o f  the 

category o f But i f  a proposition whose predicate 1s a d i f f e r ­

en tia  o f  I ts  subject does not assert maCPmmto, n e ith e r can a prop­

o s itio n  whose predicate 1s the d e fin it io n  o f  the sub ject. Since the 

d e fin it io n  o f a subject consists o f  both the genus o f  the subject and 

the d iffe re n tia  o f  the genus, Ross argues th a t in so fa r  as we deal 

w ith  the d if fe re n tia  which 1s Included In the d e f in it io n ,  the same prob­

lem w i l l  a rise  In the case o f  predications o f d e fin it io n  as arose 1n 

the case o f predications o f d if fe re n tia  -  namely th a t since the d i f fe r ­

en tia  may belong to  a d iffe re n t category from the sub ject, i t  w i l l  not 

be the case th a t the subject and the predicate unambiguously belong to 

the same category.

Therefore, by process o f e lim in a tio n , we are le f t  w ith  those prop­

os ition s  1n which the predicate is  the genus o f the subject. I t  is 

only 1n th is  case th a t the subject and predicate must belong to the 

same category. Hence these are the only propositions which A r is to t le  

has 1n mind when he discusses the assertion o f t J Or Ross'

conclusion 1s th a t
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Being fig£ se 1s asserted In as many d if fe re n t ways as 
there are categories (11.22-24): I .e . ,  1 f we examine
propositions In which the B which A 1s said to be is  
the genus o f A, we sha ll f in d  th a t the being which Is  
Implied has d iffe re n t meanings according to  the category 
to  which subject and predicate belong.5®

On Ross' reading, A r is to t le  1s here conceiving o f  the categories 

1n terms o f  generic containment re la tio n s  where the various genera, 

the species, and f in a l ly  the Ind iv idua l man a l l belong to the

Items standing above 1 t 1n the hierarchy. Since these generic e n ta ll-  

ments can be exh ib ited  1n each category, the verb 'to  be' can be used 

In each category to  Ind icate th a t which is  essen tia l. Thus 1n the case 

o f the category o f  oSn t m , the genus *-r« , I ts  successive sub­

genera (e .g .,  animal, mammal, prim ate, e tc . ) ,  the species man, and 

f in a l ly  the Ind iv idua l man can a l l  be arranged h ie ra rc h la lly  beginning 

w ith  the summum genus proceeding downward through the genera

liv in g  being and animal, then on to the species and f in a l ly  the In d iv id ­

ual member o f  the species. Since, when we say 'A p a rt ic u la r  man 1s a 

man' o r 'Man is  an animal' we are using a form o f  the verb 'to  be' to  

predicate o f  an Item in  the category o f  th a t which belongs to the

Item we are asserting £*6.

The exact same po in t may be made w ith  respect to  the use o f ' i s '  

in  any o f the other categories. Consider the category o f i t * * ^ * ( 'qua l­

i t y ' ) .  The genus co lor belongs to the category o f q u a lity ,  the

colors red, w h ite , and blue belong to  the genus co lo r, the

58Ib 1 d ., p. 307.
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shades crimson, s c a r le t, and blood-red belong to red, e tc .

Since these successive genera a l l e x h ib it  re la tionsh ips , when

I assert 'Blood-red Is red ' o r 'S ca rle t 1s a co lo r ' I  am using '1 s ' to 

Ind icate  th a t which Is  The same comment can be made w ith

respect to every category -  1n each case I  can e x h ib it the same type o f 

re la tio nsh ip  th a t 1s Involved 1n the cases o f  andw«i«v.®®

In th is  conception o f the categories, they form the ten sunvna gen­

era over which there 1s no higher genus. Thus the categories become

59In passing I might note th a t I do not wish to  here embroil my­
s e lf  In the controversy which rages concerning the status o f the lowest 
leve l items 1n the accidental categories. Most scholars read Categor­
ies 1n such a way th a t ju s t  as 1n the category o f  ouort* there is  a 
lowest level "u n ive rsa l," the species, and the ind iv idua l Instances o f 
tha t species, so 1n the n o n -^ i^ t*ca te g o rie s  there are lowest level 
"un lve rsa ls" and the instances o f  these "un lve rsa ls ." Thus, one 
Ind iv idua l man has 1n h im self a p a rt ic u la r  Instance o f  a shade which 
another man, even though he be o f the exact same shade o f co lo r, never­
theless has 1n h im self a d if fe re n t p a rt ic u la r  Instance o f  th a t shade. 
Supporters o f  th is  view include A c k r i l l ,  Categories and De In te rp re ta - 
t io n e , p. 74-76, G.E.M. Anscombe, Three Philosophers' (Oxford, 1963), 
p. 7-10, James Duerllnger 'P red ication and Inherence in  A r is to t le 's  
Categories' Phronesls, 1970, and ( in  a certa in  sense) Barrington Jones 
'In d iv id u a ls  In A r is to t le 's  Categories' Phronesls, 1972.

Opposed to  th is  pos ition  1s G.E.L. Owen's argument th a t the lowest 
level Items in  the non-oi«r6v categories are p a rtic u la r bottom-level 
un lversa ls , not instances o f these un lversa ls. In other words, unlike 
the category o fo lW *  in  the accidental categories the lowest level 
Items are not Instances o f k inds, but the ind iv idua l kinds themselves. 
For Owen's views, c f .  'Inherence' Phronesis, 1965.

Fortunate ly, fo r  present purposes, reso lu tion o f th is  dispute 1s 
unnecessary. On both sides there w i l l  be the same genus/species h ie r­
archy, the only d iffe rence being what are the lowest leve l Items in  the 
non-ofoc« categorical h ierarch ies. Whereas Owen would In s is t  tha t 
these bottom leve l Items are kinds, his opponents would argue th a t they 
are Instances o f kinds. But in  e ith e r case the tree o f Porphyry scheme 
which I  have advanced stands.
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the ten u ltim ate kinds o f  things tha t there are. This 1s o f course 

pa rt o f  A r is to t le 's  repeated claim that-rfc ev does not form a genus 

since 1 f 1 t did the categories would obviously have to  be I ts  species.

Despite I ts  a ttrac tiveness, I believe th a t Ross' approach 1s 

u ltim a te ly  Inadequate. Though h is analysis has the great m erit o f 

seeing the manner 1n which the discussion o f  * *  in  *22-27

must be opposed to the treatment o f  " * * *  1n *8-22,

h is  analysis fa l ls  fo r  the very reason th a t 1 t does not preserve th is  

opposition. Curiously, the f u l l  force o f th is  c r it ic is m  has been over­

looked by almost every previous commentator.60

I t  w i l l  be reca lled tha t Ross began h is discussion o f  A r is to t le 's  

treatment o f  t i l *  by observing tha t fou r sorts o f  propositions

could be used to assert necessary connections between the subject and 

the predicate. Those were when the predication was according to e ith e r

(1) a p roperty, (2) a d if fe re n t ia ,  (3) the genus, o r (4) the d e f in it io n . 

A fte r some fu rth e r analysis Ross concluded th a t the only so rt o f  p red i­

cation which asserts "essentia l being" 1s one 1n which the predicate 1s 

the genus o f  the subject.

But a t th is  po in t a h ith e rto  unnoticed problem emerges. I f  we are 

to  assign the assertion o f 3k so le ly  to propositions 1n

which the predicate is  the genus o f the sub ject, what so rt o f  "being"

60In fa c t ,  the only previous commentator to even mention the pro­
blem I am about to  ra ise is  De R ijk  and he merely glosses over the 
c r it ic is m  1n a s ing le  sentence, thereby leaving i t  uncertain whether 
he sees the f u l l  force o f the d i f f ic u l t y .  For De R ljk 's  views, c f.  
below, p. 178-179.
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do propositions predicating a property, a d if fe re n t ia ,  o r the d e f in i­

t io n  assert? Surely sentences such as 'Man 1s capable o f  being c u ltu r­

ed' o r 'Man 1s ra t io n a l' assert some s o rt o f  "being" -  ye t 1t Is by no 

means c le a r th a t In his scheme Ross has allowed them any place. A fte r 

a l l ,  the argument by which Ross establishes the A r is to t le  Intends pred­

ica tion s  o f genus to be the only sentences which assert v&9$  

precludes predications o f p roperty, d if fe re n t ia ,  and d e fin it io n  from 

asserting "essentia l being." S im ila r ly , as Ross h im self po in t ou t, 

since these three kinds o f  predication assert a necessary connection 

between the subject and the predicate o f  a sentence, they cannot be 

assertions o f f t  imp»A since tha t 1s the so rt o f  "being"

'...w h ic h  1s nothing but an accidental and, 1 t may be temporary connex­

ion between subject and a t t r ib u te . '61

Hence the fo llow ing  dilemma -  Ross 1s forced by his analysis to  

say e ith e r  (1) tha t when we predicate a property, a d if fe re n t ia ,  o r the 

d e fin it io n  o f  a sub ject, we do not assert any s o rt o f  "being" o r (2) 

th a t A r is to t le  has simply Ignored the s o rt o f  "being" which these sorts 

o f  assertions involve. Since both a lte rna tives  are unacceptable, the 

fo llow ing  conclusion seems to be Inescapable -  th a t because Ross' 

analysis forces us to  say th a t predications o f d e f in it io n ,  property, 

and d if fe re n tia  assert n e ithe r to f t  nor to f t

, h is in te rp re ta tio n  o f a22-27 is  mistaken. But note - th is

61 Ib id . , p. 306.
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c r it ic is m , as fa ta l as 1 t 1s to the In te rp re ta tio n  ac tu a lly  advanced by 

Ross, does not re fu te  h is basic In s ig h t th a t 2* twOVSvs concerns the 

copula 'to  be' used In ce rta in  sorts o f  pred ica tions. As I  sha ll argue, 

merely modifying Ross' account to  avoid the ob jection I have ju s t  ra is ­

ed makes his theory an adequate explanation o f 1017a22-27.62

However, before making th is  m od ifica tion , le t  us discuss one more 

r iv a l proposal -  th a t o f  L.M. De R1jk. De R1jk Is well aware o f the 

p la u s ib i l i ty  o f  the Ross In te rp re ta tio n :

I f . . .A r is to t le  means by ’ accidental being' the being 
which Is  a merely temporary connexion between S and P,
I t  seems very obvious to  suppose tha t 'essentia l being' 
is  thought by him to be the being which 1s an essential 
and necessary connexion between S and P . 63

However, De R1jk argues th a t when one adopts th is  'very obvious' in te r ­

p re ta tion  o f .a s c r ib in g .. . to  essentia l being a merely propositiona l 

( I . e . ,  lo g ic a l)  character, one meets w ith  inso lub le d i f f ic u l t ie s . '® 4 

Three such d i f f ic u l t ie s  are noted. The f i r s t  seems to be the 

same objection tha t I have already raised against Ross, v iz . tha t Ross 

has neglected the other three sorts o f  propositions which he alleges 

also assert necessary connections. As I noted above, Ross by r e s t r ic t ­

ing t & ov to propositions whose predicate is  the genus o f  the

subject thereby ignored propositions whose predicate is  e ith e r the

62Cf. below, p. 182 f f .

®3~rhe place o f the Categories o f Being in  A r is to t le 's  Philosophy
p. 36.

64Ib 1 d ., p. 36.
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d e fin it io n  o r the d iffe re n tia  o r a property o f  the subject. Apparently 

In the same ve in , De R1jk objects tha t

I t  seems to be ra the r strange th a t only one kind o f 
proposition (v iz . those 1n which P Is  the genus o f  
S) Is  Intended here by A r is to t le .65

Though I am 1n complete agreement w ith  De R1jk th a t th is  ob jection 1s 

qu ite  te l l in g  against Ross' reading, i t  does not show tha t the in te rp re ­

ta tio n  o f v& o *  in a prepositional manner 1s Inadequate.

Rather, a l l tha t 1t shows 1s tha t Ross' understanding o f  th is  preposi­

tio n a l character fa l ls .

The second d i f f ic u l t y  raised by De R ijk  rests on a m is in te rp re ta­

tio n  o f  Ross. De R ijk  objects th a t the theory o f  categories can only 

be applied to  terms, not prepositions. Hence, since Ross' reading 

Involves arranging prepositions under the categories, 1 t simply mis­

understands the doctrine o f the categories o f  being. De R ijk  w rite s :

. . . 1 t  Is unusual and even impossible to  range proposi­
tions  under the categories. Only predicates (o r sub­
je c ts )  can be ranged in the tab le  o f the categories 
("In other words, not S-P but only S or P ) . 6 6

However, Ross does not say th a t propositions are to  be grouped accord­

ing to the categories, but ra ther tha t predications which are made 

according to the categories ( i . e . ,  according to the h iera rch ica l 

arrangement o f  terms from the widest down to the narrowest) are pred i-

65Ib id . , p. 36.

66J b id . , p. 36-37.
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cations which assert to $• w«QiV«vo. Of course the theory o f  the cate­

gories applies to terms, no t propositions. But th is  does not prevent 

our speaking o f  propositions which fo llow  the categories. Since De 

R ljk 's  th ird  objection concerns 1017a27-30 I  w i l l  t re a t 1 t in  the next 

section when I  s p e c if ic a lly  analyze these l in e s .67

Based on these considerations De R ijk  concludes tha t reading 

t J Si  wt f i jU i 1n terms o f the re la tio n  o f the predicate o f  a proposi­

tio n  to  the subject oa a proposition 1s unacceptable. Though such a 

proposltlona l In te rp re ta tio n  should be assigned to  r i  «?» %wri

1 t simply w i l l  not do fo r  t*  Sv De R ljk 's  so lu­

tio n  Is to  see the contrast between rft 5V

as the opposition o f the accidental un ity  o f  the subject and 

the predicate 1n a proposition such as 'A man 1s recovering' w ith  the 

essentia l un ity  exh ib ited  by the predicate and the copula. On such a 

reading "essentia l being" has nothing to do w ith  the re la tio n  o f  the 

predicate to  the subject but ra ther concerns the fa c t th a t

. . . the copula by i t s e l f  is  meaningless and 1t takes 
i t s  meaning only by I ts  connexion w ith  the predicate 
. . .  The copula cannot e x is t apart from a predicate, 
no more than matter can apart from fo rm ...66

Though I am in complete agreement w ith  De R ijk 's  claim  tha t by 

I t s e l f  the copula 'to  be' has no meaning and th a t i t  takes i t s  co lor 

from i t s  re la tio n  to another term, th is  is  qu ite  d if fe re n t from saying

67See below in Section IV , p. 191-193.

68De R ijk , The Place o f  the Categories o f Being 1n A r is to t le 's  
Philosophy, p. 38-39'.
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th a t th is  1s what A r is to t le  means by t» S# maOVSW. In order to  show 

th a t what A r is to t le  means by "essentia l being" Is the re la tionsh ip  o f 

the copula and the predicate* De R1jk o ffe rs  an In te re s ting  though 

d e fic ie n t in te rp re ta tio n  o f 1017a27-30, one which I w i l l  discuss 1n the 

next section. However, even w ithout considering lines a27-30, we can 

show the inadequacy o f De R ljk 's  reading.

What I believe Is the basic fa ilu re  w ith  De R ljk 's  reading 1s I ts  

In a b il i ty  to account fo r  propositions in  which the un ity  o f  the subject 

and the predicate 1s not accidenta l. Whereas Ross explains such prop­

os ition s  by saying th a t they are Instances o f r4  9* mc&i&to, De R ljk 's  

In te rp re ta tio n  precludes such a move. S im ila r ly , we can hardly say 

th a t there 1s only an accidental un ity  o f the subject and the pred i­

cate In propositions such as 'A man 1s an an im a l', 'A man 1s ra t io n a l ',  

o r 'A man is  a ra tiona l an im al'. Of course we might say th a t a propo­

s it io n  whose predicate 1s e ith e r the genus or the d if fe re n tia  o r the 

d e fin it io n  o f  the subject asserts no so rt o f  being a t a l l .  However, 

th a t appears to  be a ra ther desperate proposal fo r  which there 1s no 

ju s t i f ic a t io n  a t a l l .  Hence how does De R ijk  understand such proposi­

tions? On th is  po in t he 1s mute and therefore I th ink tha t we should 

re je c t h is in te rp re ta tio n  o f . Furthermore, since De R ijk

him self acknowledges th a t Ross' propositlona l In te rp re ta tio n  o f 

T&Sr «M0k4v'r« Is ’ very obvious1 (save fo r  the three 'Inso lub le  d i f f i ­

c u lt ie s ' which I have rendered innocuous), I see no reason fo r  looking 

fo r  unobvious analyses.®**

®**In A r is to t le 's  Theory o f Being, p. 12-13, Emerson Buchanan o f­
fers an in te rp re ta tio n  o f *4  &  which is  v ir tu a l ly  Iden tica l to
De R ljk 's . Needless-to-say, 1 t also su ffe rs from the same defect as 
De R ljk 's .
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Hence le t  u? return to the Ross proposal and see how 1 t can be 

modified so as (1) to  preserve i t s  great advantage, v iz . I ts  provid ing 

a good contrast between v& as 'to  be1 used to make

accidental predications and r i  &  as 'to  be' used to  make

essentia l predications and (2) avoid the d i f f ic u l t y  which I have raised 

against the Ross' reading, v iz . the fa ilu re  to  account fo r  predications 

o f  d if fe re n t ia  and genus. The obvious so lu tion  is  simply to  read 

maOVSvo as covering a l l  three sorts o f  predications -

i . e . ,  ' t o  be' used to  predicate the genus o f the sub ject, ' to  be' used 

to  predicate a d iffe re n tia  o f a sub ject, o r 'to  be' used to predicate 

a d e f in it io n  o f  a su b je c t.70

The only reason why Ross does not accept th is  so lu tion is  tha t

. . . 'e s s e n t ia l being' 1s said to  f a l l  in to  kinds 
which are e ith e r id en tica l w ith  o r correspond to 
the categories. But propositions o f which the sub­
je c t  belongs to  one category, the predicate to  an­
o ther, w i l l  not read ily  lend themselves to  a class­
i f ic a t io n  answering to the categories; nor w i l l  the 
connexion o f subject and predicate be 1n such a 
case o f the most d ire c t,  essentia l kind. Now... 
where the predicate is  a d iffe re n tia  o f  the sub­
je c t ,  they may be in d if fe re n t categories -  the 
d iffe re n tia  o f a substance, fo r  example, is  a qual­
i t y  (1020a33); so th a t such propositions are not 
intended here. And where the predicate is  the def­
in it io n  o f the sub ject, the same d i f f ic u l t y  a rises, 
so fa r  as the d iffe re n tia  included in  the d e f in i­
tio n  is  concerned.71

70As I already noted, since Ross' claim th a t predicating a proper­
ty  o f a subject involves a necessary connection between the subject 
and the predicate seems to  be mistaken, such predications are not 
examples o f t o  cwr (c f .  above, p. 150).

^R oss, Metaphysics Vol. I ,  p. 306-307.
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Ross concludes th a t since the only proposition in  which both the sub­

je c t  and the predicate w i l l  belong to the same category are propositions 

1n which the predicate 1s the genus o f the sub ject, these are the only 

s o r t o f  propositions which A r is to t le  has 1n view.

Though I thoroughly grant Ross th a t A r is to t le  a t le a s t Intends 

such p ropositions, why does Ross so r e s t r ic t  his understanding o f  the 

phrase 'the  figures o f p red ica tion ' so as to  exclude the d if fe re n tia  

and the d e fin itio n ?  No such re s tr ic t io n  1s necessary. Of course the 

d if fe re n t ia  o f  the category o f  mtnnm are items from n o n c a t e g o r ­

ie s . But why understand the phrase 'the  figu res o f  p red ica tion ' in 

such a narrow way so th a t i t  only covers the category to  which a term 

ac tu a lly  belongs? Why not read the phrase in  such a way so th a t i t  

re fe rs to  the whole categorical s truc tu re  -  I . e . ,  both the successive 

genera and th e ir  successive d iffe re n tia e ?  On such a proposal we would 

have the fo llow ing model fo r  the category o f  *Z*(m :

in d iv idu

Instead o f Ross' model which only contains the successive genera and

d if fe re n t ia  d

genus
d1 ffe re n ti a a ir fe re n ti a

genus

dl f fe re n t i a di ffeffen t l  a

d if fe re n t ia  d if fe re n tia

genus

e tc
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the species o f an In d iv id u a l:

Individual! Individual 1nd1v1dual3elc.

B asica lly  s im ila r  models can be constructed fo r  the other categories.

In addition to the way 1n which such a reading o f 

would f i t  A r is to t le 's  te x t and resolve o r avoid a l l o f the various 

d i f f ic u l t ie s  I have already noted in  connection w ith  1017a22-27, one 

major piece o f evidence favors my proposed reading o f *£ 

as the verb 'to  be' o r i t s  cognates used to  predicate a genus, a d i f f ­

e re n tia , o r the d e f in it io n  o f  a sub ject. Curiously th is  evidence, 

strong ly  suggested by A r is to t le 's  own remarks on the s u b s t itu ta b il i ty  

o f  wiv&flktw ( 1 to belong to 1 o r 'to  hold good o f 1) and seems to

have gone unappreciated by previous commentators. As I have already 

hinted In my discussion o f Klrwan's In te rp re ta tio n  o f  •*$ >

the information o f which I am speaking 1s A r is to t le 's  discussions o f 

the meaning o f in  P osterior Analytics I.1 v  and

Metaphysics V .x v lH .

Though I o f fe r  my fu l l  analysis o f  these two texts in  Sections I 

and I I  o f  the appendix, b r ie f ly  the conclusion o f the analysis 1 there 

present is  tha t the only sense o f  M40«Sni which would provide
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a good contrast between t4 SW and A* tw t f ^ r o  1s the

sense o f «*•'«&*& Sujy f tw on which A r is to t le 's  science u ltim a te ly  de­

pends -  namely 'X belongs to  Y' ■ 'X Inheres In the i* x * .

o f  Y*. Since we know covers both tha t which is  predlcable and

th a t which is  a constituen t, 1 f we narrow to  predlcables,

we w i l l  be designating the same things as rd  J&r *m 0 '«uto (save fo r  the 

use o f the verb onrSfXetv instead o f  the verb «&<«.).

