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Introduction

The purpose of this dissertation is to attempt to decide whether
Aristotle uses the Greek verb éivns('to be') in a sense comparable to
the sense of the English verb 'to exist' or the existential quantifier
of the predicate calculus. In order to answer this question, I will
examine both Aristotle's treatment of existential assertion and his use
of the Greek verb équ;. After careful analysis I conclude that
Aristotle does not use the verb €tvas in such a way that it would be
correct to understand his usage as carrying the meaning of either the
English verb 'to exist' or the existential quantifier of the predicate
calculus. |

In order to understand the nature of the problem, let us note
that ancient Greek and modern English differ in a quite significant
way with respect to their lexical resources. In ancient Greek, the
single verb clvat ('"to be') must cover all those occasions where in
modern English we can use either of two verbs - 'to be' and 'to exist'.

The importance of this difference between the two Tanguages is
revealed when we consider the many functions that the verb ‘to be'
performs in modern English. Among its many senses, ‘'to be' can be
used as the logical copula (e.g., 'All men are mortal') or as an
auxiliary verb in certain tenses (e.g., 'John is running') or in the
existential sense (e.g., 'X is'). It is only in this last sense that

the verb 'to be' has the same meaning as the verb 'to exist'. In this

1



last mentioned sense, I am not using 'to be' as a 1link between two
terms (i.e., as the logical copula) or as a part of a more complex
predicate (i.e., as an auxiliary verb for a participle), but rather'by
itself, as if the verb 'to be' in its own right were an active verb
just 1ike 'runs' or 'walks'.

No doubt part of the reason why the English verb 'to be' can
carry this existential sense is that we already possess a second verb
'to exist' that has this meaning. However, ancient Greek lacks such a
second verb and since it does lack such a second verb, one which is
exclusively confined to assertions of existence, it is only natural to
ask whether even the Greek verb ¢ilvas carries the existential sense.

The question as to whether the Greek verb €ivae can be used in an
existential sense comparable to the English verb 'to exist' is beyond
the scope of the present inquiry. Any answer to that question would
demand a review of the entire Greek corpus. What is at issue in this
dissertation is a much smaller question - whether Aristotle ever uses
the verb €lvas in a sense"comparable to the existential sense of the
English verb 'to be'.

In response to this question, I think the answer must be nega-
tive. I base my conclusion on two considerations. The first is an
examination of how Aristotle actually asserts that some thing does or
does not exist. The second is an examination of a series of signifi-
cant texts in which numerous previous commentators have alleged that
Aristotle uses the verb étvac in an existential sense. Through care-

fully examining these passages, 1 show that Aristotle is not using



the verb e":vm in such a manner.

In Chapter One I present an account of Aristotle's treatment of
the notions of existence and nonexistence. I argue that because
Aristotle believes that all propositions are subject-predicate and that
predication is primarily to be viewed as an ontological rather than as
a linguistic relationship, it follows that for Aristotle for something
to have literal predications made of it or for something to be liter-
ally predicated of something else shows that that thing exists. The
basis of this explanation is simply that should the subject or the
predicate not successfully denote - should there not be a thing which
is the subject or a thing which is the predicate - then we do not have
a literal predication.

Thus for Aristotle existence is not something which can be
asserted of a thing but rather existence is something which we show
about a thing by means of our literally talking about the thing. This
makes the notions of existence and nonexistence metalinguistic - rather
than being something which you assert in the object language existence
is something which you assert in the metalanguage. For Aristotle, to
say that a given word can be used to make literal predications implies
that that word successfully denotes. On Aristotle's view, talk about
existence is really talk about what we can talk about.

But consider the use of the existential sense of the verb 'to be'’
in a sentence like 'Cats are' (where this means 'Cats exist') or the
formula by which it would be symbolized in the predicate calculus by

means of the existential quantifier - viz. (@x)¢x (where '¢$' means



'...is a cat'). Such sentences (or formulae) are not metalinguistic
but rather object language assertions about what exists. However, the
very possibility of such assertions is precluded by the theory of
existence and nonexistence which Aristotle holds. Hence it would
appear that Aristotle cannot use the verb éihts in a sense comparable
to the existential sense of the English verb 'to be' simply because
sentences involving such a sense of the verb €vas would be inconsis-
tent with his treatment of existence and nonexistence.

In Chapters Two and Three I provide further evidence that the
theory of existence and nonexistence presented in Chapter One is

Aristotle's actual view. Chapter Two consists of an analysis of

Categories x 13b12-b35 and De Interpretatione xi 21325-28. With
regard to the first passage, I show that despite the almost universal
agreement of the commentators, Aristotle's discussion does not concern
the problem of the truth and falsity of propositions with nonreferring
subjects. Rather, Aristotle's problem is the applicability of certain
sorts of predicates to the subject of the proposition. Concerning the
second text I show that Aristotle is not, as John Ackrill, Manley
Thompson, and many others claim, asking whether a proposition with a
nonexistent subject is true, but rather the passage deals with the
truth or falsity of an accidental predication. By so interpreting
these two passages, I am able to save my claim that for Aristotle
literal predications carry certain ontological implications.

Chapter Three is an analysis of Posterior Analytics II.i in

which I attempt to decide what the four questions of II.i mean. I



argue that the et &oxe ('if it is') question should be understood as
seeking whether or not there is a literal predication involving a given
word. Read in this way the question of a thing's existence fits per-
fectly with my interpretation of Aristotle’'s theory of existence and
nonexistence.

Not merely do Chapters Two and Three confirm the analysis in
Chapter One, but also, since each of the texts discussed has been read
by previous commentators as involving an existential use of the verb
£{V¢t, reading these passages in the ways that I propose shows that
contrary to the views of my predecessors these texts do not support
rendering €lvat as 'to exist'. Though I am personally convinced that
none of Aristotle's myriad uses of the verbtﬁVdsrequire an existen~
tial sense, obviously such an exhaustive analysis of each occurrence
of the verb €vac or its cognates in the Aristotelian corpus would be
overwhelming. Thus, rather than attempt such a Herculean task, in
Chapter Four I offer a long, detailed analysis of Aristotle's own

discussion in Metaphysics V.vii of how we use the verb éths and its

cognates. Since Metaphysics V.vii is the "dictionary" discussion of

how we use 'is', should Aristotie there fail to offer us the existen-
tial sense of the verb 'to be' it would strongly suggest that Aristo-
tle does not recognize such a use of the verb 'to be'. In fact

nowhere in Metaphysics V.vii does Aristotle mention the existential

sense of the verb 'to be'.

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

neither a discussion of some entity called "being" nor an analysis of



existence but rather merely a careful treatment of four senses of the
verb 'to be', viz. the use of 'to be' according to what is accidental,
the use of 'to be' according to what is essential, the use of 'to be'
to signify that something is true, and the use of 'to be' according to
what is stated as potential and as actual. As I show, for each of
these four senses of the verb 'to be' Aristotle supplies a semantic
rule which describes that sense. Thus, since in what is probably his
most important discussion of the senses of 'to be' Aristotle does
not mention the existential sense of the verb 'to be', my thesis con-
cerning Aristotle's use of the verb éleL has been confirmed.

To sum up - I prove my general claim that Aristotle does not use
the verb ézvcs in such a way that it would be correct to understand
his usage as carrying the meaning of either the English verb 'to
exist' or the existential quantifier of the predicate calculus in two
ways. First, by analyzing Aristotle's theory of existential assertion
1 show that there is a significant divergence between Aristotle's
account of existence and the notions of existence conveyed by the
English 'to exist' or the predicate calculus® (3x) quantifier.

Second, by considering several texts in which Aristotle might be
expected to use an existential sense of the verb ‘to be' and showing
that he in fact does not so use the verb Qvae , I confirm the absence

in Aristotle of such a usage.



Chapter One
Existential Assertion in Aristotle

This chapter is an attempt to present an account of Aristotle's
treatment of the notions of existence and nonexistence. I am not
claiming that my account is to be found explicitly in the pages of the
Aristotelian corpus. Nevertheless I do assert that it is as much a
part of Aristotle's philosophy as his theory of substance or the
doctrine of the mean.

My account is the result of piecing together three strands of
Aristotle's thought. The first is the set of ontological assumptions
which must be made in order to explain Aristotle's doctrine of
immediate inference. The second is Aristotle's treatment of all
sentences as subject-predicate. The third is Aristotle's theory of
predication, in particular the emphasis which he places upon treating
predication in terms of what the predicate term denotes being ascribed
to what the subject term denotes.

In Section I, I briefly discuss each of these three doctrines in
so far as it relates to the general topic of this chapter. Section
IT is a presentation of the theory of existence which these doctrines
imply. Finally in Section III, I discuss how Aristotle handles the
problem of nonexistence. Throughout this chapter I will stress the

contrast between the way in which Aristotle handles the notion of



existence and the predicate calculus' existential quantifier. I will
try to show that if Aristotle is granted certain assumptions his
treatment of existence and nonexistence emerges as a consistent solu-

tion to a difficult philosophical problem.



At some point in almost every elementary logic course the differ-
ences between classical Aristotelian logic and modern Boolean logic
are drawn. Foremost among the adVantages that are claimed for the
latter is that it has a wider scope than Aristotelian logic. Aristo-
telian logic, it is argqued, makes certain existential assumptions
which modern Togicians avoid. Most particulariy, it is pointed out
that whereas Aristotle interprets such propositions as 'A11 S and P’
and 'No S are P' as presupposing that the classes designated by the
terms 'S' and 'P' are nonempty, modern logicians do not. Though this
enables us to discuss inferences involving propositions dealing with
unicorns, hippogriffs, etc., it has the unfortunate consequence of
invalidating certain inferences which Aristotle condones. !

To use the standard example, let us consider Aristotle's square
of opposition. According to Aristotle, we can infer from the truth of
the universal affirmative proposition 'Al1 S are P' not merely the
falsity of the particular negative 'Some S are not P' but also the

truth of the particular affirmative 'Some S are P' and the falsity of

TIn the course of this chapter I will use certain words to which
modern logicians have assigned precise meanings in rather loose pre-
analytic ways. My justification for this procedure is simply that the
motivations and problems underlying these contemporary distinctions
are foreign to Aristotle.

It should also be noted that there is no word in Aristotle com-
parable to our notion of a class. However, since in this day and age
it is difficult to avoid using the term, in order to explain Aristo-
tle's theory I have permitted myself the luxury of this anachronism.
No error need occur so long as it is borne in mind that the use of
'class' is purely for explanatory purposes.

9
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the universal negative 'No S are P'. Modern Boolean logic condones on
only the contradictoriness of 'Al11 S are P' and 'Some S are not P'; it
rejects both the alleged subalternation of 'All1 S are P' and 'Some S
are P' and the alleged contrariety of 'Al1 S are P' and 'No S are P'.
Similar inferences which are endorsed by Aristotle such as those be-
tween the universal negative and the universal affirmative and parti-
cular negative or the relationship of subcontrariety between 'Some S
are P' and 'Some S are not P' are also sacrificed on the Boolean inter-
pretation.2

In order to allow these inferences, Boolean logic is forced to
add additional premises expressing certain existential assumptions.
Thus it is pointed out that though both 'Al1 S and P' and 'No S are P'
can be true vacuous]y;if there do not exist any S's, the moment the
premise that there exist S's is added, the two propositions become
genuine contraries - i.e. they both can be false together but they
cannot both be true. In order to sanction the other immediate infer-
ences of the traditional square of opposition, similar existential
assumptions must be made. In fact, if we are to sanction all of the

traditional theory of immediate inferences, we must assume that both

the terms S and P and their complements non-S and non-P successfully

2For the sake of historical accuracy it should be noted that
though Aristotle recognizes the relationship later dubbed subcon-
trariety, he does not actually so name it. So long as we bear this in
mind, the lTater terminology can be faultlessly used.
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denote.3

Through adding the appropriate existential assumptions will
validate the inferences of Aristotle's square of opposition, the point
remains that for modern logicians the original four categorical pro-
positions, viz. 'A11 S are P', 'No S are P', 'Some S are P', and 'Some
S are not P', do not themselves make these existential assertions.*
For example, Strawson finds it necessary to conjoin the two proposi-
tions 'There exists at least one thing which is an S' and 'There exists
at least one thing which is not a P' to 'A11 S are P' in order for us
to have a proposition which will allow us to make the inferences which
Aristotle's universal affirmative proposition is supposed to warrant.
Similar additions must be made to each of the other three categorical
propositions. Thus the modern logician claims that even though

Aristotle is mistaken concerning the actual existential assumptions

3Again, for the sake of historical accuracy it should be noted
that not only does Aristotle not use the expression 'immediate infer-
ence' but not even all those relationships later called immediate
inferences are found in Aristotle. For the purposes of this chapter,
the use of the phrase 'immediate inference' is totally innocent so
long as we are aware that it is simply an anachronistic way of speaking
of certain sorts of Togical relationships. Concerning the second
point, Aristotle does not recognize inferences such as obversion, con-
traposition, and inversion. At best, he merely hints at obversion and
contraposition. However these brief suggestions are sufficient to
comnit Aristotle to the ontological implications discussed in this
chapter. Furthermore these later Togical doctrines can be interpreted
as an elaboration of those relations which Aristotle does explicitly
mention. For an examination of these points, cf. Lynn Rose Aristotle's
Syllogistic (Springfield, I11., 1968) Chapter IX.

4Though modern logicians read both particular propositions as
implying that the subject and predicate terms denote, they also under-
stand both particular propositions as not implying either that the
complement of the subject denotes or that the complement of the pre-
dicate denotes.
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made by the four standard-form categorical propositions, nevertheless
by using relatively complex propositions the Aristotelian square of
opposition can be preserved in Boolean logic.5

Several approaches can be taken to the divergence of Boolean and
Aristotelian logic over the issue of existential import. The first is
simply to dismiss Aristotle's views as erroneous. After all, don't we
know that even great thinkers make occasional blunders? Whatever
advantage such an approach might have, it clearly has the overwhelming
disadvantage of being an extremely inadequate elucidation of Aristo-
tle's position. Though of course we might ultimately be forced to
adopt such an explanation, such a move should only be made in despara-
tion after we have rejected every alternative solution.

Another approach is that taken by such writers as the Kneales.
They ascribe Aristotle's error to his inadequate understanding of
ordinary discourse. They argue that Aristotle was seduced by everyday
conversation into believing that all categorematic terms in proposi-
tions must designate nonempty classes. Thus Aristotle is accused of
having erroneously assumed that all categorematic terms successfully
denote.

The Kneales offer an example in order to show the plausibility of

Aristotle's purported assumption. Thus they write that

5For details cf. P.F. Strawson Introduction to Logical Theor
(London, Methuen and Co., Ltd., University Paperbacks, 1963), p. 173.
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If after hearing the conversation of Mrs. Gamp someone

said that Mrs. Harris was wise and another said that

she was not, a third who also believed in the existence

of a person called Mrs. Harris might properly say that

the two remarks were in contradiction. When it had -

been established that there was no Mrs. Harris, there

would no longer be any point in talking about the

relation of the two remarks, since both were based

on the assumption of her existence and ceased to serve

any useful purpose as soon as that assumption was

abandoned.5

Through this approach is obviously superior to the first in that

it at least makes an effort to understand Aristotle, it is still
inadequate since it presupposes Aristotle's having confused the tacit
assumptions of existence involved in ordinary discourse and the
existential import of various propositions. Though of course it is
possible that Aristotle might have made such an error, it is rather
questionable scholarship to ascribe such a mistake to him save on the
basis of firm evidence. In fact these authors have failed to offer
any such evidence. Instead writers who adopt this approach simply
note the ease with which the tacit existential assumptions involved in
the use of a proposition and the actual existential assertions made by

a proposition can be confused.”’ Though this would explain why
Aristotle might have been misled into making such an error, it fails

to support the claim that Aristotle did make such an error.

Since neither the first nor the second approach is a very

GN. and M. Kneale The Development of Logic (Oxford, 1962) p. 59.

7In addition to the Kneales, cf. Irving Copi's examination of
the existential assumptions made by Aristotelian (which is not neces-
sar{;% ?;;stot]e's) logic in Introduction to Logic (New York, 1972)
p' - .
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adequate explanation of why Aristotle believed that all categorematic
terms in propositions denote, it is only natural to attempt to discover
Just such an explanation. If properly pursued, I think it will offer
us an entirely different approach to the notion of existence from the
treatment which we find in modern logic. In what follows, this is
what I shall attempt to do.8
In order to understand the different treatment of existence in
Aristotle and in modern logic, let us consider the different approaches
both take towards the assertion 'Al11 S are P'. Aristotle would argue
that the surface grammar accurately reflects the structure of the
assertion, namely that of a subject-predicate proposition in which 'S’
is the subject term and 'P' is the predicate term. These two terms
are linked by means of a form of the copula 'to be' and the word 'all’,
which indicates the quantity of the proposition, shows that the pre-
dicate term applies to the whole of the subject term.9
The modern logician, familiar with the work of Frege and Russell,
will render 'Al11 S are P' quite differently. Arguing that the surface

grammar does not accurately reflect the true character of the asser-

8In his book Aristotie's Syllogistic (p. 99-101), Lynn Rose may
briefly hint at part of a solution similar to my own. Unfortunately
he barely develops his suggestion.

95evera1 of my colleagues have protested my claim that the surface
grammar of 'A11 S are P' is subject-predicate, arguing instead that it
is obviously a universally quantified if-then proposition. Such re-
sponses clearly rest not on our pre-analytic notion of logical form but
rather on various post-analytic. prejudices. Whether or not 'Al1 S are
P' can be adequately treated as a subject-predicate sentence need not
deter us from recognizing the obvious - namely that on first impression
it seems to be a subject-predicate sentence. Concerning this point,
cf. below p. 35-36.
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tion, he will claim that what is implicit in the ordinary grammatical
form must be made explicit. He might even say that he is exhibiting
the logical form of the assertion 'Al11 S are P'. In order to accomp-
1ish his aim, the modern logician will symbolize 'A1l S are P' in the
predicate calculus as '(x)(SxaPx)'.

The implications of this symbolism are profound. Since each of
these results sharply conflicts with some strongly held position of
Aristotle's, it is almost incredible that any Aristotelian scholar
could uncritically adopt the predicate calculus notation in order to
express Aristotle's intention. First, the usual predicate calculus
translation treats both the universal affirmative and universal nega-
tive propositions as if-then conditionals and both the particular
affirmative and particular negative propositions as conjunctions.
Aristotle, on the other hand, firmly maintains that in all four stand-
ard-form categorical propositions the predicate term 'P' is predicated
of the subject term 'S'.

Second, predicate calculus notation does not handle 'all' and
'some' in the Aristotelian way. For Aristotle, the relation of a
universal proposition to a particular proposition is treated like the
relation of a whole to one of its parts. In contrast to this, the
universal and existential quantifiers of the predicate calculus treat
‘all' and 'some' in terms of the satisfaction of a propositional
function.

Finally, and perhaps most.important, is the way in which the
predicate calculus symbolization treats the apparent subject of the

proposition as if it were a disguised predicate. As a result of this
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symbolization, it becomes impossible to speak of a relationship between
the grammatical subject and the grammatical predicate which depends
upon treating these two in terms of their apparent roles. By rendering
'S' as a predicate, 'S' simply no 1ongér stands in relation to 'P' in
the way that it would if 'S' were the subject term and 'P' were the
predicate term. I can no longer speak of 'S' as having 'P' predicated
of it; I can no longer say of 'S' that it is 'P'.

Treating the apparent subject 'S' as a disguised prédicate creates
a new, quite different problem for us: to what sorts of things could
we ascribe these disguised predicates? Only by arguing that the
grammatical subject is not a real subject does there even appear to be
any difficulty in determining the subject of a predication like '...is
P' - and having rejected the claims of grammatical subjects 1ike 'S’
to be real subjects, we discover that there is no other candidate which
readily fills the role.

I will not discuss the fact that various advantages are alleged
for the predicate calculus symbolism. Most especially, its proponents
claim that it solves the thorny problem of the denotation of 'S' in
the proposition 'Al1l1 S are P'. Whether these advantages are real is
for separate tur'eatment.]0 However, for the moment, the crucial point
with which I am concerned is that the three results of the predicate
calculus treatment which I have just noted make it impossible for us

to use the predicate calculus and still discuss existence in

105t see below, p. 35-36.
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Aristotle's terms.

These consequences might not be serious save for one crucial
peint, namely that Aristotle's treatment of existence turns on the
relation of a thing to the things predicated of it. Since Aristotle's
analysis of the notion of existence depends upon grammatical predi-
cates belonging to grammatical subjects, the results of rendering the
four standard-form categorical propositions into predicate calculus
notation are devastatingly obvious. Whatever advantages might accrue
to interpreting 'All1 S are P' as '(x)(SxaPx)*' and 'Some S are P' as
'(3x)(Sx-Px)', understanding Aristotle's treatment of existence is not
one of them.

Though this sketch has dealt with several significant differences
between Aristotle's logic and the modern predicate calculus, in order
for us to understand Aristotle's theory of existence we still need to
discuss his theory of predication. In particular, we must treat his
beiief that all propositions are of the subject-predicate form and his
views concerning the nature of predication.

As has long been recognized, Aristotle's analysis of Aduoc
('sentences') is to a large measure due to Plato's discussion in the

Sophist.n

In this dialogue, the Eleatic Stranger claims that every ‘
singular sentence is composed of an Svem= ('noun' or ‘name') and a
‘v'\"u\ ('verb'). The Stranger asserts that while an gvo,u in order to

be an Svomx must be an dvoua of something, a @Aps indicates an action.

T1cf. W.D. Ross Aristotle (London, 1923) p. 26; D.J. Allan The

Philosophy of Aristotle (Oxford, 1970) p. 101-102; John Ackrill Cate-
gories and De Interpretatione (Oxford, 1963) p. 73 and p. 118; F.M.

Cornford Plato's Theory of Knowledge (London, 1935) p. 305 ff.
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Only by interweaving ovdmmra ('nouns' or 'names') with enpmva ('verbs')
do we obtain Adwee ('sentences’).1?

The upshot of Plato's analysis is that it would forbid treating
'Pegasus sits' or 'Zeus runs' as AésoeL. For Plato, in order for some-
thing to be a sentence it must have an Svepm and that ’o’vo,amust, to
use the contemporary jargon, refer. On Plato's view a purported Adsos
with a nonreferring subject is not really a Advos at all, since a non-
referring subject is not a subject. Thus there is no problem in
determining the truth values of Ad®eg with nonreferring subjects since
such purported sentences are not actually sentences at all.

In De Interpretatione Aristotle follows Plato's treatment by dis-

tinguishing between nouns and verbs. A noun (3%oms) is '...a sound
meaningful by convention, without a time reference' none of whose
parts is meaningful. On the other hand a verb (pRus) involves such a
temporal reference and '...is always an indication of something being
said of something else'.13 By themselves, since verbs mean something
but have no meaningful parts, they are avépuuin a broad sense of that
word. In addition to nouns and verbs, Aristotle recognizes that such
words as 'not-man' or 'not-runs' differ significantly from what we
would normally call a noun and a verb. Because of their vagueness,
Aristotle Tabels such words indefinite nouns and indefin ite verbs.

A 7\6“5 ('sentence') is a meaningful sound, some of whose parts

are separately meaningful. However not all ASwoe can be used to make

12 guprhinwy TR Pipmra vols Sudpasngoonict 262 D 4.

13pe Interpretatione ii 16819-20 and iii 16P7.
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assertions. Rather there are several different uses of language, most
of which involve sentences which are neither true nor false. Thus
Aristotle divides all Adsec into those which are propositions
(awogmveinds ; Ackrill: 'statement-making sentence'; literally: 'capable
of being asserted’') and those which are not.
Aristotle writes that while

On the one hand every sentence [Adwes ] is meaningful

...on the other hand not every sentence is a propo-

sition [Rwodawewnwds] but only those in which truth

or falsity belong. But truth and falsity do not

belong in all sentences. For example, a prayer is a

sentence but it is neither true nor false. For the

present such sentences will be dismissed since their

study is more appropriate to_rhetoric or poetry and
the proposition gc’(woﬁvtmés] is the subject of the

present inquiry.14

It is upon those sentences which are propositions that Aristotle rests
his account of existence. Other Adwoe, though meaningful, simply are
not literal fact-asserting sentences. In virtue of the different
roles played by these other sentences, they do not make the existential
assertions which literal indicative sentences make.15

Before proceeding I would like to contrast Aristotie's account of
truth vehicles and assertion with Strawson's, in order to show the

fundamental way in which the two differ. As the above quotation makes

14pe Interpretatione iv 16P33-1737,

15The divergence between Plato and Aristotle on the treatment of
adsed is probably more one of appearance than one of reality. It can
be resolved rather easily if we treat Plato's Sophist discussion as one
of Adwoe which are indicative sentences whereas Eristotle's discussion
covers all phrases and sentences regardless of grammatical type.
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clear, for Aristotle truth and falsity belong to the sentence. Whether
or not the sentence is actually ever uttered (or, if one prefers,
whether or not the sentence is actually ever used to make a statement)
is irrelevant to its being true or false. Propositions (kwegdevemel;
more literally:'assertable sentences') are simply a subclass of the
class of sentences - they are that group of sentences which are capable
of being asserted. Regardless of whether a sentence is interrogative
or imperative or an indicative sentence containing a nondenoting sub-
ject or a nondenoting predicate, this does not imply that the sentence
is either meaningless or violates some sort of linguistic rule.
Rather, all that it implied is that the sentence is incapable of being
asserted. It is only when both terms denote that the sentence is true
or false. ’

For Strawson, on the other hand, the situation is quite different.
Sentences themselves are neither true nor false. Rather, certain
sorts of sentences can, under certain circumstances, be used to make
statements and it is these to which truth and falsity belong. For
Strawson, certain existential presuppositions must be satisfied in
order for us to successfully use a sentence to produce a statement
which is true or false. However, a statement is not a type of sen-
tence and hence it cannot be regarded in the same way as Aristotle's
arcedavuinel. For Aristotle, an indicative sentence containing a non-
denoting subject or a nondenoting predicate is still a sentencé even
though it will not be an assertable sentence; for Strawson, an alleged
statement with a nondenoting subject is not really a statement at all.