As I  show 1n the appendix, what the narrow sense o f  vwe’ wSro* 

vn&fM ** designates 1s the belonging to a subject o f  the sub ject's  

genus, d if fe re n t ia ,  and d e f in it io n . In turn these are the very things 

which we would expect were my analysis o f  rd  J* co rrect. The

fa c t th a t A r is to t le  uses £n*fX*«»1n th is  very way 1s strong

evidence in  favor o f  my In te rp re ta tio n  o f rS . In short -

merely consulting these p a ra lle l discussions o f Sn«fifaiconfirms

my reading o f t18» .

In summary -  td  JR» twtiN&vt means the use o f the verb 'to  be' and 

I ts  cognates as the copula 1n asserting tha t which 1s essen tia l. The 

essential predications w i l l  fo llow  the categorical h ierarchy. The 

three sorts o f essentia l predication w i l l  be predicating the genus o f 

a sub ject, the d iffe re n tia  o f  a sub ject, and the d e fin it io n  o f  a sub­

je c t.  In one respect a l l uses o f 'to  be' which are instances o f 

id  tmidVvTo w i l l  be the same since they w i l l  a l l be predications o f 

th a t which is  essen tia l. In another respect these uses o f 'to  be' 

w i l l  d i f fe r  according to the category according to which the predica­

tion  is  being made. As I  noted, th is  w i l l  be due to  the verb 'to  be*
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meaning d if fe re n t things because Items In d iffe re n t categories re la te  

to Items 1n the category o f  o2WU 1n d1 ffe re n t ways. Thus Ross' read­

ing was on the r ig h t  track though I t  needed a s ig n if ic a n t m odiflca-

72For other discussions o f th is  sense o f &  c f.  the passages 
mentioned 1n part i l l  o f Section I I  o f  th is  chapter.
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In th is  section I w i l l  analyze 1017*27-30 1n which A r is to t le  o f­

fers several examples to  e lucidate h is previous discussion. These 

lin e s  have been the bane o f  previous In te rp re te rs  o f Metaphyslcs V .v li.  

Since the examples 1n *27-30 come a t the end o f A r is to t le 's  discussion 

o f  *3 In *22-27, commentators have qu ite  n a tu ra lly  been led

to  conclude tha t a27-30 are meant to  I l lu s t ra te  th is  sense o f t o &  . 

Unfortunately fo r  th is  fa c ile  in te rp re ta tio n , I t  has been extremely 

d i f f i c u l t  to show how these examples are Instances o f  tJ  «  to  

since prima fac ie  they are cases o f  v i iw ****  . Faced

w ith  th is  dilemma, various proposals have been advanced. I  w i l l  review 

and c r i t ic iz e  these previous solutions before presenting my own 

analysis.

By I t s e l f  A r is to t le ’ s comment appears to be ra the r s tra ig h t­

forward. Read qu ite  l i t e r a l l y ,  A r is to t le  says:

For [th e ] '{The^ man 1s recovering' 1s not d i f fe r ­
ent from [th e ] '{The^ man recovers ', nor does [th e ]
'{They man walks o r c u ts '.  And likew ise as regards 
the o th e rs .73

The bracketed occurrences o f 'th e ' trans la te  (1n a perhaps overly 

l i t e r a l  way) fou r occurrences o f the Greek neuter d e fin ite  a r t ic le * ^  . 

Since the noun which these occurrences p r e c e d e , normally 

takes the masculine d e fin ite  a r t ic le ,  the only explanation fo r  these 

anomalies must be the po in t I noted e a r l ie r ,  namely the use o f the

73Hetaphvsics V .v i i ,  1017*27-30.
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neuter d e fin ite  a r t ic le  to mark a semantic qu o ta tion .74 Hence A r is to t­

le 's  discussion does not concern a man who 1s recovering o r a man who 

Is  walking but the sentences '(The) man 1s recovering' and '^The) man 

1s walking*.

A r is to t le 's  fou r examples are:

(1) '(The) man 1s recovering'

(2) '<nie> man recovers'

(3) '<The> man 1s walking or c u tt in g '

(4) '<n>e> man walks o r cu ts '

Save fo r  try perhaps o v e r- lite ra l rendering o f (3) and (4 ), they might 

be transla ted as four sentences Instead o f  two, v iz .

(3a) '^The^ man is  walking'

(3b) '{The^ man 1s c u tt in g '

(4a) '<The> man walks'

(4b) '{The} man cuts '

For the purposes o f  the ensuing ana lys is, i t  does not matter whether 

we use (3) and (4) o r (3a), (3b), (4a ), and (4b) as our reading. What 

does matter is  understanding why A r is to t le  says th a t there is  some 

Important sense 1n which (1) and (3) (o r (3a) and (3b)) do not d i f fe r  

from (2) and (4) (o r (4a) and (4b)) respective ly .

In passing le t  me note th a t in th is  instance rendering the Greek

74cf. above, p. 118.
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verb vsuuwur as 't o  recover' is  much to be preferred over the more 

normal tran s la tio n  'to  be h e a lth y '. As w i l l  be seen, A r is to t le 's  po in t 

turns on the equivalence o f the active  verb and an a u x ilia ry  verb plus 

the present p a r t ic ip le  o f  the o r ig in a l verb. 'To recover' 1s a verb 

and 1 t has a present p a r t ic ip le  'reco ve rin g '. Since 'to  be healthy' 

consists o f  an a u x ilia ry  verb and an adverb, such a tra n s la tio n  would 

obscure A r is to t le 's  p o in t.

As 1n so many other cases o f A r is to te lia n  exegesis, the best 

place to begin Is w ith  Ross' comments. This 1s espec ia lly  true 1n 

th is  Instance, since most o f  the succeeding discussions o f  th is  passage 

have focused on Ross' proposal. Ross f u l ly  recognized the d i f f ic u l t y  

posed by these lin e s . Whereas from the context we would expect A ris ­

to t le  to give us examples o f 'to  be' used according to what 1s essen­

t ia l  , 1n fa c t we are given what appear to be examples o f  'to  be' used 

according to what is  accidental. Ross' “ reso lu tion " o f  the d i f f ic u l t y  

1s simply to admit th a t A r is to t le 's  I l lu s tra t io n s  are somewhat inap­

propria te  but nonetheless s t i l l  In s is t  th a t h is previous analysis o f  

t *  f t  m r i  and r i  &  is  co rrec t.

Ross w rites  tha t

A r is to t le  makes his meaning unnecessarily obscure by 
c it in g  (1017a27-30) propositions which do not assert 
essentia l being a t a l l .  'The man is  h e a lth y ', 'the 
man 1s w a lk in g ', 'the  man is  c u tt in g ' are purely ac­
cidenta l propositions ju s t  l ik e  'the  man Is musical*.
But these propositions serve as well as essentia l 
propositions would to  i l lu s t r a te  the po in t he is  a t 
the moment making -  th a t '1s ' takes I ts  colour from 
the terms i t  connects. 'The man is  walking' means
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nothing more o r less than 'the  man w a l k s ' . . . 75

Lest I t  be thought th a t lin e s  a27-30 po in t towards some in te rp re ta tio n  

o f  - r i  &  M4T& tMpjptpWsand t4 other than the one he has

advanced, Ross adds tha t

I t  Is  much more 1n A r is to t le 's  manner to use an ex­
ample which while i l lu s t r a t in g  h is  Immediate po in t 
obscures h is  main m e a n i n g . 76

The major overrid ing  d i f f ic u l t y  w ith  th is  In te rp re ta tio n  is  simply 

the ra ther impalatable re s u lt which 1 t forces us to accept -  namely 

A r is to t le 's  having unnecessarily put h is po in t in  an obscure and 

confused way. Why, we are tempted to  ask, I f  these examples are Indeed 

meant to  explain are they examples o f  to

Though we may u ltim a te ly  be forced to adopt such an 

explanation, sure ly we should p re fe r any a lte rn a tive  in te rp re ta tio n  

which does not fo is t  such an u n c la r ity  on A r is to t le .  In any case, 

th is  In fa c t has proven to be the m otivation o f Ross' c r i t ic s  - I . e . ,  

to  fin d  an in te rp re ta tio n  o f  a27-30 which shows how these examples do 

f i t  the immediate context. This 1n turn has led to  the re jec tio n  o f

75r 0s s , Metaphysics Vol. I ,  p. 307.
Why Ross here renders * 4 ***C*as '"The man is  

h ea lthy"' instead o f '"The man 1s recovering"’ Is most unclear. In 
his Oxford tra n s la tio n  Ross h im self adopted the la t te r  tra n s la tio n  - 
the one fo r  which I have ju s t  argued (c f .  above p. 188). As I said 
before, in  th is  context rendering as 'to  be healthy ' ob­
scures A r is to t le 's  po in t. Since elsewhere Ross h im self seems aware 
o f th is  p o in t, the tran s la tion  offered in  th is  quote 1s l ik e ly  due to 
carelessness.

76Ib 1d .. p. 308.
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one o f  Ross' assumptions, v iz . th a t the i l lu s t ra t io n s  in  a27-30 are 

Instances o f  The general trend among la te r

commentators has been to understand A r is to t le 's  examples as cases o f 

im  it# h«£P«wi£ and hence to  in te rp re t the meaning o f  t o  S« h»©Vih w  in 

terms o f  the examples given in  a27-30. Should the examples given in 

1017a27-30 prove to  be instances o f  t *  SV then the d i f f ic u l t y

posed by these lin e s  w i l l  have been resolved (o r , perhaps 1t would be 

b e tte r to  say* d isso lved).

The f i r s t  such In te rp re ta tio n  which we should consider 1s th a t o f  

L.M. De R1jk. In c ir t lc iz ln g  Ross' In te rp re ta tio n  o f 

De Ri^k noted the d i f f ic u l t y  which Ross has w ith  1017a27-30:

Even i f  only the propositions named by Prof. Ross 
. . .a re  Intended by A r is to t le *  how 1s I t  to be ex­
p la ined, then, th a t he (1017 27-30) gives another 
kind o f  proposition as in s ta n c e ...? .. .  For, on 
the one hand, Prof. Ross says (Metaph. , I 307, 11. 
13-14) th a t the copula takes i t s  colour from the 
category to  which the terms 1 t connects belong, and 
( Ib id . ,  11. 36 f f . ) he in te rp re ts  In th is  way the 
examples o f accidental being, from which i t  might 
be concluded th a t accidental being, too , has the 
same re la tio n  to  the categories. We can formulate 
th is  objection otherwise: Should not Prof. Ross be
consistent 1n supposing the those 'accidental prop­
o s itio n s ' are instances o f the categories r t•«£« 
[q u a lity ]  andiwMS!* [a c t iv i ty ]? 77

Of course th is  merely reststes the problem which we have been discuss-

Confronted w ith  th is  problem (and the two objections which I

^De R1jk, The Place o f the Categories o f Being in  A r is to t le 's  
Philosophy, p. 37.
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noted In the previous section 78) ,  De R1jk tr ie s  to  re in te rp re t the 

meaning o f r i  SV «m0V&vo so tha t the examples 1n a27-30 are Instances 

o f  "essentia l be ing". As I  have already noted,79 the so lu tion which

De R ijk  adopts 1s to  re je c t reading in  terms o f  proposi­

tions and Instead read i t  as the essentia l un ity  o f the copula 'to  be' 

and the re s t o f  the predicate. In contrast to Ross' proposal, De R1jk 

w rites  th a t

. . .n o t  the e n t ity  S-P is  the po in t in question, but
only the being o f  P, Inc lus ive  o f the copula absorbed
by P. These two together (taro + P) Ind icate a cer­
ta in  form o f b e in g .... In o ther words: though propo­
s it io n s  are given as Instances, i t  could have su fficed  
fo r  A r is to t le  to mention only predicate + copula.80

Though 1n fa c t A r is to t le  uses propositions as examples, De R1jk claims 

t hat * 4 onl y concerns the predicates o f these propositions. 

Hence De R1jk says tha t

For the sake o f c la r ity . . .w e  might w rite :
= (man) is  recovering, fo r  the subject is  

here beside the questTonTHl

However, before we accept th is  reading, le t  us ask whether 1 t 

re a lly  is  an improvement over Ross' explanation. Aside from the over­

a l l  problem w ith  De R ijk 's  in te rp re ta tio n  o f  H^OVSnothat I

78Cf. above, p. 178-180.

79Cf. above, p. 180.

®°De R ijk , The Place o f the Categories o f Being in  A r is to t le 's  
Philosophy, p. 4TI The emphasis is  mine.

81I b i d . ,  p. 41.
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09
noted 1n the la s t sec tion , there is  the much more s p e c if ic  problem -

1s De R ljk 's  analysis o f  1017a27-30 any b e tte r than Ross'? Not only do

I  th ink  th a t the answer 1s no, but I  th in k  th a t the reason why i t  is

no is  simply because De R ljk 's  reading su ffe rs  from the very same

defect as Ross' -  namely the examples o f 1017a27-30 are not what we 

would expect.

On De R ijk 's  in te rp re ta tio n , essentia l being is  the s o rt o f un ity  

th a t we encounter 1n the re la tio nsh ip  o f the copula 'to  be' and the 

present p a r t ic ip le .  I f  th is  were a l l  th a t A r is to t le  Intended, he 

could have given as h is examples the verbs alone. Yet as De R ijk  him- 

s e lf  notes, A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us propositions, not mere verbs. Saying 

tha t the subject should be overlooked is  to  disregard the evidence - 

the po in t 1s A r is to t le  does give examples w ith subjects when he could 

e a s ily  have given us examples w ithout subjects had he meant what De 

R ijk  claims. Thus, i t  would appear th a t De R ijk  is  try in g  to f i t  the 

examples to  his In te rp re ta tio n  even I f  the price  must be the d is to r t io n  

o f  the evidence.

As mentioned e a r l ie r ,  one o f Klrwan's three objects to Ross' in te r ­

p re ta tion o f is  Ross' d i f f ic u l t y  w ith  1017a27-30.

...Ross is  forced to explain the in trus ion  o f  non­
necessary examples in  a27-30...as due to A r is to t le 's  
wish to i l lu s t r a te ,  by the readiest means at hand, the 
general po in t th a t ' " is "  takes i t s  colour from the 
terms i t  co n n e c ts '.... But Ross would have to admit 
tha t on his in te rp re ta tio n  327-30 would f i t  b e tte r in 
the previous paragraph [ i . e . ,  the discussion o f 5w

« C f.  above, p. 181.
S^Kirwan, A r is to t ie 1s Metaphvslcs, p. 141.
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However, even w ith  his re in te rp re ta tio n  o f r i  *«€?«v<ro  in  terms o f  

existence ' a27-30 remain puzzling* but might be explained as an attempt

. . . t o  meet the ob jection tha t we do not commonly 
say such things as 'walking e x is ts 1. According to 
A r is to t le  'walking e x is ts ' is  Implied by 'Corlscus 
w a lks '...and  th is  Im plica tion might be thought to 
be made more obvious to a Greek by the consideration 
th a t 'Corlscus walks' already contains a hidden '1 s ',  
a lb e it  a copulative and not e x is te n tia l ' 1s ' . 84

Such an in te rp re ta tio n  c le a r ly  depends upon the acceptance o f 

Klrwan's reading o f  1017a22-27 In terms o f non-coin c1 dental senses o f  

the e x is te n tia l 'be* -  a reading which I  have already provided s u f f i ­

c ie n t grounds fo r  re je c t in g .86 But more s p e c if ic a lly ,  1 f Kirwan's 

analysis o f 1017a27-30 is  co rre c t, why d id  A r is to t le  put his po in t in 

such an opaque way? Of course A r is to t le  might be try in g  to ju s t i f y  

the inference from 'X walks' to 'Walking e x is ts ' by showing th a t a l l 

predicates can be paraphrased in to  predicates containing the copula. 

However, where 1s there any evidence tha t A r is to t le  is. try in g  to fo re ­

s ta l l  the objection tha t 'we do not commonly say such things as 

“walking e x is ts " '?  Since Kirwan's explanation rests on nothing more 

than a pure conjecture, 1 th ink  tha t 1t can be dismissed.

The f in a l in te rp re ta tio n  which I w i l l  examine is  one tha t has 

recently been advanced by R. Allan Cobb.86 Claiming tha t the examples

Ŝ Ib id . , p. 142.

85Cf. above, p. 167-171 .

^Cobb, 'The Present Progressive Periphrasis and the Metaphysics 
o f A r is to t le '.  As pa rt o f  his a r t ic le  Cobb makes certa in  claims about 
the h is to ry  o f Greek syntax and i t s  ro le  in  A r is to t le 's  metaphysical 
theory. However, I w i l l  not here examine these remarks since they are 
not re a lly  germane to our present in q u iry .
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1n *27-30 are Instances o f  the present progressive pe riphras is , Cobb 

asserts th a t A r is to t le 's  po in t 1s the '. . . Id e n t i f ic a t io n  o f  the present 

in fle c te d  form o f  the verb (e .g .,  " ...w a lk s ")  and the present periphras­

t i c  form o f  the verb (e .g .,  " . . .1 s  w a lk in g " ) . '87 According to  Cobb, 

A r is to t le  Is using these examples In order to  show how certa in  cruc ia l 

cases, namely those Invo lv ing ' . . . t h e  continuous action o f  an agent 

going on a t the time o f  the a s s e rtio n ',88 can be accommodated to

The th e o ry ... th a t what a th ing Is ,  o r more accur­
a te ly  what a th ing  1s 1n I t s e l f ,  Is determined by 
members o f a l l ten categories, but only in a p r i ­
mary way 1n re la tio n  to  the category o f substance 
(o£cr&) and 1n secondary ways 1n re la tio n  to the 
other categories.89

Using the present active Ind ica tive  as his example, Cobb makes 

two Important grammatical po in ts . The f i r s t  is  th a t 1n modern English 

the present in fle c te d  form o f the verb and the present pe riph ras tic  

form o f  the verb d i f fe r  1n meaning. Whereas

. . . th e  former generally expresses, when 1t occurs 
as an element o f  statements, a d ispos itiona l or re­
current sta te o f a f fa ir s ,  though tne action involved, 
1 f any, 1s not Implied to be taking place at the time 
o f  the a sse rtio n .. .the la t te r  generally expresses 
a continuous action taking place at the time o f the 
asse rtion .98

Thus, to  use one o f Cobb's examples, 'John d rinks ' ind icates nothing 

about what John is  doing a t the moment while 'John is  d rink ing ' te l ls  

us th a t he 1s now consuming some so rt o f  l iq u id .  Unlike c lass ica l

B 7 ib td ., p. 81.
881577., p. 80.
891577. ,  p. 80.
901717., p. 81.
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Greek, where 'John walks' and 'John Is w alk ing1 are both p e rfe c tly  

in te l l ig ib le  sentences, in  modem English there is  an add itiona l d i f fe r ­

ence between the two verb forms -  namely th a t while in  most cases a 

subject and a present in fle c te d  verb do not form a complete sentence 

but demands some q u a lif ic a tio n  (e .g .,  'every day' in  'John walks every 

day1)* a sub jec t, an a u x ilia ry  verb, and a p a r t ic ip le  do form a

complete sentence (e .g .,  'John is  run n ing ').

The second grammatical p o in t concerns the ro le  which the a u x il­

ia ry  verb 'to  be' plays in  p e rip h ra s tic  constructions -  namely th a t 

' . . . t h e  present progressive periphrasis cannot be analyzed as an 

ad jective  or predicate plus c o p u la '.^  Whereas, verb p a rtic ip le s  can 

be used a d je c tiv a lly ,  they are not so used 1n the present progressive 

periphrasis. Instead o f the verb 'to  be' merely serving the ro le  o f 

the lo g ica l copula, in the present progressive periphrasis the verb 

'to  be' helps to ind ica te  an action which has been going on since 

some time p r io r  to the moment o f assertion. Thus, in a standard sub- 

je c t-p red ica te  sentence o f the form 'S 1s P*, the ' i s '  te l ls  us noth­

ing about S p r io r  to  the moment o f  assertion. However, because o f the

lo g ica l character o f  the progressive sense, in  'John is  d rin k in g ' ' i s '

describes an a c t iv i ty  which was begun In the past and 1s being con­

tinued in to  the present.

In order to  ju s t i f y  his claim  th a t A r is to t le 's  examples 1n 1017a 

27-30 a l l  e x h ib it a progressive sense, Cobb notes tha t in Metaphysics

91 Ib id . ,  p. 82.
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IX.v1 A r is to t le  argues tha t a present In fle c te d  verb l ik e  '. . .w a lk s ' 

has an exc lus ive ly  progressive sense. Since the po in t o f  a27-30 1s to 

show the equivalence o f  'The man walks' and 'The man Is w a lk in g ', th is  

shows tha t ' . . .1 s  walking' also has a progressive sense.

Turning to Metaphysics V.v11 Cobb o ffe rs  an In te rp re ta tio n  o f  

*& St* under which there Is a sense 1n which every true p red i­

cation Is to  I ts  sub ject. On his reading 1017a22-30 shows

. . . t h a t  a l l  the categorica ls can be said to  be 1n 
themselves 1n the sense th a t,  as the examples o f  
recovering, w alk ing, and cu ttin g  show, when they 
are predicated o f a subject they s ig n ify  what the 
subject 1s 1n I t s e l f . 92

Obviously such an In te rp re ta tio n  ra d ic a lly  d if fe rs  from the standard 

understanding o f A r is to t le  whereby every Item from a non-oA*w cate­

gory Is merely accidental to  a th ing  from the category o f 

Fu lly  aware o f  th is ,  Cobb tr ie s  to re in te rp re t the notion o f what a 

th ing 1s 1n I t s e l f  In such a manner th a t even Items from the acciden­

ta l categories can be said to  be pa rt o f  the x t  Sere*, o f  a substance.

In order to  do th is ,  Cobb c ites  Metaphysics V II.1 v  1030a17 f f  

where A r is to t le  points out th a t though the primary answer to  the 

x i  Un*. - the 'what is  11 '? - question, 1s an item from the f i r s t  

category, the category o f substance, he also allows secondary answers 

to  th is  question to be items from any one o f the other categories.