Though the full impact of Aristotle's and Strawson's different
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approaches will only become clear in the next section, one thing is
obvious - namely that since Aristotle's account of existence depends
upon the existential import of sentences which are truth vehicles,
Strawsonian statements inhibit our understanding Aristotle's theory of
existential assertion. In short, Strawson's failure to treat sentences
as truth vehicles renders his defense of Aristotelian logic irrelevant
to the logic of Aristotle.
Aristotle's discussion of propositions (wrvogavriwel) makes clear

the existential import which he finds in such assertions:

But of propositions, some such as those affirming

something of something or denying something of some-

thing [+ wavk wives R xi &ws wwes ] are simple propo-

sitions, others such as a composite sentence are com-

pounded out of these.l16
Similarly, since a proposition must either be an affirmation or a
denial, Aristotle's remarks on these relationships are also revealing:

An affirmation iS a proposition affirming something

of something [swes wur& vwvos ]. A denial is a propo-

sition ;lisnying something of something [ecves %Avws

Twves J.

But since an affirmation means something is affirmed
about something, the subject is either a name [Svopu]

16pe Interpretatione v 17320-22.

17pe Interpretatione vi 17325-26.

It should be noted that in his edition, Ackrill's translation of
the word awéguecs as 'negation’ in this and the next quotation (as well
as in several other places) is questionable. Aristotle's contrast is
between wardgacw, and awdgacws, between affirming that X belongs to Y
and denying that X belongs to Y, not the linguistic vehicles, i.e., the

affirmation 'X belongs to Y' and the negation 'X_does not belong to Y'.
Negation is a linguistic, not an ontological, relation.




22

or a thing without a name [xvdeopmev; literally: ‘'non-
name'] and the affirmation must be one thing and
about one thing.... Thus every affirmation and denial
is either by means of a name and verb or by means of
an indefinite name and verb. Unless there is a verb
there is no affirmation and denial.

In each of these passages the pattern of Aristotle's analysis is
ciear. Affirmation and denial indicate relationships said to hold
between two things. In an affirmation, one thing is being asserted to
belong to something else; in denial one thing is being asserted not to
belong to something else. Affirmation and denial are not solely or
even primarily linguistic. Though every affirmation and denial must
be composed of a noun or indefinite noun and a verb or indefinite
verb, what is being asserted in the affirmation or denial is not a
linguistic relationship. Aristotle's attentions are not focused upon
the linguistic vehicle but rather on what this linguistic vehicle in-
dicates about the relation of two things in the world.

In order to appreciate this last point, that Aristotle is primar-
ily concerned with the things which words are used to denote rather
than with the words themselves, we need only turn to his account of
two concepts crucial to his philosophy, namely homonymy and synonymy.
When a given word is used to denote the same kind of thing, the things
are synonymous; when a given word is used to denote different kinds of
things, the things are homonymous. It is only in a secondary sense

that we speak of words as synonyms or hemon,yms.19

‘Qgg Interpretatione x 19b5-12,

, 19With regard to this interpretation of the terms euvuwviwmwsand
$pwvdpwe cf. Ackrill Categories and De Interpretatione p. 71-72 and
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To use Aristotle's own example, the things to which the Greek
word"g@« refers are synonymous when the definitory formulae for the
word are the same and homonymous when the definitory formulae for the
word are different. Since the word Wdev means either animal or por-
trait, it 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 portraits those things are homonymous.20

One final example will make the ontological .implications which
Aristotle finds in the use of words clearer. In Greek the word Aeuwds
means both the color white and the clearness of a sound. Thus I can
say that a body is Meuwds and that a sound is Aeuwds. But when I
ascribe the property of being Aewwds to a body I am saying that the
body is a body having such and such a color while when I say that a
given musical note is Aeuwds I am asserting of the note that it has
the property of being easily heard. Aristotle's attention is not upon
the word Aeuwds but rather upon what the word is telling us about the

wor1d.2]

Thus predication is not to be understood as the ascription of
words to words but of things to other things. Hence, to be aWQQﬁnin
the sense in which oxen and human beings are animals implies being a

certain sort of thing, i.e., a 1iving body possessed of sensation,

and Jaakko Hintikka 'Aristotle and The Ambiguity of Ambiguity' Inguiry
Vol. II (1959) esp. p. 140.

20categories i 131-12.
217opics I.xv 107237-bs,
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while being a Wy@ev in the sense in which a picture is alydev implies
being a different sort of thing, i.e., being composed of certain marks
organized in a certain way on a suitable medium. A thing which is not
a living thing simply cannot be a‘\Qyw in the first sense; a thing
which is not composed of organized marks on a suitable medium simply
is not a Rdev in the second sense.

Armed with the recognition that Aristotle considers all proposi-
tions to be subject-predicate propositions and his emphasis upon what
is being asserted rather than upon the linguistic vehicle used to make
the assertion, we are prepared to explain the treatment which existence
receives in and the alleged existential assumptions made by Aristotle's

logic.



II

Before I draw the consequences of the points which I have just
discussed, let us consider how the notion of existence is treated in

Principia Mathematica. It is by contrast with this example that

Aristotle's analysis can best be appreciated. Though of course almost
all contemporary logicians would significantly modify many of Russell's
doctrines, I think that even most of these critics will readily grant
that the first order non-modal predicate calculus still prevents our
expressing the claim that every individual possesses a necessary
character. Since for Aristotle this claim is fundamental to his
ontology (and hence his logic), the predicate calculus notation is at
the outset inimical to understanding Aristotle's beliefs. Thus,
despite my remarks being confined to Russell, they still shed consider-
able Tight on the way in which the predicate calculus suggests certain
views.

To Russell existence was in no way related to the subject of a
predication. Rather he treated existence in terms of the predicate
calculus' existential quantifier. This device was used to indicate
the satisfaction of a propositional function - it tells us that for
some given predicate, there is at least one individual in the world to
which this predicate applies. The individual to which the predicate
applies is not actually even mentioned in an existentially quantified
proposition.

Russell nicely summarized the effects of handling existence by

means of the existential quantifier:

25



26

...1f $#x is sometimes true, we may say there are

x's for which it is true, as_we may say "arguments

satisfying ¢x exist.” ...[T]hough it is correct to

say "men exist," it is incorrect, or rather meaning-

less, to ascribe existence to a given particular x

who happens to be a man. Generally, "terms satisfy-

ing ¢x exist" means "$x is sometimes true"; but "a

exists" (where a is a term satisfying ¢§% is a mere

noise or shape, devoid of significance.
Russell's remark reveals the clear dependence of the existential
quantifier analysis upon the sharp separation of universal from partic-
ular.. Every thing in the world can be distinguished into two
components - its being a certain sort of thing and its being a partic-
ular thing. The thing's being this kind of thing is expressed by the
predicate while its being this thing, i.e., this particular individual,
is allegedly expressed by a logically proper name which refers to a
particular.

Thus let us consider the proposition 'John is a man'. For Russell
this would be represented as an expression of the form 'da' where
1#(_)' is a predicate meaning '...is a man' and 'a' is a logically
proper name naming a particular, viz. John. On the proposed notation,
there is no necessary linkage between the individual named by 'a' and
the general character '$(_)'. The individual we are speaking about
might just as well be characterized by 'p(_)' or "U()' or...(where
'w()' is '...is a horse', 'K(_)' is '...is a cow', etc.). In P.M,

there is a complete separation of the this-ness of a thing, i.e., its

221ntyoduction to Mathematical Philosophy (London, 1919) p. 164-
165.
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being this tybe of thing.23

Another way of illustrating this point is by means of Russell's
account of referring expressions. Russell's sharp distinction between
names and definite descriptions involves separating the particular
John (gotten at by the logically proper name 'a') from his being a man
(gotten at by the predicate '$( )'). True names, i.e., logically
proper names, do not in any way characterize the individual. In order
to restrict proper names to those names which only refer but do not
characterize an individual, Russell developed his doctrine of disguised
definite descriptions. Thus, during at Teast one stage of his develop-
ment, Russell argued that the paradigmatic way of referring to an
individual is by pointing to it and saying 'this’ or 'that' - and
this of course tells us nothing about what this is.

Russell and Aristotle are both agreed that there is a sense in
which whenever we talk literally there is something about which we are
talking. For Russell this becomes the claim that while names name,
definite descriptions do not. Whereas a logically proper name must be
the name of something, there is no such restriction on definite des-
criptions. Thus in the proposition 'The ¢ is¢ ' the use of the defin-
ite description 'The¢' requires that there be one and only one ¢é;
whether or not there is at least one ¢ and at most one ¢ in no way
affects the meaningfulness of the definite description. Hence for

Russell it is quite meaningful to say ‘'The present King of France does

23¢cf. Russell's discussion of propositional functions in ibid.
Chapter XV.



28

not exist'.
Russellian logically proper names, on the other hand, must name.
It is meaningless to say 'a exists' or 'a does not exist' (where 'a’
is a logically proper name) because a logically proper name shows that
of which it is the name exists. In short, both 'a exists' and 'a does
not exist' are without significance. To quote Russell:
...if "a" is a name, it must name something: what
does not name anything is not a name, and therefore,
if intended to be a name, is a symbol devoid of
meaning, whereas a description, like "the present
King of France," does not become incapable of occur-
ring significantly merely on the ground that it
describes nothing...24
The Russellian treatment of logically proper names and definite
descriptions is only one aspect of the more general point that by

separating the character of a thing from its being this particular

thing, Principia Mathematica allows us to talk about things that are

¢ without committing ourselves to the existence of any thing which is
¢. Whereas names name, expressions for characters do not. A logically
proper name if it is to be a logically proper name must name; a
predicate may or may not hold. For Russell we can meaningfully assert
% (3x)px thereby denying of all the individuals in the world that any
one of them is a $. However this in no way affects the meaningfulness
of talk about things which are ¢. It is not a condition of intelli-
gibility that a predicate ¢ hold for some individual, viz. @x)éx,

simply because '$(_)' does not name. On Russell's analysis we can

241bid., p. 179.
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speak about men or horses or centaurs or...without thereby implying
that there exist men or horses or centaurs or... Thus, for Russell,
what carries ontological commitment are individuals which do not
possess necessary characters. Whereas in the predicate calculus it is
necessary that every individual have some character or other, it is
purely contingent what character any individual has. In short, in
virtue of the division between the what-ness and the this-ness of a
thing, in the predicate calculus there is no reason why any individual
should be one sort of thing rather than another.

It is this last point that 1ies at the root of the (3x) quantifier
treatment of existence. Once strike at this claim that the character
of this individual is distinguishable from its being this individual,
i.e., deny the separability of the this-ness of a thing and its what-
ness, and the whole ability to talk about a general character without
commi tting ourselves to the existence of a thing of which this is the
general character vanishes. However, so basic is this presupposition
which Russell makes concerning the separability of the individual from
its character that just as so often happens with fundamental assump-
tions, Russell and his followers frequently overlooked the fact that it
was an assumption at all.

But it is a supposition to claim that the individuality and the
character of each of the particular things of the world are independent
of one another in this way - and it is at this central claim that
Aristotle's ontology strikes. 'Aristot1e's treatment of existence
follows almost directly from his refusal to separate the what-ness of

a thing from its this-ness. It is from this that the various other
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points over which Russell and Aristotle disagree ultimately spring.

As it is almost otiose to note, the bottom level things of
Aristotle's world are primary substances sﬁch as this man or that
~_particular horse. Such things are never mere individuals which might
be characterized in any which way. Rather they are always individuals
of a certain kind. Unlike the Russellian world in which there is no
logical reason why the particular which is now a man cannot at some
moment past have been a dog and at some future instant be a chair,
Aristotle's individuals cannot undergo such changes and remain the same
individual.

The reason for this difference is that for Aristotle the sub-
stantial form of an individual is related to the thing's being this
individual in such a way that an individual cannot change its sub-
stantial form. Instead of Russell's way of referring to a particular
by a demonstrative which fails in any way to specify what sort of thing
the individual is, for Aristotle individuals are never merely parti-
cular but always individuals possessing necessary characters. Aristot-
le's own term for an individual, viz. wé8e e (1iterally: 'this what'),
reveals his divergence with the predicate calculus. An individual is
always a this-what, never merely a this.

But this inseparability one cannot even display in the predicate
calculus notation where particulars may indiscriminately unite with any
predicate whatsoever and still remain the same particular. The whole
thrust of Aristotle's ontology is to deny this and to insist that an

individual's being a this, i.e., a particular, and its being a what,

Y
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i.e., a certain kind of thing, are logically inseparable. In other
words, the a and the ¢ are so joined that if ¢ is the substantial
form of a, a cannot cease to be g. In order to express this indis-
solubility, let us adopt the shorthand 'this-4' to indicate that the
this-ness of an individual and the individual's being ¢ are joined.2°
This kind of inseparability cannot even be symbolized in the first-
order non-modal predicate calculus. Hence my rejection of the use of
the (3x) quantifier in the explanation of Aristotle's treatment of the
notion of existence - the existential quantifier simply suggests some-
thing which Aristotle rejects and prevents Aristotle's expressing some-
thing which is crucial to his whole theory of existential assertion,
namely the logical inseparability of a particular thing and its being
a certain sort of thing.

Let us now turn to Aristotle's treatment of the notion of exist-
ence. If I am correct, Aristotle believes that for something to have
literal predications made of it or for it to be literally predicated of
something else shows that it exists. In the object language, the
existence of something is shown - and it is shown in the object language
simply by our being able to talk about it (i.e., predicate of it or
predicate it of other things) in the object language.

What I mean by this is not that the literal predication asserts
that that thing exists since what a literal predication asserts is that

the subject does or does not belong to the predicate. To regard the

3b]25For example, cf. Metaphysics VII.iii 1029327-28 and Categories
v 0 ff.
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literal predication as also asserting that both the subject and the pre-
dicate denote would be a use/mention confusion. In the same way as
Russellian logically proper names show that they name, so Aristotelian
categorical terms show that they denote. In fact, it is a conse-

quence of the claim that existence is shown in the object language that
existence cannot be asserted in the object language. Since there is no
1iteral predication unless both the subject and the predicate denote,
the fact that a sentence makes a literal predication reveals that both
the subject and the predicate are categorical terms.

By treating existence in this way, Aristotle does not mean that to
be the subject or to be the predicate of a literal predication implies
that the subject and the predicate successfully denote. If I am
correct Aristotle does not regard existence as something which you even
assert in the object language but rather concerns the semantics of the
object language - namely that every categorical term in the object
language denotes. Nor does Aristotle mean that there is a presupposi-
tion (where this is understood & 1a Strawson) that the subject and the
predicate successfully denote. If such presuppositions are construed
as object language assertions, then the difference between such a posi-
tion and the one which I have been presenting is obvious. On the other
hand, if such presuppositions are construed as metalinguistic assertions
about what is an object language assertion, then it differs from
Aristotle's position in the way discussed in Part I, viz. Aristotle
has no presuppositions about which sentences can be used to make
statements simply because he believes that all assertable sentences

show that their subjects and predicates denote. Least of all is it
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the case that Aristotle is making an object language assumption that
the subject and the predicate successfully denote. Whether or not
the exact details of my account are correct, one thing should by now
be quite clear - namely that Aristotle's existential claims are not mere
assumptions but rather the result of other beliefs which he holds.
Against each of these positions, what I am claiming is that the way in
which Aristotle understands propositional form and predication implies
that literal predications not only assert that the predicate does or
does not belong to the subject but also show that both the subject and
the predicate successfully denote.26
Aristotle's theory follows from his claim that the subject-predi-
cate form is the form of all propositions and that words are primarily
tools for speaking about things in the world. Grant these two points
and he will argue that unless both the subject and the predicate of a
literal predication designate nonempty classes, then it is not the
case that you are predicating something of something else and hence it
is not the case that you have a literal predication. Thus whenever we

predicate a predicate of a subject we also show that there are things

in the world denoted by thése words.
To use two examples, suppose we assert that 'Al1 dogs are mammals'

and that 'Some men are not white animals'. In the first proposition,

260ne consequence of the analysis I am proposing is to render such
expressions as 'denoting term' pleonastic - a term which fails to denote
is simply not a term, just as a Russellian logically proper name which
does not name is not a logically proper name. One can speak of subjects
and of predicates which do not denote but in fact this is simply to
speak of subjects and of predicates which are not categorical terms.
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the characteristic of being a mannal is being predicated of all those
things which are dogs. In other words, we are asserting of this-dog,
that-dog,...that to_each one of these belongs the property of being a
mammal. Since being a mammal is being a warm-blooded, hairy animal,
a nonexistent thing can be neither a dog nor a mammal in the sense in
which my dog Fido is both. Similarly, the second proposition claims
that some of the things that are men, i.e., either this-man or that-
man or...,are not white animals. Since, for Aristotle, being a white
animal is to be an ensouled body possessed of sensation which is also
white, nothing which does not exist can be either a white animal or a
man. Since to be a white animal and to be a man is to exist in a
certain way, that which does not exist can be neither a white animal
nor a man.

From this it should now be clear why Aristotle condones the
subalternation of a universal and particular proposition of the same
quality. Since the universal proposition (e.g. 'All1 S are P') predi-
cates P of some number of existing things (i.e. this-S, that-S, etc.)
while the particular proposition only predicates P of at least one of
these things (i.e., either this-S or that-S or...), the truth of the
particular propositions will follow from the truth of the universal prop-
osition simply because the former only asserts part of what the latter
asserts. If the latter is true, the former must be true as well.

The interpretation which I have been offering finds support from
the way in which Aristotle repeatedly expresses propositions 1ike 'All
S are P' and 'Some S are not P'. Instead of writing them in a way

which leaves the reference of 'S' problematic, Aristotle normally
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writes these propositions as 'P belongs to all S' and 'P does not
belong to certain S'. Though this may appear to be a minor point, it
is quite significant in that it suggests that Aristotle is not treat-
ing 'S' along the lines of a general term but rather as a way of
speaking of all or some of the individual S's. ‘'All $' refers not to
S-ness or the essence of S but rather simply to this-S, that-S, etc.
'Certain S' refers to at least one member of this Tist. On such a
reading, propositions such as 'P belongs to all S' really asserts that
this-S is P, that-S is P, etc. - assertions which clearly fit the pat-
tern of predication upon which I have focused.

In passing it might be noted that it is by expressing 'All S are
P' as 'P belongs to all S' that Aristotle solves the problem of the
denotation of 'S'. In a way somewhat similar to Frege and Russell,
Aristotle avoids such items as general terms by discussing 'S' in terms
of the individual things which are S. This simply avoids that which
leads to the problem - i.e., treating the term 'S' as having a denota-
tion different from the things which are S. Similarly Aristotle avoids
the Frege-Russell solution by refusing to allow their separation of
the individuality of a thing from its general character. However, the
full development of this treatment of universal and particular propo-
sitions demands separate discussion.

The §tandard predicate calculus treatment does not interpret 'All
dogs are mammals' and 'Some men are not white animals' as having the
existential implications which Aristotle believes these propositions
have. In part this is due to the transformation of the former sen-

tence,one in which the grammatical predicate is being predicated of
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the grammatical subject, into an if-then cenditional. This dissolves
the 1inkage between the subject and the predicate which showed that
both successfully denote. In part, the different treatment is due to
the predicate calculus' separating the general character and the
particularity of the individual thing. Since the real subjects of pred-
jcation are particulars which are not necessarily characterized in
some specific way, we are able to talk of dogs or mammals or...without
committing ourselves to the existence of a single dog or mammal or...
Thus, because the real subject of a proposition may or may not possess
any given character does not involve committing ourselves to the exis-
tence of individuals characterized in specific ways.

As I noted earlier, both Russell and Aristotle agree that there is
a sense in which to talk literally about something implies that there
is something about which we are literally talking. For Russell, who is
willing to separate the this-ness and the ¢-ness of an individual, this
principle reduces to the doctrine of logically proper names and
definite descriptions; for Aristotle, who is unwilling to condone this
division, it becomes the claim that both the subject and the predicate
successfully denote.

However, the explanation which I have thus far provided is not
complete. As I already pointed out, in order to validate all of the
arguments of the traditional theory of immediate inferences we need to
assert not merely that the subject and the predicate themselves desig-
nate nonempty classes but also that there be at least one thing which

the subject term does not denote and one thing which the predicate term
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does not denote. In other words, I have not yet shown that if 'S' and
'P' are the two terms of a categorical proposition, we thereby commit
ourselves to saying that 'non-S' and 'non-P' are also terms.

Fortunately the explanation of these further existenfial claims
is not difficult to find. In fact, the assertion that if 'S' and 'P'
are the categorical terms of a categorical proposition, then the comple-
ments of 'S' and 'P' are also categorical terms follows directly from
(1) the fact that 'S' and 'P' successfully denote and (2) the rejection
of there being something which is true of everything or something of
which everything is true. The former point has already been amply
defended; the latter point is the implication of Aristotle's repeated
claim that =3 &v ('being') and v& € ('one') are not genera.

Without worrying here why Aristotle refuses to allow ¥8 & and
w3 & to be genera, the result of this denial is clear. Since Aris-
totle considers &v and sw to be the only possible candidates for the
roles of universal predicate and universal subject - after all, every-
thing which isf is one and everything which is one, is - his failure
to allow v8 8v and +3 e to be genera amounts to a rejection of their
being categorical terms. Thus, since no categorical term either
applies to everything or has everything applied to it the complement
of every categorical term will also successfully denote.

The etymology of the Greek word for term supports this - gqos
literally means a boundary or a division. Aristotle conceives of
terms as dividing up the world. A term which either applies to every
thing or to no thing would not divide up the world in any way. It is

for this reason that both a term and its complement denote - for if a



38

boundary is to be a real boundary there must be things on both sides of
the division.

To summarize the results of this section: Aristotle's claims
regarding the existential import of categorical propositions - namely
that the subject, the predicate, the complement of the subject, and
the complement of the predicate denote - follow directly from his
understanding of propositional form and predication. Once it is recog-
nized that the predicate calculus embodies approaches to both of these
points quite different from that of Aristotle, then it becomes clear
why I have argued that the predicate calculus cannot adequately

express Aristotle's doctrine of existence.
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Up to this point I have only discussed Aristotle's treatment of
existence. However, no theory of how we assert existence can possibly
be complete without an explanation concerning how we deny the existence
of a thing. When it is remembered that the most common charge against
Aristotle's logic is just that it restricts the scope of reasoning
to those things which exist, the importance of this part of his theory
of existential assertion rises.

As much as we might feel the need to satisfy this desire, to that
extent we will be saddened by Aristotle's failure to discuss adequately
the problem of sentences which speak of nonexistent things. Whereas
there is much material in the corpus from which we can reconstruct
Aristotle's treatment of the notion of existence, he is almost always
silent when it comes to discussing nonexistence. For example, in the
whole corpus there is hardly any mention of nonexistent things like
centaurs, gods, tragelaphoe (goat-stags), or hippogriffs. Forewarned
as to the limited resources at our disposal, I nevertheless think that
we can reconstruct both how Aristotle asserts that something does not
exist and how he construes sentences which purport to be about non-
existent objects. Let us proceed to these tasks.