92I b i d . ,  p. 86.
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Thus i f  someone asks "What is  that?" re fe rr in g  to 
Socrates, the primary and most in fo rm ative  answer 
would be "a man"* but In a d d itio n , one might also 
say, in  a secondary but nevertheless appropriate 
sense o f what Socrates is ,  th a t he is  someone who 
1s pale o r standing 1n the market place o r walking 
to  the gymnasium.”

According to Cobb, a l l  o f  these are possible answers to the request 

fo r  the x t  lax*, o f  Socrates since each spec ifies  some aspect o f  

Socrates. Cobb provides more evidence fo r  his proposal 1n De Anima 

1 .1 , where he alleges A r is to t le  indicates th a t accidental characte ris-
i  i

t ic s  enable us to  know a th in g 's  te rx t.

I f  Cobb Is co rrec t, then 1t Is c lea r why accidental predications 

l ik e  'The man is  recovering' are also Instances o f  t i  **8\iS<ro - 

simply because one o f  the aspects o f the man 1s the fa c t th a t he 1s 

recovering, we can say what the man 1s by saying tha t he Is recovering. 

Of course such an answer would only secondarily t e l l  us what the man 

1s. However, un like Ross' reading, 1 t would show why the examples o f 

1017a27-30 are I l lu s tra t io n s  o f x i  ©«

Why then does A r is to t le  show th a t the present In fle c te d  and 

present progressive forms o f the verb express the same thing? Because 

when one expresses the fa c t th a t the subject is  engaged in  a continuous 

a c t iv ity  by means o f a sentence lik e  'Socrates w a lks ', 1 t 1s not c lear 

th a t we are in  any way in d ica tin g  what Socrates is .  However, since 

'Socrates is  walking' contains a form o f the verb 'to  b e ', i t  c le a rly  

te l ls  us what Socrates is  - a lb e it  in  a secondary sense. The present

93Ib id . , p. 89.
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progressive periphrasis merely makes 1 t obvious why not only being a 

man and being ra tio na l t e l l  us what Socrates Is ,  but the sta te  o f  

a ffa irs  gotten a t by 'Socrates walks' can also be used to  answer the 

question.

Though I re a d ily  grant tha t Cobb's In te rp re ta tio n  o f  1017a22-30 

1s qu ite  novel, I th ink  th a t 1t 1s so untenable tha t I ts  adoption 

renders the e n tire  d is tin c tio n  between accidental and essentia l pred- 

ica tlons u n in te ll ig ib le .  According to  Cobb, the reason why an Item 

1n one o f  the non-o&cr£« categories can be said to  be maOV&to to some 

th ing 1n the category o f  arises from (1) the d e f in it io n  o f X's 

being to Y -  v iz . X's inhering in the x l  Ur*.*, o f  Y -  and (2)

the fa c t th a t the technical term Is said in  many ways. On

Cobb's reading there Is a sense in  which everything which a substance 

1s 1s to th a t substance because everything which a substance is

e ith e r can answer the 'what 1s 1t? 1 question in  I ts  primary sense or 

can answer the 'what is  i t? ' question In one o f I ts  secondary senses.

Consider Socrates. On Cobb's view Socrates has one primary 

rtec rc*. -  being a man -  and many secondary *£ e«rx«.'s -  weighing 150 

pounds, being in  the market place, walking, e tc . Since a l l o f  these 

various things are true o f  Socrates, they a l l  t e l l  us what Socrates 

h im self is .  The d iffe rence between the f i r s t  answer and a l l the other 

answers is  tha t the f i r s t  designates Socrates in  a more primary and 

complete way than any o f  the other answers do. But since a l l the 

answers are true o f Socrates, they are a l l to Socrates. Or so

Cobb would lead us to believe.
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However* though Cobb 1s sure ly correct 1n saying th a t there Is  a 

sense In which whenever X is  true o f Y, Y I t s e l f  Is X, th is  Is not 

what A r is to t le  means by X's being to  Y. Of course whenever

Socrates h im self 1s in  the market place, Is walking, o r is  o f  a certa in  

weight a l l  these things are true o f Socrates. But none o f  them 1s 

true o f Socrates 1n the way which would make 1 t to Socrates.

As shown 1n the appendix, fo r  A r is to t le  X's being Y

te l ls  us much more than tha t there 1s some temporary o r contingent 

connection between X and Y. I f  X is  y then there 1s a lo g i­

c a lly  necessary connection between the two such th a t should X cease 

to  be Y, X ceases to be. Thus 'Socrates is  a man* asserts a 

connection between being a man and being Socrates because Socrates 

could not cease to be a man w ithout Socrates' ceasing to be. The same 

so rt o f  necessary connections e x is t in  a l l the categories -  e .g .,  

should th is  p a rtic u la r Instance o f pale lemon yellow  cease to be an 

instance o f  co lo r, then i t  ceases to  be an Instances o f  pale lemon 

yellow .

Opposed to such connections are connec­

tions -  connections which are temporary or contingent. Since these 

connections may or may not ho ld, a th ing continues to be whether o r not 

i t  enters In to  or ceases to enter in to  such a connection. I f  X 1s 

w ra  9 u|«$€$W &Y, then there is  merely a lo g ic a lly  contingent t ie  

between X and Y so tha t should X cease to be Y, X does not cease to 

be. Sentences lik e  'Socrates 1s in  the market p la ce ', 'Socrates is  

w a lk in g ', o r 'This p a rtic u la r instance o f yellow 1s a ca t' a l l  assert
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such lin k s . Socrates' leaving the agora does not mean th a t Socrates 

has ceased e x is tin g ; my p ic k lin g  the cat 1n formaldehyde means the cat 

has ceased to  be but the p a rtic u la r Instance o f  ye llow  s t i l l  e x is ts .

By reading** f t  in  such a way tha t everything which Is

true o f  a subject 1s to th a t sub ject, Cobb has barred our

making the d is tin c tio n  I  have ju s t  drawn. I f  everything which 1s true

o f Socrates 1s Socrates, then nothing which 1s true o f

Socrates w i l l  merely be iw *  *« t4 *« $W sto  Socrates. Socrates h im self 

1s no t whatever happens a t the moment to be true o f  Socrates. Socrates 

h im self 1s what Socrates is  -  I . e . ,  a ra tiona l animal -  and cannot 

cease to  be.

Cobb believes tha t h is theory 1s supported by the fa c t th a t the 

technical term *£ 1s said 1n many ways. But how does the ra ther

Innocuous claim tha t th is  term 1s said In many ways provide a basis 

fo r  Cobb's view tha t everything which Is true o f a th ing Is  In the

o f  th a t thing? The very po in t o f  the claim th a t the t t  iarxv

question 1s said 1n many ways 1n the d iffe re n t categories 1s to show 

tha t certa in  sorts o f  answers to the lor*, question are Inadequate - 

namely those 1n which we say what a th ing 1n one category 1s by means 

o f something from a d iffe re n t category. Saying tha t the 'What 1s 1t?' 

question 1s said 1n many ways shows why te l l in g  me th a t Socrates 1s in 

the market place does answer the question 'What 1s Socrates?' but not 

1n the sense where I have been given what Socrates p rim a rily  1s.

Saying tha t the 'What 1s i t? ' question is  said in  many ways shows why 

te l l in g  me tha t th is  p a r tic u la r instance o f  yellow  is  a cat does answer 

the question 'What Is the p a rtic u la r  instance o f yellow?' but not 1n
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the sense in  which 'This p a r t ic u la r  instance o f  ye llow  is  a co lo r ' 

does. However, saying tha t the ' hat is  i t ? 1 question is  said in  many 

ways does not show tha t accidental a ttr ib u te s  determine a th in g 's  what 

is  -  1 t merely warns us th a t someone (such as Cobb) might be deceived 

by the va rie ty  o f  answers which we can give to  the questions 'What is  

Socrates?' or 'What is  yellow?' in to  th ink ing  th a t a l l  these answers 

re a lly  t e l l  us what Socrates Is o r what yellow  1s. A r is to t le 's  response 

would be his standard 'W e ll, in a sense they do and in  a sense they do 

not. Whenever you answer the "What is  X?" question by means o f  some­

th in g  accidenta l, you do not answer the "What 1s X?" question in  the 

way you do when you give something which is  e s s e n tia l. '

The one passage which Cobb c ites  in order to  ju s t i f y  h is claim 

th a t accidents help determine a th in g 's  essence is  De Anima 1.1 402b
QA21-25. According to  Cobb, th is  passage reads:

But con tra riw ise , the accidental ch a ra c te ris tic  also 
contribu te  a great deal to  knowing the what-1t-1s; 
fo r  whenever we can give an account o f  the apparent 
accidental ch a ra c te ris tic s , e ith e r  a l l o r most o f  
them, then we can also speak best concerning sub­
stance.

However, Cobb’ s tra n s la tio n  o f  the word 'accidental

c h a ra c te ris tic ' is  ra ther questionable. A r is to t le  is  not using the 

term in the sense o f 'acc iden t' but ra the r the sense o f

'nonde fin ito ry  essentia l a t tr ib u te ' - the same sense discussed in 

Section I I I  o f the appendix. Whereas the accidents o f  a th ing  t e l l  us

94Ib id . ,  p. 89.
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nothing about the essence o f  the th in g , the nondefin lto ry  essentia l 

a ttr ib u te s  c le a rly  would aid in  our discovering the th in g 's  essence.

In fa c t ,  the f u l l  passage even contains the same example as the te x t 

discussed in  Section I I I  o f the appendix - namely the sum o f  the In te r ­

io r  angles o f a tr ia n g le .

As I  read De Anima 1.1 402b16-25, A r is to t le  1s saying

And not only is  f t  useful fo r  the study o f  the causes 
[«£*£•»] o f  the nondefin lto ry  essentia l a ttr ib u te s  
Pr&w ow*£ccs] to know the rC &«rcc
[the  'w hat-1s '; here re s tr ic te d  to  only the d e fln lto ry  
a ttr ib u te s ] ( ju s t  as 1n mathematics ( i t  1s usefu l) to 
grasp what 1s the s tra ig h t and curved o r what 1s a lin e  
and a plane fo r  knowing the e q ua lity  o f  (the  in te r io r  
angles) o f  a tr ia n g le  to so many r ig h t  (angles)) but 
also conversely, knowledge o f  the x l t r c i l n  a large part 
fo llow s from (knowing) the nondefin lto ry  essentia l 
a ttr ib u te s  [tA . For when we are able to
give an account conformable to  experience concerning 
a l l  o r most o f  the nondefin lto ry  essentia l a ttr ib u te s  
[w«fc Mfffcf&tpMwtaiv], then we w i l l  be able to 
best speak concerning the essence [**¥?  ▼A* ] .

Understood 1n iry way* th is  passage merely points out the re la tionsh ip  

o f  the nondefin lto ry  essentia l a ttr ib u te s  to the d e fln lto ry  essentia l 

a ttr ib u te s . Understood 1n Cobb's way* th is  passage te l ls  us tha t 1t 1s 

useful to  study something which cannot even be known, namely the re la ­

tio n  o f a th ing  to i t s  a cc id e n ts .^  Hence I th in k  th a t we can safe ly 

conclude th a t Cobb has m isinterpreted the one te x t tha t he c ite s  in  

support o f  h is claims concerning the re la tionsh ip  o f a th in g 's  acci­

dents to  the th in g 's  essence.

^ C o n c e r n i n g  A r is to t le 's  claim th a t accidents cannot be s c ie n t i­
f ic a l ly  known, c f.  Metaphysics V I . i i  1027a19-21.
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Having shown the unacceptab ility  o f  Cobb's In te rp re ta tio n  o f 

1017a22-30, le t  us no t concentrate on his remarks about the grammar o f 

the examples 1n a27-30. I t  w i l l  be reca lled th a t the c ruc ia l premise 

o f  Cobb's analysis 1s the claim tha t the sentences ■<The> man Is 

recovering man 1s w a lk in g ', and ■<The> man 1s c u tt in g ' are a l l

examples o f  the present progressive periphras is . But what 1s the 

actual evidence produced fo r  th is  claim? Simply tha t the e x p l ic i t  

Greek o f  these three sentences consists o f  (1) a sub ject, (2) the th ird  

person s ingu la r present Ind ica tive  o f  the verb 'to  b e ',  and (3) a 

p a r t ic ip le .  Granted A r is to t le  1s asserting the equivalence o f  a 

sentence w ith  th is  s truc tu re  and a sentence whose s truc tu re  consists o f

(1) a subject and (2) a present In fle c te d  verb -  but does A r is to t le  

re a lly  Intend the former sentences to be present periphrases? Of 

course Cobb 1s co rrec t 1n In s is t in g  th a t a present progressive p e r i­

phrasis can not be analyzed In to  a copula and a p a r t ic ip le  -  but Is the 

Greek sentence *4  * •% (*( '"  The man is  w a lk in g '")

intended by A r is to t le  to be a present progressive periphrasis?

Whereas in  English the a ffirm a tive  answer seems to be so obvious 

th a t i t  seems ra ther otiose even to ra ise n\y question, the case 1s 

qu ite  d if fe re n t in  ancient Greek. In modem English grammar Iso la ted  

adjectives (such as 'b lu e ')  must be e x p l ic i t ly  supplied w ith some noun 

(such as 'th in g ')  before we obtain an expression which can su ita b ly  be 

the subject o f a sentence (e .g .,  'the  blue th in g ') ;  1n ancient Greek 

the noun 'th in g ' need not be e x p l ic i t ly  supplied but would be under­

stood by the speaker. Hence, whereas a speaker o f  modem English would
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regard the sentence 'The ju s t  Is cu ltu red ' as g ibberish , A r is to t le  re­

gards I ts  l i t e r a l  Greek equivalent as grammatical since he understands 

th is  sentence as 'The ju s t  person is  c u ltu re d '. The same po in t applies 

fo r  verb p a rtic ip le s  which are used a d je c tiv a lly . Thus the sentence 

i  t f l t i  'The walking 1s a man') Is  correct Greek; I t

would be taken by a native speaker to  mean the same th ing  as the 

English 'The walking th ing Is a man*.

I t  goes w ithout saying th a t 1n ancient Greek the same locu tion  - 

saying 'the  blue* when one means 'the  blue th in g ' -  also applies to 

predicate expressions. Thus *  «w9f****•% TUmiaican mean e ith e r 

'The man 1s w h ite ' or 'The man is  a white th in g '.  S im ila r ly  fo r  verb 

p a rtic ip le s  - to  say th a t Socrates 1s the th ing  tha t 1s walking we need 

not say 'Socrates is  the th ing  tha t 1s walking' o r 'Socrates is  a walk­

ing th in g '.  Instead the speaker o f  Greek could merely say 'Socrates is  

walking' and thereby be understood by his fe llo w  speakers as p red ica t­

ing being a walking th ing o f Socrates.

To some exten t, th is  way o f  understanding a sentence l ik e  'Socra­

tes 1s walking' as an ad jec tiva l periphrasis where ' i s '  1s treated as 

a copula and 'w a lk ing ' serves as an ad jective can be duplicated in 

English. Though generally in  English 'Socrates is  walking' must be a 

present progressive pe riphras is , even 1n English i t  occasionally can 

be an ad jec tiva l periphrasis. Thus consider the fo llow ing  case - on a 

dark n igh t two men see a th ird  walking through a f ie ld  Who is  1t? 

F in a lly  one says (w ith  the appropriate emphasis) 'Socrates is  w a lk ing1. 

Such a case would be understood as a ttr ib u t in g  to Socrates the property 

o f being the man walking through the f ie ld  -  and as I have argued, th is
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usage 1s much easier in  ancient Greek than in  modem English.

I f  what I  have ju s t  said concerning Greek usage Is co rre c t, then 

there would be no bar to  our understanding the examples 1n a27-30 as 

Instances o f  a sub ject being jo ined to  a predicate by means o f  the 

copula 'to  be '. I f  th is  1s tru e , A r is to t le 's  po in t would simply be 

th a t a sentence such as 'The man walks' can be transformed In to  a 

sentence lik e  'The man 1s w a lk in g ', where the la t te r  sentence is  not 

read as a present progressive periphrasis but ra ther as 'The man is  a 

walking th in g '.  A r is to t le  would be showing how a sentence consisting 

o f a subject and an in d ica tive  verb asserts the same th ing  as a sen­

tence consisting o f a subject term, a form o f the copula 'to  b e ', and 

a predicate term. A r is to t le  1s showing how a predication not Invo lv ing 

a copulative use o f the verb 'to  be1 1s equivalent to  a predication 

which does involve a copulative use o f the verb 'to  be '.

Two pieces o f evidence favor ny reading o f is ic r tw

as two terms, 'man' and 'walking th in g ',  linked by means o f the copula 

'to  be' over Cobb's present progressive periphrasis in te rp re ta tio n .

The f i r s t  is  th a t concerns accidental predica­

tions Invo lv ing  a form o f the copula 'to  be '. This determines the 

subject matter o f the whole o f  1017a7-30 as being about sentences o f  

the form: subject term-copula-predlcate term. The second Is simply

the way 1n which A r is to t le  understands sentence form. As I noted in 

Chapter One A r is to t le  believes th a t the subject term-copula-predicate 

term form is  the form o f a ll propositions. Thus were a27-30 read as 

making the po in t th a t every sentence -  even ones l ik e  'The man walks'
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which do not Involve any use o f  the copula 'to  be* -  can be transformed 

In to  a sentence which does use the copulative 'to  be1, i t  would be 

asserting one o f A r is to t le 's  standard views. On the other hand, read 

1n Cobb's way, !1nesa27-30 c o n f l ic t  w ith some o f  A r is to t le 's  firm est 

pos itions.

I f  my comments have been co rre c t, then the grammatical s truc tu re  

o f the examples in  a27-30 and even the po in t which A r is to t le  1s try in g  

to  make should be c le a r. However, the I n i t ia l  d i f f ic u l t y ,  v iz . what 

these examples o f accidental predications are doing a t the end o f a 

discussion o f  essentia l p red ications, remains unsolved. I t  w i l l  be 

reca lled tha t the d i f f ic u l t y  arose from the c o n f l ic t  o f  (1) the examples 

1n a27-30 are meant to  be examples o f  v iS * and (2) the examples

1n a27-30 seem to be Instances o f r4  nwvSi Furthermore

i t  w i l l  be reca lled tha t the standard way 1n which Ross' c r i t ic s  have 

t r ie d  to resolve th is  d i f f ic u l t y  has been by denying (2) -  by so In te r ­

p re ting  the notion o f  so th a t the examples 1n a27-30 w i l l

be Instances o f  t *  h*0*«Sto . fly purpose in reviewing the proposals 

o f  De R ijk , Kirwan, and Cobb has been to show the fa ilu re  o f  these 

analyses which haw denied (2 ).

But le s t  we despair and f a l l  back on Ross' own so lu tion  (1n e ffe c t,  

'A r is to t le  goofed '), le t  us remember th a t we have another option - 

namely deny (1) thereby re je c tin g  the claim th a t the examples 1n 

1017a27-30 are meant to  be Instances o f v i  Sv Instead o f

th ink ing  th a t A r is to t le 's  examples are meant to be examples o f  v i i v  

wttfUSta, what I wish to propose Is th a t not only are the examples in 

a27-30 in  fa c t Instances o f «w ri *»|«^«^wfcbut they are not



208

meant to  be anything e lse. Hence the troublesome dilemma has been 

resolved by taking the b u ll by the f i r s t  horn.

In order to  make th is  suggestion p laus ib le , le t  us remember the 

general context In which line s  a27-30 occur. A r is to t le  begins 

Metaphysics V.v11 w ith  a |» iS » ...Je ...construction . A fte r discussing 

r f t  1n a8-22, then he turns to  A fte r

f in is h in g  w ith th is  sense o f  we are then offered two other senses 

o f 'to  be '. The f i r s t  two senses o f  'to  be' deal w ith  I ts  use as the 

lo g ica l copula, the remaining two In other ro les. In between the f i r s t  

two senses and the remaining senses come the three examples 1n a27-30. 

Thus a27-30 forms the end o f A r is to t le 's  discussion o f  'to  be* as the 

copula.

The proposal which I wish to  make Is  th a t A r is to t le  1s not using 

the examples in a27-30 to  I l lu s t r a te * *  &\i but ra ther merely

close o f f  his discussion o f  the copulative uses o f  'to  be '. A r is to t le  

Is merely try in g  to show us how every sentence can be transformed in to  

a sentence o f  the subject term-copula-predlcate term s truc tu re . The 

fa c t tha t h is examples are instances o f tAJRi In part

stems from the lack o f  s im ila r  troublesome sentences asserting &  

tMtOViv*. But since the only purpose o f the examples 1n a27-30 1s to 

demarcate the instances o f the copulative 'to  be' from the other senses 

o f 'to  b e ', 1 t does not matter whether he uses an instance o f i \ r  

mkt4l or an instance o f S« Both would serve the

same purpose -  to show how every sentence can be transformed In to  a 

sentence containing the copula 'to  be '. Since the extent o f  the 

. .S i . . .construction ends a t a30, my reading is  th a t A r is to t le  Is
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emphasizing the d iffe rence between a8-27 and a31-b9 by means o f  a 

concluding comment -  line s  a27-30.®6

The advantages o f  the reading I have proposed are obvious. I t  

allows us to read r *  «« w ir i  and Wt «v in  the

s tra igh tfo rw ard  unproblematic ways fo r  which I have already argued.

I t  explains why examples o f accidental predications occur a fte r  a d is ­

cussion o f  essentia l p red ica tion . I t  gives a po in t to  A r is to t le 's  

comments, one which does not c o n f l ic t  w ith  A r is to t le 's  other views and 

which 1s none other than the basis o f  A r is to t le 's  whole lo g ic ,  v iz . 

th a t the lo g ica l s truc tu re  o f every sentence 1s a subject term linked  

to a predicate term by means o f  a form o f  the copula 'to  be '.