With respect to the first question, the answer should be obvious.
Since, as I have already argued, our being able to use a word either
as the subject or as the predicate of a sentence which makes a literal
predication shows that that word denotes something, the converse will
also clearly be true, viz. that if a word cannot be either the subject

or the predicate of a sentence making a literal predication then it
39
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follows that the word does not successfully denote anything. Thus the
ability or inability to make a literal predication implies the exis -
tenceor the nonexistence of that about which we are allegedly speak-
1ng.27

For this point, fortunately, there is abundant evidence. Aristot-
le's. repeated use of expressions 1ike et €ste and Fxe &owe, generally
rendered 'if it exists' and ‘that it exists’, really concern whether
it is capable of being part of a literal predication. Thus, for

example, in Posterior Analytics II.i Aristotle offers four questions

for which we seek answers: (1) the that (v Sx. ), (2) the because
(v8 Suéee), (3) if it is (&% €oed), and (4) what it is (ef €exe ).
Though the standard reading of the third and fourth questions explain
them in terms of the contrast between existence and essence, this is
quite unlikely since this distinction does not even enter philosophy
until the middle ages.28 Rather the contrast drawn between the € €oxe
and << ¢oxe questions is between querying whether a word can be used to
make a literal predication, thereby implying that that which the word
purportedly denotes is something and the question as to what this some-
thing is.

Though this way of handiing assertions of existence and nonexist-

ence nicely fits the analysis proposed in Section II, there still

27For a full exposition of these points cf. Chapter Three in
which Posterior Analytics II.i is analyzed.

28ps I.show below in Chapter III, the introduction of the essence/
existence distinction into Aristotle is irreconcilable with Aristotle's
metaphysics.
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remains the problem of understanding sentences which purport to be
about nonexistent objects. If, as I argued, to be the subject or to be
the predicate of a literal predication is to show that that term des-
“ignates a nonempty class, then how are we to construe sentences like
'The centaur is an animal with the body of a horse and the torso, arms,
and head of a human being' or 'All tragelaphos (goat-stags) have
horns'? For though it is surely the case that we wish to say that such
sentences are in some sense true, it is equally clear that no one
wishes to assert the existence of centaurs and tragelaphos.

Discovering Aristotle's solution is by no means easy. In fact,
the only passage of which I am aware that sheds any light on Aristotle's

answer to the present difficulty occurs in Posterior Analytics II.vii.

There, in the midst of a series of «woeéas ('difficulties’) concerning

definitions and demonstration, he writes:

Furthermore how will one prove the what-is [v{ &ex¢;
often rendered 'essence']? For 1t is necessary that
by knowing what a man is [€{ €ore &v@puwwos] or what
&’:’ other thing is, one will also know that it is

« ¢oee; as I have already indicated this really
means that it is capable of being a term in a literal

predication]. For of that which is not [t mh &v],
no one knows that it is [S%e &ow(] though on the one

hand {one can know) what the word or the name
¢ragelaphcs) means [RAAX R piv onpadived & Adsos A
but on the other hand it is impossible to know what
is [l ¢oee] a tragelaphes.29

\

Though it s always risky deciding which views in an Rweeia are

really Aristotle's, in this case Aristotle does seem to accept the

29Poster1’or Analytics II.vii 92bs-8,
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claim that though we can know what the word 'tragelaphos' means, we
cannot know what a tragelaphos is. At very worst, in considering the
implications of this position upon the treatment of sentences which
purport to be about nonexistent objects, we are pursuing a line of
thought which Aristotle found reasonably plausible.

The key claim in the quotation above is that whereas we can know
the meaning of the word or the name (or noun) of that which is not, it
is impossible to know of that which is not what it is. Taking the
second point first, Aristotle's claim is that since knowledge is always
knowledge of something, the fact that there is no such thing as a
tragelaphos implies that it 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 fits perfectly with
both the earlier discussion of the ontological implications of predica-
tion and several other brief comments which Aristotle makes.30

However, the present passage makes an important additional point,
viz. that '{one can know) what the word or the name {ragelaphos
means'. Thus, even though we can know nothing about tragelaphoe we
can still know the meaning of the word. Even though there is no thing
in the world to which 'tragelaphos refers, 'tragelaphos' still means
something. In the case of 'man', not only does the word have a meaning
but also, since it refers to something, we can ask what are these

things to which we are referring. However, in the case of 'trdgelaphos.

30E.g., De Interpretatione xi 21332-33 (discussed below in Chapter
Two, p. 79-81).
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there is no such referent and hence there is no thing about which we
can ask 'What is it'? Unlike the case of 'man’, there is simply no
"what" about which we can know anything.

Even though in the case of tragelaphce there are no things in the
world for us to know anything about, there is still the word 'tragela-
phos' whose meaning we can know. This suggests a way of handling
sentences which purport to be about nonexistent things without sur-
rendering any of the points thus far developed - namely construe such
sentences as being about words rather than about the things to which
alleged reference is being made. In other words, instead of construing
sentences containing the word 'tragelaphos' as being about tragelaphoe,
we can interpret them to be about 'tragelaphos'.

As noted previously Aristotle's primary concern is not as such
with the Tinguistic vehicle with which an assertion is being made but
rather with that about which the assertion is being made. However, this
does not prevent his occasionally shifting his attention and concentrat-
ing upon the words rather than upon what these words are being used to
get at. What I am suggesting is that in the case of sentences which
purport to be about that which is nonexistent, this very shift takes
place so that instead of such sentences being understood as being
about things, Aristotle construes them as being about words.

This suggestion allows us to say that there is a sense in which a
sentence like 'All unicorns are one-horned white horses' may be cor-
rectly affirmed. However, this sense is not where the sentence is
interpreted as being about actual flesh and blood unicorns. No literal

predication could be about real unicorns since there simply isn't any-
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thing in the world which is a one-horned white horse. Nevertheless
there is still the word 'unicorn' and that word does have a meaning.
This allows understanding 'Al11 unicorns are one-horned white hourses'
as a metalinguistic assertion in which we are discussing the meaning
of the words, i.e., '"Unicorn" means "one-horned white horse."'
Similarly a sentence such as 'Al1 unicorns are horses' which depend on
only part, not the whole, definition of 'unicorn' could be construed
as '"Unicorn” means in part "horse."' In the same way séntences con-
taining a nondenoting predicate can be construed metalinguistically,
e.g., 'All1 one-horned white horses are unicorns' becomes '"One-horned
white horse" means "unicorn."'

The advantages of such an analysis are that it allows us to
acknowledge those assertions about nonexistent things which we would
normally like to acknowledge without committing ourselves to the
existence of that which is nonexistent. Aristotle's "trick" is to
interpret such sentences as not actually being about the nonexistent
things at all,

Before closing this section, one cautionary note is in order.
Several people who have read an earlier draft of this chapter have
argued that the theory which I am ascribing to Aristotle commits
Aristotle to the claim that questions of existence can be settled a
priori simply by examination of our-language. After all, if we use a
word to make a literal predication, then that which the word allegedly
denotes exists, while if we cannot use a word to make literal predica-
tions then that which the word allegedly denotes does not exist. In

fact, the theory which 1 have presented in this paper makes no such
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claim at all.

Quite the contrary, all that this theory of existential assertion
concerns is how we should understand certain sorts of sentences.
Whether or not unicorns and cats exist (or, in Aristotle's terms,
whether or not 'unicorn' and ‘cat' are capable of being used in a
1iteral predication) is not to be settled by examining our use of
‘unicorn' and 'cat' but by sense observation. In short, how we
construe a sentence, the linguistic question, can be answered only by
answering questions about the furniture of the world by means of our
sense experience.

Should experience reveal that unicorns do not exist (viz. that
‘unicorn’ is not capable of being used in a literal predication),
then all sentences about unicorns will have to be treated as metalin-
guistic claims about 'unicorn'. Similarly, should experience reveal
that cats exist (viz. 'cat' can be used to make literal predications)
then sentences about cats can be construed as object language sentences
about cats. Thus the objection that the theory presented in this paper
forces Aristotle into settling questions of existence by examination
of our language is simply to misunderstand the theory which I have
offered.

I do not claim that my proposal is to be found explicitly in
Aristotle. Nevertheless construing assertions about nonexistent things
as metalinguistic assertions clearly would fit neatly with the previous
analysis and can find some support from the suggestion of Posterior
Anaiytics II.vii. Frankly, I would be happier were I able to find bet-

ter text support either for this proposal or some alternative. However,
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it is definitely far better to propose such a tentative solution as
this, rather than leave the problem completely unanswered. At Teast
on this analysis, Aristotle's 1imited suggestions can be used to com-

plete his theory of existential assertion.



Conclusion

Before closing, I would like to make three brief remarks concern-
ing the consequences of the argument I have proposed in this chapter.
The first is simply that the theory I have offered casts doubt on
whether Aristotle would even understand the question 'Does X exist'?,
where 'exist' carries its normal contemporary meaning. Aristotle's
reaction would be one of puzzlement. His response might well be 'Of
course X exists. You're talking about it, aren't you'? In order for
the question 'Does X exist'? to be significant (again, with the proviso
that 'to exist' have its present meaning), we presuppose the distinc-
tion between the essence and the existence of a thing - a distinction
which does not even enter philosophy for centuries.

My second remark is a corollary of the first, namely whether it
is ever adequate to translate Aristotle's use of the verb €vee or any
of its cognates by the English 'to exist’. Since the English sentence
'X exists' means something quite different from Aristotle's '"X" can
be used to make a literal predication', introducing the word 'exists’
into a translation distorts the meaning of the original text.

My third point is simply that what I claim to have accomplished
in this chapter is to have adequately explained Aristotle's actual
views cohcerning existential assertion. Though this theory is definite-
ly more plausible than generally believed, I have not made any claim as
to whether or not it is correct. The answer to this further question
turns on the acceptability of other Aristotelian doctrines which lie

beyond the scope of the present analysis.
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Chapter Two
Aristotle and Nonreferring Subjects

In the previous chapter I argued that for Aristotle every subject
and every predicate in a literal predication designates a nonempty
class. However, certain commentators have denied this view by arguing

that in two passages - Categories x 13b12-35 and De Interpretatione

xi 21925-28 - Aristotle implies that the subject of a proposition might
not refer. In this chapter I will show that neither of these passages
really mention such a view and that in fact both are concerned with
quite different issues.

In Section I, I discuss the standard interpretation of both the

Categories and De Interpretatione passages. In Section II, I treat the

Categories x 13P12-35 text and show that rather than being a discussion
of the truth and falsity of a sentence with a nonreferring subject it
is really concerned with the applicability or inapplicability of cer-
tain predicates to the subject. In Section III, I show that De

Interpretatione xi 21325-28 does not ask whether 'Homer is a poet'

implies 'Homer exists' but rather whether it is true or false to

predicate the accident of being a poet of Homer.
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The two passages which presently concern us come from two rather
unrelated discussions. The first, Categories x 13b12-35, forms the
concluding section of a discussion of types of opposition. The second,

De Interpretatione xi 21325-28, is merely a tangential comment made

after a discussion of certain predications.

Categories x is part of that section of the Categories, namely
chapters x through xv, often labelled the Postpraedicamenta. Though
critical opinion has been divided as to the authorship of these
chapters, this problem does not affect the present discussion since ny
sole reason for treating the Categories x passage is to remove a
possible objection to the theory I have offered in Chapter One.

Though I am inclined to accept the authenticity of the Postpraedica-
menta, should they prove to be spurious my account of Aristotle's
theory of existence remains acceptable.

Categories x begins with a brief listing of the four types of
opposites and then proceeds to discuss each successively: the opposi-
tion of relatives (e.g. double and half), the opposition of contraries
(e.g., odd and even or white and black), the opposition of possessiocn
and privation (e.g., blindness and sight), and finally the opposition
of things that are opposed in the manner of affirmation and denial
(e.g. Socrates' being seated and Socrates' not being seated).

The distinguishing feature of this last sort of opposition is

that only in this kind of opposition must one opposite be true and the
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other be false. Part of this criterion is trivially true. Since the
other three sorts of opposition only involve uncombined terms, they do

not involve sentences and hence are neither true nor false.

But in general, of things said without any inter-
weaving at all, none are either true or false and

all these opposites are said without 1'n1:er~weav1'ng..I

However, Aristotle goes further and remarks that not even in those
cases where the first three sorts of opposites are combined into
sentences are these sentences so opposed that always one is true and
the other is false. The focus of our concern is Aristotle's explana-
tion of why predicating either contraries or possessions and privations
of subjects does not yield sentences which are opposed in the manner in
which affirmations and denials are opposed.

The normal interpretation of Aristotle's explanation is in terms
of nonreferring subjects. Thus, according to John Ackrill's transla-

tion, Aristotle writes

It might, indeed, very well seem that the same
sort of thing does occur in the case of contraries
said with combination, 'Socrates is well' being
contrary to 'Socrates is sick'. Yet not even with
these is it necessary always for one to be true and
the other false. For if Socrates exists one will be
true and one false, but if he does not both will be
false; neither 'Socrates is sick' nor 'Socrates is
well' will be true if Socrates himself does not exist
at all. As for possession and privation, if he does
not exist at all neither is true, while not always
one or the other is true if he does. For 'Socrates

Tcategories x 1 3b10-12.
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has sight' is opposed to 'Socrates is blind' as
possession to privation; and if he exists it is not
necessary for one or the other to be true or false
(since until the time when it is natural for him

to have it both are false), while if Socrates does
not exist at all then again both are false, both

'he has sight' and ‘he is blind'. But with an affir-
mation and negation one will always be false and the
other true whether he exists or not. For take 'Soc-
rates is sick' and 'Socrates is not sick': if he
exists it is clear that one or the other of them
will be true or false, and equally if he does not;
for if he does not exist ‘'he is sick' is false but
'he is not sick' true. Thus it would be distinctive
of these alone - opposed affirmations and negations -
:h?t a;ways one or the other of them is true or

alse.

On the crucial points, the translations of E.M. Edghill and H.P.
Cooke are basically the same as John Ackrill's.3 A1l three see Aristo-
tle's explanation as involving nonreferring subjects. Each translator
correctly understands .Am‘stotle to be arguing that if ¢ andy are
contraries, predicating ¢ and ¢ of some individual (e.g. Socrates) need
not result in two propositions, one of which is true and the other of
which is false. However, the translators' explanation of this point
is questionable. They argue that in the case of contraries, Aristotle's
point is that should Socrates not exist, then both propositions -
'Socrates is ¢' and 'Socrates isy' - are false due to the subject's
failing to refer.

Each translator is also correct in understanding Aristotle to be

2Categories and De Interpretatione p. 37-38.

3Categories translated by H.P. Cooke (Cambridge, Mass., 1967)
p. 93-95 and Cateqories translated by E.M. Edghill in Richard McKeon
ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New York, 1941) p. 33.
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opposition which is expressed by means of an affir-
mative and a negative statement is always of neces-
sity an opposition about the same thing in the same
subject, whether this subject actually exists or
not. Hence, such an opposition is not conditional
but absolute, that is, it is not dependent on the
contingency of its subject.4

As we shall see in a moment, those commentators who discuss both

Categories x and De Interpretatione xi not only adopt this same

analysis of Categories x, but do so in the full recognition that it

creates a prima facie contradiction with their interpretations of De

Interpretatione 21325-28.

Turning now to the second passage with which we are concerned, in

De Interpretatione xi Aristotle worries first about the negating of an

ambiguous proposition and then shifts to concern over the circumstances
under which it is permfssib]e to move from asserting two predicates
separately to asserting them together. In the Ackrill translation,
near the end of this discussion in lines 21325-28, Aristotle remarks:
For example, Homer is something (say, a poet). Does
it follow that he is? No, for the 'is' is predicated
accidentally of Homer; for it is because he is a

poet, not in itg own right, that the 'is' is predi-
cated of Homer.

The Oxford translator E.M. Edghill offers a similar reading:

Take the proposition 'Homer is so-and-so', say 'a
poet'; does it follow that Homer is, or does it not?
The verb 'is' is here used of Homer only incidentally,

4The Theory of Opposition in Aristotle (Notre Dame, Ind., 1940)

p. 81.
SCategories and De Interpretatione p. 59.
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the proposition being that Homer is a poet, not that
he is, in the independent sense of the word.6
Both of these translators quite clearly see the issue as whether or
not 'Homer is', 'is' being used in the sense of 'exists', follows from
'Homer is a poet'.7
Commentators have treated this passage similarly. Ross cites it
as evidence that Aristotle '...is aware of the distinction between the

existential and the copulative wjgn, 18 Similarly G.E.L. Owen on at

60n Interpretation in McKeon The Basic Works of Aristotle, p. 54.

7Cooke's Loeb edition is somewhat confusing. Initially he adopts
the same reading as Edghill and Ackrill - that the question in 326 con-
cerns the existence of Homer.

For example, take 'Homer is something' - 'a poet'
will do for our purpose. But can we say also 'he
is'? Or will that be incorrectly inferred?

However, then Cooke appears to adopt what I will argue is the correct
reading of 21326-28.

'Is' was used incidentally here. For our statement
was 'he is a poet', and ‘is' was not predicated of
him in the substantive sense of the word.

So as to leave no doubt concerning the meaning of these lines, Cooke
adds a footnote claiming that by the substantive sense of 'is' Aristo-
tle 'Otherwise {means) the sense of existence. For the word 'is'
expresses exists in addition to being the copula'. If 'otherwise'
here means 'in other words', then contrary to appearances, Cooke's
view is really the same as those which I have already cited. However,
if 'otherwise' means 'in other places' then Cooke has (1) correctly un
understood the real point of lines 21326-28 but (2) misunderstood
the wa®'«Svd use of 'is' since nowhere, despite what various commenta-
For? haye alleged, does the wa®@%ivé use of 'is' have the meaning of
exists'.

BAristotle, p. 28.
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least one occasion points to these lines as clear proof that for
Aristotle the wx®'«utd ('essential' or 'according to essence') use of
&ove ('is') is the existential use of the verb 'to be'. Thus Owen
writes that v wa®«Svo 3&('essentia1 being', the word v being Aris-
totle's umbrella word to coverall uses of ('to be')) is '...a phrase
which can certainly be applied to existential statements (e.g. at

De Interpretaticne 21228)...'3

John Ackrill does go so far as to note that his reading of 21325-
28 would contradict his reading of Categories x 13b12-35. Thus, in

his discussion of the latter passage, Ackrill asks:

Does Aristotle maintain that the nonexistence of
the subject always makes an affirmative statement
false and a negative one true, or does he have in
mind only singular statements? How, in any case,
is this view to be reconciled with the contention
at De Interpretatione 21425-28 that 'Homer is a
poet™ does not entail ‘Homer is'?10

In the same vein, Nicholas White writes that in Categories 13b12-35
Aristotle suggests that '...when Socrates is not in existence, no
"affirmative" statement about Socrates is true', this '...might, how-
ever, conflict with De Int 21324-28...'1!

As one final example, let me cite Manley Thompson's discussion.

91 Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology' in Renford Bambrough ed.
New Essays on Plato and Aristotle (London, 1965), p. 82. The other
place where Owen refers to De Int. 21324-28 is p. 77.

IOCategories and De Interpretatione, p. 111.

]1'0rigins of Aristotle's Essentialism' Review of Metaphysics Vol.
XXVI, No. 1 (1973), p. 62.
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Confronting the apparent contradiction later noted by Ackrill and
White, Thompson argues that the resolution of the problem 1ies in seek-
ing the wu@®ul«d use of ‘is' in 21325-28 as being '...the substantive
sense of the word...[meaning] the same as 'is a substance". ' 12 Thué
Aristotle is not baldly contradicting himself since he is not denying
that 'Homer is a poet' implies 'Homer exists'. In fact, 'Homer exists'
must follow from ‘Homer is a poet', for '...if Homer did not exist,
i.e., if he was simply nonbeing, it would not be true to say that he is
anything.']3 Rather, according to Thompson, Aristotle's point is to
deny that 'Homer is a substance' follows from 'Homer is a poet'.

Though this interpretation may resolve the apparent contradiction

between Categories x and De Interpretatione xi, it is prima facie mis-

taken. First, there is the obvious point that 'Homer is a poet' does
imply that 'Homer is a substance', just as much as ‘'Homer is a man'
implies that 'Homer is a substance', since being a poet is being a
certain sort of man. However, an even deeper objection is that Thomp-
son's claim that the wa@al+s use of 'is' is '...clearly..."is" in the
substantive sense of the word and means the same as "is a substance"'

contradicts Metaphysics V.vii 1017322-27, where Aristotle says that the

verb 'to be' can be said ww®uSvs in each of the categories, i.e., not

merely 'is a substance' but also 'is a quality’, 'is a quality', etc. !4

1210n Aristotle's Square of Opposition' in J.M.E. Moravcsxk ed.
Aristotle (Garden City, New York, 1967), p. 56.

131bid., p. 56.
14ps 1 am about to argue, since neither Categories x 13b12-35 nor

De Interpretatione xi 21 825-28 concerns existence at all, there is no
contradiction.
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In what follows I shall argue that all of these interpreters are

mistaken in seeing in these lines of Categories and De Interpretatione

any mention of an existential or substantival sense of the verb 'to be'.
In this way, it will be shown that there is no contradiction between
either of these passages and the argument I advanced in the previous

chapter.



II

In this section I shall argue that the real point of Categories x
13P12-35 is not the claim that when the subject of an affirmation
does not refer, the proposition is false, but rather that when a pre-
dicate is affirmed of a subject to which it is inapplicable, the resuit-
ing assertion is false. Clearly such a reading would fit perfectly
with my general claim that in order for us to have a literal predica-
tion at all, both the subject term and the predicate term must success-
fully denote.

Briefly, what I see Aristotle to be arguing in 13b12-19 is that
when a given pair of contraries are predicated of a subject of which
they are inapplicable, both propositions are false and in 13b20-27
that when a possession and its corresponding privation are predicated
of a subject of which they are inapplicable, both propositions are
false. In 13P27-35 Aristotle concludes that the case of affirmation and
denial is different simply because regardless of whether or not the
predicate is applicable to the subject either the affirmation of this
predicate of this subject or the denial of this predicate of this
subject will still be true. In none of these three cases does Aristotle
make any mention of the nonexistence of that to which the subject pur-
15

portedly .refers.

My discussion will be divided into three parts. First I shall

]sAristotle does not even mention the opposition of relatives in
13337-b35. The reason is simply that since pairs of relatives will
clearly always be true or false together, no one would think that they
might be similar to the opposition of things opposed as affirmation
and denial. 58
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discuss the notion of applicability in so far as it pertains to con-
trariety and possession and privation. Second I shall show how the
applicability of a predicate to a subject might account for the
differences between, on the one hand, the truth and falsity of predi-
cations involving contraries and possessions and privations and, on
the other hand, the opposition of affirmation and denial. Third, I
will argue that the Greek of 13012-35 in fact can and should be read
as making this very point about applicability.

In order to fully appreciate my proposal, we must first review the
role which the notion of applicability plays in Aristotle's earlier
discussions of contrariety and of possession and privation. Rather
than being of only slight importance, applicability is in fact funda-
mental to the explanation of both concepts. Aristotle's discussions
of contrariety, both here in Categories x and elsewhere in the Meta-
physics and Topics,!6 repeatedly stress the fact that the basis of

the notion of contrariety is not just any sort of difference, but
rather difference with respect to some thing. Thus, even if X and Y
are not opposed as relations, it does not follow from the fact that X
is different from Y that X and Y are contraries. Rather, only when
there is some thing Z which either is capable of receiving X or is
capable of receiving Y and Z cannot be both X and Y at the same time,
are X and Y said to be contraries.

Let us consider how this applies to several of Aristotle's examples

16¢¢, Metaphysics V.x and X.iv and Topics II.ii.
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of contraries such as odd and even, well and sick, white and black, and
Just and unjust. Each of these pairs of contraries properly belong
only to a certain kind of thing. Thus being odd and being even proper-
ly belong only to number, being well and being sick to living things,
being white and being black to a physical surface, and being just and
being unjust to a human being. Aristotle divides contraries into
those which do not have intermediates (e.g. odd and even) and those
which do (e.g. white and black). In the former case, every thing which
is capable of receiving the property odd or the property even must be
either odd or even. However 1in the latter case, a physical surface
need not be either white or black. Rather it can also be some inter-
mediate color such as grey or brown. Sometimes, as in the case of
colors, these intermediates have names; sometimes, as in the case of
being just and being unjust, they do not. In this event we can only
designate the intermediate state as being neither one extreme nor the
other.

Thus consider the first two pairs of contraries, both of which
lack intermediates. Even though every integer must either be odd or
be even and every living thing either be well or be sick, it does not
follow that every integer either be well or be sick nor that every
living thing either be odd or be even. In fact, except in an acciden-
tal way, it is impossible for an integer to be well or to be sick and
it is impossible for a 1iving thing to be odd or to be even. The rea-
son is clear - living things simply are not capable of receiving the
properties of being odd or of being even and integers simply are not

capable of receiving the properties of being well or of being sick.



61

Hence saying that the number five neither is well nor is sick does
not show that being well and being sick are not contraries since the
number five simply is incapable of receiving either of these properties

except in an accidental way. The same remark applies mutatis mutandis

for some living thing such as Socrates and the properties of being odd
and being even. Thus Aristotle writes that

For...those contraries of which there is no inter-

mediate, it is necessary for one or the other of

these always to belong in that which it naturally

comes to be or of which it is predicated. For of

these cases where nothing was intermediate, it was

necessary for one or the other to belong to that

capable of receiving theT as with sickness and

health and odd and even. !/

In the case of contraries which do have intermediates, there is no
necessity that that which is capable of receiving either contrary
possess one contrary or the other simply because that which is capable
of receiving either contrary might instead possess some intermediate.
However, the necessity that the recipient either be one of the extremes
or be one of the intermediates remains. Thus a physical surface need
not either be white or be black since it might also be brown or be
gray or be some other color. Nevertheless every physical surface must
be some color or other.

But just as in the previous case, contraries are contrary only

with respect to that which is capable of receiving them. Hence, no

physical surface either is well or is sick; nor is any physical surface

17categories x 12b27-32,
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Just, unjust, or the intermediate state neither just nor unjust.
However, saying that this physical surface neither is well nor is sick
does not show that being well and being sick are not contraries.
Rather it shows that physical surfaces simply are not capable of
receiving these properties except in an accidental way.
Of these for which there is a certain intermediate,
it is at no time necessary that one or the other
belong to everything. It is not necessary for either
white or black to belong to everything which is
capable of receiving them... For of these, nnging
prevents a certain intermediate from belonging.

Turning now to the opposition of possession and privation (or, to
render the Greek ‘e'ﬁu. and ovdenaes more Titerally: ‘having' and 'lack-
ing'), it will be clear that similar considerations of applicability
determine whether it is necessary for one or the other to belong.
Aristotle's discussion makes clear certain features of the relation
of a possession to its privation. Let X and Y be a possession of Z and-
its privation. Then: (1) Nothing can be both X and Y at the same
time. (2) Neither X nor Y can be essential to Z in the sense that if Z
ceases to have either X or Y, then Z ceases to be. (3) At some time t,
it becomes necessary for Z either to have the possession X or the pri-
vation Y. (4) If at some time Z loses X, then at no later time can Z
reacquire X. (5) if at some time Z has the privation Y, then at all
later times Z will have the privation Y.

Let us see how these considerations apply to Aristotle's standard

181bid., 12P32-35.
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example of a possession and a privation, namely being sighted and being
blind. Nothing is ever both sighted and blind. Nor is being sighted
or being blind essential to those animals which possess these proper-
ties - after all, blind men are still men. Though in the case of human
beings we are born either sighted or blind, other species such as dogs
are neither sighted nor blind at birth. However there does come a
point in time when the puppies eyes' open - and at that moment the
puppies must either be sighted or be blind. Finally, if a sighted
animal becomes blind, it can never regain its sight.

More clearly even than in the case of contraries, the opposition
of a possession and its privation depends upon the nature of that to
which the possession and the privation belong. Not only will every-
thing fail either to be sighted or to be blind because of those cases
where both simply do not belong at all, but there are other cases where
both properties fail to belong simply because the recipient has not yet
reached the stage where it would either acquire the possession or
suffer the privation.

Thus the fact that this table or that tree neither is blind nor
is sighted, does not show that being blind and being sighted are not
opposed as possession and privation. Not even will the failure of that
which is capable of receiving the possession and its privation always
to possess either sight or blindness show that being sighted and being
blind are not opposed as a possession to its privation. Rather what
it shows is that a thing must possess either the possession sight or
the privation blindness only when the thing is both capable of receiv-

ing the possession and its privation and has reached the proper stage
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of its development. As Aristotle puts the point

For it is not even necessary for one or the other
of them [i.e., the possession and its privation]

always to belong to that which is capable of re-

ceiving them, since if it is not yet natural for

it to have sight, it is said neither to be blind

nor to have sight.19

Turning now to Aristotle’s discussion of the opposition of things
which are opposed as affirmation and denial, it should be clear from
Section I that any adequate elucidation of 13P12-35 must turn upon
correctly explaining why affirming contraries and affirming possessions
and privations of a subject need not always result in one true and one
false proposition but might instead yield two false propositions. I
shall now show how Aristotle might, without resorting to nonreferring
subjects, use the notion of applicability to account for the features
mentioned in 13P12-35,

Aristotle states that the distinguishing feature of things that
are opposed as affirmation and denial is that always one will be true
and the other false. Suppose that S is a subject and (since Aristotle's
own example is a pair of contraries having no intermediate) let X and
Y be a pair of contraries having no intermediate. Now if we predicate
Xand Y of S, we will obtain two propositions, viz. 'S is X' and 'S
is Y'. Two situations can obtain - either X and Y will be applicable

to S or they will not. If the former, then necessarily one of the two

propositions will be true and the other will be false. In such a case,

191bid., 13%3-6.
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the opposition of contraries will be similar to the opposition of
affirmation and denial. However in the latter case, the case where the
pair of contraries is not applicable to the subject, neither proposi-
tion will be true. Both 'S is X' and 'S is Y' are false when X and Y
are irrelevant to S. Thus Aristotle's explanation of the difference
between the opposition of predicated contraries and the opposition of
affirmation and denial can easily be accounted for without any mention
of nonreferential subjects, simply by means of the notion of applica-
bility.20

Aristotle's remarks on possession and privation can be construed
in a similar way. Suppose that S is a subject and X and Y are a
possession and its privation. Predicating X and Y of S will yield two
propositions - 'S is X" and 'S is Y'. Three situations may obtain.
First X and Y may simply be inapplicable to the sort of thing that S
is. In such an event, both propositions will be false. Second, X
and Y are applicable to the sort of thing that S is, but because S has
not yet reached the proper stage of its development, S is neither X
nor Y. Again, in this case, both 'S is X' and 'S is Y' will be false.

Only in the third case, where S is the sort of thing to which X and Y

20aristotle does not mention the case of contraries with interme-
diates simply because in the 1ight of his previous statements it is
obvious that the predication of both contraries might be false. For
example, consider the case of the colors white and black. Not only
will both 'S is white' and 'S is black' be false when S is neither a
physical surface nor an object containing one, but even if S is the
appropriate sort of thing both propositions can be false simply because
S might be sope other color. In fact, Aristotle's specific failure to
mention in 13"12-19 the case of contraries with intermediates con-
stitutes evidence in favor of my hypothesis (cf. below p. 70).
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are applicable and S has reached the appropriate stage in its develop-
ment so that it must either be X or be Y, will it be necessary for one
of the two propositions to be true and the other of the two propositions
to be false. Once more it is clear that no introduction of the notion
of a nonreferential subject is necessary in order to yield pairs of
propositions both of which are false. All1 that we need mention in

order for the opposition of predicated possessions and privations to
diverge from the opposition of affirmation and denial is the notion of
applicability.

However, in the case of the opposition of thing which are opposed
as affirmation and denial, the applicability or inapplicability of the
predicate to the subject in no way affects the fact that necessarily
one of the pair of assertions be true and the other be false. For
supposing that S is the subject and P is the predicate, we must consider
two cases - where S is capable of receiving P and where S is incapable
of receiving P. In the first case, then either (1) P holds of S in
which case 'S is P' is true and 'S is not P' is false or (2) P does not
hold of S in which case 'S is P' is false and 'S is not P' is true.
Thus, if S is capable of receiving P, then always one proposition will
be false and the other will be true.

In the second case where S is not capable of receiving P, P will
never hold of S and it will follow that the assertion 'S is not P' will
always be true and the assertion 'S is P' will always be false. Thus
again, one proposition will be true and the other proposition will be
false. Hence the capability or incapability of the subject to receive

the predicate is irrelevant to affirmation and denial being opposed in
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such a way so that necessarily one proposition is true and the other
proposition is false. Once again, no mention of nonreferential sub-
Jects need be made in order for us to explain Aristotle's point.

But though the explanation I have just offered shows how Aristotle
might account fd; the distinctive feature of the opposition of affirma-
tion and denial without introducing the notion of nonreferential sub-
Jects, it does not show that Aristotle's explanation in 13012-35 does
actually turn upon the notion of applicability. In order to demon-
strate this further point, we must make specific reference to the text
of 13P12-35, It is to this task that I now turn.

The crux of any analysis of these lines will be the translation
and interpretation of a number of occurrences of the genitive singular
participial form of the verb etvae (‘to be'), often accompanied by the
genitive of Zwuepdvng ('Socrates'). The standard reading of all of
these remarks is in terms of Socrates' existence. However, this is by
no means necessary - in fact, these clauses can clearly be given the
sense of suggesting the applicability or inapplicability of the pre-
dicate to the subject simply by understanding Svvos ('being') as an
elliptical way of expressing a condition concerning the relevance to
the subject of a certain range of predicates. Thus after each occur-
rence of &veog I would argue that Aristotle would understand the condi-
tion vob Sewrwwov ('being capable of receiving'). Thus in the case
of a pair of contraries the clause Svvos pgv “Re Zuupivoos(literaﬂ y:
'For of Socrates being') really means 'For if Socrates is capable of

receiving the contraries' while in the case of a possession and its
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privation the Sveog condition serves to mean 'If he is capable of

receiving either the possession or its privation'. Hence, let me pro-

pose the following translation of 13P12-35:

15

20

25

It might, indeed, very well seem that such happens
[i.e., necessarily it will always be the case that
one proposition will be true and the other proposi-
tion will be false] in the case of those contraries
sald with interweaving [weavd oupwaowiv] - 'Socrates
is well' being contrary to 'Socrates is sick' - but
not even as concerns these is it necessary always for
one to be true and the other to be false. For, on the
one hand, if Socrates 1s capab]e of receiving the
contraries [Svees ;.u.v vep Iwwpavous; literaily: ‘'For
of Socrates being'] one will be true and one will be
false, while on the other hand, (if Socrates ) is not
capab]e of receiving the contraries [a Sures Se;
literally: ‘'{of Socrates) not being'] both will be
false; for neither 'Socrates is sick' nor '{Socrates)
is well' will be true if Socrates himself is not at
al] capable of receiving the contrar1es [adved n
Svtes Grwg Tod z...pnous, literally: 'of Socrates
himself not being at all'].

As for privation and possession, neither are true if
it is not at all capab]e of receiving the privation’
and possession [ph Svtos ve SAwg; literally: ‘not
be1ng at all']. Even be1ng capable of receiving the
pr1vat1on and possession [dvees 8&; literally: ‘'be-
ing'] not always will one or the other be true. For
‘Socrates has sight' is opposed to 'Socrates is blind'
as pr1vat1on and possession. Even be1ng capable of
receiving the pr1vat1on and possession [Svwes %e;
literally: 'being'] it is not necessary for one or
the other to be true or false, since until when it

is natural to have (the possession or the privation),
both are false. But if Socrates is not at all cap-
able of receiving the pr1vat1on and possess1on [pam
Yytos 8¢ Eaw; vod Twwpavous; literally: ‘'of Socrates
not being at all'] then again both are false, both
'he has sight' and 'he is blind’.

As for affirmation and denial always, if it should

be capable of receiving the predicate or 1f,1t should
not be capab1e of rece1v1ng the predicate [édv te §R
Qv t(fﬂn‘ﬂ’ literally: 'if it should be or if it
should not be'] one will be false and the other will
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30 be true. For consider 'Socrates is sick' and 'Soc-
rates is not sick'. If he is capable of receiving
the predicate [&ivos ve¢ adved ; literally: ‘'Of his
being'] it is evident that one of them will be true
while the other will be false and if he is not cap-
able of receiving the predicate [N avteg; literal-
1y; 'not being'] likewise, for if he is not capable
of receiving the predicate [uh Swros; literally:

‘not being'i 'he is sick' is false while 'he is not
sick' is true. Thus only of these is it distinctive
that always one of these is true while the other will

35 be false - just as many as are opposed as affirmation

and denial.

As will be clear by comparison with the Ackrill translation I
quoted earlier, my translation is fundamentally similar to his except
for my interpretation of the crucial clauses in which Aristotle
states why certain predications of contraries and certain predications
of possessions and privations will fail to produce one true and one
false propoesition. As my translation suggests, these crucial clauses
can be read as signifying whether or not the subject is capable of
receiving the predicate.

But is my translation tenable? Though it may strain the Greek by
reading into Aristotle's terse prose more than the text literally says,
at very worst the strain is minor. In each case, the literal render-
ing of the Greek can be understood as elliptical for my less literal
translation. However, would a native Greek have understood the clauses
in the way that I suggest? Seeing how Aristotle has previously repeat-
edly indicated the condition of applicability, I think that it is clear
that a native speaker would have readily supplied the ellipsis that I
suggest - viz. ve0 Sewrwou ('being capable of receiving').

If the mere tenability of my translation is conceded, then two
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specific considerations favor my reading. The first, stemming from

the particular text itself, is that the example which Aristotle uses

in his discussion of predications involving contraries is a pair of
contraries having no intermediate. On the traditional reading,
Aristotle's choice of example has no significance; on my interpretation
to use a pair of contraries having an intermediate would be inconceiv-
able. The only reason why anyone might be led to believe that predica-
tions of contraries are opposed like affirmations and denials is be-
cause it appears to be the case that for some subject that subject
must possess either one contrary or the other. But since contraries
with intermediates lack this necessity (e.g. this physical surface

need not be either white or black, it might be some other color) no

one would even consider the opposition of predications of contraries
with intermediates as similar to the opposition of affirmation and
denial.

The second is simply the relative plausibility of understanding
Aristotle's discussion in terms of a notion which he has just djs-
cussed, viz. the ability of a thing to receive a certain property,
versus the relative implausibility of interpreting Aristotle as intro-
ducing a notion, viz. nonreferential subjects, which he has never pre-
viously mentioned. In addition to this merely contextual point, the
philosophical content also strengthens my proposal. Whereas the notion
of applicability is quite clear and unproblematic, the questioﬁ of the
truth-value of a proposition with a nonreferring subject has been the

source of much debate. Certainly these considerations of content and



71

context do not bar the standard interpretation, but nevertheless they
do suggest that the traditional approach has misread the text.

However the most telling consideration in favor of my proposed
reading is simply that it is perfectly consistent with the account of
Aristotle's theory of predication which I advanced in Chapter Oné - an
account for which there is an abundance of textual evidence. Hence I
conclude that my proposal for reading 13P12-35 in terms of the notion
of the ability. of the subject to receive the predicate, rather than the
traditional reading in terms of the notion of a nonreferring subject,

is correct.



III

In this section I will argue that De Interpretatione 21325-28 does

not ask whether 'Homer exists' follows from 'Homer is a poet'. How-

ever, in order to understand what Aristotle is actually asserting, we
must pay close attention to the context of chapter xi in which these

remarks are made.

At 20°31 Aristotle begins a discussion concerning when it is and
is not permissible to compound predicates. To use his own example,
it is true to say of a man that he is an animal or that he is two-
footed or in combination, that he is a two-footed animal. Or again, a
man can be said to be white or to be a man or, via compounding, to be
a white man. But we cannot allow this in all cases, since if we do not
restrict the circumstances under which two separate predicates of one
thing can be combined into a single predicate, i.e., the move from
'X is Y' and 'X is Z' to 'X is YZ', various problems arise.

Aristotle offers us two difficulties. The first (20b35-36) con-
cerns the use of an adjective which can be both predicated of the sub-
Jject of a sentence and used as a modifier of the direct object. Con-
sider 'Jones is a cobbler' and 'Jones is good'. Even if both of these
statements are true, they do not imply that 'Jones is a good cobbler’.
In saying'Jones is good' we are speaking of Jones qua man, i.e., Jones
js a good man. Since being a good man is not necessarily related to
being a good cobbler, 'Jones is a good cobbler' may be false.

Aristotle's second difficulty (20P37-2133) is that the unrestricted

72
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combination of predicates will lead to redundant predications. Con-
sider a man who is white., In such a case, it is true to say 'The man
is white' and 'The man is a white man'. But 'The man is a white white
man' is unacceptable. Similarly 'Socrates is Socrates' and 'Socrates
is a man' are both permissible. However, if we allow the unrestricted
combination of predicates, we are forced to permit the clearly absurd
sentence 'Socrates is a Socrates man'.
Hence at 2135-7 Aristotle concludes that the unrestricted combina-

tion of predicates is unacceptable.

Now then, if someone will say that predicates can

always be combined, it happens that there will be

2gaysngg{dities. And how one must decide, we will
First he notes in 2137-10 that neither an accidental predicate asserted
of a subject nor two accidental predicates of a given subject which
are asserted of one another will combine and from a single predicate.
Consider 'Man is musical and white' - we cannot say 'Man is musical
white'. Even if it were true to say 'The white is musical', 'musical’
and 'white' will not form one predicate since being musical is an
accident of being white. In the same way 'good' and ‘cobbler' do not
combine since what they denote are only accidentally, not essentially,
related to man. But we do combine 'animal' and 'two-footed' since 'Man

is a two-footed animal' predicates according to the essence, not accord-

ing to an accident.

21pe Interpretatione xi 2135-7.
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Next, in 21216, Aristotle notes that 'as many as inhere [gvéwapKed]
in the other' cannot be combined into a single complex predicate. It
is for this reason that one can neither repeatedly predicate 'white' of
what already contains it nor say either 'Man is a man animal' or 'Man
is a two-footed man' since being an animal and being two-footed inhere
in the essence of man.

If Aristotle had stopped at this statement his views would clearly
be false since we do say that particular men are two-legged. However,
he is aware of cases like these. Hence he adds:

But it s true to say [something which inheres in
the essence] or the particular instance and
singly, for example the particular man is azgan
or the particular white man is a white man.

However, Aristotle has second thoughts - we cannot always do this.
There are two cases - first are the cases where the terms being added
imply a contradiction. Whenever a contradiction does follow because
the thing being added contradicts something which already inheres in
the essence, the statement is not true but false. In an example remin-
iscent of Phaedo, Aristotle argues that it is simply false to say that
a dead man is a man since to be a man is to function in a certain way.
Just as a dead finger is only §puuv6yuu§ homonymously, a finger, since
it cannot function in a certain way, so a dead man is only a man
3rhﬂﬁﬁuq& But there is a second alternative - 'whenever it [i.e., the

added term] should not inhere' - in which case we will not have a con-

221p1d., 21218-20.
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tradiction and the predication is true. In this second case, Aristotle
is conceiving of sentences like 'The white man is a man'. Since being
white is not essential to being a man, the sentence is true.

Now come the crucial lines immediately preceding the text with
which I am concerned. At 324 Aristotle repeats what he has just said -
the *ﬁ (‘or') with which he begins his remarks is virtually equivalent
to 'in other words'.

Or whenever, on the one hand, it [i.e., the added

term] should inhere [€vuwdein], the sentence is

always not true; whenever, on the other hand, it

‘[i.e’., the added term] should not inhere [

&wndp®nl, (the sentence is) not always true,...
Aristotle's point is quite straightforward. Remembering the technical
sense Aristotle assigns evewdeRew, i.e., 'to inhere in the essence of
a thing', the first alternative simply notes that when we speak of
combining a subject with something which contradicts its essence, it
is always false. The second alternative is the case where the added
term does not inhere, i.e., it does not predicate something essential
and hence it merely predicates an accident. Since it only predicates
an accident, the assertion will not always be true.

The reason 21924-25 is another way of saying what is said in
21921-24 in that the crucial point in the examples in 21321-24 was to
note how the adjective modifying the subject {e.g. 'dead' in 'The dead
man is a man' and 'white' in 'The white man is a man') was related to
the subject. In the first case, we had the adjective contradicting the

essence of what it modified, in the second it merely denotes an acci-
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dent of the thing modified. Thus Aristotle realizes that the crucial
issue to worry about is predication of the essence and predication of
an accident.

That 21225-28 should be understood as an example relating to
21324-25 and, in particular, as an explication of the second alterna-
tive, is clearly implied by Aristotle's beginning his examples by
;&,,¢e('just as'). This word suggests that we are being given an
elucidation of something which has just been said. Hence, as I read
21325-28, Aristotle is merely continuing the remark which he has just
made - 21325-28 is really an example of a statement which involves
predication of something which does not inhere and hence is 'not always
true'. In other words, it sheds 1light on 21324-25 by giving us an
example of what is an accident. Thus the full passage reads:

Or whenever, on the one hand, it [i.e., the added
term] should inhere [évuwden], the sentence is
always not true; whenever, on the other hand, it

i.e., the added term] should not inhere [ps

uw‘fln] (the sentence is) not always true, just
as Homer is something, such as a poet. Therefore,
now, aiso is or not? For according to what is
accidental [the] 'is' should be predicated of
Homer, for it is the case that he is a poet, but
not according to what is essential [the] 'is' should
be predicated of Homer.

Aristotle's worry is the following. Take Homer and something
which does not belong to him essentially. Being a poet will do. Since
the property of being a poet does not inhere in Homer's essenéé, i.e.,
since Homer is essentially a man and since his essence would not change

if he ceased being a poet and became a shoemaker or a shipbuilder,
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Homer's essence neither is nor includes the property of being a poet.
Instead, it is only an accident of Homer that he is a poet - and,
since Homer could just 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 essential but merely accidental to Homer, it is possible
for Homer either to be a poet or not be a poet. And this is the real
point of the question 'Therefore, now, also is or not?' It is not a
query about whether Homer does or does not exist. Rather it is a
straightforward question - since this property of being a poet is only
an accident, i.e., it does not inhere in the essence of Homer, it is
true that Homer is a poet? Rendered slightly less literally, Aristot-
le's question is really 'Therefore, now, also is it the case or is it
not the case?' Or again, since Greek usage permits using coti ('is')
in interrogatives to mean 'is it true?', the passage may read 'There-
fore, now, is it also true or not?'23

It is in this context that 21326-28 is to be understood. That in
these lines Aristotle is not talking about being or is but about 'is’',
is abundantly clear - the ¥& before ¢oxw in °27 and again in 228 can
serve no other function.24 And if it is remembered that lines 326-28
are meant as an explanation - note that the sentence begins with 34’&9

('for'), the standard Aristotelian device for introducing reasons -

234ith regard to this use of ¢exl cf. Metaphysics V.vii 1017331-
35, Metaphysics Vi,iv, and Metaphysics IX.Xx.

2For similar uses of ¥ in De Interpretatione cf. De Int. i
16a17-18, ii 16321, 26, etc.
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they clearly must refer back to whether or not 'Homer is a poet' is
true or false.

If the reader has followed me this far, I think my conclusion
is obvious. Since (1) Aristotle is concerned with 'is', not being or
is, (2) the property of being a poet is an accident of a man, not part
of his essence, (3) Aristotle is worrying about the sentence 'Homer is
a poet', and (4) Aristotle now says that in the sentence 'Homer is a
poet' 'is' is being used according to accident, not according to
essence, it necessarily follows that this remark of Aristot]e's simply
points out that 'is' is being used to predicate something which is an
accident of Homer rather than being used to predicate either the whole
or a part of his essence, i.e., something which inheres in Homer.
Hence, rather than making any reference whatever to existence or to
substance, the xu®'«$vé predication of oty refers to what ' in
the sentence 'Homer is a poet' does not do - namely predicate of Homer
either his essence or part 6f his essence.

Such a reading as I have proposed would be perfectly consistent
with the conclusion Aristotle offers to his discussion of those cases
where the predications were said of a particular instance and singly.

Thus in as many pred1cations as have no contrariety
w1th1n, if def1n1t1ons [aevee ] instead of nouns
[Bvepakrwy; also 'names'] we should say, then if it
should be predicated according to what are their
essences and not according to what is accidental,

concerning these it will be true to say of the partic-
ular dinstance and singly,25

25pe Interpretatione xi 21329-32.
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If (1) we take any sentence which involved a predication which does not
contradict what is inherent in the subject and (2) which should be a
predication of what is essential, not of what is accidental, the re-
placement of nouns by their definitions will mean that what we will be
saying of the particular instance will be true. Consider the sentence
'The particular man is rational'., Since (1) predicatfng being rational
of a particular man does not contradict what is inherent in the parti-
cular man and (2) 'rational' does not predicate the accidental but
rather the essential of the particular man, if we should replace the
word 'man' by its Adves, viz. 'being a rational animal', our predica-
tion will be of the particular instance and our assertion will clearly
be true.
Nor would the afterthought with which Aristotle closes chapter xi

lend any support to a rival interpretation of 21325-28.

But just because that which is not is an object of

opinion, it is not true to say that it is something.

Eg:.gginion of it is not that it is, but that it is
Manley Thompson had read these lines as evidence in favor of his read-

. n o
ing the w«®«ivé meaning of ¢iva. as 'is a substance'. Hence he wrote

I haxe differed from Minio- Paluel]o by reading a common after
«mm in As 1 have interpreted 229-32, it is the conclusion of
the d1scu5510n in 21318-28. My reason for doing so is the obvious
parallelASm between the phrase wath wh1ch Arlstotle opens his discus-
sion in 218-19 &AnO&s §'¢etiv eiretv wata Tod tvds wal Svidbs ('But
it is true to say, of the, partlcular instance and singly') and 331-32
™ ® wal awdds AAnOCs eotan euwedv (as 1 have rendered it above:

'it will be true to say of the particular instance and singly').