In conclusion -  the examples 1n a27-30 are A r is to t le 's  c losing 

comments on 'to  be' considered as the copula. They serve to show how 

every predication can be transformed in to  a sentence in vo lv ing  the 

copula 'to  be '. That the examples are Instances o f v w ti

does not 1n any way de trac t from my reading since, once we 

have recognized tha t a27-30 are not meant to I l lu s t r a te  *4 

but ra ther are meant to I l lu s t r a te  the copulative use o f  'to  b e ', there 

1s no reason fo r  us to expect an instance o f tJ o* 

any more than we should expect an instance o f .

®®Lest i t  be objected th a t there could be no sentences making 
essentia l .p red ica tions which do not involve 'to  b e ', remember Physics 
1.111 185d28-29 where A r is to t le  discusses certa in  philosophers who, 
try in g  to banish the verb 'to  be '„from  such sentences 'X is  w h ite ' 
formed the a r t i f i c ia l  verb ('to-have-been-whitened'). The
sentence A ttau ifau  ( 'T h is  white has-been-wh1tened')
asserts a connection and ye t does not involve the copula 'to  be '.
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'Being' as True and 'Not-Be1ng' as False

Having completed his discussion o f  the verb 'to  be' and I ts  cog­

nates used as lo g ica l copulas in  accidental and essentia l pred ica tions, 

1n 1017a31 -35 A r is to t le  now turns to  a th ird  sense o f  -  namely

the use o f the verb 'to  be' to  Ind ica te  th a t which 1s true and th a t 

which Is  fa lse . As I  noted In the opening o f th is  chapter, 1t 1s th is  

and the next sense o f ^ K r  which most c le a r ly  show th a t the subject 

matter o f  Metaphysics V .v ll concerns l in g u is t ic  usage, v iz . what the 

verb 'to  be' and I ts  cognates means, ra ther than concerning some th ing 

known as Being.

The major d i f f ic u l t y  which we face 1n try in g  to exp lica te  th is  

th ird  sense o f the verb 1s 1n understanding 1n what way th is  sense 

d if fe rs  from the previous two senses o f r i  ©v.  This d i f f ic u l t y  is  the 

re s u lt o f  the th ird  sense o f  the verb euiei depending upon a pe cu lia r­

i t y  o f  Greek grammar which 1s d i f f i c u l t  to represent in  English. In 

order to  appreciate how the f i r s t  two senses o f  are to be d is ­

tinguished from th is  th ird  sense, I  w i l l  f i r s t  discuss the grammatical 

p e c u lia r ity  th a t 1s 1n question. Second I w i l l  discuss Ross' In te rp re ­

ta tio n  o f  these lin e s  and show th a t though Ross' understanding is  prob­

ably co rre c t, h is tran s la tio n  and commentary are somewhat misleading. 

Third I w i l l  o f fe r  a d if fe re n t tra n s la tio n  o f 1017a31 -35 which In 

certa in  respects expresses A r is to t le 's  in ten tions  b e tte r than the one 

o ffe red  by Ross.

210
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As I  have ju s t  noted, the sense o f  'to  be' as true and 'n o t to be1 

as fa lse  depends upon a po in t o f  Greek grammar which Is  d i f f i c u l t  to 

represent 1n modem English. Unlike modem English where the copula 'to  

be' must always be placed between the subject term and the predicate term 

(e .g . ,  'A man Is an a n im a l'), 1n ancient Greek word order was more f le x ­

ib le  in  tha t the copula could also be placed a t the beginning or the end 

o f a sentence. Thus In ancient Greek not only could the copula be placed 

between the subject term and the predicate term (e .g . , «C«9f<wnos 

but 1 t also could e ith e r precede the subject term (e .g .,

or fo llo w  the predicate term (e .g . iv c c ).

The sense o f 'to  be' w ith  which A r is to t le  Is dealing 1n 1017a31-35 

depends upon the d iffe rence between the meaning which the verb eSvcit 

has 1n sentences w ith  the second order ( l i t e r a l l y :  ' I s  (a) man (an)

anim al') and the meaning which has 1n sentences o f e ith e r the 

f i r s t  order ( l i t e r a l l y :  '(A ) man is  (an) an im al') o r the th ird  order

( l i t e r a l l y :  '(A ) man (an) animal I s ' ) .  Whereas In sentences o f the

f i r s t  o r th ird  arrangement the verb *<v«i merely has the sense o f  the 

copula, 1n sentences w ith the second order the verb has the add itiona l 

sense th a t what follows 1s being asserted to  be true . This sense o f  

the verb 'to  be1, known to c la s s ic is ts  as the emphatic sense o f the 

verb , is  d i f f i c u l t  to express in  English since English word order 

1s not va riab le . Thus the problem which commentators on 1017a31-35 

have faced 1s simply how to express in English a sense o f  the verb 

fctvM*. fo r  which English lacks a pe rfect p a ra lle l.

In order to  appreciate th is  d i f f ic u l t y ,  le t  us turn to Ross as m 

example. Ross renders 1017a31-35 as:
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Again, 'being* and 'Is *  mean th a t a statement 1s tru e ,
'no t being* th a t 1 t Is  no t true but fa lse  -  and th is  
a like  1n the case o f  a ffirm a tio n  and o f  negation; e.g. 
'Socrates Is, musical' means th a t th is  is  tru e , o r 'Soc­
rates is  not-pale* means th a t th is  is  tru e ; but 'the 
dlagonaT o f  the square is  not commensurate w ith  the 
s id e ' means th a t 1t 1s fa lse  to say I t  1s.96

On th is  tra n s la tio n  A r is to t le 's  two examples o f  'being* as true and one 

example o f  'n o t being* as fa lse  are:

(1) 'Socrates Is musical'

(2) 'Socrates Is not-mus1caV

(3) 'The diagonal o f  the square Is, not commensurate w ith  s ide '

The three examples which A r is to t le  o ffe rs  1n a33-35 do not i l l u s ­

tra te  a ll the cases th a t the th ird  sense o f  'to  be' generates. Since 

we have two d is tin c tio n s  (v iz . (1) th a t the verb 'to  be' can be used 

to  mean th a t which 1s true and 'no t to  be' can be used to  mean tha t 

which 1s fa lse  and (2) th a t an assertion can be o f  e ith e r  an a ffirm a ­

tio n  (e .g .,  'A Is B')  o r a denial (e .g .,  'A 1s not B' ) )  a complete 

l is t in g  would demand four cases. However, A r is to t le  only I l lu s tra te s

(1) saying tha t an a ffirm a tio n  Is tru e , (2) saying th a t a denial is  

tru e , and (3) saying tha t an a ffirm a tion  is  fa lse ; he neglects the

remaining case (4) saying th a t a denial is  fa lse . Having already

rendered A r is to t le 's  three examples in terms o f an emphatic use o f the 

English ' I s '  (e .g .,  'Socrates is .m u s ic a l',  e tc . ) ,  Ross h im self o ffe rs  

'The square on the diagonal is  not not-commensurate w ith  the square on 

the s ide ' as an example o f  the u n illu s tra te d  fourth  case.

^McKeon, The Basic Works o f A r is to t le ,  p. 761.
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Because Ross renders the three examples as having the grammatical 

form subject term-copula-predlcate term he Is  forced to  understand 

these three examples so le ly  In terms o f  stress being placed on the 

copula. He reaches th is  conclusion by f i r s t  co rre c tly  po in ting  out 

th a t A r is to t le  wishes to  d is tingu ish  th is  th ird  sense o f  'to  be' from 

the f i r s t  two senses o f  'to  be' and then re a liz in g  th a t the three 

examples given 1n the Greek te x t appear to  be instances o f 'to  be' used 

as the grammatical copula. In order to show how the three examples are 

not merely Instances o f 'to  be1 used as the grammatical copul a, Ross 

concludes th a t 1n the examples '1 s ' must be stressed and th a t i t  1s 

th is  stress which 1s the asserting o f the statement. Ross w rites

The cases 1n which being means tru th  and not-being 
fa ls i t y  are distinguished both from the accidental 
and from the essentia l sense o f being. Evidently 
then an ord inary sentence o f  the type 'A Is B' can 
hardly be used to  i l lu s t r a te  th is  th ird  sense, since 
1 t must be an Instance o f  e ith e r  the essentia l o r 
the accidental sense. What we want 1s a proposition 
In which the tru th  o r the fa ls i ty  o f  another proposf 
t1on 1s s ta ted , and such propositions we fin d  1n 
those o f the form 'A 1s B ', 'A is  not B ', where 
the ord inary proposition 'A is  B1" 1s pronounced true 
o r fa ls e .9 /

Thus Ross 1s urging us to  understand the th ird  sense o f 'to  be'

1n terms o f an alleged d is tin c tio n  between the proposition 'A 1s B' and 

the proposition 'A is_B '. Somehow Ross wishes us to  d is tingu ish  be­

tween utterances o f the sentence 'A Is  B' on the basis o f  the way in  

which '1 s ' is  stressed -  when the copula is  unstressed we are not using

97rqss, Metaphysics Vol. I ,  p. 308.
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the verb 'to  be1 to  assert th a t which 1s true w hile  when the copula 1s 

stressed we are using the verb 'to  be' to  assert tha t which Is  true . 

Ceteris paribus the same po in t applies fo r  11s n o t1 used to assert 

th a t which 1s fa lse .

Though I  th in k  1t 1s c lea r th a t Ross co rre c tly  recognized tha t in 

1017a31-35 A r is to t le  wishes to  demarcate the emphatic from the nonemphat- 

1c use o f  Ross errs 1n try in g  to  represent the d is tin c t io n  in

the same way In English simply because In English the stress which we 

place upon the copula does not a ffe c t the meaning o f the proposition . 

Whereas In ancient Greek the d if fe re n t word order provides a c lear 

basis fo r  d is tingu ish ing  the th ird  sense o f from the f i r s t  two

senses, there 1s no comparable d iffe rence in English. One need not 

have Qulnean worries about the id e n tity  conditions o f propositions in 

order to suspect th a t the d is tin c tio n  which Ross 1s try in g  to  draw 1s 

I llu s o ry . Just because a sentence is  uttered w ith '1 s ' stressed, are 

we re a lly  making a statement (o r u tte r in g  a proposition) d if fe re n t 

from the one we would make (o r u tte r)  i f  we did not emphasize 'I s '?

On Ross' analysis the answer must be a ffirm a tive  - and ye t there is  no 

In tu it iv e  reason fo r  such a d is t in c t io n . When, under the proper c i r ­

cumstances, I u tte r  the sentence 'A Is B ',  i t  does not make any d i f f e r ­

ence whether I whisper 'A 1s B* o r I shout out 'A is  B '. In e ith e r 

case the sense is  the same, v iz . rny asserting tha t A 1s B. Of course 

Ross 1s correct in saying tha t the th ird  sense o f  'to  be' must be a 

sense o f  'to  be' whereby we can say tha t propositions lik e  'A 1s B' 

and 'A is  not B' are true or fa lse . However, contra Ross, merely 

emphasizing ' i s '  simply does not make the proposition 'A is  B' d i f fe r -
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ent from the proposition 'A Is ^B '. Hence my b e lie f  th a t Ross' analysis 

suggests a m is in te rp re ta tion  o f  A r is to t le 's  In ten tions.

In order to see how we can b e tte r convey In to  English what A ris ­

to t le  means by the use o f  'to  be' as Ind ica tin g  what Is true and 'no t 

to be' as In d ica tin g  what 1s fa ls e , le t  us consider the fo llow ing  two 

examples, both o f which provide 1n modem English some approximation 

to A r is to t le 's  Greek usage.

Example I :  Two sports fans are debating whether o r not the Yankees did 

or d id  no t win. Suppose there 1s something Important a t stake, so as 

the discussion proceeds the decibel leve l r ise s .

A: 'The Yankees won.'

B: 'No, th a t 1s fa lse .

A: 'No, th a t 1s t r u e . '

B: ' I t  is_ not t r u e ! '

A: ' I t  i£  t r u e ! '

B: ' I t  Is n o t ! ! '

A: ' I t  1 s ! ! ! '

Example I I :  At a t r ia l  a lawyer 1s examining a witness. Without any 

emphasis or shouting, the lawyer simply asks the witness several 

s tra ightforw ard questions and the witness responds.

C: 'Is  1t not true th a t you own the bu ild ing  1n question?'

D: ' I t  1s '.

C: 'And Is i t  true tha t you were in the bu ild ing  on the day in
question?'
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D: ' I t  1s n o t '.

I  th ink  th a t I t  1s s itua tion s  s im ila r  to  these which A r is to t le  

has In mind -  namely a fac t-asse rting  sense o f 'to  be1 where we use 

'1 s ' to  Ind icate th a t something Is o r 1s not the case. Normally In 

English we do not use ' I t  1s' o r ' I t  Is no t' 1n th is  way but we must

add some other word or phrase 1n order to  assert o r  deny the occurrence

o f  a certa in  sta te  o f  a f fa irs .  Hence we have such expressions as ' I t  

1s the case th a t ',  ' I t  1s not the case th a t ' ,  ' I t  Is  true th a t ' ,  ' I t  

Is  a fa c t t h a t ' ,  e tc . However, even 1n English, there are certa in  

s itua tion s  1n which '1 s ' can be shorn o f  these additions and we obtain 

naked occurrences as 1n the examples above.

However, rendering the Greek th ird  person s ingu la r In d ica tive  o f 

the verb ew»*c ( ' t o  be ') In to  English by the s t r ic t ly  l i t e r a l  tra n s la ­

tio n  ' I t  is '  resu lts  in  gibberish. Hence, 1n order to  c le a r ly  Ind icate  

A r is to t le 's  Intended meaning and avoid the d i f f ic u l t y  o f  Ross' proposal, 

I have supplied the words 'the  case th a t' 1n the fo llow ing  tran s la tio n  

o f  1017*31-35:

Again [th e ] 'to  be' and [th e ] '1 s ' mean tha t (some­
th ing Is ) tru e , and [ th e ] 'n o t to be' (means) th a t
(something is> not true but fa lse in  a s im ila r  way 
as regards a ffirm a tio n  and den ia l. For example, th a t 
i t  1s (the case th a t}  Socrates (1s) cu ltu red , tha t 
th is  is  tru e , or th a t i t  is  (the case that> Socrates 
( I s )  no t-w h ite , th a t ( th is  1s> tru e ; and th a t i t  is  
not (the  case' th a t}  the diameter ( I s )  commensurate, 
th a t ( th is  1s) fa lse .

I f  read in the way tha t I am proposing, then there 1s no d i f f i ­

cu lty  1n seeing the way in  which th is  th ird  sense o f  ‘ to  be' Is  to be 

distinguished from the uses o f  'to  be' as the lo g ica l copula. Whereas
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the f i r s t  two sense o f  'to  be' linked a subject term w ith  a predicate 

term, th is  th ird  sense o f 'to  be' applies to  a whole proposition and 

1 t Indicates o f  th is  whole proposition whether o r not the proposition 

1s true .

On my proposal, A r is to t le 's  fo u rfo ld  d is tin c tio n  would be:

(1) 'To be' used to  Ind ica te  tha t an a ffirm a tio n  1s 
tru e , e .g .,  ' I t  1s (the case th a t)  Socrates (1s) 
c u ltu re d '.

(2) 'To be' used to Ind icate tha t a denial 1s tru e , 
e .g .,  ' I t  1s (the case tha t>  Socrates (1s> not- 
w h lte '.

(3) 'Not to  be' used to  Ind icate  th a t an a ffirm a tio n  
1s fa ls e , e .g .,  ' I t  1s not (the case th a t)  the 
d1ameter <1 s) commens ura te ' .

(4) 'Not to be' used to Ind ica te  th a t a denial 1s 
fa ls e , (Following Ross' example) ' I t  1s not the 
case tha t the diameter 1s not Incommensurate'.

The semantic ru le  fo r  th is  sense o f  'to  be' 1s provided 1n the f i r s t  

sentence o f a31-35, v iz .

'To be' means tha t something 1s true

'Not to  be' means th a t something 1s fa lse .

In summary - A r is to t le 's  th ird  use o f  the verb 'to  be' and i t s  

cognates is  the use o f 'to  be' and 'no t to be1 where these mean assert­

ing tha t a proposition is  true and asserting tha t a proposition is  

fa lse . Though 1n general, English usage requires q u a lif ic a tio n  by 

means o f such words as ' t r u e ',  ' f a ls e ',  'the  case th a t ' ,  o r 'the  fa c t 

th a t ',  in ancient Greek such q u a lif ic a tio n s  were not e x p l ic i t ly  needed. 

However, as I have pointed ou t, even in  modem English there are
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s itua tion s  In which 'to  be' and 'no t to  be' carry a sense which 1s 

somewhat s im ila r  to the one which A r is to t le  1s discussing 1n these 

l in e s .98

98For fu rth e r discussions o f th is  sense o f  the verb 'to  be' c f. 
Metaphysics VI.1v and IX .x.
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'Being1 as Potentia l and as Actual

In th is  section I  w i l l  discuss the fou rth  sense o f the verb 'to  

be' which A r is to t le  mentions 1n Metaphysics V .v ll -  namely the use o f 

'to  be' and I ts  cognates to  Ind icate both what is  actual and what is  

p o te n tia l. Numerous commentators have analyzed these remarks In terms 

o f  actual being and po ten tia l b e in g ."  As I sha ll show, tre a tin g  

1017a35-b9 as a discussion o f  how we '1 s ' both what 1s now the case 

and what p o te n tia lly  1s the case leads to  a much more commonsenslcal 

In te rp re ta tio n  o f  these lin e s  -  an In te rp re ta tio n  which 1s p e rfe c tly  

conformable to  the actual d e ta ils  o f  both Greek and English l in g u is t ic  

usage. In fa c t ,  I hope th a t the very s im p lic ity  o f  ny In te rp re ta tio n  

o f these lin e s  w i l l  be s u f f ic ie n t  evidence to  convince anyone who s t i l l  

remains sceptica l concerning the main exegetlcal po in t which I have 

been seeking to  estab lish  in  th is  chapter -  th a t Metaphysics V .v ii is  

not an exercise 1n extra ! 1ngu1st1c ontology o r a discussion o f  existence 

o r an analysis o f  predicates in  general, but ra ther an attempt to under­

stand the ro le  played by the Greek verb e tvA i ( ' to  be ') and I ts  various 

cognates.

In 1017*35-^9 A r is to t le  w rite s :

Again [th e ] 'to  be' and [th e ] 'be ing ' mean on the 
one hand the stated as po ten tia l and on the other hand 
the {s ta te d )  as actual o f the previous {modes of>  say-

" E . g . , Owens, The Doctrine o f Being, p. 307.
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1ng. For both the seeing spoken as po ten tia l and the 
(seeing spoken) as actual we say to be seeing. And 1n 
the same way* both the being able to use knowledge and 
the using (we say) to know; and both th a t to which a l­
ready belongs res t and the being able to re s t (we say 
to be) res ting . And likew ise also as regards substances.
For we say Hermes to  be In the stone, and the h a lf  o f  
the lin e  ( to  be 1n the whole), and grain (to  be In the) 
no t ye t r ip e . And when I t  1s possible and when not* 
elsewhere one must define.

The cruc ia l phrase In th is  passage 1s 'o f  the previous modes o f 

say ing '. This phrase re fers back to  the three other ways o f  using the 

verb 'to  b e '. Whereas the f i r s t *  second, and th ird  senses o f 'to  be* 

are Independent* the fou rth  sense o f  'to  be' 1s simply two ways in 

which the other three senses can be said. In o ther words, A r is to t le  

does not consider th is  fourth  sense coordinate w ith the other three but 

ra ther simply our a b i l i t y  to use the other three senses o f 'to  be' not 

merely according to what is  actual but also according to what is  

p o te n tia l. I f  my analysis o f  the f i r s t  three senses o f  'to  be' is  

co rre c t, what A r is to t le  is  asserting is  tha t we can use the verb 'to  

be' o r i t s  cognates in  the three schemata (1) 'A 1s (acc iden ta lly ) B ',

(2) 'A is  (e sse n tia lly ) B ',  and (3) ' I t  is  the case tha t A 1s B ',  not 

only when sentences o f these forms are ac tu a lly  true but also when they 

are p o te n tia lly  true .

In order to  show th a t th is  is  the correct reading le t  us simply 

run through A r is to t le 's  examples and show how they w i l l  f i t  my In te r ­

p re ta tion . A r is to t le 's  f i r s t  case concerns s igh t - the way In which 

we can use the verb 'to  be' and i t s  cognates to ind icate  both tha t which 

p o te n tia lly  sees and tha t which ac tu a lly  sees. Suppose we were c la s s i­

fy ing  things which possessed s ig h t and things which did not and we came
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to  consider a new bom puppy o r k it te n  which has not ye t opened I ts  

eyes. We could qu ite  s tra igh tfo rw a rd ly  say 'The puppy Is  s igh ted1 even 

though I t  does not now 1n fa c t see. Why? Because 1t p o te n tia lly  

sees, I . e . ,  I t  1s the s o rt o f  th ing  which 1s capable o f  seeing. On 

the other hand when we speak o f  mature dogs as sighted (e .g .,  'This 

dog Is  s ig h te d ') ,  we use the verb 'to  be' to  Ind icate tha t which is  1n 

fa c t actua l.

In the same way* a person who knows something (e .g .,  geometry) 

only possesses th is  knowledge in  the fu l le s t  sense when they are actua l­

ly  using th is  knowledge (e .g .,  a t those times when they are solving 

geometry problems). But c le a rly  a t a l l  times we can say o f such a 

person 'He 1s knowledgeable o f  geometry' because the person is  able to 

use th a t knowledge to solve geometry problems. Hence again we can use 

the verb 'to  be' o f th a t which 1s not y e t actua l.

S im ila r ly , we can use the verb 'to  be' to  speak o f some th ing 

which 1s not now resting  as res ting  because th a t th ing 1s p o te n tia lly  

res ting . Thus I can say o f  my automobile 'This 1s a res ting  o b je c t' 

even when my car is  1n fa c t 1n motion. Why? Because p o te n tia lly  i t  

could be brought to re s t. Contrast th is  to a discussion o f electrons 

(o r , fo r  A r is to t le ,  the heavenly spheres) which are constantly in 

motion and cannot be brought to  re s t. Hence you can not t ru ly  say 

'This e lectron (o r heavenly sphere) is  a t r e s t '.