26271232-33,
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...[T]he fact that a non-existent Homer may be the

object of opinion, as he would be if we were to con-

struct a myth about him, does not mean that it is

true to say Homer is something. The assertions 'Homer

is merely the object of opinion' and 'Homer is a myth-

ical being' are about Homer only in the sense of deny-

ing that he is in fact anything. While we might say

that 'Homer is a poet' is true in fiction, what is

true in this case is true of the myth and not of

Homer. And the myth does exist, even though not per

se as a substance does.27

However, surely Aristotle's point is not merely that myths are not

o::o'cf«('substances'). Of course, to use Thompson's example, that
Homer is a part of a myth is in and of itself sufficient indication
that the mythical Homer is not the same as the flesh and blood man;
simply because it is a myth, it is about something which is not.

However, contra Thompson, this does not in any way imply that the
focus of Aristotle's closing remark is that to think about what is
contrary-to-fact, such as a myth, is to think about what is not a
substance. Rather, the point is simply that that which is not is not,
by virtue of our thinking about it, something which is.

That this is the case can be seen most clearly when we realize
that Aristotle's remark about that which is not is not restricted to
things which might erroneously be thought to belong to the category of
substance, but rather concerns items in every category. For example,
let us consider that object of opinion, the greeness of my hair. Since
my hair is really a shade of brown, its being green is something which

is not. Nevertheless, I can opine about my green hair. For example,

27'0n Aristotle's Square of Opposition', p. 57.
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I can imagine that it would then match the color of the grass outside
my house or that it would then be a different color from my girl
friend's hair. However, and this is the point, all of this opining
would concern that which is not simply because my hair is not green
but brown. In order for Thompson's interpretation to be correct he
must maintain that Aristotle is cautioning us lest we think that the
nonexistent greeness of my hair is a substance. However, no one
familiar with the doctrine of the categories would ever be misled into
thinking that the greenness of my hair was a substance.

Hence, Aristotle's closing words, that ¥8 % &v ('that which is
not') is not opined as being something ('that it is'), but rather as
its not being something ('that it is not'). Aristotle, quite plausibly
as my green hair example shows, speaks of that which is not in the
same way as he speaks of that which is, i.e., in all of the categories.
Thompson's interpretation overlooks this point.

That the reading of 21325-28 which I have proposed is correct can

be further confirmed by comparing it to Metaphysics V. vii, a text in

which Aristotle offers us four semantic rules governing the verb 'to
be'. The first two senses there discussed are the very same senses

with which I have been concerned in this section - namely the use of
the various cognates of‘éivcc to indicate either that which is acci-
dental or that which is essential. On any interpretation of the use

of T8 we@ai*d &v in De Interpretatione 21325-28 other than the one I

have presented in this section, De Interpretatione xi and Metaphysics




V.vii become irreconcilable.28
Before closing, I think it obligatory to consider the analysis

of John Ackrill. In his edition of De Interpretatione Ackrill consid-

ered the very treatment which I have here proposed, only to reject
jt. Thus Ackrill writes that
It is clear that the accidental predication of

which Aristotle speaks in this paragraph [21318-33]

is 'accidental' in the second sense of the two senses

distinguished above; it is incidenyal or indirect

predication. Aristotle's example is not a happy.oqe.

But when he says that in 'Homer is a poet' the 'is

is predicated accidentally of Homer (:becau§e he is

a poet, not in its own right') his point evidently

is not that 'is' gives an accidental as opposed to

essential property of Homer, but that it attaches

to Homer only indirectly, qualifying him only qua

poet.29
In other words, Ackrill is conceding that his interpretation of
21325-28 forces him to be dissatisfied with Aristotle's example.
However, rather than accept the interpretation I have proposed for
these lines, Ackrill advocates a theory whereby the text claims that
'is' is being 1inked to 'Homer' only via the direct object 'poet’
and not unqualifiedly as in 'Homer is'.

Aside from the intrinsic awkwardness of such an interpretation

- one which does not even fully please the author - the crucial pro-
blem which we must consider is why Aristotle's '...point evidently is
not that 'is' gives an accidental as opposed to essential property of

Homer...', i.e., what basis Ackrill has for rejecting the much simpler

28Cf, Chapter Four in which I analyze Metaphysics V.vii.
29p, 148.
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and more straightforward explanation. Unfortunately, we are left
ignorant as to what are these evident grounds.

Are they that .such an interpretation cannot be reconciled with the
rest of chapter xi and, in particular, the Tines immediately preceding
21925? If so, my proposal that lines 21225-28 are simply meant to be
an 11lustration of 21324-25, i.e., of something which does not inhere
in the essence of something else, not only dissolves this difficulty
but in fact shows that the interpretation which Ackrill rejects is
correct. However, if this is not the alleged ground for Ackrill's dis-
missal, then the basis of his rejection is not the least bit evident.
In short, Ackrill's rejection of an analysis of 21325-28 in terms of
'is' giving '...an accidental as opposed to an essential property of
Homer...' appears to be inadequate.

In summary - I have shown that the wx@auve ('essential' or
'according to essence') andwmws vupMnnés('accidental' or 'according

to accident') uses of €vac in De Interpretatione xi 21325-28 refer to

the use of the verb 'to be' to indicate that which is essential and
that which is accidental. In so doing, not only have I shown that De

Interpretatione 21325-28 does not contradict the account of Aristotle's

theory of predication which I offer in Chapter One, but I have also

interpreted it in a manner consistent with Metaphysics V.vii.




Conclusion

In this chapter I have shown that despite the claims of most major
translators and commentators, neither Categories x 13b12-35 nor De
Interpretatione xi 21325-28 provide any support for the claim that

Aristotle believes that the subject of a sentence might not refer. I
have argued that the most plausible interpretation of each passage -
both in terms of the immediate context and in terms of other related
passages throughout the corpus - is quite different from the tradi-
tional reading. In this way I have refuted a potentially serious

objection to the account which I advanced in Chapter One.



Chapter Three

The €U €oTc¢ Question in Posterior Analytics II.d

In Posterior Analytics II.i Aristotle presents four questions for

which science seeks answers: v+8 &t¢ ,v8 Sudre , €. eote, and xl Coxe,
The common rendering of these four questions as (1) that S is P, (2)
why S is P, (3) if S is, and (4) what is (the definition of) S has led
various commentators to conclude that the €t €ote question involves
the existential use of the verb 'to be'. However, in this chapter I
hope to show both that reading the et we question in terms of exis-
tence is rather dubious and that the € toTe question really concerns
whether a word can be used to make a literal predication.

In Section 1 of this chapter I will briefly discuss the above-
mentioned interpretation of the €t o™ question in terms of existence
in order to show how widely it is accepted. In Section II, I will
make several general comments concerning the structure and interpreta-

tion of Posterior Analytics 1I.i. In Section III, I will consider the

illuminating discussion of Father Joseph Owens. I will first consider
Owens' fatal objection to reading the €L ewee question as 'if it is'
(where 'ié' carries the force of 'exist'). Second I will consider
Owens' own proposal and third I will show how it fails. Finally, in
Section IV, I will modify Father Owens' suggestion in such a way that
it both preserves Owens' insights and at the same time accords with
the analysis of gxistentia1 assertion which I offered in Chapter One.
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Though in no way do I claim to solve all of the many difficulties

posed by Posterior Analytics II.i and its succeeding chapters, I do

think that the reading I will propose provides a more intelligible ren-

dering of Aristotlie's remarks than previous interpretations.



In order to contrast the discussion of Posterior Analytics II.i

which I will offer in Sections I1I and IV, Tet me briefly sketch the
position which I am opposing.

As I have already noted, the common interpretation of the four
questions asked in Posterior Analytics II.i reads them as: (1) that
Sis P, (2) why S is P, (3) if S is, and (4) what is (the definition

of) S. Perhaps this view emerges most clearly in Tredennick's Loeb

translation:

There are four kinds of questions that we ask,
and they correspond to the kinds of things that we
know. They are: the question of fact, the question
of reason or cause, the question of existence, and
the question of essence. (1) When we ask whether
this or that is so, introducing a plurality of terms
(e.g., whether the sun suffers eclipse or not), we
are asking the question of fact. The proof is that
when we have discovered that it does suffer eclipse
our inquiry is finished; and if we know at the out-
set that it does so, we do not ask whether it does.
It is when we know the fact that we ask (2) the rea-
son; e.g., if we know that the sun suffers eclipse
and the earth moves, we ask the reasons for these
facts. That is how we ask these questions; but there
are others which take a different form: e.g., (3)
whether a centaur or a god exists. The question of
existence refers to simple existence, and not to
whether the subject is (say) white or not. When we
know that the subject exists, we as* (4) what it is;
“what, then, is & gua?" or "a man?"

G.R.G. Mure's understanding of the four questions is basically
the same as Tredennick's. Thus, in Mure's Oxford translation he

renders the four things which we seek as

Tcambridge, Mass., 1966), p. 175.
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(1) whether the connexion of an attribute with a thing
is a fact, (2) what is the reason of the connexion,
(3) whetheE a thing exists, (4) what is the nature of
the thing.

These two translations clearly see the issue in the third and
fourth questions in terms of the contrast between whether a given thing
exists, 1.e., the existence of the thing, and what a given thing is,
i.e., the essence of the thing. In other words, the € eoxcand <«
&oce questions are understood in terms of the time-honored distinction
between the existence of a thing (that it is) and the essence of the
thing (what it is).

In his discussion of the passage, W.D. Ross leaves no doubt that
he also sees the issue in these terms. For Ross, the & €oe question '
involves the existential use of the verb 'to be' and asks of some
thing whether it is:

Aristotle begins [Posterior Analytics II] by distin-
guishing four topics of scientific inquiry, «8 Sct,
w &dévc,al ¢oec, el €ove. The difference between
w %o and @ ¢ote turns on the difference between

the copulative and the existential use of 'is'; the
two questions are respectively of the form 'Is A B?'
and of the form 'Does A exist?' If we have established
that A is B, we go on to ask why it is so; if we have
established that A exists, we go on to ask what it is.3

Though the interpretation of the el €ote and vl cex. questions in

terms of the contrast between the existence and the essence of a thing

2In McKeon The Basic Works of Aristotle, p. 158.

3W.D. Ross Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Analytics (Oxford,
1965), p. 75-76.
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is widely accepted, I do not think that it is correct. In order to

see why, let us'begin our examination of Posterior Analytics II.1i.




I1

In order to understand what the third question really means, let

us consider the other questions first. In particular, Tet us examine

the structure of Posterior Analytics II.1 in order to see how Aristotle

relates the questions to one another.

Posterior Analytics II.i begins by noting that the number of

things we seek corresponds to the number of ways in which we knbw.
Then Aristotle lists these four things which we seek: ¥ See , W
Sl , & Qowe , and vl exe. The first two questions are rather
easily understood.
For whenever on the one hand we should seek whether
this is so or that is so, introducing a number {of
terms?, for example whether the sun suffers eclipse
or not, the that [v8 ®x«] we seek. An indication of
this is that when we discover that it suffers eclipse

we cease. On the other hand, whenever we should know
the that [W &« ], we seek the reason [+3 6&ué<x¢ ]. For

example, if we know that the sun suffers eclipse and
Tt surfers eclipes on the reason Dutur ] 1t moves.?

The crucial phrase in this passage is eis &gOudv Odvees ('intro-
ducing a number {of terms)'). Aristotle is indicating that the first
two things which we seek - ¥d &%« and *8 §udxe - only concern us when
we are investigating what in some way introduces multiplicity. The
obvious sense, especially in the light of the examples, is that
Aristotle intends ‘introducing a number' to refer to the fact that in

the first two questions we are treating two terms. The Sk« question

4posterior Analytics I1.i 89b25-31.
90
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asks whether it is a fact that S is P (e.g., that the sun is capabie
of being eclipsed). The 8«&ec question will provide the reason for
this fact. Aristotle does not actually here give us the reason for the
fact that the sun suffers eclipse or the fact that the earth moves,
but from the pattern he offers in the case of a Tunar eclipse, he
envisages one fact (e.g. that the earth by its movement has blocked
off the 1ight of the sun) as the reason for another fact (e.g., that
the moon suffers eclipse).

In turning to the third and fourth 'things we seek' (the € €oee
and =l &oTe questions), the significance of the phrase €ls %P Opdv
Odveeg emerges. By means of a uv...&...construction Aristotle
opposes the first pair of questions in 89P25-31 (which involve a
multiplicity of terms), to the second pair of questions in 89P31-35
where the things that we seek are of 'another kind' ({Alov veéwev ).
Since the first two objects of inquiry introduced number or complexity
by involving two terms, the second pair's opposition shows that it
fails to 1nfroduce number or complexity. This would imply, in agree-
ment with the traditional reading, that the third and fourth questions
only concern single things.

Themistius' paraphrase is quite clear that the opposition between
the Oce /Subee and the &t €ote /el doee pairs is between two terms which
are compounded together and single things.

We seek either about something simple and uncompound
[rept &wRhod Tives wal aowv®etod ] or about a compound
and in a premise.... ~Now there are four (things we

seek) : €l €oTe , T gone, & swaple. véle m‘:‘.&['if
this belongs to that'], && «{ YwméeXec ['through what
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(this). belongs {to that)']. The former two are about
simples [weetl viv ma-v the 'Iatger two are about
compounds [wept T A

Eustratius and Philoponus note the same distinction between the two
pairs of quest'lcons.6 However, this only locates the problem - it does
not tell us what Aristotle claims we seek to know about these single
ftems.
The actual text in which the € €ere and v{ &yve questions are

posed in quite condensed. Aristotle writes

Now on the one hand, these things [the &%« and $coxe

questions] are so. But some things which we seek are

of another kind. For example, if it is or is not

[el &sxwv & ) €0 ] a centaur or a god. I mean if

it is or is not unqualifiedly [€l €oeww R pai Swidig]

but not if it is white or not. And knowin that it

is [€ce oxc], we seek what it is [x( mi For

exa 'le,q.we then seek what_is a god or what is a
man [x{ cov dexe O¢s , B v éotev &vOBpuwes;]?7

We already know that both the &t dwwc and t{ &oxe questions only

concern single items. On the basis of the examples which Aristotle

SThemistius Paraphrase of Posterior Analytics 42.4-5,.13-14 ed.
%03) Wallies in Commentaria in Aristotlelem Graeca Vol. 5 (Berlin,

6Philoponus in Analyt. Post. 336.19 ff. esp.336.19-21 ed. by M.
Wallies in Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca Vol. 13 (Berlin, 1909);
Eustratius in Analyt. Post. 12.22-25 and 14.27-31 ed. by M. Hayduck in
Commentaria in Aristotlelem Graeca Vol. 21 (Berlin, 1907).

Tposterior Analytics II.i 89P31-35.

In this and the next three trans]at1ons I have rendered el €exe
'if it is’' not that I believe that & torte means 'if S exists' but
rather simply in order not to beg any questions concerning the meaning
of the é. €oxe question. For my own interpretation of the meaning of
the &l ¢owe question, cf. below p.105-110.
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offers us, we also know that there is some sense in which these two
questions only concern things which are purported to be obolme('sub-
stances') and not things from the accidental categories. Aristotle
specifically excludes the €l ot question from covering 'white'.

If we allow our eyes to wander to chapter ii, we can learn another
very important fact - the way in which Aristotle relates the search for
the answers to all four questions to the search for middle terms.

But what we seek, whenever on the one hand we should

seek_the that [+8 &tc] or the if it is unqualifiedly
[X &eve &wAls], is whether there is or is not a mid-
. dle term. Whenever, on the other hand, knowing either
the that [v& @ec] or if it is [ @wxe] - 1.e., either
the partial or the unqualified - again the through
what [*3 &3 =l ] or the what is [+ ®{ &eoxd], then we
seek what is the middle.8

Aristotle is grouping the four questions of Posterior Analytics II.i

in the following way: the Ste and & eote questions only seek whether
there is a middle term. If there is a middle term, we know that there
will be affirmative answers to these questions. Only when we know that
there is such an affirmative answer can we then go on and know what
this middle term is. The middle term will be what accounts for the
answers to the Oec and ¢ &ore questions. The middle term accounting
for the Se¢ will be the answer to the 8.dee; the middle term accounting
for the affirmative answer to the & éoee question will be the answer |
to the «{ dwxiquestion. Hence the answers to the Sceee and el €erte

questions will be the actual middle terms; the answers to the O%e and

8posterior Analytics II.ii 89P37-90a1,
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& éwed questions will only indicate whether there are such middle
terms.
These lines also provides an important clue to unravelling the

problem of what Aristotle means in Posterior Analytics II.1 by €% et

Aristotle indicated by example that while 'centaur' and ‘god' were
appropriate items for the &l toce question, -'wh'lte' was not. This he
explained by saying that et €oTe wiveaupess and ek Gut. Oeds Were
ﬁﬂ&, while et dexe Aeuwds is presumably not. The passage I have just
quoted indicates that the opposition of the $t. €oxe and €X ¢eoxe
questions is the opposition of €xl jalpees to wmds This is confirmed
in 9032-5, where Aristotle elaborates on the relationship of the

Tee Cote and el daxe questions to the &wt .m'm f4w\ds distinction:

But I mean the that [W o] or if it is [& eotw ]
as partial and unqualified [&wl pdpeuvs wal Gwade].
On the one hand, as partial is whether the moon
suffers eclipse or whether the moon waxes. For in
such questions we seek if 1t is somethi:g or if it
is not something [el dox¢ v R J. On the
other hand, as tmqug’liﬂed'ly leac-;], if moon or
night is or is not?

Iposterior Analytics 1I.11 9032-5.

There 'ls 2 disagreement on the correct text for 9032. Ross reads
ve Sre Coviv twi pigeus m}- «tlu-s, while both Bekker and Tredennick
read 3 See R @ w eu piépous wal &wads. In his critical apparatus,
Ross does not indicate the existence of any mss. which follow Bekker's
text. However, since Bekker is using A, B, and C as his codices for
the whole organon and h1s critical apparatus indicates that in manu-
scripts A and B R &« «ruvis missing, it would appear that, at least
according to Bekker,® «t &eww is to be found in C. It is unfortunate
that Tredennick does not indicate the source of his reading.

However, one point clearly stands out - the sense of the text
demands the Bekker-Tredennick reading. If we follow Ross we must allow
that in 9032 ff Aristotle distinguishes two senses of the two senses of



III

In his book The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics
Father Joseph Owens offers one of the few illuminating discussions of

Posterior Analytics II.i and, in particular, of the meaning of the

et ¢owe question.’® Though, as I have already indicated, Owens'
analysis suffers from a serious defect, certain of his insights are
correct and form the basis of my own interpretation.

In Metaphysics VI.i Aristotle briefly remarks on the relation of

the & doee and the v &ete questions to the study of edeln ('substance’
or, as Owens prefers, 'Entity'). Aristotle notes that since all of the
special sciences are only concerned with a particular sort of being and
a particular genus (weel Ov s wal ¥éves ve ), they do not study
unqualified being or being qua being (wept Sveos Swadks o382 ] ).
Similarly the special sciences do not establish the « mc(the 'what-
is') of the things with which they deal, but either they make the <«(
dec. evident by perception or they assume the ©{ &e<d by hypothesis.
Since more or less strict demonstration (awedelwvepe) only occurs once
the «{ dexe has been revealed, it follows that neither the odalu nor

the t{ éexe are demonstrated and that they must be made evident by

some other procedure. At this point Aristotle adds

the 6%« €wxe question - one which is ewt gipous and one which is
&wads. Unfortunately this conflicts with what Aristotle has twice
indicated in the previous lines - namely that the distincﬁon between
Bre &ree and & dewe is to be based on distinguishing €mt pdpaes from
&wASs. Ross himself notes the problem.

The obvious resolution is to see 9032 ff as an amplification of
the distinction which Aristotle has just drawn. In this case the
Bekker-Tredennick reading is to be preferred.

10(1oronto, 1963), p. 287-29. .,
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And 1ikewise whether if the genus with whigh they

deal is or is not [€l Tovww A pu\ ore *d weves]

they say nothing, because through the same thinking

[cumics];l both the ti &exe and the €l €exe are made

evident.
In other words, just as the special sciences do not reveal the =t coTe
of the things with which they deal by scientific demonstration, neither
do they answer the €t totc question by demonstration because both the
<% @ote and & o questions are answered by the same kind of inquiry.
Thus, presumably, the science of Z‘v% & ('being qua being') and odal,
will answer both the ={ &o<e¢ and €t &oze questions.

As Owens' writes

-.:: The same type of intellection treats the 'what-

it-is' and the 'if-it-is'. The science of Entity,

which demonstrates the 'what-is'in regard to the

things dealt with by the other sciences, m¥§t also

treat the 'if' question in regard to them.
The details and problems of the science of ov % ds do not here concern
us. Nor is Owens' discussion of the science germane to my present
inquiry. However, in order to understand Aristotle's claims concerning
the science of ’o‘w-g & Owens attempts to understand precisely what
Aristotle means by the +¢ wed and &% &wv. questions. In turn this

leads to his analysis of Aristotle's major discussion of thes__e ques-

tions in Posterior Analytics.

The major insight of Owens' analysis is his recognizing that the

Myetaphysics Vi.i 1025P16-18.

120wens The Doctrine of Being, p. 288.




97

distinction between the v dexe and e &oxe questions is not the same
as the distinction between the essence of a thing and the existence of
a thing. Initially Owens merely notes that it is anachronistic to
read the s{ Gctclcl &wee distinction in this way:

After seven centuries of metaphysical thought
in. terms of essence and existence, the modern inter-
preter is naturally inclined to understand the two
questions in the light of this distinction. The ‘what-
1t-1s should inquire about the essence of the thing.
The - if-it-is' should be the question 'Does it exist?’

In applying this interpretation to the Aristotel-
jan text, one may be excused for exercising considerable
caution. The composition of the treatises antedates
the express formulation of this distinction in the
Latin terms by sixteen centuries. It is not impossible
that Aristotle may have had such a distinction in mind
without possessing the vocabulary to enunciate if
precisely. But that fact will have to be shown.!3

However, later Owens concludes that understanding the contrast between
the <{ ¢oxe and &t €ote questions in terms of the distinction between
the essence and the existence of a thing can not be reconciled to

Aristotle's texts:

The essence of a thing may be fully known without
any knowledge of whether the thing exists or not.
The notion of a 'mountain of gold' can be fully
understood without knowing whether such a thing has
ever actually existed. Or - to take an example in
the category of Entity - the essence of an Aris-
totelian separate Entity might be treated without
knowing whether it exists or not. But the Stagirite
never raises such a question. The problem in %his
form is simply not present in the Metaphysics.l4

V31hid., p. 289.
141bid., p. 292.
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To contempqrany ears, the claim that understanding what a thing
is does not in any way imply that the thing is seems obvious. The
adoption of the essence/existence distinction impiies that what a
thing is has nothing to do with whether or not it exists. To be a
human being is to be a rational animal; to be a centaur is to be an
animal with the body and legs of a horse and the torso, arms, and head
of a man. It 1s merely a contingent fact about the world that there
exist human beings or that there do not exist centaurs. The fact that
there do not exist such things as centaurs, gods, and golden mountains
in no way prevents our understanding what each of these three things
is. In fact, to deny this and to say that the distinction between
what a thing is and that a thing is is illusory - or, what is the same
point, to say that we cannot know what a thing is unless we also know
that the thing is - seems paradoxical. And yet Aristotle's entire
metaphysics does this very thing.

For Aristotle, to be a human being is to be composed of various
things (e.g; flesh, blood, bone, and hair) organized in a certain way.
Similarly, it might be thought that to be a centaur is also to be
various things (e.g., flesh, blood, bone, and hair) organized in a
certain (albeit different) way. Whereas there are things organized in
the appropriate man-ish way, there are no things organized in the
appropriate centaur-ish way. When we claim to know what a man is we
are claiming to know how these various things (e.g., flesh, blood, etc.)
are organized; but what are we claiming to know when we claim to know
what a centaur is? Because there are men, we can truly say 'Men are

rational animals'; but because there are no centaurs, nothing has the
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body and legs of a horse and the torso, arms, and head of a man.
Hence the sentence 'Centaurs are animals with the body and legs of a
horse and the torso, arms, and head of a man' does not even assert
anything, since there is no thing which is a centaur.

For Aristotle, the distinction between essence and existence
cannot even be drawn since everything which is a certain sort of thing
is and nothing which is not is a certain sort of thing. Merely
indicating that something is a certain sort of thing implies that the
thing exists because if it did not exist, it could not be a certain
sort of thing. Hence, contrary to what the essence/existence interpre-
tation implies, Aristotle is committed to the claim that we do not know
what it is to be a centaur or a god or the golden mountain simply
because there is no thing which is a centaur or a god or the golden
mountain. We cannot know what these purported things are simply
because there is no thing for us to know anything about. And rather
than being paradoxical, it seems quite reasonable to say that we
cannot know.what sort of thing a centaur or a god or the golden moun-
tain is simply because there is no thing for us to know anything about.
In short, the essence/existence distinction directly conflicts with
Aristotle's metaphysics.

In order to understand what Aristotle means by the & Gote ques-
tion Owens' directs his attention to the principal example which
Aristotle presents, namely that of the Tunar eclipse. The fact that
the moon is eclipsed is explained by the screening of the moon by the

earch. According to Owens, Aristotle's explanation and example show

that
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...the 'if-it-is' in the case of demonstrables emerges

as a generic or quasi-generic knowledge of what later,

through the addition of the gpecific di fference, becomes

the 'what-is' of the thing.!

What Owens means by contrasting the €t €ot. and v{ doxe questions

as the difference between a generic or quasi-generic knowledge of a
thing and a specific knowledge of that thing is the difference between
knowing that something is a Being and knowing the kind of nature of
that Befng. What an affirmative answer to the &l &se. question indi-
cates is

...that what you are dealing with is not in this

case a non-Being. It is a Being. You can inquire

into its nature. The partial, i.e., quasi-generic,

knowledge of the 'what-it-is' given in the answer

to the first question suffices to show that you

are dealing with a Being of some kind, and are able

to proceed to a specific knowledge of its nature.16

If read in this way the €t ¢oee and =€ ove questions, rather than

meaning 'if S is' (where 'is' carries the force of 'exists') and 'what
is (the definition of) S', really mean 'Is it a Being?' and 'What is
this Being?' The affirmative answer to the & &evc question establish-
es the thing as a Being, a thing about which we can undertake further
inquiry. The answer to the «{ tote question gives us the definition of
the Being, it tells us exactly what this Being is. 'Being' is here

being used in its non-generic sense, the sense in which everything

which is, regardless of category, is a Being. Presumably then, the

51bid., p. 291.
161bid., p. 291.



differentiation of the @te¢ and §dxe questions from the &l €exe and

W qwee questions will be on the basis of asking about the non-generic
Being of something allegedly from one of the accidental categories as
opposed to asking about the non-generic Being of what is a purported
Roln

That this is Owens' meaning is made clear by his discussion of
Posterior Analytics II.vii 92P10-14. According to Owens, this passage
reads:

The question 'what is a man' and the fact that a man

is, are not the same. Then too we say that it is nec-

essary to show by demonstration that everything is,

unless it be Entity; and 'to be' is not the Entity of

anything, since Being is not a genus.17
As Owens reads the passage, Aristotle first is contrasting the nine
accidental categories with the category of elala (Owens: 'Entity'),
the former being demonstrated of the latter. Though the ten categories
are the highest genera, they are in some sense subordinate to Being,
Being being'something under which the ten categories are grouped in a
way other than as genus to species. Since Being is not a genus but is
in some sense above the categorical distinctions, it cannot be grouped
under one particular genus - the category of obolx,

It is one question to ask 'Is this a Being or not?’

...It is another question to inquire 'What is this
Being?'... The generic knowledge of the category was

171bid., p. 292. Owens' reading is a bit awkward. The first
sentence 'The question...the same' really is not part of the present
argument but the last sentence of the previous argument. All that
Owens is concerned with is the remainder of the quotation.
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:g{{}:ii:: :g:ethe first question. The exact l?gation
gory is required for the second.

Though Owens' reading has the major advantage of avoiding the
problems to which the existence/essence reading of the & dwxe/x{ €oxe
questions leads, it still suffers from serious defects of its own.
Owens both reads the participle @¢ in an overly ontological way and
fails to realize that as a result of reading ov as 'Being', the nega-
tive answer to the & €wxe becomes. self-contradictory and the affirma-
tive answer to the & devc becomes tautological. This latter point is
a fatal philosophical objection to Owens' proposal.

According to Owens, the & &oxc question merely asks 'Is it a
Being?' Presumably an affirmative answer to the Q et question would
then be 'It is a Being'. But what if we have a negative answer?
Presumably the appropriate response would be 'It is not a Being'. So
much seems obvious - until we try to understand what the sentence
'It is not a Being' indicates. On the one hand we seem to be speaking
about some thing - otherwise how can we understand the word 'it'?
However, on the other hand, we are denying of this thing that we are
speaking about that it is a thing.

To read one of Aristotle's examples in Owens' way, suppose we
were to ask 'Is a centaur a Being?' The only answer seems to be 'No,
centaurs are not Beings'. But what then is the subject of the second
sentence? A non-Being? If so, then what are we talking about? It

seems that even in order to make sense out of the sentence ‘'Centaurs

181pid., p. 293.
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are not Beings' we are already committed to the claims that centaurs
are Beings. ‘

Furthermore it is not merely the negative answer to the question
'It is a Being?' which troubles us. Even the affirmative answer 'It is
a Being' creates difficulties. Since, in Owens' terms, in order for
the sentence 'It is a Being' to make sense, 'it' must denote a Being,
in effect the sentence 'It is a Being' is nothing more than the tautol-
ogy ‘'Some particular Being is a Being' - and to tell me that a thing is
a thing is hardly informative. Hence Owens' rendering forces our
answers to the €t éote question to be either in some sense self-contra-
dictory ('Some Being is not a Being') or in some sense mere tautologies
(‘Some Being is a Being').

To put the issue in contemporary terms, Owens' reading of the
¢t detc question as 'Is it a Being?' fails to fully face the way in
which the et &ete question is related to the problem of reference. If
we give an affirmative answer to the € éee. question, then we are
really sayihg nothing more than that the thing to which we are referr-
ing 1s some thing and if we give the negative answer we run afoul of
the old difficulties about referring to what does not exist. In
short, reading the & Coxe question in the manner that Owens suggests
seems to have only gotten Aristotle into a different problem. Whereas
the existence/essence reading of the e eese /x{ oty questions conflicts
with Aristotle's metaphysics, Owens' 'Is it a Being?What is this
Being'? reading is philosophically untenable.

The root cause of Owens' difficulties is that though he has
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realized that the & ¢ere question must in some sense concern Being,

he has failed to recognize that in the context of Posterior Analytics

II Being cannot be read in the ontological manner that characterizes
his interpretation but instead must be understood linguistically. In
other words, rather than understanding Aristotle's remarks about Being
in terms of how we speak about or "is" things, Owens has interpreted
these comments as being about the things being spoken about or "is-ed."
But the moment that 'Being' is read in this way, it becomes impossible
to give an intelligible negative or a significant affirmative answer to
the question 'Is it a Being?'

In the next section I hope to show how, by construing Being in a
Tinguistic rather than an ontological manner, we can offer a more
reasonable version of Owens' proposal than the one which Owens himself

has advanced.



IV

Perhaps the best place to begin reinterpreting Owens' reading of
the & &oxd question is by trying to understand how we can preserve
Owens' insight that the €t ¢wee and vt Ewxe questions are not contrast-
ed in the manner of the existence/essence distinction and at the same
time avoid Owens' difficulties with the notion of reference. The
proposal I wish to make stems directly from our previous consideration
of Aristotle's discussion of those sentences which are- capable of being
asserted and my suggestion in Section III that what led Owens' pro-
posal into difficulties was Owens' understanding Being in an ontologi-
cal rather than a linguistic manner.

In order to motivate my propesal, let me amplify on this second
point. If we understand Being in the manner of Owens, that it is some
thing 1ike an aspect or a quality which every thing which is has, then
when we attempt to decide whether something (e.g., X) is or is not we
will be seeking whether X does or does not possess this thing, i.e.,
whether X is or is not a Being. But the whole point of denying that
+«3 Qv is a genus is that there is no thing which every thing has in
common - that there is no aspect or quality which makes a thing a thing.

~ But then how is Aristotle's discussion of vd &v to be construed if
not as being about some thing which all things are? The solution
seems to be in remembering that the Greek word av, which Owens trans-
lates as 'Being', is really the neuter nominative singular participle
of the Greek verb é2v¢s('to be'). By rendering & as 'Being’ Owens

turns a verbal participle into a noun. This in tum suggests that
105
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when we use the word 'Being' we are speaking about some thing. But
though & might carry this nominative or "thing" sense, it also carries
a verbal sense stemming from its being a participle. By rendering
@ as 'Being' we lose this predicative function and hence we lose the
suggestion that in speaking about ov, what we are speaking about in
some sense concerns how we predicate of things - of how we "is" things
- rather than merely about the things we are predic&‘ing of. On read-
ing & as 'Being', we suggest that we are talking about the thing
being predicated of separately from our talking about our predicating
of it; on reading&v participially (as, if I may coin a word, "is-ing")
we suggest that we are talking about the thing being predicated of in
terms of our predicating of it. Hence, it I am correct, to assert that
something is & should not be understood (as Owens would) as the
assertion that something is a Being, but rather should be taken to mean
something is predicated of or, in my jargon, that something is "is-ed."
Now let us return to the & &ate question and try to become clear
about what q;uestion is being asked. As already noted, Owens' interpre-
tation 'Is it a Being'? is unacceptable because of the difficulties
which we encounter in construing the reference of 'it' without making
the answers to the question either tautological or self-contradictory.
The lesson to be Tearned from the failure of Owens' analysis is that
if we are to make the answers to the € &ste question significant the
subject of the question must not be understood as already necessarily
being what the question seeks to learn about the subject of the ques-
tion seeks to learn about the subject of the question. Any interpreta-
tion (such as Owens') which fails to meet this condition will obviously
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result in the answers to the et €oee question being either tautological
(since the subjeét already necessarily is this sort of item) or self-
contradictory (since the subject already necessarily is not this sort
of item).

If we are to adequately understand the €t &wt. question, the inter-
pretive principle which I have just noted forces us to recognize that
the subject of the question - what the question is about - cannot be a
thing. No matter how we proceed, construal of the subject of the e €ote
question, the 'it', as a thing will result in an interpretation in which
the € €ete question will lack significance. Since obviously Aristotle
intends the €l ¢eee question to be significant, clearly we should
construe the subject of the question, the 'it', not as a thing but a
word. On this reading, the question does not concern centaurs but
'centaur', not gods but 'god'. In fact, as I have already shown, the
& Soxe question could not possibly concern centaurs and gods simply
because there are no centaurs and gods.'I9 Thus the €@ Sete iwestion
will concern (at least primarily) words and not (at least primarily)
the things to which the words allegedly refer. Failure to recognize
this point by interpreting the € &ex¢ question in terms of the things
to which we are allegedly referring results in the already noted dif-
ficulties concerning reference.

When the recognition that the et coxe question concerns words is

combined with my proposal concerning the meaning of Ov - viz. that

]gkegarding this point, cf. above p. 42-43.
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& be understood in terms of predicating of things rather than in terms
of the things themselves - a different way of understanding the &t 2ece
question emerges. Because of the way Aristotle understands predication
- f.e., as a relation between two things, not between words - only
things (not words) can be predicated of things. However, words can be
used to predicate things of things - words can be used to assert or
deny that one thing belongs to another thing - and this clearly sug-
gests another reading of the & tote question in which it is understood
as a query as to whether some given word can be used to show that some
thing is predicated of or, in my jargon, to show that some thing is
"is-ed." Put differently, what I am proposing is that the question be
understood as asking 'Is the word "“..." us'able to predicate?' or 'Does
the word "..." make an "is-ing"?'

0f course 50meone might respond to this proposal by saying 'But
then aren't you making the €t &éoree question just as trivial as Owens
did, since every word can be used to make a predication?' However,
this objection completely overlooks what Aristotle means by predication.
As already pointed out in Chapter One, Section I, for Aristotle predi-
cation is primarily to be understood as a relation of two things to one
another and not to be understood in terms of the linguistic vehicle
used to assert this relationship. Since not all words successfully
denote, not all words can be used to make predications. Therefore,
rather than the reading of the € €oee question as 'Is the word "..."
usable to predicate?' being trivial, it becomes the question whose
answers will determine the subject matter of scientific inquiry.

Three pieces of evidence favor my interpretation of the €t €eoxe
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question as 'Is the word "..." usable to predicate?' First it gives

a clear sense to the &t éexe question without encountering any of the
problems which led to the rejection of both the common interpretation
(f.e., 'If S exists') and Owens' interpretation. Second it is clearly
consistent with the texts concerning predication which I discussed in
Chapter One. Third it allows us to understand several other points in
Posterior Analytics II in a rather uncomplicated way. To this third

point, let me now briefly tum.

The analysis of the &t &erxe question which I have offered fits
perfectly with the analysis of the ©{ éere. For Aristotle, when we
ask what is a man or what is a triangle, we are not asking for a defin-
ition of the words 'man' or 'triangle' but the definitory formula of
man and triangle, of what something has to be in order to be a man or
a triangle. In other words, the answer to the & &wwe question is not
a mere verbal definition but rather an expression of what it is to be
a certain sort of thing.

In his Adiscussion of the et eorte and <+l derxe questions in Posterior
Analytics II.i1 Aristotle wrote that the € dwee merely asks whether a
substance has a middle term while the answer to the ™l €evc question
is the actual supplying of that middle term. But how can we only .know
that there is a middle term - or, what this really means, how can we
know that the purported substance has a definition - without knowing
what this middle term - or definition - is?

Rather than being forced into Owens' rather tenuous distinction

between generic or quasi-generic knowledge and specific knowledge, the
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proposal that I am making yields a quite simple explanation. In tell-
ing us that a certain word can be used to make a literal predication,
what the & doxe question tells us is that there is some thing in the
world which this word denotes. The <t éorte question then goes on to
ask what this thing is. Note - not what the word means but what the
thing which the word denotes is. A negative answer to the €l €uxe
question forecloses further inquiry because asserting that a certain

~ word cannot be used to make a literal predication shows that there is
no thing in the world which this word denotes. The reason we do not
ask the ©¢ &ore question if there is a negative answer to the el €oxe
question is simply that we cannot go on to ask what the thing is if
there is no thing in the world which this word denotes.



Conclusion

In concluding this chapter I would just Tike to emphasize one
point, namely that by reading the € evte question in the manner that
I have suggested - viz. as a query about whether a word can be used to
make a 1iteral predication - Aristotle's discussion of the et tote

question in Posterior Analytics II can be reconciled perfectly to the

theory of existential assertion which I discussed in Chapter One.

m



Chapter Four

'‘Being' in the Dictionary: An Analysis of
Metaphysics V.vii

In this chapter I will offer a translation of and commentary on

Metaphysics V.vii 101727-Po, the "dictionary" discussion of w& 2w

('being'). In my analysis I will argue that rather than being a treat-
ment of some entity called 'being’' or a discussion of existence or some
general way of treating all predicates, Aristotle's intent is to under-
stand the role played by the Greek verb J:;«; ('to be') and its various
cognates. In the course of his discussion Aristotle offers four
semantic rules governing the use of the verb. Due to the length of
this chapter, let me briefly summarize my results before proceeding to
my detailed analysis.

In Section I, I discuss two initial problems which any analysis

of Metaphysics V.vii must face. The first concerns the subject matter

of the chapter. I argue that whereas several commentators have under-
stood the notion of +3 Sv elsewhere as either the notion of Being or

as an omium gatherum way of talking about everything that exists, in

Metaphysics V.vii Aristotle's discussion concerns the various uses of

the verb 'to be' and its cognates. The second difficulty concerns how

the structure of Metaphysics V.vii should be understood.

In Section II, I show that in 101738-22 by t3 ov wata eunBePnuds

112
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Aristotle means the use of the verb évee and its cognates to indi-
cate that which is accidental. That Aristotle intends v& ov wava
owuBeBands to cover sentences of the form 'X is Y' where Y is an
accident of X is shown both by his examples, his discussion, and by the
semantic rule which he provides in lines 312-13: 'X is Y' can be used
to mean that Y is an accident of X.

In Section III, I analyze Aristotle's 1017322-27 discussion of
T8 & w®'bvd and show that what Aristotle means by this expression
are all essential predications which are made by means of the verb
€was Or any of its cognates. Since essential predications generate a
hierarchy extending from each of the ten categories down to the infima
species, Aristotle's scheme generates something similar to the tree of
Porphyry. Hence Aristotle's semantic rule: X is w'abvbd to Y if the
predication follows figures of predication (i.e., the categories).

Section IV consists of an analysis of 1017%27-30. These lines
have repeatedly been the Achilles heel of interpretations of 101738-27.
Aristotle notes that a sentence which consists of a subject and an
active verb has the same meaning as a sentence consisting of a subject,
a form of the verb 'to be', and the present participle of the original
verb. The difficulty raised by these lines is simply that Aristotle's
three examples more readily appear to be examples of +3 ov w«va
cupuPeBawss than examples of w8 Sv we@aivd |

Numerous attempts have been to resolve this incongruity - all of

which are united on seeing 1017327-30 as an attempt to explain only

the meaning of +8 v wwB'«S&ve . The proposal I wish to advance rejects
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this assumption and analyzes lines 327-30 as examples of how all pred-
ications, whether they be according to what is accidental or according
to what is essential, can be transformed into wari evp@etnwi and
wa@ualvé uses of 'to be' and its cognates. In other words, I argue
that the three examples in 227-30 are examples of v &v wuvd eupnBeBrnds
but that Aristotle intends these examples to show how similar transfor-
mations can be made to yield instances of w v wa@'advd as well.
Section V is an analysis of Aristotle's claims in 1017331-35 that
the verb 'to be' can be used to indicate the true and the false. As I
. pointed out earlier, this use is quite similar to the English locution
where we say that something is true or false by saying 'It is' or 'It
is not'. That Aristotle includes such a sense of ¥ & in Metaphysics

V.vii clearly supports my reading of this chapter in terms of an
analysis of the uses of the verb 'to be'. Alternative readings are
forced to understand lines 231-35 in terms of 'being as true' and
'being as false' - something which is most obscure,

The concluding part of this chapter, Section VI, treats 1017335-
b9, Aristotle's discussion of the use of the verb 'to be' to indicate
that which is potential and that which is actual. This fourth sense
has exact parallels in English - we often use present indicative
sentences to indicate that which is not now actual but is merely
potential, e.g., the farmer pointing to his just-sown fields and saying
‘This is com' and 'That is wheat'. Other commentators who have read
these remarks in terms of 'actual being' and 'potential being' have
simply missed Aristotle's point - namely a straightforward simple

comment about linguistic usage.
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In the appendix to this chapter, I discuss Aristotle's distinction
between w@'«Své ('essential') and wavd eopBednuds ('accidental') in
order to determine in which sense we are to understand Aristotle's con-
trast between w8 Sv wavh eupPePnwis ('accidental being') and w8 &
wB’«Své ('essential being'). After examining three texts, Posterior

Ana'l.xtics I.iv (where Aristotle discusses the senses of wn®' alvs

Unighew relevant to ewwrewp, ('science')), Metaphysics V.xviii (the
"dictionary" discussion of w®'<Sve), and Metaphysics V.xxx (the “"dic-

tionary" discussion of ware euwa(PePwiés), I conclude that the most
adequate way in which to understand the weavd evuPePwwis/wa®aSvi dis-

tinction in Metaphysics V.vii is where ths_e two terms have the senses

appropriate to eweTim,
One final note before beginning my analysis. In the commentary I
am about to offer I will confine my remarks almost exclusively to

Metaphysics V.vii. This is not because this chapter is Aristotle's sole

discussion of the various meanings of v3 Sv. However, this chapter of

the "dictioﬁary“ is the most important discussion of v@ &« and the other

texts follow the 1ines laid down in Metaphysics V.vii. For this reason,

in the analysis which follows, I will merely note these other parallel
discussions, allowing the reader to verify personally the adequacy of

my reading of Metaphysics V.vii.




There are twWo initial problems which any analysis of Metaphysics
V.vii must answer. The first concerns what Aristotle takes himself to
be discussing in this chapter; the second concerns the structure of the
chapter itself.

With regard to the former question, we can only adequately answer
it by looking beyond the first sentence in which Aristotle tells us
that w8 &v ('being’') is said according to what is accidental and accord-
ing to what is essential. Since in certain other texts, various com-
mentators have argued that the term refers either to the notion of
Being or to that which is, several writers have tried to understand the
subject matter of Metaphysics V.vii in the same way. Thus Joseph Owens

understands the four senses of v v as '...four general ways in which
Being is expressed...' and Emerson Buchanan reads the second sense of
as not meaning '...the verb "to be," or "being," in its various mean-
ings, but the beings which are expressed by predicative phrases..."

What I wish to argue in my analysis of Metaphysics V.vii is that

Aristotle's discussion is not about Being and that it is not about some
sort of extralinguistic entity denoted by predicative phrases in general

and the verb 'to be' in particular. I will propose reading Metaphysics

V.vii as Aristotle's analysis of the various ways in which the word

lowens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics,
p. 307 and Emerson Buchanan, Aristotie's Theory of Being (Ca%ﬁridge,
Mass., 1962), p. 13. Owens makes his comment concerming the passage

in Metaphysics VI.ii 10262}3 ff where Aristotle offers the same four-
fold classification of 8 8v as in Metaphysics V.vii.
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'being’ and all of the other forms of the verb 'to be' can be meaning-
fully used.

I will demonstrate this in two ways. The first is quicker - simply
examining the way in which Aristotle designates his subject, a strong

prima facie case can be made for the position that Aristotle's concern

is with the words 'to be', 'is', 'being', etc. and not what they alleg-
edly “get at" in the world.

In modern written English we can indicate the difference between
using a word and mentioning a word by means of semantic quotes. How-
ever, the ancient Greeks lacked this device. The only way in which a
writer could indicate that he was talking about a word rather than us-
ing a word was by placing the neuter definite acticle vé in front of
the word. Though this is Aristotle's only way of indicating what we
would indicate in modern English by means of semantic quotes, the neuter
definite articlevé has many other grammatical functions. Hence we must
be wary in reading a use of vé as indicating a mentioning of a word
rather than in some other way.

Let us now examine the use of the neuter definite articlewd in

Metaphysics V.vii. After drawing the initial dichotomy in terms of

+3 & Aristotle immediately proceeds to offer us in 38-212 examples of
v6 O wers oupPeBnwds in terms of «ivae ('to be'). These are followed
by a semantic rule for this first sense of ¥@ & - a rule presented in
terms of €lvae, In the case of the second sense of v& &v in 322-27 (or
422-30 as some commentators would argue. For the difference, see

Section IV.), Aristotle never even uses the expression v& av ('being').
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Rather Aristotle either uses the infinitive €lvac ('to be') or, what
is even more significant, puts his point in terms of <~ Gvas (1iteral-
ly: 'the to be'). The third sense of vd & is presented in terms of <3
var andvd Foww (literally: 'the is'). The most interesting example
Aristotle offers us is the way in which he introduces the fourth sense
of ¥3 &v - namely 'Furthermore v €ome and v S mean...'. The way
in which Aristotle here putsvé e and W ¥v on a par and the way in
which he puts ® évae and W dexw on a par in the previous case shows
that the three expressions - & ,v3 &lvac , and v3 Terwr - all desig-
nate the same thing.

What I now wish to argue is that in Metaphysics V.vii the various

uses of the neuter definite article must be understood as indicating
semantic quotation. Especially in the third sense, it is difficult to
see how else the phrase v8 ¢v<w (1iterally: 'the is') can be under-
stood save as meaning 'is'. Since ¥3 évwe andv> &v are all taken to
designate the same thing, it follows that v e€tvae and ¥ 3v also
indicate thé mentioning rather than the using of various forms of the
verb 'to be' - e.qg., "to be' and 'being’'.

A conclusion of fundamental importance follows from these consid-
erations. Since it is clear that in several cases we must regard
Aristotle as discussing, not using, various forms of the verb 'to be',

it is also clear that in the context of the discussion in Metaphysics

V.vii he wishes to treat the expression v3 év in the same way. In
other words, just as Aristotle is talking about 'is' and 'to be', not
is or to be, so he is speaking of 'being' not being - it is the word

that is his concern, not its alleged reference.
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However, an. even more significant point arises. Certainly no one
would argue that 'to be' or 'is' refers to something in the world call-
ed to be or is. Whereas 'blue' or 'wood' clearly designate things in
the world, namely blue things or wooden things, 'to be' or 'is' do not
serve such a funct'ibn. Rather they are purely grammatical devices
which are dispensable - unlike 'blue’ or 'wood', 'to be' or 'is' does
not refer to anything. But if Aristotle wishes to assimilate the expres-
sion ¥3ov to the expressions ve etvac and w3 Soew, how can we avoid
the conclusion that 'being’' also does not really denote anything but
is rather a dispensable grammatical device? As will be seen, at least

in Metaphysics V.vii Aristotle so regards it. And this is the second

way in which I will demonstrate that Metaphysics V.vii is a discussion

of the verb 'to be' and its cognates - by carefully analyzing the
entire chapter. I will show how such an interpretation fits Aristotle's
Greek, is philosophically interesting, and - perhaps most significantly
- is perfectly commonsensical.