Turning from a ttr ib u te s  o f  substances to substances themselves, 

suppose we were walking w ith  a scu lp tor through his studio which was 

f i l l e d  w ith unworked blocks o f marble. The person points f i r s t  to one 

b lock, saying 'This is  the Hermes' and then to another b lock, declaring
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'This 1s the A phrod ite '. What does he mean by these assertions? Sure­

ly  the various chunks o f  marble are not a t th is  moment the works he Is 

envision ing. Yet they are p o te n tia lly  these statues -  the scu lp to r 

Intends to make th is  piece In to  a statue o f  Hermes and th a t piece in to  

a statue o f  Aphrodite. Hence these blocks o f marble are not now 

statues o f Hermes and Aphrodite, but p o te n tia lly  they are.

A r is to t le 's  next example -  tha t h a lf  a lin e  1s p o te n tia lly  con­

tained In the whole l in e  -  1s somewhat unfortunate since, fo r  A r is to t le ,  

geometrical objects such as lin e s  are not substances. Whether we 

explain the example in terms o f the fa c t tha t even though geometrical 

objects are not substances they 1n some ways grammatically function 

lik e  substances or we fo llow  Ross and say 'The example Is a concession 

to Pythagorean and P laton ic views' the In te n t o f  the i l lu s t ra t io n  

is  c lear - namely the way 1n which a lin e  segment 1s p o te n tia lly  in  a 

l in e .  A r is to t le 's  concern is  tha t a geometer can speak o f  parts o f 

lines  which have not ye t been demarcated because they p o te n tia lly  can 

be demarcated (e .g .,  'This h a lf  o f  the l in e  1s twice as long as tha t 

l in e ') .

A r is to t le 's  f in a l example -  'The grain ( to  be 1n the) not ye t 

r ip e ' - re fe rs to  a case such as the fo llow ing : Suppose you were walk­

ing w ith  a farmer through his newly sown f ie ld s . Even though his seeds 

have not ye t even sprouted, he says 'This f ie ld  is  f i l l e d  w ith  com ' 

and 'That f ie ld  is  f i l l e d  w ith  le t tu c e '.  At th is  time these ju s t-p la n t­

ed f ie ld s  are not com o r le ttu ce  since to  be com is  to be a certa in

lOORoss, Metaphysics Vol. I ,  p. 309.
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so rt o f  a p la n t, so many fe e t h igh, w ith  ears, e tc . and to be le ttu ce  

1s to  be a certa in  so rt o f  green, le a fy  vegetable, e tc . and th is  

farm er's f ie ld s  simply do not now contain such p lan ts. However, 

p o te n tia lly  th is  f ie ld  contains com and th a t one contains le ttu ce  and 

hence we can use the verb 'to  be' and I ts  cognates to Ind icate  what Is 

not now actual but 1s Instead merely p o te n tia l. Thus, everyone would 

understand such sentences as being about what Is not now but hopefu lly 

w i l l  be in  the fu tu re .

Not merely does the s im p lic ity  o f  my In te rp re ta tio n  and the ease 

w ith  which i t  f i t s  the te x t o f  1017a35-b9 s trong ly  favor reading the 

fourth  sense ofTkJfc in  the manner th a t I .suggest but two features o f 

the Greek te x t also support my reading. The f i r s t  is  the occurrence 

o f the ad jective  p*»T«v ( 's ta te d ' o r 'spoken') 1n b1 and I ts  adverb

1n b3 . ^  These terms Ind icate  th a t ra the r than being concerned 

about actual and po ten tia l being, where 'be ing ' is  understood e ith e r 

as some so rt o f  th ing  o r as a way o f designating everything th a t e x is ts , 

A r is to t le 's  emphasis 1s l in g u is t ic  and on what we say. The second is  

A r is to t le 's  f in a l sentence where he points put th a t he has not y e t said 

when something is  possible and when 1 t is  not and th a t he w i l l  do th is  

elsewhere (namely in Metaphysics IX . i - ix ) .  But i f  we read 'be ing ' as 

a general way o f ta lk in g  about everything which is ,  we w i l l  be unable 

to  d is tingu ish  a discussion o f "9* and xZ £ « « « from

a discussion o f a c tu a lity  and p o te n tia lity  neat. Since I t  is  c lear

^R e a d in g  w ith mss. EJP against Ross' adoption o f the reading o f 
A ,  Alexander, and Asclepius.
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tha t in  a35-b8 he has been ta lk in g  about a c tu a lity  and p o te n tia lity *  

the obvious move 1s to argue th a t A r is to t le  has not been concerned w ith  

a c tu a lity  and p o te n t ia li ty  per se but ra the r the a c tu a lity  and poten­

t i a l i t y  o f  something, reading c le a r ly  f i t s  th is  requirement.

In h is discussion o f  1017a35-b9 De R ijk  attacks the In te rp re ta ­

tio n  o f  the fou rth  sense o f  the verb 'to  be* as the use o f  the other 

three senses o f 'to  be' according to what 1s actual and according to 

what 1s p o te n tia l. He does th is  fo r  two reasons. F ir s t ,  he claims 

th a t the d is tin c tio n  would be Inapp licab le to the th ird  sense o f  'to  

b e ', v iz . 'to  be' as true  and 'n o t to  be' as fa lse . Second, he alleges 

th a t Metaphysics IX .x , where A r is to t le  o ffe rs  the same three senses o f 

t i e v  as the second, th ir d ,  and fou rth  senses o f  Metaphysics V .v i i ,  

confirms his suspicions. According to  De R ijk ,  ra the r than describ ing 

the use o f 'to  be' according to what is  actual and according to  what 

1s po ten tia l 1n terms o f 'to  be' used according to what 1s acc identa l, 

'to  be* used according to what 1s e sse n tia l, and 'to  be' as true (as 

Metaphysics V .v ii seems to  do), Metaphysics IX .x seems to  describe the 

use o f  'to  be' according to  what 1s actual and according to what is  

po ten tia l so le ly  in  terms o f  the use o f 'to  be' according to what is  

essen tia l. As De R ijk  puts his case:

Prof. Ross (Metaph. I 309) suggests th a t th is  sense 
o f being (v iz . actual and po ten tia l being) covers the 
o thers, but I th ink  he is  mistaken. In the f i r s t  place 
1 t seems to be impossible th a t th is  sense o f being 
could be applicable to the d is tin c t io n  'being as t ru th ' 
and 'non-being as fa ls e ' qua t a i l s . Moreover the para l­
le l passage 610, 1051 a 34-b 2 puts 1 t beyond a l l  
question tha t the word *•«•««■»* (b l)  only re fe rs to the 
cateqories, fo r  in  tha t passage the d is tin c t io n  'being 
as tru th ' and 'not-being as fa ls e ' is  only mentioned
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a f t e r w a r d s

De R ijk  then quotes Ross' own tra n s la tio n  o f  1051a34-^2:

The terms 'be ing ' and 'non-be1ng' are employed f i r s t l y  
w ith  reference to  the categories, and second w ith  re f­
erence to the potency or a c tu a lity  o f these o r th e ir  
non-potency or n o n -a c tu a lity , and tETrdly in  the sense 
o f  true and fa ls e . . .

Concerning the In a p p lic a b ility  o f  applying the use o f 'to  be' 

according to  what 1s actual and according to  what 1s po ten tia l to  the 

sense o f 'to  be' as true and 'no t to  be' as fa ls e , De R1jk 1s simply 

mistaken. Reading the th ird  sense o f 'to  be' 1n the way 1n which I did 

1n the la s t section , we c le a r ly  can use th a t sense o f 'to  be' not only 

o f  what 1s ac tu a lly  true now but also o f  what 1s p o te n tia lly  true . 

Ceteris paribus the same po in t applies fo r  the use o f 'n o t to be' as 

fa lse .

In order to  show th is ,  le t  us simply modify Example I o f  the la s t 

section. Instead o f arguing about whether the Yankees d id  w in, le t  the 

present top ic  o f  dispute be whether the Yankees w i l l  win.

A: 'The Yankees w i l l  w in .'

B: 'The Yankees w i l l  not w in .'

A: ' I t  Is  true tha t the Yankees w i l l  w in .1

B: ' I t  Is  not true th a t the Yankees w i l l  w in . '

A: ' I t  is  tru e ! '

102De R ijk , The Place o f the Categories o f Being in A r is to t le 's  
Philosophy, p. 54.
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B: ' I t  Is not tru e !1

A: ' I t  I s ! ! '

B: ' I t  Is n o t ! ! ! '

What 1s being affirm ed by A and denied by B is  something which has not 

y e t occurred. I t  1s only p o te n tia lly  the case tha t the Yankees w i l l  win 

or tha t they w i l l  lose. And ye t c le a r ly  both A and B are using the same 

sense o f  ' t o  be' as we discussed 1n the previous section, only th is  time 

the verb 'to  be' Is being used to  ind ica te  the tru th  o r fa ls i t y  o f  tha t 

which 1s po ten tia l whereas 1n our e a r lie r  use o f  th is  example 1 t was 

being used to  Ind icate the tru th  o r fa ls i ty  o f  th a t which 1s a c t u a l . ^

De R ljk 's  second objection also fa l ls :  I t  would appear th a t 1n

Metaphysics IX .x the reason why the use o f 'to  be' as true follows 

ra ther than precedes the use o f  'to  be' according to  what 1s po ten tia l 

and according to what 1s actual can probably be explained simply on 

s t y l is t ic  grounds. Metaphysics IX .x 1s a discussion o f 'to  be' as true 

and 'n o t to be' as fa lse . A r is to t le  has a lte red  the order o f  presenta­

tio n  from the one he used 1n Metaphysics V .v ii in order to  fa c i l i ta te  

moving from the enumeration o f the senses o f &  to the main subject 

matter o f  Metaphysics IX .x - the change o f order does not i t s e l f  

Ind ica te  th a t and mean something other

than what I have already ind icated. Furthermore the p lu ra l gen itive  

demonstrative ( 'o f  these ') need not have the reference De R ijk

lO^By the appropriate simple m od ifica tions, the second example o f 
the previous section could also be used to  i l lu s t r a te  the use o f 'to  be' 
as p o te n tia lly  true .
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alleges. A more l i t e r a l  tran s la tio n  than Ross' would be:

But since 'be ing ' and 'not-be1ng' are said on 
the one hand according to the figures o f  predica­
t io n ,  and again according to the p o te n t ia lity  and 
a c tu a lity  o f these [«•**«»« ]  o r the con tra ries , and 
again as true o r fa ls e . . .

De R1jk reads TowTttM as re fe rr in g  to  'the  figu res o f  p red ica tion ' and 

hence only to*** However, i t  can ju s t  as well be taken as

re fe rr in g  back to  ft* and ( 'b e in g ' and 'n o t-b e in g ') in

which case th is  passage could y ie ld  the same sense as I read 1n 1017a 

35-b9. Hence ne ithe r o f  De R ijk 's  points provides any grounds fo r  

re je c tin g  n\y in te rp re ta tio n  o f 1017a35-b9.

The semantic ru le  fo r  th is  fou rth  sense o f  f t  was provided in 

the opening sentence o f th is  section , 1n 1017a35-b2:

'To be' means {what 1s> stated as po ten tia l {according to> 
the previous {modes o f )  saying 'to  be*

'To be' means {what 1s> stated as actual {according to )  the 
previous {modes o f^  saying 'to  be'

In conclusion -  1n th is  section I have argued tha t the fourth  sense 

o f  the verb 'to  be' which A r is to t le  presents 1n Metaphysics V.v11 is  not 

so much a separate sense o f the verb 'to  be1 as i t  1s the saying o f the 

other three senses both according to what is  ac tu a lly  the case and 

according to what is  p o te n tia lly  the case. As I have shown, in  modern 

English we 1n fa c t use the verb 'to  be' and i t s  cognates 1n a manner 

p e rfe c tly  comparable to the sense A r is to t le  discusses in  1017a35-b9.



APPENDIX

On the Meaning o f « *t& «r«|4^^%Msand majB'aSto

In th is  appendix I w i l l  examine three passages - Posterior Analyt­

ics  I . l v ,  Metaphysics V.xv111, and Metaphysics V.xxx -  1n which 

A r is to t le  discusses the meaning o f the terms h***  ('acciden­

t a l l y '  o r 'according to  accident' o r more l i t e r a l ly :  'according to what

Is happening') and ( 'e s s e n t ia lly ' o r 'according to essence' o r

more l i t e r a l ly :  'according to  I t s e l f ' ) ,  and more p a r t ic u la r ly ,  the

meaning o f Sw ifiU w  ( ' t o  belong to a cc id e n ta lly ')  and

Htd'aSrl ( ' t o  belong to  e s s e n t ia lly ') .  Though 1n no way do I

consider th is  appendix a comprehensive treatment o f  these d is tin c tio n s , 

1 t w i l l  provide some Illu m in a tio n  o f my In te rp re ta tio n  o f the

d is tin c t io n  o f  Metaphysics V .v ii.  Whereas I believe

th a t the three passages I am about to discuss are in  fa c t representative 

o f A r is to t le 's  views, to  defend th is  pos ition would demand a much more 

extensive discussion. However, even should these passages not be ty p i­

cal o f  A r is to t le 's  use o f  the terms ««▼« and t» , i t  is

s t i l l  the case tha t since each passage figured prominently in  my analy­

s is  o f  Metaphysics V .v i i ,  I c le a rly  owe the reader some account o f  these 

three te x ts .

As should be obvious from Chapter Four, considerable l ig h t  can be 

shed on the meaning o f by an examination o f the meaning

o f e ith e r  the technical term alone or the expression

228
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w*«£fiUiv. Unfortunately the importance o f th is  in q u iry  to  the stu<j|y 

o f  Metaphysics V .v ii has generally been overlooked. The three major 

texts w ith  which I w i l l  deal are: (1) P osterior Analytics I.1 v  (In

which A r is to t le  discusses the various meanings o f  the term tMtfV&vo 

(2) Metaphysics V .x y ii i (the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f 

and (3) Metaphysics V.xxx (the "d ic tio n a ry " discussion o f



I

One o f the most extensive discussions o f  the meaning o f

occurs 1n P osterior Analytics I.1 v . As I  have alreac(y noted 

1n Chapter Four, since fo r  A r is to t le  the use o f the verb ( ' t o

hold good o f ' o r 'to  belong to ')  p a ra lle ls  the use o f the verb 

( ' t o  b e ') ,  understanding the meaning o f  the phrase w & n tw l  m f*M »w 1l1  

c la r i fy  the meaning o f t *  S* «*CP«St4. In th is  chapter A r is to t le  

attempts to c la r i fy  the meanings o f  several terms which are cruc ia l in  

h is account o f  « irM r«4 jpn ('sc ien tific  knowledge'). In p a r t ic u la r , he 

attempts to  define what we mean by these terms: (1)h«*& *«»<««« ('accord­

ing to a l l ' ) ,  (2)i»*«l,« iW  ('according to essence'), and (3)%*«QoAow 

( 'u n iv e rs a l' o f l i t e r a l l y ,  'according to  the w ho le ').

Concerning the f i r s t  term -  w i  iM « u j - A r is to t le  te l ls  us in 

73a28-34 tha t by th is  we mean what Is always predicated o f  a l l In d iv id ­

uals o f  a certa in  s o rt. Thus 1 f x-j and Xg are both Ind iv idua ls  o f a 

given k ind , should F be said o f xi and not o f  X£ or should F be said o f 

Xj a t some time t j  but not a t some other time tg , F w i l l  not be said 

according to a l l x 's .  A r is to t le  defends h is d e fin it io n  o f 

by noting tha t when we seek to show tha t a predication 1s not 

vtamto% we do so by attempting to fin d  e ith e r a s ing le  Ind iv idua l to  which 

the predicate does not apply o r a s ing le  time a t which the predicate 

does not apply.

Given th is  d e fin it io n  o f m » t« i I t  is  c lear tha t A r is to t le

wishes a l l universal a ffirm a tive  propositions to be propositions which

are tw Jt Thus i t  is  ir re le v a n t whether or not the proposition

Involves pred icating a property, a genus, a d if fe re n t ia ,  o r the d e f ln l-
230
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tlo n  o f  the subject -  what 1s Important Is tha t the predicate applies 

to  a l l  Instances o f the subject. To be s p e c if ic , propositions such 

as 'A l l  human beings are an im als ', 'A ll human beings are ra t io n a l1, 

and 'A ll human beings are capable o f  becoming cu ltu red ' are 

even though 1n the f i r s t  two cases the predicates belong *ftflU$Te(in 

the sense A r is to t le  describes in  73a34-37), while 1n the remaining case 

the predicates do not.

In 73a34-l)24 A r is to t le  ana1y2es the meaning o f  the term »wi0\w»o. 

His treatment distinguishes four d if fe re n t senses o f  th is  term, o f  

which only the f i r s t  two prove to be re levant to h is account o f  

tK u rc iyv ii. I t  1s these f i r s t  two senses o f*A 0*& ro , senses which 

A r is to t le  exp licates 1n terms o f certa in  things belonging to  certa in  

o ther th ings , tha t make th is  discussion re levant to the In te rp re ta tion  

o f v * « r

A r is to t le 's  f i r s t  sense o f 1s the sense in which the

essentia l parts o f a th ing  belong to th a t th in g , namely by being parts 

o f  the d e fin it io n  o f  th a t th in g . In 73a34-37 he w rites

By 'according to  essences' { i  mean> as many as belong 
in the what-1s [xt earn ; less l i t e r a l ly :  'essence '].
For example, a lin e  to a tr ia n g le  and a po in t to a l in e .
For the essence [•&•£<] o f  these is  (composed) out o f  
these, and i t  Inheres 1n the formula which states the 
what-1s [x£«r%«.].

In order to  understand A r is to t le 's  po in t we should focus on his 

d e fin it io n  o f th is  f i r s t  sense o f Srw^nvbefore considering

his two examples. A r is to t le 's  po in t is  tha t i f  some th ing  Inheres in 

the formula o f  the essence, th a t th ing  belongs wa0 «S > *£ . Now since
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A ris to te lia n  d e fin itio n s  consis t o f  the proximate genus and the 

d if fe re n t ia ,  th is  seems to Imply th a t by Inhering In the de fin ing 

formula A r is to t le  means e ith e r  the genus o r the d if fe re n t ia .  Such a 

reading would involve Id e n tify in g  belonging w ith  being pred i­

cated twCfcote.

U nfortunate ly, as A r is to t le 's  two examples show, no such Id e n t i f i ­

cation 1s adequate. Thus A r is to t le 's  two examples show, no such 

Id e n tif ic a tio n  1s adequate. Thus A r is to t le  w rites  tha t the reason why 

a lin e  belongs to a tr ia n g le  and a po in t belongs to a

lin e  Is  th a t the de fin ing formulae o f  't r ia n g le ' and ' l in e '  contain the 

terms ' l in e '  and 'p o in t '.  Thus, i f  the d e fin it io n  o f  't r ia n g le ' were 

'a  plane figu re  bounded by three s tra ig h t l in e s ',  l in e  would belong to 

tr ia n g le  in  v ir tu e  o f  ' l in e '  being a p a rt o f  the de fin ing  formula o f 

' t r ia n g le '.  What refutes the fa c ile  id e n tif ic a t io n  in  the previous 

paragraph o f belonging w ith  predication is  tha t the

predications 'A tr ia n g le  1s a l in e ' and 'A lin e  is  a p o in t' are fa lse . 

'L in e ' and 'p o in t ' cannot be t r u ly  predicated o f 't r ia n g le ' and 

' l in e '  respective ly . Rather they are components o r constituents.

However, no major d i f f ic u l t ie s  w ith  th is  passage need emerge so 

long as we bear in  mind the fa c t tha t the d is tingu ish ing  feature o f 

belonging was not X being t ru ly  predicated o f Y but ra ther X

inhering in the d e fin it io n  o f  Y. Thus certa in  components o f the 

d e fin it io n  o f Y w i l l  belong to Y even though they are not t r u ly

predicable o f Y. Hence nothing prevents us, in  fa c t the d e fin it io n  o f 

vw«fK««y obviously allows us, to say th a t the genus and the 

d iffe re n tia  both b e l o n g t o  the subject since both the genus and
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the d if fe re n tia  Inhere 1n the d e fin it io n . One can even say th a t the 

combination o f both the genus and the d iffe re n tia  belongs m AVS™ to 

the subject since there 1s the c le a r, though admittedly curious, sense 

1n which the d e fin it io n  inheres 1n I t s e l f .

However, the re la tionsh ip  o f the genus, the d if fe re n t ia ,  and the 

d e f in it io n  to the subject 1s d if fe re n t from the re la tionsh ip  o f  other 

components in  the d e fin it io n  to the subject. Whereas other components 

1n the d e fin it io n  o f the subject are not t ru ly  predlcable o f the sub­

je c t ,  the d e f in it io n , the genus, and the d iffe re n tia  are t r u ly  p red i­

c a te  o f the subject.

To i l lu s t r a te ,  1 f we allow 'a plane figu re  bounded by three 

s tra ig h t lin e s ' to  be the d e fin it io n  o f ' t r ia n g le ',  we can then say 

l in e ,  plane, and figu re  a l l belong nHfiP**** to  a tr ia n g le . However, 

'plane f ig u re ' 1s the genus o f 't r ia n g le ' and 'being bounded by three 

s tra ig h t lin e s ' 1s one o f the d if fe re n tia  o f  tha t genus. Thus, even

though we cannot t ru ly  say 'A tr ia n g le  1s a l i n e ' ,  we can go on and

say 'A tr ia n g le  Is. a plane f ig u re ' or 'A tr ia n g le  Is. a plane fig u re  

bounded by three s tra ig h t lin e s ' because a tr ia n g le  Is. i t s  genus, I ts  

d if fe re n t ia ,  and i t s  d e fin it io n  but is. not a l in e . Thus these sorts o f 

predications w i l l  form a subclass o f these things which belong wntfwSro.

The second sense o f  which A r is to t le  l i s t s  is  th a t whereby

we say th a t X belongs *u»«M&ro to Y in  v ir tu e  o f Y's being Included in 

the d e fin it io n  o f X. In 73a37-^3 A r is to t le  w rites

And to  those o f the things belonging to these, where
these inhere in  the formula making evident the what-
1s |?l %•**.]. For example, the s tra ig h t and the curved 
belongs to l in e ,  and the odd and even, the prime and
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compound, and square and oblong to number. And to 
each o f these, on the one hand lin e  and on the other 
hand number, inheres 1n the formula which states the 
what-Is [x t

In th is  second sense o f A r is to t le  Is not focusing

on something which Inheres 1n the d e fin it io n  belonging to the th ing 

being defined, but ra ther the fa c t tha t the th ing  being defined has 

inhering in i t s  d e fin it io n  tha t to which i t  belongs. In v ir tu e  o f  th is  

curious re la tionsh ip  i t  becomes Impossible fo r  tha t which Is being 

defined to  belong to  anything else.

Consider A r is to t le 's  examples. The reason why being s tra ig h t and 

being curved belong »«*•*$*• to lin e  is  not th a t the d e fin it io n  o f 

' l in e '  Includes the term 's t ra ig h t ' o r the term 'curved' but ra the r th a t 

when we define being s tra ig h t we must make reference to line s  by saying 

th a t 1 t is  an a ttr ib u te  belonging to lin e s  o f  a certa in  s o r t ,  namely 

those which are the shortest lin e  between 'curved' belonging to ' l in e ' .  

For the a ttr ib u te s  o f numbers, we can draw the same conclusion as made 

In the case o f lines  - the d e fin itio n s  o f  'odd' and 'eve n ', 'prim e' 

and 'compound' ( I . e . ,  not prime but the product o f  two other numbers 

ne ithe r o f  which is  the number one), and 'square' and 'oblong' ( I . e . ,  

being the product o f  some in teger m u ltip lie d  by i t s e l f  and being the 

product o f  some in teger m u ltip lie d  by a d iffe re n t in teger) a l l  contain 

the term 'number'.

Though the examples which A r is to t le  o ffe rs  fo r  the second use o f 

are a ll p a irs , th is  sense o f  the term applies equally 

well to groups o f three -  to use Ross' example, e q u ila te ra l, isoce les, 

and scalene belonging to tr ia n g le  - o r o f  some la rge r number. The only
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th ing which 1s important is  th a t what belongs contains in I ts  d e f in i­

tio n  th a t to which 1t belongsJ

I t  1s by no means coincidental tha t a ttr ib u te s  which belong 

in  th is  second sense occur in pa irs (o r tr ia d s  or . . . ) .  In 

fa c t ,  la te r  in  th is  same chapter A r is to t le  shows why they occur in  th is  

way. A t the close o f  h is discussion o f the meaning o f  

a t 73^19-22 A r is to t le  points out tha t i t  1s a consequence o f the way in 

which a ttr ib u te s  o f the s o rt being discussed re la te  to the genus o f  the 

sub ject. A fte r  describ ing s tra ig h t and curved as opposites belonging to 

lines  and odd and even as opposites belonging to numbers, he w rites

For the contrary 1s e ith e r  a p riva tio n  o r a contra­
d ic to ry  1n the same genus. For example, the non-odd 
1n nunber is  even since i t  fo llow s. Thus I f  i t  1s 
necessary to  e ith e r a ffirm  o r deny, i t  Is  also nec­
essary fo r  the essentia ls to  belong.

I t  Is In v ir tu e  o f  the fa c t th a t these a ttr ib u te s  belong to the 

genus o f  the subject tha t there must be e ith e r a p riva tio n  o f  the 

a ttr ib u te  o r a contrary o f the a ttr ib u te  In the same genus. Should i t  

be the case th a t the a ttr ib u te  w i l l  be coextensive w ith  the genus, 

then the a ttr ib u te  w i l l  re a d ily  belong to the subject in  v ir tu e  o f the 

genus.

There is  an important consequence o f th is  explanation o f the second 

sense o f wafiiVW vw&fMtwf - namely tha t anything which belongs essen­

t i a l l y  to some other th ing in  th is  second sense is  predicable o f  th a t

1 Ross, A r is to t le 's  P rio r and Posterior A n a ly tics , p. 519.
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to which i t  belongs. In other words, should X belong imOVimto to Y in  

th is  second sense, Y does not merely Inhere in  the d e fin it io n  o f  X but 

we can also say, using the '1s ' o f p red ica tion , tha t 'That which is  X 

1s Y' o r , more sim ply, th a t 'The Y is  X '. The reason fo r  th is  stems 

from the fa c t th a t every member o f the genus must possess one o f  the 

p a ir  (o r t r ia d  o r . . . )  o f  opposites in v ir tu e  o f  I ts  being a member o f 

the genus. In other words, being a member o f the genus X (say lin e )  

Implies being e ith e r Y o r Z (say s tra ig h t o r curved). Since the genus 

1s predicable o f  the Ind iv idua l and since such opposites belong to the 

ind iv idua l in v ir tu e  o f th e ir  belonging to the genus, such opposites 

w i l l  also be predicable o f the Ind iv id ua l.

A r is to t le  makes i t  c lear in  several places tha t these f i r s t  two 

senses o f  the sense 1n which the parts o f  the d e fin it io n

o f a th ing  belongs to th a t th ing and the sense 1n which a th ing cannot 

be defined w ithout re fe rr in g  to what i t  belongs - to  be the only s ig n if­

ica n t ones fo r  his account o f  lir ta rU ie i In fa c t,  nowhere else in

Posterior Analytics does A r is to t le  even mention the th ird  and fourth

senses o f a l l la te r  references being to the f i r s t  and

second meanings. Two passages which ind ica te  the s ign ificance  o f  the 

two already discussed meanings o f occur in  the

immediate context o f  Posterior Analytics I . i v .

The f i r s t  such passage is  a short summary occurring a fte r  the 

presentation o f the second meaning o f m*9 V !syo wWfX**. That A r is to t le

o ffe rs  such a summary before even mentioning the remaining two senses 

indicates the importance he attaches to  the ones he has already discuss­

ed. In 73^3-5 A r is to t le  w rites
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And likew ise as regards other cases, I say such things 
(belong) to one another according to essences 
But as many as belong 1n ne ithe r way are accidents 
[•wfAOtpnwov*]. For example, the cultured or white 
(belonging) to an animal.

That th is  whole remark concerns both the f i r s t  and second senses o f  

wtfcVwvo follows from his speaking 1n b4 o f *1n ne ithe r way*.

In passing I t  pays to note th a t th is  passage Is A r is to t le 's  f i r s t  men­

tio n  o f  According to  b4-5 , i f  X does not belong to  Y in

e ith e r  o f the two senses already discussed, X 1s an accident o f  Y. Thus 

'cu ltu re d ' and 'w h ite ' are «wf*$«$vi'£»tof animal.

The second Ind ica tion  o f the Importance attached to  the f i r s t  two 

senses o f SnifXtw  Is more c le a r. Occurring a fte r  the treatment

o f the remaining uses, A r is to t le  adds

Therefore statements concerning unqualified objects 
o f  s c ie n t if ic  knowledge are according to essences 
when the things being predicated Inhere ( in  th e ir  
sub jec t's  def1nit1on> o r 1 t 1s through these [ i . e . ,  
the sub jects] tha t the things being predicated Inhere. 
For I t  Is  not possible not to belong e ith e r unquali­
f ie d ly  o r as opposites.2

The f i r s t  manner in which such s c ie n t if ic  statements can be made to 

corresponds to the f i r s t  sense o f w hile  the a lte rn a tive

way corresponds to  the second meaning o f

Returning to the remaining senses o f  I t  1s c lear

th a t since only the f i r s t  two senses are important in  imorcnfoi tha t 

A r is to t le  l is t s  a th ird  sense which concerns the manner 1n which items

^Posterior Analytics I . i v  73b16-19.
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1n the nine non-o&m *  categories depend upon Items In the category o f 

and a fou rth  sense which concerns the re la tio n  o f  two events 

so le ly  fo r  the sake o f completeness.

With regard to  the th ird  sense o f in  73b5-10

A r is to t le  w rites

Again what 1s not said o f  a subject ]
o ther than i t s e l f .  For the walking being something
d if fe re n t from what 1s walking and the white <be1ng 
something d iffe re n t from what is> w hite. But 
and as many as Ind icate  an Ind iv idua l [«& • ««.] are 
not something else but are ju s t  what they are. Indeed,
I  say those which are not o f  a subject [pw wwCPwevwi^wmw] 
are according to themselves ]  w hile  those which
are o f a subject are accidents

In order to see the d iffe rence between th is  th ird  sense and I ts  

predecessors i t  is  only necessary to po in t out tha t whereas the f i r s t

two meanings concerned the re la tionsh ips between two terms, one belong­

ing 1n a certa in  way to  the o the r, the present passage deals w ith  

Iso la ted  terms. A r is to t le 's  po in t is  tha t whenever we take an Item, 

say F, 1n one o f  the non-o&crui categories we must say th a t th a t which 

is  F 1s d if fe re n t from F - th a t being F can only be true o f something 

which is  an o4crC+. However, should we take an Item from the category 

o f ouotm, say G, we can say tha t th a t which is  G is  G. Thus there is  

a c lea r sense In which ow«rC« terms are said according to themselves 

while non-o«*&terms ju s t  happen to another. This d is t in c t io n ,  th a t 

between the category o f and the accidental categories, 1s re a lly

a d if fe re n t way o f pu tting  the same po in t th a t in  Metaphysics IV .1 i 

becomes the assertion tha t a ll statements o f t4 S i are sa1d-w*i* •3 «uw .

A r is to t le 's  descrip tion o f  the remaining sense o f
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And again another manner Is ,  on the one hand, what 
belongs to  each th ing  through I t s e l f  1s e sse n tia l, 
while on the other hand Iw hat does not belong to 
each th1ng> through i t s e l f  1s accidental. For 
example, 1 f while walking 1 t ligh tened, 1 t 1s acci­
dental since i t  1s not through walking th a t 1 t l ig h t ­
ened but we say th is  happened. But 1 f through I t ­
s e l f ,  then i t  1s essen tia l. For example I f  an 
animal while being slaughtered died and as a re s u lt o f 
the s laughtering , th a t is  through i t s  being slaughtered. 
But through I ts  being slaughtered i t  did not ju s t  
happen to  d ie. (73b10-16)

A r is to t le 's  concern Is over connections between two events. For certa in  

events we say th a t one occurred through the o ther while fo r  other events 

we say th a t one simply happened a fte r  the other. A r is to t le 's  d is t in c ­

tion  1s tha t between one event being the re s u lt o f  the other event and 

I ts  simply being a coincidence th a t the two events occur together. When 

we have a proper connection between two events we can say tha t the one 

belongs «*&«%»«• to  the other w hile 1n those cases where there is  no such 

lin k  we say th a t i t  was merely a coincidence th a t the second event f o l ­

lowed the f i r s t .

At th is  p o in t, before examining the other te x ts , perhaps i t  1s ap­

propria te  to  ask what l ig h t  A r is to t le 's  discussion o f the meaning o f

and has shed on the meaning

o f t& £* and S* . I t  almost goes w ithout

saying tha t the th ird  and fourth  senses o f and th e ir  correspond­

ing senses o f * * * •  are Irre le va n t to  Metaphysics V .v ii 1017a

7-30. Not only does the fa c t th a t 73b5-10 concerns s ing le  Iso la ted 

terms and 73b10-16 concerns events m itiga te  against th e ir  being re la ted
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to a discussion o f the re la tio n  between two terms, but there 1s the even 

more te l l in g  ob jection th a t 1 t 1s impossible to  reconcile  these two 

senses o f  tnv ifX ** to what A r is to t le  says concerning t£ S*

•wrfVwri.
I t  w i l l  be reca lled th a t I  have already pointed out th a t A r is to t le  

says 1n 1017a23-24 th a t t o w  can be said In as many ways as

there are categories. But the th ird  sense o f  can only

be t r u ly  said o f terms from the category o f and tha t a l l non-o3«r&i

category terms are in  th is  sense accidental. In the case o f  the fourth  

sense o f  1 t Is not even c lear how th is  usage which

concerns re la tio ns  between events Is  to be re la ted  to  the categories. 

Hence le t  us consider the re la tio n  o f  the f i r s t  two senses o f 

to r i iwO\mto.

Again, I t  w i l l  be reca lled tha t pa rt o f  what I n i t i a l l y  led to the 

present in qu iry  was the claim tha t ♦mmu. and S-rcmfX+K* have the same 

fo rce , o r ,  as Klrwan puts i t ,  tha t uTO ftaw  Is the 'techn ica l counter­

p a rt ' o f« & « b .3  in order to  d isp lay the relevance o f  the discussion o f

to ■» ov we must rea lize  th a t and

do not have the same force 1n a l l contexts and th a t 

whereas a ll copulative use o f 'to  be' can be expressed 

1n terms o f the verb 'to  belong' there are certa in  uses o f 'to  belong' 

which are inappropria te ly  expressed 1n terms o f the copula 'to  be '.

More p a r t i c u l a r l y , c a n  express not only the belonging o f a 

predicate to i t s  subject but also the belonging o f a constituent to a

^Klrwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 141.
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whole. However, as we have already noted, the meaning o f  ▼£ &

re s tr ic te d  to 'to  be1 when used In propositions. Hence 

these wider uses o f  t n i f t tm  where i t  expresses being a constituent o f  

ra ther than being predicated o f are Irre le v a n t to  our understanding 

Metaphysics V.v11. But as regards the remaining narrower use o f 

uw itfttw  where I t  expresses being predicated o f,  where In o ther words 

I t  t ru ly  1s the technical counterpart o f  e , we w i l l  have an e lu c i­

dating p a ra lle l.  To put th is  whole paragraph s u c c ln tly , not a l l  uses 

o f  w i l l  be re levant to understand t-o &  but only those

where X belonging to  Y can be expressed as X 1s predicated o f Y.

Now 1n the discussion o f the f i r s t  sense o f w*€P«ri»Te S ic if iM iit  

has already been pointed out th a t by de fin ing  th is  sense as merely being 

th a t which inheres In the d e fin it io n  o f  the th ing  A r is to t le  has covered 

both the predicates and the constituents o f a th ing . I f  we recognize 

th a t the constituents are Irre le va n t to the discussion o f  * tv« i we are 

le f t  to  conclude th a t those things which A r is to t le  says belong 

are also those things which are said to be tw tfV iro -  and th is  im plies 

th a t t&  &  mO^MTo is  the predication o f  those things which inhere in 

the d e fin it io n  not merely as constituents o f the d e fin it io n  but ra ther 

as predlcable constituents o f the d e f in it io n . Since these predicable 

constituents o f the d e fin it io n  were the genus, the d if fe re n t ia ,  and the 

d e fin it io n  o f the sub ject, we can say th a t whenever a statement’ s 

predicate 1s the genus, the d if fe re n tia ,  o r the d e fin it io n  o f the s ta te ­

ment's sub ject, tha t statement is  the assertion o f .

In the case o f the second sense o f $<n«fX*«v1t has already

been noted th a t what A r is to t le  is  here envisioning must involve one
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th ing  being predicated o f  another. Not unlike the f i r s t  sense, 1n 

th is  second one o f  the p a ir  (o r t r ia d  o r . . . )  o f  opposites w i l l  have i ts  

appropriate genus predicated o f  1 t ,  I . e . ,  I f  we say th a t X (e .g ., 

being a lin e )  belongs to  Y (e .g .,  being s tra ig h t)  tha t Is equivalent to 

saying 'The s tra ig h t (th in g ) is  a l in e '.  Such a sentence is  curious 

1n th a t one o f the opposites belonging to  Ind iv idua ls  o f a genus 1s 

being predicated o f  the genus. I t  1s a reverse o f the normal order o f 

predication since the real lo g ica l subject o f  the sentence, 'H n e ',  is  

here being treated as the predicate. However, th is  Implies th a t the 

sentence 'The s tra ig h t ( th in g ) 1s a l in e ' Is  re a lly  equivalent to  the 

sentence 'The s tra ig h t lin e  is  a l in e ' - a sentence in which the p red i­

cate belongs to  the subject 1n the f i r s t  sense o f

u*£fX*«v. Thus there is  a curious way 1n which Instances o f th is  second 

type o f vtrifX*** can be reduced to  Instances o f the f i r s t  type

O f H»d*«uro Xfcttf .

To sum up -  a f te r  examining the various senses o f 

discussed in  P osterior Analytics I . i v  there 1s some suggestion tha t the 

tw ri •vfiptPvM t d is tin c tio n  in  Metaphysics V .v ii should be

understood as the d is tin c tio n  between the pred icate 's not inhering 1n 

the subject and the pred icate 's Inhering in the subject.
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Let us now turn to  A r is to t le 's  discussion o f the meaning o f 

1n Metaphysics V .x v l i i .  Not only w i l l  the treatment o f  these 

remarks complement A r is to t le 's  analysis o f Swfrs—  in  P osterior

Analytics 1.1 v but i t  also w i l l  provide the foundation fo r  the in te r ­

p re ta tion  o f Metaphysics V.xxx In Section I I I .

Metaphysics V .x v ii l  consists o f  an analysis o f  various meanings o f

the two t e r m s ( ' t hat  1n v irtu e  o f which' or 'th a t  by w hich ') and 

A fte r o ffe r in g  several senses o f A r is to t le  proceeds to

give f iv e  d iffe re n t ways in  which the term can be used. The

f i r s t  sense o f  given 1022*25-27, is  a d e fin it io n a l sense by

which we say tha t the d e fin it io n  o f a th ing  is  to  tha t th ing .

For one [th in g  which 1s] is  the -r i x i
«?v«i [the essence, o r more l i t e r a l ly :  'the  what i t  
was to b e ']  o f  each. For example, Call las is  
C a llia s , i . e . ,  the t  o f  CalHas.

In th is  sense o f the only th ing which is«*0K«wYoto any­

th ing else 1s the *r5 «£v«u. . Via th is  meaning, 'being a ra tiona l

animal' would be to  'man' since the former states the *1

(uMt, o f the la t te r .  However, since only the is

1n th is  sense, ne ithe r the parts o f the d e fin it io n  -  i . e . ,  the genus 

and the d iffe re n tia  -  nor what lo g ic a lly  follows from e ith e r the 

d e f in it io n  or i t s  parts w i l l  in th is  usage belong Hence In

th is  sense o f statements such as 'Man 1s ra t io n a l',  'Man Is an

animal1, and 'Man possesses ta c t i le  sense organs' (possessing ta c t i le

243
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sense organs being, fo r  A r is to t le ,  a necessary consequent o f  being an 

animal) w i l l  not be kx& w t*. Only the assertion o f  the d e f in it io n , 

th a t Is ,  the statement o f the r i  xL%n tS m i , w i l l  1n th is  sense o f 

constitu te  a assertion .^

The second sense o f **#»*«▼• which A r is to t le  o ffe rs  Is s im ila r  to  

the f i r s t  sense of*«®Nfr*i 1n P osterior Analytics I.1 v . In th is  la t te r  

passage, A r is to t le  defined X's belonging to Y as X's belonging 1n the 

what-1s, the x i  Urx*. , o f  Y. As I have already shown, such a d e fin it io n  

Implied th a t not only d id  th is  d e fin it io n  cover m & J M  predicates but 

constituents as w e ll. In p a r t ic u la r ,  1 t w i l l  be reca lled  tha t 

the examples given by A r is to t le  were nonpredlcable constituents, e .g .,  

' l in e '  to 't r ia n g le ' and 'p o in t ' to 'H n e '.  In Metaphysics V .x v il i  

A r is to t le  o ffe rs  us the same d e fin it io n  as In P osterior Analytics 

73*34-37. However In the Metaphysics, A r is to t le 's  example is  a 

predicate.

In 1022a27-29 A r is to t le  w rites

And one [meaning o f 1s] as many as belong
In the what-1s. For example, C a lllas 1s an animal 

since 'anim al' Inheres in  the formula; fo r  
C allias is  a certa in  animal.

** .* Any Impression to the contrary notw ithstanding, the phrase
ni» 4 does not commit A r is to t le  to the doctrine o f  Ind iv idua l
forms. As I understand the phrase, the "what i t  was to be" o f  C allias 
Is  x i 3 * ['w hat i t  was to be a man']. In other words,
CalHas' essence is  the essence o f a man. The consequence o f th is  Is o f 
course tha t a l l men possess the same essence, v iz . the essence o f  man. 
However, since being a man is  not to  be some general character but 
ra ther to  be a certa in s o rt o f  In d iv id u a l, we can preserve both A r is to t­
le 's  claim tha t a ll men possess the same essence and his claim th a t a l l 
men are numerically d is t in c t .  However, a f u l l  explanation o f how the 
theory o f ind iv idua l forms misunderstands A r is to t le 's  account o f 
substantia l form demands separate treatment.
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In h is commentary Ross remarks th a t the d iffe rence between the exam­

ples given 1n Posterior Analytics I . i v  and the example offered 1n 

Metaphysics V .x v ll i  shows th a t In the former passage what 1s ' . . . i n  

question are not the genus and d iffe re n tia e  but the sim pler e n t it ie s  

involved in  a complex e n t ity  (e .g .,  lin e  in tr ia n g le ) ' while 1n the 

la t te r  te x t the elements o f the essence are I ts  genus and i t s  d iffe re n ­

tia .®

However, the evidence fo r  th is  claim 1s Inadequate. Just as 1n 

the case o f  An. Post. 73*34-37, the examples o f nonpredicable anOVS-ro 

constituents d id  not show tha t a l l  th a t A r is to t le  intended by the f i r s t  

sense o f SmififeNwere nonpredicable vnftVJW constituents, so

the fa c t th a t in Metaphysics 1022a27-29 A r is to t le 's  example is  a pred­

ic a te  vn & J tri constituent does not show th a t he does not also Intend 

to  cover nonpredicable constituents. In both passages, the

d e fin it io n s  are the same and therefore 1n the absence o f contrary e v i­

dence (the fa c t o f A r is to t le 's  choosing an example o f  a certa in  so rt 

being p e rfe c tly  compatible w ith  my reading), we are forced to  conclude 

th a t in  both places A r is to t le  Intends the same th in g , i . e . ,  both pred­

ic a te  and nonpredicable constituents.