The 1s§ue of the structure of V.vii concerns how the third and
fourth senses of v3 & fit into the chapter. Aristotle begins the
chapter with what appears to be an exhaustive dichotomy - ¥8 &v is
said either wavd eupPeBnnds Or wa@aird. Hence every use of<xs 3 which
is NOt watdk wuuPePuuds is wa@alvd and vice versa. This would imply
that the third and the fourth senses of v¢ & in 231-35 and 235-Pg
respectively are to be assimilated to the second sense of v & given in
322-27. On this reading the second, third, and fourth senses of +3 &

are all to be treated as being varieties of v3 Sv w«® adve.
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In the face of this conclusion, one finds the unanimous opposi-
tion of all the recent commentators. Ross, Kirwan, De Rijk, etc.
all regard the sense of v& &v given in 322-27 as the meaning of +3 &
wm@Sv{ while the remaining two senses are merely additional ways in
which v& &v can be said.2 Though this interpretation is standard, it is
by no means obvious how it can be defended against the argument I have
Just offered.

Furthermore the comparison of V.vii with what is in many ways its
companion, only appears to aggravate the difficulties which the
standard interpretation faces. Examination of V.vi reveals that it
does not follow the structure which Ross, Kirwan, De Rijk, et al pro-
pose for V.vii but rather the unorthodox analysis which I have suggest-
ed. Thus in V.vi, after an initial discussion concerning the saying
of & werdh cupPeBawds ('accidentally one'), Aristotle does not proceed
to treat the several nonaccidental ways of saying @ ('one') as
neither wavk oupPePwwds nor wa@aSvd ways of saying ev but rather as all
being varieiies of one meéning, the wa@'Gvé sense, of v

However, despite initial appearances the analogy of V.vi to V.vii
on this point of structure is really only superficial and contrary to
first impression, the structure of V.vi not only does not support the
unorthodox structure which I suggest but in fact lends support to the
standard structural analysis. The reason for this is that though it is

true that in V.vi Aristotle does assimilate all uses of &v to either

2Cf. W.D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Oxford, 1970) Vol. I

p. 305-308; Chr;stopher“kirwan, AristotTe’s Metaphysics Books{*,A\, and
€ (Oxford, 1970 . 143-146; and L.M.De Rijk, TEe PTace of the
tasce 3 Ing ?eqs Philosopﬂy (FS'SEH,—TSSZ']

gories of Being in Aristot P




121

wetd oupPaBwls or w’«S+f uses, when he treats the nonaccidental uses
of € from the very beginning of his treatment of the saying of & w«®"
abvd he is quite eXplicit in his assimilating all nonaccidental uses
of €& to the wa®«S+8 use of €. Thus, for example, when he begins his
discussion of & we®$vd after having discussed the meaning of & wara
cupBefrwés, Aristotle writes 'But of those things which are said to be
in themselves [or alternatively: ‘'essentially'] one, on the one hand
some are said to be (oné} by contjnu1ty...'3 thereby making it quite
clear from tﬁe outset that the sense he is discussing is by no means
the only way in which one can say that something is one wa®«bvd., In
contrast, in V.vii no such indication is provided. Thus, should we
accept the parallelism of V.vi and V.vii, it is the traditional struc-
ture which finds confirmation.

Let us therefore reconsider what initially led us to question the
analysis of V.vii into four distinct senses of v8 ¥v. The reason was
that the distinction in 37-8 between v8 Tv wavh vup@q’m‘; and 3 o\
wa@<Svd appears to be dichotomous - either v & is said accidentally
or v3 & 1is said essentially. Hence where can the two senses of vs &
given in 231-35 and a35.Dg pe fit into the scheme? The only way out is
to acknowledge that the distinction between v& & wavi cepn(ePrwis and
78 3 wa®ivi does not exhaust all of the possibilities. But if we
read v8 ov wavi wvpPePrwdsand v O wu«S¥d as vé & being used
accidentally and v8 & being used essentially there does not seem to be

any remaining alternative.

3Metaphysics V.vi 1015P36-101721,
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Thus if we accept the traditional interpretation of the structure
of V.vii we must find a reading of w8 & wavk CupPePwéds and v N
we@Swd other than the one which I have just mentioned. In order to
see what this other reading is we need only recall (1) the conclusion
which I have already drawn with respect to the actual subject of V.vii
- namely the verb 'to be' and its various cognates - and (2) the
actual Greek which was rendered into English as ‘accidentally' and
'essentially' could carry a somewhat different sense. Since the Greek
warl oupBePnnds and wa®’«$v§ could be rendered 'according to accident’
and 'according to essence’' or ‘'according to what is accidental’ and
'according to what is essential' or more literally, 'according to what
is happening' and 'according to itself', the impression that Aristotle's
concern is with the accidental and essential uses of v8 & 1is to be |
seen as the culprit. Instead of the initial dichotomy being between
the accidental and essential uses of +3 &v , Aristotle's point is that
the verb 'to be', the participle 'being', etc. can be used to indicate
that which fs essential. In other words, the error which the advocate
of the unorthodox structure makes is to treat the issue as being the
accidental and essential uses of vd &v whereas in fact the initial point
is that 8 S can be used to designate that which is accidental and
that which is essential. Hence the third and fourth uses in 231-P9 can

be readily accommodated without any further difficulty.
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W wavk  CopBeBnuds

Immediately after drawing his distinction between the saying of
W B vavd cupPePrwisand 3 Bv wlfaSed Aristotle embarks upon a dis-
cussion of the former. This analysis proceeds in three stages. First,
in 38-13, Aristotle offers us three examples of the use of v@ D ward
q.,.,p.,pv‘,. These examples he explains, in the process giving us a
semantic rule which describes this use of elva.. Next, in 313-19,
Aristotle clarifies his point, using a different verb, supPepanevac
("to be accidental' or 'to be happening'). Finally he uses a third
verb,fm‘p‘hw ('to belong to' or 'to hold good of'), to further
clarify the issue.

In this section, the first part of my analysis of 38-22 will be in
terms of these three groupings. In the second portion of this section
I turn to the most recent major discussion of T8 By wxwd eupPepawss,
that of Christopher Kirwan, and after a thorough analysis show why it
is untenable. Finally, before closing this section, I discuss the
thorny problem of the meaning of evp(ePawdy in 27-22,

i) On the one hand according to what is happening
[or less literally: 'according to what is accidental’

or 'accidentally'], for example, we say the just
{person) is cultured and the man is cultured and the
cultured {person) is a man, which is almost like say-
ing the cultured {person) builds since it is happen-
ing to the builder to be cultured or (it is happening)
to the cultured {person) to be building. For [the
'This is this' means this to be happening to this.

4Metaphysics V.vii 101728-13.
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- Aristotle here gives us three sentences which he explicitly says
are examples of v8 v wark eupPepwls. They are:
(1) The just {person) is cultured
(2) The man is cul tured
(3) The cultured {person) is a man
These three examples Aristotle states are almost (but not quite) like

saying

(4) The cultured (bersoﬁ) builds
Wherein lies the difference?

The obvious and correct explanation is that whereas in (1), (2),
and (3) the verb 'to be' is used as a copula to unite the subject with
the predicate, in the case of (4) no such additional word is involved.
In (4) we merely have a verb predicated of a noun - in (1), (2), and
(3) we had an adjective being united to a noun by means of a form of
the verb 'to be'. But all four sentences have something in common and
this is why Aristotle offers them to us - namely that in each the pred-
ication 1is only of what is accidental, not of what is essential.
Aristotle's explication makes this clear - (4) is similar to (1), (2),
and (3) because in (4) either it just happens to the builder that he is
cultured or vice versa,.it just happens to the cultured person that he
is a builder. There is nothing in being a builder or in being cul-
tured which implies the other. Hence, if a man should be both cultured
and a builder it would be accidental - it would just happen.

Returning to the three examples Aristotle offered, it is clear
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that these three examples were not chosen in a merely arbitrary way.
Rather they illustrate three ways in which accidental predication can
occur. In order to see this we need only realize that in the transla-
tions of these sentences I have supplied the word 'person' even though
it does not explicitly occur in the Greek. In ancient Greek, adjectives
may be turned into nouns by the simple prefixing of the definite arti-
cle. Hence an ancient Greek would readily use a phrase which would be
Titerally rendered into English as 'the blue' or 'the round'. Thus

(1) and (3) might be more literally (thought perhaps less intelligibly)

be rendered as:

(1a) The just is cultured

(3a) The cultured is a man

Aristotle's point is the following: dimagine an edwda such as a
man and one of its accidents, its being cultured. Since being a man
does not involve being cultured, if we meet a man who is cultured his
being culturéd "just happens.” The assertion of this accident of the
oveln can take place in two ways - either the accident is said of the
oveln Oor vice versa, the edel«x 1is said of its accident. These two
cases correspond to examples (2) and (3a) respectively. In each
fnstance 'is' is used to assert the accident of the oSeda.

Example (1a) is somewhat more complex. Imagine two accidents of
an odox, e.g., just and cultured. These two accidents can be predi-
cated of each other. In this case the predication is true in virtue of

each accident belonging to the same odelm, though neither the subject
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nor the predicate of the sentence is an odwis - denoting term. (Save
for its not being phrased in terms of the copula 'to be' Aristotle's

fourth sentence is of this type - two accidents of a third thing are

being predicated of one another. Aristotle's explanation of (4) con-
firms the point I am making in connection with (1).)

These three modes of forming a sentence which involves the predi-
cation of what is accidental provides the framework within which
Aristotle presents his discussion of +3 v wevra swpPe@nwds. Throughout
his treatment of vd Sv wawk oupuPePwuls Aristotle patterns his points
after the way in which these three sentences assert that which is
accidental.

Aristotle concludes his analysis by offering us a semantic rule
explaining the signification involved in this use of the verb 'to be'.
That he clearly intends this is shown by the word wap ('for') with
which he introduces this sentence, W being the standard Aristotelian
way of indicating that a reason or an explanation is being offered.

Aristotle's rule for the wave eupuQeBnnés use of v3 S is:
'This is this' means this is accidental to this.

From the context (212-13 being meant as an explanation for 28-12) the
demonstratives are revealed as pging merely ways of designating any-
thing - either an o3¢la or some item in one of the other categories -
so long as the two items are accidental to one another. Aristotle
intends this rule only to apply to predications of the sort that he has

been discussing, viz. accidental predications. His point is that
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whenever we have a predication which is of an accident and this predi-
cation is made by means of one of the forms of the copulative verb 'to
be' we have a use of the verb 'to be' according to what is accidental.
And so also as regards what we said previously. For when-
ever we should say the man is cultured and the cultured
{person) is a man, or the white (person) is cultured, or
this is white, {we should say) on the one hand that both
to-the-same are happening and on the other hand, that
to-the-"being" it is happening. And the cultured
{persor) is a man, that to this the cultured is happen-
ing. And thus is said even the not-white to be, that
(there is) that to which it is happening, that is.®
Having stated the semantic rule which governs this use of the
verb 'to be' Aristotle now proceeds to show how it applies to the
examples he had previously given. Thus he offers us four more sen-

tences which correspond to examples (1), (2), and (3). They are:

(5) The man is cultured

(6) The cultured {person) is a man
(7) The white {person) is cultured
(8) This is white

Referring back to the initial examples, (5) is the same as (2) while
(6) is identical with (3). (7) does not exactly correspond to (1)
since one of the accidents given in (7) has been changed from being
just to being white. However, Aristotle is clearly using (7) to

illustrate the same situation as (1), namely where one of two accidents

SMetaphysics V.vii 1017213-19.
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of a third thing is said of the other. -

However, (8) does not obviously correspond to any of the previous
examples - all that it consists of is a demonstrative and the adjective
'white'. However, by what I have rendered as (8) Aristotle most 1ikely

intends the reverse of (7), viz.
(8a) The cultured {persor) is white

In order to defend this, let me merely note first that in the case of
none of the other examples does Aristotle use a demonstrative and second
since the demonstrative must have a reference, the most obvious and,
from a grammatical viewpoint, correct reference is that which has
immediately preceded it, i.e., the cultured. Hence my reading (8)
as (8a).

Aristotle then offers his explanation of these four examples
showing how they fit into the semantic rule which he gave in 312-13.

(9) that both the subject and the predicate are happening
to the same "being"
(10) that the predicate is happening to the subject
(11) that to the predicate, the subject is happening

(9) is meant to cover cases (1), (7), and (8). It is the situation
where two accidents of a third thing are being said of one another.
(10) covers sentences (2) and (5) - it is the case where the term
denoting the oudin is the subject and the term denoting the accident

is the predicate. (11) clearly is meant to cover sentences (3) and



129

(6) - it is the case where the obola - denoting term is the predicate
in the sentence while the term denoting the accident is the subject.
Thus (9), (10), and (11) illustrate the same constructions which we
have in the preceding lines. The only difference is that (9), (10),
and (11) explicate these preceding examples in terms of M‘hﬁ.('is
happening'), thereby making it explicit that it is the case that the
predications are of what is accidental.

In 318-19 Aristotle simply notes that the same point which he has
just made in (11) can be extended to cover those cases where the pred-
jicate 1is not something "positive" l1ike white but something "negative"
l1ike not-white. Since the subject of the sentence 'This man is not-
white' is, i.e., he is something, we can predicate of him "negative"
predicates such as not-white and thereby use the verb 'to be' to
indicate that which is accidental even where the accident is something
"negative." Why? Since being not-white is an accident of a man, i.e.,
it "just happens" to be the case that a man is not-white, using the |

verb 'to be' to predicate 'not-white' of 'man' is to use ¥d v waww

oupfefds.

Now the sayings to be according to what 1is happening
thus are said either because to the same "being" belong
both or since to a "being" that belongs or since the
same thing is go which it belongs, of which the same

is predicated.

6Metaphysics V.vii 1017a19-22.
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Aristotle here repeats the classification of the various ways of
saying 'to be' according to what is accidental, this time presenting
his point in terms of a third verb, SwéeRew.

(12) Qgt? t?e subject and the predicate belong to the same

] e ngl

(13) that the predicate belongs to the "being" which is the
subject

(14) that the subject already presupposes that which is predi-
cated of it

Aristotle’'s classification corresponds éxactly to the alterna-
tives given in both 28-13 and 213-19. In the first case, (12) (which
corresponds to (1), (7), (8), and (9)), we have the case where both
the ;ubject and the predicate of the sentence denote what are accidents
of a third thing - an odelm. In virtue of their both belonging to this
third thing we can truly predicate one of the other. However, since
they are merely accidental to one another, the predication will be
according to what is accidental, not according to what is essential.
In the second case (13), we are considering the analogue of (2), (5),
and (10). The term denoting the ododm stands as the subject of the
sentence and that which is its accident is denoted by the predicate.
The last case (14) is the same as (3), (6), and (11). Aristotle puts
his point somewhat elliptically but it is clear that the case he is
considering is a sentence such as the ones considered earlier in (3),
(6), and (11), viz. a sentence in which the subject (e.g., 'the

cultured') presupposes some eveda (e.g., 'man') to which it belongs.
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Aristotle is simply pointing out that whenever we predicate of such a
subject the ederda to which it really belongs, we are really predicating
it of itself.

11) In his treatment of 1017%7-22, Kirwan poses two main questions:
(A) is the wevw cunPePwbs use of the verb 'to be' an existential or a
copulative use? and (B) in what sense is the use of the verb ‘to be'
unwh<rop4i4}\ﬁﬁ77

With regard to the first question, Kirwan offers three possible
answers - that Aristotle's subject is either (1) coincidental copula-
tive being, (2) all copulative uses of the verb 'to be', or (3) coinci-
dental senses of the existential 'be'. As we shall see, Kirwan argues
by elimination for the third proposal.

Two reasons in favor of the first alternative are offered - (a)
that Aristotle's examples of v &v wavd evp(FeBrds are examples of
cofncidental being and (b) that the semantic rule in 12-13 explains
the copulative uses of 'to be' in terms of the relation of coincidence.
Against thiﬁ, Kirwan offers two objects - (i) that Aristotle's discus-
sfon of v &v wa@'d&vd '...does not seem to restrict itself to neces-
sary copulative being' and (i1) that such an interpretation fails to
provide any way of classifying false predications.8

Neither of these objections is successful. The first presupposes

the correctness of Kirwan's analysis of 1017322 ff (or at least the

7K'Irwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 143-146.
8Ibid., p. 143.
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rejection of the view which I will defend below in Section III). Since,
as I will later argue,v & wa®«Sv§ really signifies the use of the
verb 'to be' to indicate that which is essential, the interpretation

of 1017%22-27 whose rejection is presupposed by this objection is
really correct. Hence Kirwan's first criticism fails.

The second objection, that interpreting +3 & wavd evp@e@nués as
coincidental copulative being fails to '...provide any way of classify-
ing false predication' is inadequate simply because such predications
are simply irrelevant to Aristotle's discussion. In 101737-30 Aristot-
le is concerned with+3 % not ¢\ & ; with what is, not with what
is not. False predications do not find a place in the discussion of
v Bv werkk ovpBePrwés  and vé v wa@ulvd simply because what is false
is not and 101737-30 concerns what is.

Thus it is clear that Kirwan has not provided any adequate basis
for rejecting the interpretation of 101737-22 which I have defended.

It may nevertheless be the case that either the second or third pro-
posed explaﬁations Of v8 Ov wara svpBePnwds is better than the inter-
pretation which I have adopted. Hence let us continue by examining
these remaining alternatives.

Kirwan's second proposal was that v ou wavx aupepnuds designates
all copulative uses of the verb 'to be'. Superficially this seems to
nicely distinguish v3 8v wev eupQePuwds and vd 3% wa@aSvd since the
latter term could then be understood as designating the sense of 'to
be' where it means 'to exist'. In support of this interpretation

Kirwan cites 1017320-22 in which Aristotle's
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...analysis of the coincidental things-that-are re-
vealed by assertions such as [(a) 'someone just is
artistic', (b) 'a man is artistic', and (c) 'some-
one artistic is a man'] includes a reference in each
case to some other thing-that-is: the latter would
be an existent thing e.g., a man, whose existence
accounted for the non-existential being of e.g., the
man's being artistic (cf. also De Interpretatione
11. 21325-28).9

In his analysis, Kirwan argues that this view is inadequate since

in a parallel passage in Metaphysics VI.ii Aristotle speaks of all four

senses of v3 @v as being Sewh&s Newdpaeven . Since this phrase is '...
normally used to pick out the existential "be"...',10 we have the clear
implication that not only v8 v wa®advd but v3 &Y wark ounPePanés as
well must be existential senses of 'to be'. Should we allow this
objection, then it is clear that the distinction between v8 ov wa® abvs
and +8 3¢ wava ewp@epwhls must be drawn between different existential
senses of 'to be', not between existential and nonexistential uses of
- "to be'. This leads directly to Kirwan's claim that +8 &% w«ra
ounPePrnds designates coincidental senses of the existential 'be’.
However, Kirwan's basis for rejecting the second proposal (i.e.,
copulative vs. existential uses of 'to be') is somewhat questionable
since it depends upon reading the phrase vé “whdis A¢udpevey in Meta-
physics VI.ii 1026333 as a reference to the existential uses of 'to be'.

Since this reading is unnecessary and probably incorrect, Kirwan's

S1bid., p. 144.

101bid., p. 144.
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grouﬁds for rejecting this second proposal are unsatisfactory."

A more obvious thought admittedly inconclusive ground for reject-
ing the identification of v8 G wavi erupnPePnuds with all copulative
uses of 'to be' is that all of the examples Aristotle gives in 38-22
are nonessential predications. Should we expect v8 & wavi cupBeBrwas
to cover sentences like 'Man is rational' and 'A triangle is three-sid-
ed' in addition to 'The man is white' or 'The builder is cultured',
it is curious that Aristotle fails to offer us the appropriate examples.
The obvious conclusion is that v& Bv ward wwm@epnwes does not cover
essential predications - though admittedly this argument is merely

suggestive, not definitive.

Since Kirwan has rejected both the first and second interpretations
Of v3 Vv werss aupnPePuwds , he feels that he has established that
101737-22 concerns coincidental existential uses of the verb 'to be’.
However, this is hardly the case, since in addition to Kirwan's use of

the questionable interpretation of Metaphysics VI.ii there are at least

two further difficulties with his position. One is that any plausibil-
ity which either the second or the third interpretations of 3 Sv wera
w\u& have stems from the assumption that v& &y wa®'«Sve denotes:
nothing but the existential use of 'to be', whereas in fact v3 &V

wO'aivé refers to essential copulative uses of 'to be'., Since

Mthe phrase vk«ic-slaopa« probab]y means nothing more than
'the unqualified saying' or 'the simple saying'. Kirwan's v-eference
to De Interpretatione xi 21325-28 does not supﬁort his reading of v ov
WATL FupBERnuds . See my discussion of the latter lines in Chapter

Two, Section III.
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+3 v wa@%Sve does not mean what it must mean for either the copula-

tive vs. existential or the coincidental existential vs. non-coinci-
dental existential reading to be correct, both of these interpretations
can be rejected. However since there is the danger of circularity if I
rest my rejection of Kirwan's reading of & v wavrk cuuPe@awds on my
rejection of his reading of *é Sv wa@a«S+d, let us concentrate on my
second ground for rejecting the identification of v8 Bv wava eupPePanés
with the coincidental existential uses of 'to be'.

This second objection, one which is specifically directed against
the reading adopted by Kirwan (namely that the dichotomy in 37-30 is
between coincidental and non-coincidental existentfal uses of 'to be')
is that in order to accept this interpretation we are unable to assign
any appropriate sense to the word crop(kM. As we shall shortly
see, each reading Kirwan proposes faces serious difficulties.

Kirwan states that there are three possible meanings for the word
cq»@n@hp‘;: (1) 'unusual', (2) ‘'nonessential’, and (3) 'derivative'.
By 'unusual; Kirwan means something similar to the wayﬂin which Aris-
totle defines cupaPepnwds in Metaphysics VI.11 1026°31-32 ('what is
neither always nor for the most part;). This would make a ewuPe@wnds

that which is uncommon. The second sense, 'nonessential', denotes
that which is not in its own right. Since we are told that '...a thingis
nonessentially F only when its existence...does not imply its - the

same thing's - being F', we can infer that the second suggestion covers

everything which is neither explicitly nor implicitly a part of the
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essence of the thing.12

However, how Kirwan proposes to read ouvaPePwés as 'derivative' is
somewhat obscure. Whether or not the texts Kirwan cites support such a
reading is questionable. Kirwan writes that derivative uses of 'to
be' are those uses of "to be' which are

...to be explained by reference to the way in which
something else 'is': specifically that the being
(existence)of the complex item designated 'the just
artistic' has to be explained by reference to the
being (existence) of the man in whom {:he elements
of that complex severally coincide...!3
Let us examine the texts Kirwan cites in order to see whether they
will bear such a reading.

One alleged occurrence is Posterior Analytics I.iv 73b4-5. How-

ever, how this passage exhibits the appropriate use ofw,.-@e@n%is
unclear. Since in my discussion of the meaning of the phrase wa®'«Své
I will treat this passage in full, let me here merely note that
Posterior Analytics 73P4-5 clearly refers to everything which belongs

to a thing so long as it does not belong in either of the ways rele-
vant to scientific knowledge.!4 Hence in 73P4-5 the word ecupQepnwés
seems to simply mean ‘nonessential’.

The remaining texts cited by Kirwan - Categories vi 5238-b4 and
Metaphysics V.xiii 1020326-32 - more clearly involves uses of the

mKiman, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 145.
131bid., p. 145.

145ee p. 230-242 of the appendix.
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word oup@e@aws which might be rendered as 'derivative' or 'secondary'.
Both passages concern the way in which items which would normally be
said to be quantities are quantities wara eupu®ePwwés('in a secondary
or derivative sense' or, as it would normally be rendered, 'accidental- -
ly' or ‘according to accident'). The first text is from the Categories
discussionof the category of quantity. After describing the way in
which we speak of numbers and geometrical figures as quantities,

Aristotle remarks

But strictly speaking, these sayings alone are said

to be quantities, and all the others are said to be
quantities unsy evuPebunds ['in a secondary or deriv-
ative sense' or 'according to accident'], for it is
to these that we look when we say that the others are
quantities. For example, the white is 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 of these is not said to
be a quantity wa@ubvd. 15

Kirwan's other text is from the "dictionary” discussion of
quantity. It makes the same point as the Categories vi passage.
Aristotle distinguishes between those things which are said to be
quantities wa@wS+d and those things which are said to be quantities
wen wopfePnuére. After discussing the former group, Aristotle tums
to the latter.