In passing, Kirwan's remark th a t these two senses o f 

'p a ra lle l P osterior Analytics I . i v  73b5-10' is  completely mistaken.6 

As I have already shown, P osterior Analytics 73b5-10 concerns the way 

in  which items in the nine non-olcru* categories can be said to be

®Ross, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, Vol. I ,  p. 334.

6K1rwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 168.
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accidental to items 1n the category o f «W 6 t. Nothing l ik e  tha t 1s at 

Issue 1n 1022a24-29. The f i r s t  sense o f «ia0V&t& in  Metaphysics V.xvi11 

1s completely contained w ith in  the second sense -  and th is  second sense 

o f tM & a & fiis  Iden tica l w ith  the sense given in  Posterior Analytics 

I.1 v  73a34-37.

The th ird  sense o f is  s im ila r  to the second sense o f

•  OTtSffewf given in  Posterior Analytics I . i v .  However, the man­

ner 1n which A r is to t le  puts his po in t In these two places d if fe rs  s ig ­

n if ic a n t ly .  Whereas the Posterior Analytics passage was re s tr ic te d  to 

those predicates which necessarily belonged to a certa in  sub jec t, in  

v ir tu e  o f the sub ject's  inhering in the d e fin it io n  o f  the pred icate , 

the present passage 1s expressed in terms o f primary rec ip ien ts .

In 1022a29-32 A r is to t le  w rites

And furthermore [something 1 s ** tf*5 to  ]  I f  i t  o r a 
certa in  one o f i t s  parts 1s the primary re c ip ie n t.
For example, a surface is  [1n v ir tu e  o f
I t s e l f ]  white and the man 1s«*V«»3*4 a liv e , since 
the sou l, which 1s the primary re c ip ie n t o f  l i f e ,  is  
a certa in  pa rt o f  a man.

This sense o f maO U M  is  the sense in  which X belongs to  Y when Y is

the primary re c ip ie n t o f X. Now i f  i t  were the case th a t one th ing

could have two o r more primary re c ip ie n ts , then the sense o f 

given 1n 1022a29-32 would in  fa c t be much broader than the sense o f 

given in  73a37-^3. In such a case, there would be a many-one 

ra ther than a one-one co rre la tion  between tha t which belongs and th a t 

to  which I t  p rim a rily  belongs.

However, A r is to t le  e x p l ic i t ly  believes tha t fo r  any X there 1s one
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and only one Y to  which 1 t p r im a rily  belongs. In Physics V II.1 v  248b 

21-249a3 In the course o f a discussion on the commensurablHty o f  

motion, A r is to t le  declares th a t

Can 1 t be th a t the Incommensurability o f  two things 
1n respect o f  any a ttr ib u te  1s due to a d iffe rence
1n th a t which 1s p rim a rily  capable o f  carrying the
a ttr ib u te ?  Thus horse and dog are so commensurable 
th a t we may say which 1s w h ite r, since tha t which 
p rim a rily  contains the whiteness Is the same 1n both, 
v iz .  the surface: and s im ila r ly  they are commensurable
1n respect to s ize . But water and speech are no t com*
mensurable in respect o f clearness, since tha t which
p rim a rily  contains the a ttr ib u te  is  d if fe re n t 1n the 
two cases. I t  would seem, however, th a t we must re­
je c t  th is  so lu tio n , since c le a r ly  we could thus make 
a l l  equivocal a ttr ib u te s  un1 vocal and say merely tha t 
which contains each o f them 1s d if fe re n t in  d i f fe r ­
en t cases: thus 'e q u a lity 1, 'sweetness', and 'w h ite ­
ness' w i l l  severa lly  always be the same, though tha t 
which contains them is  d if fe re n t 1n d if fe re n t cases. 
Moreover, I t  1s no t any casual th ing tha t 1s capable 
o f carrying any a ttr ib u te : each s ing le  a ttr ib u te  can
be carried p r im a rily  only by one s ing le  th in g .7

In other words, the only way In which a term can have two o r 

more prina ry  rec ip ien ts  is  i f  the term is.used efuuvupuus .

Should a term be used«wv«mŵ ums, then 1n I ts  applications the term w i l l  

always have a s ing le  primary re c ip ie n t. Thus when a term belongs

to I ts  primary re c ip ie n t o r to something which has as one o f 

I ts  parts the primary re c ip ie n t, 1 t w i l l  be the same as saying tha t 

the term cannot be defined w ithout making reference to I ts  primary 

re c ip ie n t. The primary re c ip ie n t w i l l  play th is  ro le  because 1t w i l l  

be the subject o f  which th is  term is  p rim a rily  said.

tra n s la te d  by R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye in  McKeon, The Basic 
Works o f A r is to t le , p. 350.
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Thus consider A r is to t le 's  own example o f  the th ird  sense o f

'W hite' 1s •wO'wSti to  'su rface ' because surface 1s the p r i ­

mary re c ip ie n t o f  white. When expressed 1n terms o f  An. Post. 73a37-b3 

th is  would be the assertion tha t we cannot define 'white* w ithout mak­

ing reference to  th a t to which i t  belongs, namely 's u rfa c e '. Another 

way o f pu tting  th is  po in t Is th a t whenever we say 'The w h i t e . . . ' ,  the 

space w i l l  always be f i l l e d  e ith e r by the word 'su rface ' o r by some­

th ing  o f  which surface 1s a pa rt.

'L iv in g ' 1 s to  'man' because man contains as one o f  his

pa rts , namely the sou l, tha t which 1s the primary re c ip ie n t o f  l i f e .  

Though something cannot be a man 1 f i t  1s not a liv e , the d e fin it io n  o f 

'man' is  not 'to  be a l iv e '.  Rather the d e fin it io n  o f  a man refers to 

a man's genus, animal. This 1n turn must be defined by reference to 

the higher genus ensouled body 1n whose d e fin it io n  's o u l' ac tu a lly  

Inheres. For A r is to t le ,  as fo r  the Greeks in  general, to have a soul 

was to  be a live  (and vice versa). The very term used to denote a 

l iv in g  th in g , namely l i t e r a l ly  means 'ensouled body'.

Thus, to  be a live  p rim a rily  belongs to  the sou l, and i t  1s only 1n 

v ir tu e  o f  soul being a pa rt o f a man tha t to  be a live  1s, In the th ird  

sense o f to man.

The fourth  sense o f is  rather t r iv ia l  and is  meant to

cover answers to se lf-exp lanatory questions. A r is to t le  points out tha t 

whenever we speak o f the o f  a th in g , the 1s the

th ing I t s e l f .  Thus a l l o f  the parts o f the x« *(. *S m i o f  X can be 

described as o f  X, but X is  o the *tx£%«rof X. In 1022a32-

35 A r is to t le  w rites
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Furthermore [something isw**Pw5*«] o f  which there 
is  not another «»Ukv [cause o r reason]. For while 
man has many *£*£+ such as being an animal and be­
ing two-footed, nevertheless the man 1s a
man.

Questions o f the form 'Why 1s X a Y?' w i l l  generally receive answers 

re la tin g  X to  Y by means o f some middle term Z, where X, Y, and Z are 

a l l d if fe re n t terms. However, should X and Y be the same, we can 

hardly say anything more than 'But X is  a Y because th a t 1s what X's 

are, namely Y 's*. In such a case the explanation reveals tha t X's are 

Y's 1n v ir tu e  o f  themselves.

In his commentary Klrwan claims tha t th is  sense o f 'reap­

pears 1n Posterior Analytics I . i v  73^10-16.'® However, in  th is  assertion, 

he again completely e rrs . The fou rth  sense o f *«&Vt»£in P osterior 

Analytics I . i v  concerned the re la tio n  o f  two events, something not even 

mentioned in  Metaphysics V .x v l l i .

The f in a l sense o f given 1n the d ic tiona ry  has been the

source o f some d i f f ic u l t y .  Not only is  the remark te rse , but the 

received te x t 1s corrupt. Given these problems Ross offered 'w ithout 

much conv ic tion ' the fo llow ing  reading:

'F u rthe r, those a ttr ib u te s  are per se to a subject 
which belong to i t  alone, and 1n so fa r  as they be­
long to 1t merely by v ir tu e  o f i t s e l f  considered 
apart by i t s e l f ,  i . e . ,  by v ir tu e  o f  i t s  sp e c ific  
character, not o f  i t s  generic character nor o f  any 
concomitant associated w ith i t .  The reference then 
is  to a ttr ib u te s  commensurate w ith a sub ject, those 
which are in  the s t r ic t  sense defined in

®K1rwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 168.
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An. Past. 73^25-7433.9

On th is  In te rp re ta tio n , A r is to t le 's  f in a l sense o f  1s  one

where X belongs to Y means (1) X's belong only to Y's and (2)

X belongs to Y 1n v ir tu e  o f  i t s e l f ,  not 1n v ir tu e  o f  something e lse. 

Klrwan su cc ln tly  renders th is  as 'an FMs 1n I ts  own r ig h t  what holds 

good o f  Fs alone, and o f a l l  F s '.10

Though I believe these d e fin it io n s  to be correct In te rp re ta tions  

o f 1022*35-36, both Klrwan and Ross have overlooked the fa c t th a t th is  

sense o f  1s the same as '«mQ&Uw In the s t r ic t  sense defined

1n An. Post. 73b25-75a3 '- 11 I t  w i l l  be reca lled  th a t In th is  la t te r  

passage A r is to t le  says th a t X 1s to Y means tha t (1) X Is said

o f a l l Y, (2) 1s (1n one o f the two senses o f  given in

73*34-b3 (the second and th ird  senses o f Metaphysics V . x v l i i ) ) .  and (3) 

X 1 s ^ « fr*» to  Y. Thus, 1n the sense given 1n An. Post. 73b25-74a3, X 

can be w ftfoau to  Y only 1 f X 1s vmBIUSto to Y 1n e ith e r  o f  the two 

relevant senses. However, 1n the te x t o f  Metaphysics V .x v l i i ,  there 1s 

no such re s tr ic t io n  upon the f i f t h  sense o f To be s p e c if ic ,

whereas both Ross and Klrwan in th e ir  d e fin itio n s  o f the f i f t h  sense o f 

wrtiV&io would in te rp re t 1022*35-36 to  simply designate convertib le  pre­

dicates regardless o f whether or not they are, in  the s ig n if ic a n t ways 

e sse n tia l, in  re la tin g  th is  te x t to 73^25-74*3 both commentators re­

s t r ic t  the f i f t h  sense o f  to  essentia l convertib le  predicates.

°Ross, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, Vol. I ,  p. 335.

l0 K1rwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 170.

^R oss, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, Vol. I ,  p. 335.
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To I l lu s t r a te ,  the way in which both Ross and Klrwan e x p l ic i t ly  

read the f i f t h  sense o f tuidVSio they would allow both 'having In te r io r  

angles whose sum 1s equal to  two r ig h t  angles' and 'being capable o f 

learn ing grammar' to  be to 'tr ia n g le *  and 'man' respective ly ,

since the respective predicates are true o f  a l l  and only these subjects. 

However, there 1s a cruc ia l d iffe rence between these two examples.

Whereas both 'A l l  tr iang les have in te r io r  angles whose sum Is equal to 

two r ig h t  angles' and 'A l l  men are capable o f learn ing grammar' are 

conve rtib le , the f i r s t  1s an essentia l predication w hile the second is  

not as essentia l predication -  and since the second 1s not an essentia l 

predication the predicate is  not said o f the subject 1n the

f i r s t  two senses o f P osterior Analytics I . i v .  To sum up, Ross and K lr ­

wan would on the one hand allow both essentia l and nonessential convert­

ib le  predications to  be in  the f i f t h  sense, while on the other

hand they would re s t r ic t  1022a35-36 to  only essentia l convertib le  

predications.

The so lu tion  to th is  d i f f ic u l t y  1s c lea r -  since there 1s no 

ju s t i f ic a t io n  in  the te x t o f  1022a35-36 fo r  re s tr ic t in g  the f i f t h  sense 

o f **«iV*&»4to essentia l ( in  the re levant senses o f **«%£*•) p red ications, 

we can accept both o f the d e fin itio n s  which Ross and Klrwan give. How­

ever, when each re la tes the f i f t h  sense o f K«QVS-v4to P osterior Analyt­

ics 73^25-74a3 they e r r  since tha t would involve a re s tr ic t io n  which 

lacks textua l ju s t i f ic a t io n .  In f i n , the f i f t h  sense o f is  the

sense where X is  true o f a ll Y's and only Y 's.

Having disentangled the f iv e  senses o f which A r is to t le

discusses In Metaphysics V .x v i i l ,  le t  me b r ie f ly  Ind ica te  th e ir  re le -
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vance to  the analysis o f  Metaphysics V.v11. The f i r s t  sense o f 

the d e fin it io n a l sense, 1s c le a r ly  too narrow. I t  would 

force us to  say th a t the only predications asserting 

would be d e fin it io n s . This 1n turn would make

so broad as to  cover no t merely predicates which are accidents In the 

most narrow sense, but predicates which are the genus, the d if fe re n t ia ,  

and the property as w e ll. Yet both the e x a m p le s  0f  1017a8-22 and the 

semantic ru le  o f  1017a1 2 - l3 preclude such a reading.

The th ird  sense o f maGVSto which concerns the belonging o f  an 

a ttr ib u te  to i t s  primary re c ip ie n t reduces to  the second sense, 

inherence In the d e f in it io n ,  In the manner I  Indicated 1n Section I .

The fou rth  sense, concerning aI t C* ('causes' o r ‘ reasons'), simply 

has nothing to do w ith  Metaphysics V .v l l .  The f i f t h  sense o f 

which concerns those predicates which are convertib le  w ith  th e ir

subjects 1s both too narrow and too broad. I t  1s too narrow since i t

forces us to  say th a t predications Invo lv ing  the genus and the d i f f e r ­

en tia  are Instances o f Iw Yet th is  c o n flic ts  w ith

the semantic ru le  o f  1017al 2-13 and seems at variance w ith  the exam­

ples o f 1017a8-22. I t  1s too broad since 1t Is d i f f i c u l t  to  see how 

the semantic ru le  fo r  v iz . '1n as many ways as mean the

figures o f p red ica tions ' ,  can be applied to  predications o f properties.

Hence, by e lim in a tio n , the only sense o f  discussed 1n

Metaphysics V .x v ii i  which seems appropriate to Metaphysics V .v ii 1s

the second sense, v iz . inherence in the d e f in it io n .
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In Metaphysics V.xxx A r is to t le  d istinguishes two senses o f  the 

term The f i r s t  sense 1s ra ther unproblematic -  I t  1s simply

A r is to t le 's  narrow sense o f the term v iz . something 1s a

o f something else whenever the former 1s true  o f  the la t te r  

but n e ith e r out o f  necessity nor fo r  the most p a rt. The second sense 

has been the source o f  much m is in te rp re ta tion  which I  hope to  resolve.

In p a r t ic u la r ,  what I w i l l  t r y  to show 1s tha t the only way 1n which 

V.xxx 1025a30-34 can be read so as not to  con trad ic t a large number o f 

o ther passages Is ,  contra Christopher Klrwan, to  read 1t as a discussion 

o f «wp$*$vias 1n the sense o f  'nonde ffn lto ry  essentia l a t t r ib u te 1 o r 

'any nondefin lto ry  th ing  which 1s predicable o f  something else essen­

t i a l l y ' .  However, before defending th is  p o s itio n , le t  me f i r s t  present 

Klrwan's In te rp re ta tio n  and show why I t  Is Inadequate.

In h is recent tra n s la tio n , Klrwan rendered 1025a30-34 as:

Things are ca lled  coincidental In other wavs a lso, 
as fo r  Instance whatever holds good o f  each th ing 
1n I ts  own r ig h t  w ithout being 1n I ts  substance, as 
fo r  Instance possessing two r ig h t  angles does o f  a 
tr ia n g le . These admit o f  being In va ria b le , but the 
former [ I . e . ,  accidents in  the f i r s t  sense] do not.
The matter 1s discussed elsewhere.'2

Quite co rre c tly  Klrwan begins his explanation by attempting to under­

stand the example. Thus he asks

In what sense does the possession o f  two r ig h t 
angles ( I .e .  o f  angles having th a t sum) hold good

12Klrwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 65.

253
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o f  a tr ia n g le  "1n I t s  own r ig h t"? !3

In order to  answer th is  question, Klrwan turns to  A r is to t le 's  discus­

sion o f  the meanings o f  1n Metaphysics V .x v l i i .

Klrwan argues tha t o f  the f iv e  senses o f  given 1n V .x v l i i ,

the fourth  and espec ia lly  the f i f t h  senses are appropriate. Reading 

the phrase ju ic v T g  as 'w ithou t being 1n I ts  substance'

(where th is  is  understood as denoting everything which Inheres in  the 

de fin ing  form ula), Klrwan rules out the f i r s t  and second senses o f 

Metaphysics V.xv111. Klrwan re jec ts  the th ird  sense o f  «wBVM(Meta. 

1022*29-32) on the grounds th a t 1025a30-34 would then be rendered 1n 

such a way so th a t 1t would ' . . . n o t  always demand a new sense o f  "co in­

c idence"', I . e . ,  i t  Is  on ly an accident ( in  the f i r s t  sense o f 

«rw|*Jp«$vUfr given 1n Metaphysics V.xxx) th a t th is  surface is  w h ite , 

but 1 t 1s essentia l (1n the sense o f Meta. 1022a29-32 and An. Post. 

73a37-*>3) tha t th is  white th ing  be e ith e r a surface i t s e l f  o r contain 

a surface as a pa rt J  4 

Klrwan continues

The fourth  (1022a32, 's e l f  e v id e n tly ')  f i t s  w e ll,  
since what 1s se lf-exp lanatory cannot be co in c i­
dental in  A r is to t le 's  f i r s t  sense o f  'co in c id en ta l' 
and would have to  be acconmodated under a new sense.
And the f i f t h  (1022a35, see note [the remark quoted 
below]), i f  Indeed i t  can be extracted from the 
corrupt te x t o f  & 1 8 , is  tailor-made fo r  A r is to t le 's  
example h e r e .  15

13Ib id . ,  p. 182. 

14Ib id . ,  p. 182. 

15Ib id . , p. 182.
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However, despite Kirwan's cla im , ne ithe r o f  these senses o f 

«M0Ufrf w i l l  f i t  1025a31. With regard to the fo u rth , 1 t Is  ra ther ob­

vious th a t even though he asserts the contrary, Klrwan must re je c t 

th is  sense o f  since the fou rth  sense was the way In which we

say th a t the o f a man 1s being a man -  and no matter how we

read (d e f in ite ly  on Kirwan's reading) 1 t seems tha t we must

say th a t being a man 1s h i t §  d m l*  o f  a man. Concerning the f i f t h  

sense, the shakiness o f Kirwan's Id e n tif ic a tio n  Is evident. The te x t 

o f  1022a35-36 is  both corrupt and obscure. In h is own commentary on 

the passage, Klrwan admitted th a t h is In te rp re ta tio n  was questionable. 

Referring to 1022a35-36, Kirwan wrote

The te x t and punctuation o f  th is  f in a l sentence are 
a ltogether dubious. The tra n s la tio n  adopted follows 
Ross' reading, though w ithout any strong conviction 
th a t I t  can bear the meaning tha t he gives 1 t ,  v iz .
'an £  1s 1n I ts  own r ig h t  what holds good o f  Fs 
alone, and o f  a l l Fs *. *6

Assuming tha t th is  1s the sense which has 1n Meta. V.xxx

we would then be led to  conclude tha t the sense o f  which

A r is to t le  is  o ffe r in g  us in 1025a30-34 is  equivalent to  'nonessentlaV , 

where 'nonessentia l' would cover every predicate which belongs to a 

th ing  w ithout being in  the essense o f  th a t th ing . Thus the second 

sense o f  covers not only those predicates which are non-

essentia l but always true o f th e ir  sub jects, i . e . ,  p roperties, but 

also those predicates which are accidental 1n the narrower sense given

16Ib 1 d ., p. 170.
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1n the f i r s t  paragraph o f  V.xxx. However, th is  In te rp re ta tio n  1s a 

b i t  awkward, since as Klrwan h im self notes, A r is to t le  does not c le a rly  

Ind ica te  how broad th is  second sense o f  «ru|*$«$'*»»1s. To sum up - 

Klrwan sees A r is to t le  as Ind ica tin g  a sense o f  «w fJ^^ l»«4wh1ch a t le as t 

covers those predications which are e ith e r  not essentia l o r accidental 

1n the narrow sense o f 1025a14-30.17

In order to see why the f i f t h  sense o f w i l l  not f i t  1025a

31, we must analyze the re la tio n  o f being a tr ia n g le  to having In te r io r  

angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t  angles. Whereas Klrwan makes 

th is  example f i t  h is In te rp re ta tio n  o f the d e fin it io n  o f  1025a31-32, 

le t  us adopt the superior approach o f try in g  to  understand the d e f in i­

tio n  by means o f the example. As I w i l l  show, 1 t Is  c lea r th a t A ris ­

to t le  considers the re la tionsh ip  o f  these two things to be In

the senses re levant to  an analysis o f  However, 1 f Klrwan

reads the phrase 1n 1025a31 1n the same way as he does 1n 1022a35-36, 

I . e . ,  'an £  1s 1n I ts  own r ig h t  what holds good o f Fs alone, and o f  a ll

^7In h is The Philosophy o f  A r is to t le , D .J.A llan w rites  th a t

. . .A r is to t le  sometimes describes those permanent 
features which do not form part o f  the essence, as 
Inseparable accidents . These
are much the same as what he elsewhere terms 'prop­
e r t ie s ' . In th is  sense, i t  is  an accident o f 
the tr ia n g le  tha t i t s  angles are together equal to 
two r ig h t angles, (p. 114)

In other words, A llan would read th is  second sense o f  oMpftefiiiiM*as 
being narrower than the broad 'every nonessential p re d ica te '. Instead 
he re s tr ic ts  th is  sense o f  tfupHtQx*** to only those nonessential pre­
dicates which belong to the th ing As w i l l  be evident,
several o f  the same points which I raise against Kirwan apply to Allan 
as wel1.
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Fs1, and he then reads the phrase 'w ithou t being

1n i t s  substance' (where th is  means Inherence 1n the essence), we are 

l e f t  to  conclude th a t 1025a30-34 Implied tha t I t  1s only a property o f  

a tr ia n g le , not pa rt o f the essence o f a tr ia n g le , th a t I ts  angles be 

equal to two r ig h t angles. And what is  more serious, since A r is to t le 's  

example Is  one which Is  subject to s c ie n t i f ic  demonstration, Klrwan 1s 

Implying tha t we can have s c ie n t if ic  demonstration (Sw&tgv* ) and 

s c ie n t if ic  knowledge (!m«rvi«|ci|) o f  th a t which 1s not e s s e n tia l!!!

Hence n\y view -  the e rro rs which Kirwan's In te rp re ta tio n  commits border 

on the egregious.

Let me now c ite  several texts 1n which A r is to t le  discusses the 

re la tio nsh ip  o f  'having angles whose sum Is equal to two r ig h t  angles' 

to 't r ia n g le '.  The f i r s t  1s from P osterior Analytics 1.1 v. the very 

place 1n which A r is to t le  defines three o f  the key terms used in his 

account o f  iw ivxn jm . A fte r already e luc ida ting  and

and having stated th a t the only sense o f  w ith  which

science 1s concerned are (1) where X belongs to Y because X Inheres 1n 

the d e fin it io n  o f Y and (2) where X belongs to  Y because Y inheres In 

the d e fin it io n  o f  X, A r is to t le  proceeds to explain what he means by 

tweatao ( 'u n iv e rs a l',  o r more l i t e r a l ly :  'according to the w h o le '),

using as his example the very case which is  a t Issue.

In 73b26-32 A r is to t le  w rites

And by [ 'u n iv e rs a l' o r 'according to the w hole ']
I mean what should belong and K*Q\&Tiand
\  $Skri [qua I t s e l f ] .  Therefore 1 t Is evident tha t as 
many as are belong to th e ir  subjects out o f
necessity. But*«k«VfcYi and are the same, fo r
exam ple...to the tr ia n g le  qua tr ia n g le  belongs two
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r ig h t angles since the tr ia n g le  [has in te r io r
angles whose sum] is  equal to two r ig h t  angles.

A r is to t le  then explains tha t 'having angles whose sum 1s equal to  two 

r ig h t  angles' belongs p rim a rily  to  't r ia n g le ' and not e ith e r the wider 

term 'f ig u re ' (since there are figures whose In te r io r  angles have a 

sum greater than 180°) o r the narrower term 'Isoceles tr ia n g le ' (since 

the In te r io r  angles o f  an Isoceles tr ia n g le  are equal to two r ig h t  

angles qua the Isoceles tr ia n g le  being a type o f  tr ia n g le ) .

The s ign ificance  o f  th is  passage Is c lea r. In order fo r  Klrwan to 

be co rrect in  h is In te rp re ta tio n  o f  1025*30-34, he must show (1) th a t 

having In te r io r  angles whose sum is  equal to  two r ig h t  angles Is not 

to  tr ia n g le  but ra ther and (2) th a t A r is to t le

believes th a t there 1s o f  what is  nonessential and e te rna l.

The passage I have ju s t  c ite d  shows the fa ls i ty  o f  (1 ). That Kirwan's 

defense o f  (1) Is  mistaken 1s evident from the fa c t th a t the way 1n 

which having In te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t  angles 

belongs to  a tr ia n g le  Is  throughout the re s t o f  the corpus A r is to t le 's  

standard example o f a a ttr ib u te  -  i . e . ,  something which belongs

to  something else in  one o f the two senses given above.

Further examination o f  A r is to t le 's  use o f th is  example even 

reveals a t le a s t one way 1n which A r is to t le  believes th a t f u l l  "un­

packing" o f  the terms which occur In the de fin ing  formula o f 't r ia n g le ' 

w i l l  reveal tha t 'having in te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to  two 

r ig h t  angles' 1s contained the re in . Thus, In Metaphysics IX. 1x 1051* 

24-25 A r is to t le  asks
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Through what does [having In te r io r  angles whose sum 
1s equal to ]  two r ig h t  angles belong to tr ian g le?  
Because the angles about a s ing le  po in t are equal 
to  two r ig h t  angles.

Since lin e  1s to  tr ia n g le  and po in t 1s to  lin e  1n the

f i r s t  sense o f and a certa in  a ttr ib u te  belongs to a p o in t, i t

w i l l  belong haCR&to in  the f i r s t  sense o f  S*«fX«<.v to a

tr ia n g le .

In Physlcs I I .1 x  A r is to t le  o ffe rs  a s im ila r  explanation -  since 

the constituents o f  a tr ia n g le  are s tra ig h t lin e s , the tr ia n g le  w i l l  

have In te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t  angles.

For since the s tra ig h t [ l in e ]  1s th is ,  necessarily 
the tr ia n g le  [ 's  in te r io r  angles are].equal to  two 
r ig h t  a n g le s ...[B ]u t I f  th is  is  not [ I . e . ,  1 f the 
sum o f  the In te r io r  angles o f  a tr ia n g le  are not 
equal to two r ig h t  angles], ne ithe r Is  the s tra ig h t 
[H ne t h is ] . . . .  For theS fiU u [w i l l  not be t ru e ],  
1 f  [the sum o f  the in te r io r  angles o f l  the tr ia n g le  
are no t [equal to ]  two r ig h t  angles. 18

Again, 1 f having an In te r io r  angle sum o f  180° 1s due to  the nature o f 

a s tra ig h t Hne and 's t ra ig h t  l in e ' Inheres in  the de fin ing  formula o f 

' t r ia n g le ',  i t  1s c lear th a t the re la tio nsh ip  between being a tr ia n g le  

and having in te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t angles 1s 

the f i r s t  sense and since the la t te r  belongs qua tr ia n g le , 

i . e . ,  p r im a r ily , there w i l l  be s t r ic t  s c ie n t if ic  demonstration 

in  the most rigorous sense o f th is  re la tio nsh ip .

Kirwan is  simply wrong In saying tha t 'tr ia n g le ' and 'having

18200* 16- 30.
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In te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t  angles' are only re la ted 

nonessentla lly - A r is to t le  e x p l ic i t ly  and repeatedly Implies th a t the 

re la tio nsh ip  1s and Contra Klrwan, having In te r io r

angles whose sum is  equal to two r ig h t  angles 1s not something nonessen­

t ia l  and y e t nevertheless demonstrable. In fa c t,  A r is to t le  would prob­

ably fin d  the very notion o f  some mathematical statement always being 

true and y e t not being necessary u n in te ll ig ib le .

Furthermore the im p lica tion  o f Kirwan's pos ition  tha t A r is to t le  

believes th a t there 1s demonstration o f  what 1s nonessential to  a sub­

je c t contrad icts A r is to t le 's  repeated assertion th a t s c ie n t if ic  demon­

s tra tio n  ) 1s concerned w ith those th ings which belong

wrt&Vii&Toln one o f  the two senses given 1n An. Post. I . i v  73a34-^5. 

Consider An. Post. I . v l  74a5-12:

Now 1 f demonstrative science proceeds from necessary 
p rinc ip le s  ( fo r  what 1s known, cannot be otherw ise), 
and those which belong to  th e ir  subjects *«e*«idTo 
[e s s e n tia lly ] are necessary ( fo r  on the one hand they 
belong 1n the what-1s [tC * « c t ] ,  and on the other hand 
those being predicated belong 1n the what-1s [t £ & m ]  
o f  these, o f  which one o f  the opposites necessarily 
belong, 1 t is  evident th a t the demonstrative s y llo ­
gism would be out o f  such th ings. For everything^ 
e ith e r belongs thus or [belongs] w t i t  
[a c c id e n ta lly ], but the accidents are not necessary.

This passage makes i t  c lear th a t A r is to t le  does not envision s c ie n t if ic  

demonstration fo r  nonessential predicates. I t  c le a r ly  reveals tha t 

those predicates which are not are not necessary and hence do

not demonstrably belong to th e ir  subjects.

l9 K1rwan, A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 182.
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In passing le t  me note th a t two more o f  Kirwan's claims must be 

re jected . F ir s t ,  h is assertion th a t in  h is passage means

'd e r iv a tiv e ' 1s m is taken .^  The fa c t th a t 1n th is  passage A r is to t le  

repeats the exact same senses o f  ***** <r»n*p i y ^ as he did in  Posterior 

Analytics I . i v  shows tha t he means by ***** the same th ing

here as he does 1n the e a r lie r  passage. Since, 1n the passage I have 

ju s t  quoted, A r is to t le  says t h a t n o t  necessary, we can 

In fe r  th a t there 1s no «w M r*iipo f them and hence th a t A r is to t le  does 

not Intend to mean (as Klrwan asserts) 'd e r iv a t iv e '.

Second, as Inadequate as Kirwan's in te rp re ta tio n  o f  1025a30-34 1s, 

even i f  we grant him the claim th a t the sense o f  in  1025a31 1s

the same as those o f e ith e r 1022a32-35 o r 1022a35-36, 1 t would appear 

to be the case th a t he has s t i l l  In co rre c tly  understood 1025a30-34 - 

fo r  ju s t  a f te r  arguing that*w0V5*o in 1025a31 means e ith e r the fourth  

o r f i f t h  sense o f Metaphysics V.xv111 he states

In any case the new sense o f  'co in c id e n ta l' which 
the example demands 1s 'non-essentia l1. Although 
th is  new sense app lies, as A r is to t le 's  example 
shows, 1n some cases where the f i r s t  sense does . 
n o t, i t  also applies 1n every case where the f i r s t
does.20

Since the f i r s t  sense o f cr«*p$t^'»*«6in Metaphysics V.xxx denotes what 

belongs to something but ne ithe r from necessity nor fo r  the most p a rt, 

whatever 1 t also may cover, th is  sense a t le as t denotes those things

^K irw an , A r is to t le 's  Metaphysics, p. 182.

20Ib1d., p. 182.
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which belong to something else only occasionally (e .g .,  a man's being 

white o r being s ix  fee t t a l l ) .  But the d e fin it io n  o f  the second sense 

o f  said (however, we might in te rp re t the phrase ?v o u n ; )

th a t those things which belong to something else in  th is  second way be­

long a term which Klrwan understood as most l ik e ly  meaning

what belongs to  a l l  and only things o f  a certa in  s o rt. How Klrwan can 

therefore subsum a l l (sense one) under »w|4UpMit*4( sense two)

1s beyond me - the very d e fin itio n s  o f the two senses c le a rly  show th is  

to  be impossible.

To sum up -  not only does Kirwan's in te rp re ta tio n  o f the meaning 

o f  in  1025a31 f a i l ,  but i t  appears to  be the case tha t even

should we grant him his in co rre c t explanation, h is proposed reading o f 

1025a30-34 contrad icts h is in te rp re ta tio n  o f  1025*14-30. Having shown 

tha t A r is to t le  considers the re la tio nsh ip  between 't r ia n g le ' and 'hav­

ing in te r io r  angles whose sum is  equal to two r ig h t  angles’ to be

1n the senses re levant to  s c ie n t if ic  knowledge and tha t A r is to t ­

le  does not believe th a t there can be o f  what 1s not essen­

t ia l  in  these two ways, le t  me return to  Metaphysics V.xxx and suggest 

what I believe must be the correct reading.

Kirwan's e rro r ,  namely reading the sense o f  given in

1025a30-34 as some s o rt o f accident, can be revealed by the fo llow ing  

tra n s la tio n :

B u t 1 s  also said In another way, i . e . ,  as 
many things as belong to each w hile not being
1n the oworC*. For example, to the tr ia n g le , to have 
[ in te r io r  angles whose sum is  equal to ]  two r ig h t 
angles. And i t  is  possible fo r  these things to  be 
e te rn a l, w hile  none o f the others [are e te rn a l].
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But an. explanation o f  th is  Is elsewhere.

In order to  understand what the term here means, we must

uiderstand what sense o f  the word*&«£* A r is to t le  Intends and, as I 

already noted 1n the discussion o f  Kirwan's ana lys is , to do th is  we 

must co rre c tly  In te rp re t the example. Hence, to  pose Kirwan's question 

again, 1n what sense 1s having In te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to 

two r ig h t  angles a o f tr iang le?

Klrwan answered th a t there was only a nonessential t ie  between the 

two. However, as I  have already shown, th is  w i l l  not do since there 

are too many passages In which the linkage 1s described as %w6VStq.

What led rny predecessor In to  his e rro r  was the d e f in it io n 's  saying tha t 

what was a in  th is  sense belonged to each w hile  not

being in  the o k r fo . Since he in te rp re ts  the word o & rl*  to  here mean 

the essence o f the th in g , he in  e ffe c t reduces the d e fin it io n  to a 

v ir tu a l con trad ic tion  because in  th is  context to belong would

normally be taken to mean '1n v ir tu e  o f i t s  essence1.

However, what ny analysis o f  A r is to t le 's  example shows 1s tha t 

even though 'having in te r io r  angles whose sum Is  equal to two r ig h t  

angles' does not e x p l ic i t ly  appear in the d e fin it io n  o f 't r ia n g le ',  

nevertheless i t  belongs m6VSrr* to  a tr ia n g le  in  the senses which are 

re levant to  jWiarrAf**. In sh o rt, 'having in te r io r  angles whose sum is  

equal to  two r ig h t angles' (1) does not e x p l ic i t ly  inhere In the 

d e fin it io n  o f  't r ia n g le ' but (2) i t  is  to tr ia n g le  in  both o f

the f i r s t  two senses given in  P oste rio r Analytics I . v l .

In what way can we reconcile these seemingly c o n flic t in g  point?
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The key 1$ provided by the In te rp re ta tio n  o f  the phrase «v ■»$ oZmtm. 

Klrwan simply assumed tha t th is  covered everything which Inheres 1n 

the d e fin it io n  and everything in whose d e fin it io n  1 t inheres. However, 

as our examination o f the example 1n 1025a32 c le a r ly  shows, th is  can 

not be what A r is to t le  Intends fo r  these are the very senses In which 

'having In te r io r  angles whose sum is  equal to  two r ig h t  angles' belongs 

to  't r ia n g le '.  Therefore, the phrase must have a narrower

meaning.

The obvious candidate fo r  such a narrower meaning fo r  iw 

a re s tr ic t io n  on those senses o f  in  which 'having In te r io r

angles whose sum 1s equal to  two r ig h t  angles' 1s belongs to

't r ia n g le ',  would be ' 1n the d e f in it io n ' where th is  1s understood as 

meaning what is  not im p lic i t ly  but only e x p l ic i t ly  1n the d e f in it io n .

As already noted, the re la tio nsh ip  o f the former to the la t te r  Is (1) 

not e x p l ic i t ly  d e fln lto ry  ( I . e . ,  'having In te r io r  angles whose sum Is 

equal to two r ig h t angles' Is ne ithe r the proximate genus nor the d i f ­

fe re n tia  o f  't r ia n g le ')  but (2)«%*€P«£v£. Therefore, reading o«r* ww ifKei 

V'A&AU'TO «« **§ oZxrC^ tfvx* as 'as many as belong to 

each mCfV&vo(1 n senses one and two o f  P osterior Analytics I.1 v  (o r , 

what Is the same, senses two and three o f  Metaphysics V .x v l i i ) )  while 

not being 1n the d e fin it io n  (where th is  is  understood as being only 

what 1s e x p l ic i t ly  in  the d e f in it io n ) ' provides an in te rp re ta tio n  

which conforms exactly  to the examples.21

^ I t  1s possible th a t the reading which I have proposed is  the 
same as tha t adopted by Ross. In h is commentary on th is  passage, he 
w rites tha t A r is to t le
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Confirmation o f the view which I have presented can be found 1n 

other passages in  which A r is to t le  speaks o f  twdtf«VwL«n»(k(KiWH The 

most s tr ik in g  1s De Partibus Animal urn 1.111 643a27-31 where, in  the 

course o f  discussing the P laton ic method o f  d iv is io n , A r is to t le  argues 

th a t the method o f d iv is io n  errs since d e f in it io n  ought to d is tingu ish  

those things which are in the essence (4* ) from those things

which are though not 1n the essence. A r is to t le  w rites

Furthermore 1 t 1s necessary to  d iv ide those which 
a re iv « $  «3k [ 1n the essence] and not those 
which are <ru|*^e|hiiUrM*<e%&T6[nondef1nitory es­
sen tia l a ttr ib u te s ].  For example, i f  someone might 
d iv ide the [geometrical plane] figu res [ i t  would 
be wrong to d ivide them so] th a t some have 
[ In te r io r ]  angles equal to  two r ig h t  angles and 
others have [ In te r io r  angles equal to ]  more [than 
two r ig h t  angles]. For I t  1s a p a r t ic u la r  
[nonde fln ito ry  essentia l a t t r ib u te ]  o f  the tr ia n g le  
th a t 1 t has [ In te r io r ]  angles equal to two r ig h t  
angles.

From the fa c t th a t th is  remark occurs w ith in  the context o f  a 

discussion o f  d e f in it io n ,  1 t 1s c lear th a t the I n i t ia l  d is tin c t io n  

between •***£« ('those which are 1n the essence1) and

T o t*  «*fe\i5it(as I would render the phrase, 'those which

are nondefln ito ry  essentia l a t t r ib u te s ')  must be re la ted to  the issue

...elsewhere (B.9995b20,25, An. Post. 75bl , 83b19) 
ca lls  the th a t which, since
I t  1s not included in the d e fin it io n  o f the sub ject, 
is  a but which ye t flows from the nature
o f  the sub ject, - in  other words, the property, (p. 349)

Save fo r Ross' use o f  the word 'p ro p e rty ',  a word normally reserved 
fo r  tra n s la tin g  the term"S«.o*, meaning a convertib le  nonessential pre­
d ica te , i t  would be c lear tha t th is  remark denotes the same th ing  as 
my discussion.
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o f d e f in it io n . I f  we render these phrases 1n the same way th a t I have 

proposed In te rp re tin g  them In Metaphysics V.xxx, then A r is to t le  1s 

simply noting th a t whenever we define anything 1 t 1s necessary fo r  us 

to  d is tingu ish  between those terms which ac tu a lly  appear 1n the d e f in i­

tio n  o f  the th in g , I .e .  , i v  cShtv̂ , from those which are de riva tive  

from these, I . e . ,

Such an In te rp re ta tio n  would c le a r ly  f i t  A r is to t le 's  explanation 

o f  d e f in it io n . With reference to  th is  p a rt ic u la r  passage o f  De 

P a rti bus Animal urn, A r is to t le  would f i r s t  be po in ting  out tha t we must 

draw the d is tin c tio n  between d e fin lto ry  a ttr ib u te s  and nondefln ito ry  

essentia l a ttr ib u te s  and then be noting I ts  s ign ificance  w ith  reference 

to  the method o f d iv is io n . A r is to t le 's  argument attempts to show tha t 

i t  is  wrong to d iv ide th ings on the basis o f  simply any d if fe re n tia  

and th a t the only adequate d if fe re n t ia  in  the essence o f  the 

th ing . Hence In de fin ing  't r ia n g le ',  even though 'having In te r io r  

angles whose sum 1s equal to two r ig h t  angles' would d iv ide the genus 

'geometrical plane f ig u re ' in to  tr ian g les  and a l l  o ther polygons, 

'having In te r io r  angles whose sum 1s equal to  two r ig h t  angles' is  not 

the d if fe re n tia  o f the genus. A r is to t le 's  f in a l comment Indicates why 

-  namely th a t the proposed d iffe re n tia  1s only a o f

a tr ia n g le , 1 t is  not tA . Were 'having in te r io r  angles whose

sum Is equal to two r ig h t  angles' t r u ly  the d if fe re n tia  o f  the genus 

'geometrical plane f ig u re ' the reverse would be tru e . But th is  fa i ls  

to show th a t 'having In te r io r  angles whose sum is  equal to two r ig h t  

angles' e ith e r does not necessarily o r nonessentia lly belong to 

't r ia n g le ' -  i t  only shows tha t i t  1s nondefln ito ry  o f 't r ia n g le '.



Other passages can be c ited  which also support my reading.22

Before closing th is  sec tion , one very Important Im p lica tion  o f my 

discussion must be noted. Since the two senses o f  mentioned

1n Metaphysics V.xxx are (1) th a t which 1s ne ithe r always nor fo r  the 

most p a rt and (2) th a t which 1s a nondefln ito ry  essentia l a t tr ib u te , 

nowhere 1n th is  chapter does A r is to t le  discuss those senses o f  « *m  

wh1 ch would conplement any o f  the f iv e  senses o f

discussed 1n Metaphysics V.xv111. In p a r t ic u la r , A r is to t le  does not

o f fe r  us the sense o f <***» which would complement the sense

o f  «m6N£y& which 1s fundamental to A ris to te lia n  science -  v iz . X 1s

to Y means X does not Inhere In the d e fin it io n  o f Y.

220ther s tr ik in g  passages are Physics 11.11 193 26-30 where 
A r is to t le  contrasts the **.****, o f  the sun and the moon w ith  the h*®* 
«utA o f  these, P osterior Analytics 11.111 90D7 f f  where
A r is to t le  s p e c if ic a lly  says tha t 'having in te r io r  angles whose sum 1s 
equal to  two r ig h t  angles' 1s not the o f a tr ia n g le  even
though i t  is  an apodelctlc conclusion, and the passages c ited  by Ross 
(c f .  note 2 1 ) ,  a ll o f which (1) support my reading and (2) are qu ite  
confusing i f  we read In e ith e r  Kirwan's o r A lla n 's  way.
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