But of those things which are said to be quantities
wavy eupePepunis, some are said just as it was stated
that the cultured is a quantity and the white {is a

quantity) since to what they belong is a certain
quantity. But others are said just as movement and

15cateqories vi 5338-ba.
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action, for these also are called quantities of a
certain sort and continuous since the things of
which these are affections are divisibles. But I
mean not the thing moving but that through which

it was moved. Since that is a quantity, the change
is a quantity and because of this, the time is a
quantity.16

Though there are difficulties connected with the interpretation
of both of these texts,17 Kirwan's reading seems to be that by calling
something a quantity wavd cepPe@nuds, Aristotle is indicating that it
is not essentially a quantity but rather that we call it a quantity
in virtue of its belonging to something which is essentially a quantity.
Thus 'The white thing is large' shows that we can spezk of that which
is white as being large in virtue of whiteness belonging to something
else, i.e., a surface, which in turn is large.

However, in each of these texts, it would appear that the word
oupPePrnbs might just as well be rendered as either 'unusual' or 'non-
essential'. Thus it is only unusual for that which is white to be
large. Similarly an action or a motion can be described as large but
not because that is what an action or a motion is (i.e., not essen-
tially). Hence in each case what is large will only unusually or non-
essentially be a quantity. In short, neither Categories 5338-b4 nor

Metaphysics 1020326-34 seem to demand reading the word cupn@e«@wuds in

the sense of 'derivative' or 'secondary'.

16Metaphysics V.xiii 1020326-32.

]70n this point, cf. Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 324-

325.
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To sum up - it does not seem to be necessary to interpret any of
the passages cited by Kirwan as demanding the reading of the word
evpPePands as 'in a derivative or secondary sense'. At most these
passages would seem to justify reading X is a W of Y in this
sense if (1) X belongs to Y or Y belongs t6 X and (2).even though X is
not a Y, it is said to be a Y. However, since the Categories vi and
Metaphysics V.xiii passages might be read in the manner Kirwan advo-

cates, let us for the sake of the argument concede to Kirwan that such
a sense does exist in other passages and hence also might be found in
1017%7-22. Having clarified Kirwan's three senses of ewpBePwwds, let
us now return to his discussion of their applicability to 101737-22.
Kirwan rejects the identification of evpu@e«@wwdy with 'unusual’
on two grounds. The first is that the contrast between things-that-are
usually and things-that-are unusually (i.e., the common vs. the
uncommon) does not seem to fit the contrast between +3 Sv w«®’aSve and
T3 &v wavd eupPepanls. The second objection presupposes his account
of v & md--‘-vo' as non-coindicental existential senses of 'to be'.

Kirwan states that

If, as argued above [in his discussion of & «x©’ «bve ]
things-that-are in their own right include such items

as Callias and pallor, it is hard to see how these

could be said to exist unusually. ‘'An artistic man is
unusual' denies that two components usually go to-
gether; 'Callias is unusual' cannot be taken in the

same sense - nor therefore 'Callias is usual’'.18

18¢irwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 144.
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In other words, reading supPePwwsas 'unusual' seems to create
problems when we speak of single terms. Whereas to talk of two terms
~as not usually occurring together does not in any way reflect upon how
common or uncommon each is, single terms can only be said to be common
or uncommon in the latter manner - and since this is the case, what
sense can we give to the assertion that this particular (e.g. Callias)
is wa®alvs? After all, particular individuals are neither common nor
uncommon, they simply are.

Kirwan is more sympathetic to reading wwp@e@awdsin the second
sense, i.e., 'nonessential'. In his eyes, such a reading would have at
least two advantages. First, it would a'l]ow us to read wava cuEBePuwls

and we®e%v in the same sense in Metaphysics V.vii as in V.vi and V.ix.

Second, such an interpretation of guuPe@uwds provides

...a good contrast with 'in its own right': for such
items as Callias and pallor are essentially things-that-
are, which means to say - trivially - that their being
things-that-are is a condition of their existence.19

Against this reading, Kirwan raises an objection which should

have led him to abandon this approach to 101737-22. Kirwan notes
that

...it seems by the same token contradictory to assert
of anything that it isnon-essentially a thing-that-is.
We can indeed say that a man isnon-essentially artistic.
for his existence does not depend on his artistry; but

we cannot say that an artistic man is non-essentially.

191bid., p. 144.
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In order for us to accept the second reading of ewaBePnwés we must
allow that Aristotle confused the sentence 'A man is nonessentially
artistic' with another sentence, one which Kirwan admits cannot even
be given an intelligible sense, viz. 'An artistic man nonessentially
is (exists)'. Though Kirwan attempts to show how Aristotle might
plausibly make such an error, the pofnt remains that this interpreta-
tion forces us to swallow a rather unpalatable consequence. As already
noted in Chapter One, though even great philosophers make errors it
is bad interpretation to read anyone in this way unless there is no
other alternative. Since there is another interpretation which lacks
this defect, it should be preferred to this one.

Three grounds are offered in explanation of Aristotle's error.
The first is that since the problem does not arise when eup@e@wés has
the sense of 'unusual' and '...nowhere does Aristotle clearly reveal
that he saw. the difference between these two senses of [eupBepands]’ 2!
it would be quite easy for him to slip from what was true of cupBe@uwds
in the sense of 'unusual' to what was false of eup@e@nwds in the sense
of 'nonessential’. Unfortunately, this explanation depends on Aristot-
le's confusing the second sense of e-up\!w\n‘s with a first sense which
Kirwan has just shown to be inapplicable to 101727-22. Thus Aristotle

would be confusing a use of cepPePmas ('nonessential') which involves

201bid., p. 144.

2

VIbid., p. 144.
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a logical error with a use of eup@ePawds(’unusual’) which Kirwan has
already rejected.

The second is that since word-order in Greek is variable Aristotle
could write 'is' at the beginning or end of a sentence. Kirwan writes '

that

Idiomatic Greek would indeed still distinguish 'a

man artistic is' as copulative from 'an artistic

man is' as non-copulative, but if the significance

of that idiom escaged Aristotle he had no other way

of distinguishing 'a man 1s non-essentially artistic' 22
from 'an artistic man non-essentially is iy.e.' exists’.

However, Aristotle was more sensitive than any of his predecessors to
the nuances of the Greek language, so Kirwan's argument rests on a
rather large if.

The third explanation which Kirwan offers for Aristotle's alleged
confusion between 'a man is nonessentially artistic' and 'an artistic
man is (exists) nonessentially' is the weakest - Kirwan himself de-
clares that it foists upon Aristotle a set of beliefs which is 'inco-
her'ent‘.23 Kirwan begins with a point he had already argued for in

connection with Metaphysics V.vi 1015P16, namely that Aristotle

believed that 'certain complex referring expressions such as “an
artistic man" refer to complex non-linguistic entities'.24 Granting

this, Kirwan states that Aristotle

221bid., p. 145. The emphasis is mine.
231bid., p. 145.
241bid., p. 145.
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...may thus have been tempted to argue that the
existence of a man who is artistic does not depend

on that of the complex state of affairs designated
‘artistic man': hence that the artistic man is a non-
essential existent.. But whatever we think of
coincidental unities, this account of coincidental
existents must be incoherent.

Kirwan's two points quite suffice to show the inadequacy of coin-
cidental existents in which the existence of an artistic man is severed
from the existence of the corresponding complex state of affairs.

First it is wrong to regard the complex state of affairs designated by
'artistic man' as being made up of two distinct things - the artistic
and the man. Only the man can be regarded as a distinct existent

since for Aristotle being artistic must be understood in terms of a

man who is artistic (revealing the dependence of being artistic on that
which is artistic). To reject this we must accept abstract universals
(e.g., artistry), something which Aristotle would never allow.

The second difficulty Kirwan notes is simply that one cannot
sever the tie between the existence of the artistic man and the exis-
tenceof the complex state of affairs designated by 'the artistic man'.
To put it in contemporény terms which Kirwan does not - anyone wishing
to assert a fact ontology must assert a necessary link between the
existence/nonexistence of things 1ike an artistic man and the existence/

nonexistence of the corresponding fact. To maintain anything else is

to deny that '...a thing isnon-essentially F only when its existence...

does not imply its - the same thing's - being F' - which would be

251bid., p. 145. The emphasis is mine.

——
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abs»'ur-d.26

To sum up - Kirwan believes he has shown how eupPePawds might
mean ‘'nonessential' in the contrast between coincidental and non-
coincidental existential uses of 'to be' even though this interpreta-
tion commits Aristotle to the intolerable confusion between the two
sentences 'A man is nonessentially artistic’' and 'An artistic man is
(exists) nonessentially'. On the other hand I have shown that any
reading which foists such an error upon Aristotle is unacceptable.

However, Kirwan does not accept the identification of eunBeBwmdis
with 'nonessential'. Whereas such a reading has the advantage of

interpreting owe@epawds in the same way in Metaphysics V.vi, V.vii, and

V.ix, Kirwan observes that there is a feature of Aristotle's treatment
of v8 OV wark eupa(ePwds- namely the references in 319-22 to some
other thing-that-is - which is not found in V.vi and V.ix. This
reference to some other thing leads Kirwan to adopt his third proposed
sense of eonPePrnds, viz. 'derivative’. First he argues that the
example in 101 7al9-22 uses

...'1s' in a derivative sense, which has to be ex-

plained by reference to the way in which something

else 'is': specifically that the being (existence)

of the complex item designated by reference to the

being (existence) of the man in ygom the elements of
that complex severally coincide.

(Though the example in 1017219-22 does not really demand treatment in

261bid., p. 145.
271bid. , p. 145.
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any way other than ‘nonessential', let us for the moment concede to
Kirwan that it does.)

Kirwan next attempts to show the relevance of this third sense of
oupBePwis to the second. He notes that reading qupPefwdy as 'non-
essential’ '...asserted that existence of the simple item designated
. by “"the artistic man" does not depend on the existence of the complex
state of affairs designated by the same expression'.28 On the other
hand, the third reading holds that the existence of the complex state
of affairs depends on and has to be explained by reference to the simple
item designated by 'the artistic man'.

However, Kirwan claims that these two positions

v..are not antagonistic but complementary. Indeed

it may well have been Aristotle's view that the exis-
tence of B is derivative from that of A only if A can

continue to exist when B does not. If so, [the third

reading] implies the substance of [the second reading]

while also giving 3 better explanation of the meaning

of 'coincidental’.29
Kirwan's claim that the second and third interpretations can be seen
as complementary amounts to the assertion that whereas the simple item
the man who happens to be artistic does not depend upon the complex
state of affairs designated by 'the artistic man', the latter does

depend on the former and in fact must be explained by reference to it.

281bid. , p. 145. Note how Kirwan here commits the interpretation

of oupPepmads as 'nonessential' to this position whereas in the previous
paragraph he wrote that Aristotle merely might have adopted this.view.

291bid., p. 145-146.
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In other words, Kirvan's point is that the dependence only goes one
way - the dependence of the state of affairs on the thing - and not
the other way around - of the thing on the state of affairs.

Kirwan further claims that should Aristotle accept the principle
that the existence of B is derivative from that of A only if A can con-
tinue to exist when B does not, then the third reading substantially
implies the second. This can be explained by considering two examples
of what Kirwan considers to be v3 v wavk eupPe@wwis- 'An artistic
man is (exists) derivatively' and 'The just artistic is (exists) deriv-
atively'.  In the first, the existence of 'an artistic man' is deriv-
ative from 'man' since the latter may exist without the former but not
vice versa. Similarly in the second example 'the just artistic (man)'
being derivative for its existence upon 'man'. In this way the various
examples of vd @v wavk gupPePawds may be absorbed into the interpre-
tation of coprh as 'in a derivative or secondary sense'. Though
Kirwan himself does not formulate such a schema, should we read =& ®v
W crup(ePauls in the manner he proposes, viz. derivative existential
uses of 'to be', we are committed to the following rule:

‘The XY is (exists) derivatively' means 'Y can exist
even when the XY does not exist'

Unfortunately Kirwan has overlooked the fact that treating w8 &v
wavst eupBePrmds as the derivative existential use of 'to be' has
a fatal defect - it makes the definition of ¥4 Gv wava oupuPenwds SO
unacceptably broad as to permit self-contradiction. For example, con-

sider the sentence 'The rational animal is (exists) derivatively'.
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This clearly satisfies the definition of derivative existential usage
of 'to be' since that which is an animal can exist even when there are
no rational animals. But Kirwan has already indicated that 'The man
is (exists)' is an example of +3 3v wa@eSvd, Since being a man is by
definition the same as being a rational animal, Kirwan is unable to
distinguish between v& &v wa@aSvd and +v3 Y wavrd eupPednwds . In fact,
the only cases where two terms X and Y will not satisfy the above
definition of ‘The XY is (exists) derivatively' is when X is the genus
of the species Y. In short, Kirwan has found a usage of ervpaPefownss,
viz. 'derivative', which is so broad as to exclude hardly anything.
For this reason v8 &v wevh oupPePwuds cannot be read as the deriva-
tive existential use of 'to be'.

To conclude my analysis of Kirwan's commentary on 101737-22 -
should we allow Kirwan that ¥+@ Sv wavi “M““" denotes coincidental
existential uses of 'to be' we find that no sense adequate to his
interpretation can be assigned to the word cup.ee@\u's Each of the
three interpretations offered by Kirwan has been shown to have unaccept-
able consequences. If this is so, then my second objection to reading
T8 & wave ounPePunss as the coincidental existential use of 'to be'
has been vindicated. This in turn allows me to affirm what I previous-
ly indicated - that since T Ov wavd ounPePnunes means neither all
copulative uses of the verb 'to be' nor the coincidental senses of the
existential 'be', ¥8 tv wava cuuPePnuss indicates the coincidental

copulative uses of 'to be'.
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1i1) One problem remains before closing this discussion of the meaning
ofro ov war supBPnudsin 101727-22 - namely in what sense of the word
W are we saying that v8 §v wava evupe@nues is the use of the
copula 'to be' in predications made according to accident? Though in
different contexts the word evpPeBrwdshas a wide variety of meanings,
in the present case only two appear to be relevant, viz.cus@e@waés in
the sense of 'unusual' and owePePnwes in the sense of 'nonessential , 30
The purpose of the present discussion is to decide which sense is to
decide which sense is intended by Aristotle in 1017%7-22.

The difference between reading ewpn(epnwésin the sense of 'unusual’
and reading ouPe@wds in the sense of 'nonessential' in the discussion
of v8 &v wavk evpPePands determines how broadly we shall construe the
use of the copula 'to be' in predications made according to that which
is @ eupPefwds. If we read wop@eBnwly in the narrow sense of 'unusual'
then only those things which are accidental in the narrow sense, namely
what belongs neither always nor for the most part, will be covered by
¥ 2v wavk cupBePnwds. Opposed to this reading is the broader sense
of ewpPaPawds which means ‘'nonessential’'. If read in this way, then
every predicate which belongs to a subject but is not essential (in the
sense of inhering in the definition of the subject) will be covered by
o v wava cupPBeBnwls .  Thus, whereas the first sense of evaBePnués

only covers accidents in the most narrow sense of what only happens

30A$ I already noted, Kirwan offered a third sense, 'derivative'.
However, as I have shown above (p. 136-139), there is insufficient
evidence for the claim that c..,..Mu‘s can carry this purported meaning.
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unusually, the second sense of ewaPePawdswill cover not only these
predicates but also predicates which alﬁays belong to a subject but are
not essential to it.

This distinction between a narrow and a broad sense of m@gg\u.‘s
perhaps can be understood more readily by comparison with the discus-
sion of the predicables in Topics I. There Aristotle draws two pairs
of distinctions - between those subjects and predicates which are con-
vertible and those which are not and between those predicates which are
essential to their subjects and those which are not. This leads to a
fourfold classification: definitions (which are both essential and
convertible), genera and differentiae (which are essential but not con-
vertible), properties (which are convertible but are not essential),
and accidents (which are neither convertible nor essential). If, in
the discussion of v@ &V warl cupBednwis, we read vupnPePanis as meaning
'nonessential’, then every predicate which is either a property or an
accident of its subject will (if the predication is made by means of
the verb 'to be' or one of its cognates) be an instance of +é av wwwa
evpaBePruds.  On the other hand, if we should read ewpuPePawds in the
narrow sense of 'unusual', then we must reject predications of proper-
ties as examples of v8 Sv wawh ,M since, though such predicates
are nonessential, they are convertible and hence will always be true of
their subjects. On the narrow reading of qupPePawdy as 'unusual' we
are forced to confine v8 av wark awpPeBuanls solely to nonconvertible,
nonessential predications - i.e., what Topics I labels accidents. In

short, the difference between the two readings of ewpePwwisis the
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di fference between readingf%’.‘n wavu .u%“‘" as covering accidents
(in the sense of Topics I) or both accidents (in the sense of Topics I)
and properties.3!

3gefore proceeding, perhaps it should be noted that Ross under-
stands the place of property predications quite differently from the
way I am proposing. Whereas I see the issue as the determination of
whether Aristotle includes predicating a property of its subject by
means of the verb 'to be' in his discussion of 8 B wavrd eupPBeBanis ,
Ross discusses predications of properties under his analysis of 3 &\
wiPaSve . For Ross, the problem with predications of properties is
whether the necessary connection of a property to its subject makes it
an exan&le of 'to be' used according to what is essential. Ross writes
that v Bv wa®'«$+d means

...the being which is necessary connexion. This
sense of being...will be capable of being il1lus-
trated by propositions. Four kinds of proposition
exhibit such a connexion - those in which there is
predicated of a subject its definition, its genus,

its differentia, or its property.
(Ross Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 306; My own emphasis)

Ross then proceeds to show that only predications of the genus are
suitable examples of 8 ¥ wa'advs. For an analysis of Ross' views on
this point, cf. below p. 171ff.

Why Ross understands predicating a property of its subject as a
necessary connection and hence as a possible instance of +3 ¥ wa@'aé+d
is most unclear. Contra Ross, a property does not belong in a necessary
way to its subject. For Aristotle, the very definition of what is a
property makes this clear - properties are those predicates which,
thgggh convertible with their subjects, are not essential to their
subjects.

And a property [Buoy ] is what does not reveal the
essence [«8 < Av €lva¢ ] of the thing but belongs to
it alone and it predicated convertibly of the thing.

(Topics I.v 102218-19)

Since properties do not belong u«@«btva to their subjects, they cannot
possibly be examples ofvd & wa@'«Svd. Hence it is difficult to explain
Ross' even considering whether such predications might be instances of
vd & wu@WS+d . If propositions which involve asserting a property of a
subject by means of the verb 'to be' are to find a place in Metaphysics
V.vii it must be under v& S weuvd CupBeDruds,
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When we attempt to decide whether it is the narrow sense of
ouplednwds(i.e., 'unusual') which only covers accidents or it is the
broad sense of cu‘s?i(*\uo'x(i.e. , 'nonessential') which covers both
accidents and properties that is appropriate to 101737-22, we find that
there is a conflict in the textual evidence. Two considerations favor
the restriction of v3 Bv wevk oupPePuwds to those predications which a
are accidental in the narrow sense. The first is internal to the text

of Metaphysics V.vii - namely that all of the examples of *upBePrvas

given in 101728-22 are examples of predicates which are neither convert-
ible nor essential to their subjects; they are all instances of what
is unusual and not of what is either always or for the most part. Put
another way, Aristotle does not give us any examples of property pred-
ications as instances of v3 I wevk eupPepPrviy '

The second reason favoring the narrow interpretation of TupPePunds

is external to the text of Metaphysics V.vii and depends upon the

rather strong analogy to Aristotle's discussion of va 3 w«va cupfepands

in the "dictionary" to his discussion of the same term in Metaphysics

VI.ii-iii. In this latter passage Aristotle offers the same fourfold

division of the meaning of as we are given in Metaphysics V.vii:

But since the unqualified saying of 'being' is said
in many ways, of which one was according to what is
happening [wark evpuPePnwss; less literally: ‘'accord-
ing to accident' or ‘accidental']; an other was the
as true (and 'not-being' as the false); and besides
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these the figures of predfcation (for example, what
quality, quantity, where, when, and if something else
it means in this same manner); and furthermore besides
all these the by potentiality and by actuality.32

At this point Aristotle offers what apparently is a discussion of
the meaning of v8 ov wavk cupBepnds :

Indeed since 'being' is said in many ways, one
must first speak about what is according to what
is happening [wark cupBeBawds J...33

After several examples (all of which are accidents in the narrow sense),

Aristotle defines cvu@e@nwis in terms of what is unusual:

Now, since there are among the things which are
some are in the same way always and of necessity...
and some are not of necessity nor always, but for
the most part, this is the principle and this is
the reason for the being of what is happening
[ovpnBePnnds ]. For what should be neither always

nor for the most part, we say happens [ewsPePnunes;
less Titerally: 'acci'dental'].gg

Hence in a paranel discussion of 1017%7-22 Aristotle identifies the
sense of eupPePwds in which 'to be' is said according to what is

accidental as the narrow sense, viz. 'unusua!'.:*5

Of these two considerations favoring reading dupfepnwes in 10172

Rpetaphysics VI.ii 1026233-b2.

33Metaphysics VI.ii 1026P2-3.
HAMataphysics VI.ii 1026b27-31.

35In two other parallel discussions (Metaphysics IX.x 1051334-bp
and Metaphysics XIV.ii 1089326-28) to Metaphysics V.vii Aristotle does
not even mention vd &v wavk eupBepnnds .
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7-22 in the sense qf 'unusual’, the second is far more significant than
the first. The fact that Aristotle does not give examples of property
predications is at best suggestive of his restricting the meaning of
TS oV wewi eupQePwisto accidents. Even though such a consideration
provides evidence for the narrow reading, the argument from silence can
never be very strong.36 If we have evidence in favor of reading
"‘*\‘\“’5 in the broader sense of 'nonessential' we could easily
explain these examples away as simply being a limited and somewhat
incomplete selection. Hence without the further support of the second
reason, no one would think that we have a strong basis for restricting
the meaning of wwuBe@wds to the narrow sense of 'unusual'. However,
the second consideration, viz. that in the parallel discussion to
Metaphysics V.vii in Metaphysics VI.ii-iii Aristotle defines eupPeBwwés

in the narrow sense, very strongly indicates that we should read
owpaBeBrnues in the narrow sense in 101737-22,

However, there is a major objection to reading gupPe@awes in
101737-22 in the narrow sense of 'unusual', one which strongly favors
reading the term in the broader sense of ‘nonessential'. This point
stems directly from the opposition of v v wavd wuEe@wds to 3 v
w@Gvd. As is clear from the pav ...3¢...construction with which

Aristotle begins Metaphysics V.vii, the contrast between ¥8 o nant

evpPePwnds and v 3 we@SvJ is intended to be exhaustive. Since (as

I show in the next section) the meaning of ¥8 ov ux@a¥vs is the use of

36In fact, in a passage I cite below (cf. p. 236-237) in which
voBePrwlsmust be given the sense of 'nonessential’, Aristotle offers
us two examples of what are in the narrow sense accidents. This text
is especially noteworthy since the two examples - 'cultured' belonging
to 'animal’' and 'white' belonging to 'animal' - are almost the same as
the examples in 101738-22.
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the verd 'to be' to predicate the definition, a genus, or a differentia
of a subject, a problem emerges if we restrict the meaning of 3 av
vark wopPePwds to the use of the verb 'to be' in those predications
which are accidents - where shall we place those sentences in which
the predicate is a property of the subject? Since a property does not
belong wa®av§ to its subject, a sentence 1ike 'Man is capable of
recetving knowledge' ('I;eing capable of receiving knowledge' being a
property of 'man') is not an example of v3 ov wa@<Sv& . Further,
since a property is always true of its subject (even though it is not
w@E% to it), 'man is capable of receiving knowledge' cannot be an
example of v8 Bv wavi TunBeBwds i f ouuPePnwis carries the meaning of
what is true 'neither always nor for the most part'. In short, if we
read evuPeBunds in the sense of 'unusual' we lose the opposition of
™ OV vtk eupPeBnuls to T8 S wa@®MWivS - the distinction will not be
exhaustive since no place has been provided for the use of 'to be' to
predicate a property of its subject.

The faﬁure of the narrow interpretation of evpuBepandsas 'unusual’
to provide a place for property predications in the contrast between
T AV warR cupuBeBnnds and v Bv wa®aSvd is the main motivation behind
the broad interpretation of evpPePawls as 'nonessential'. On this
alternative reading the defect is remedied. Whereas narrowly restrict-
ing v &V wevd evuBePwids to the use of the verb 'to be' in predicating
what are (in the narrow sense) accidents fails to preserve the initial
dichotomy, the broader reading of avp.(kﬁ\s\‘sas 'nonessential’ allows
T8 Sv wwrx c«pﬂthn‘s to cover every predication made by means of the



155

verb 'to be' which is not an essential predicate. Thus on the second
reading, not merely accidents (in the narrow sense) but properties as
well (since they also are not wa@a$vd ) will be instances of +3 8V wavd
ouwpBruds. On this reading the dichotomy between *3 &V wavd
eopPeBnuls and v3 & wa@uivd is preserved simply because vd gu wavd
..Md; is being understood in a sense ('according to what is non-
essential') which makes it the exact complement of wa@a¥ve ('according
to what is essential').

- The fact that reading cun@e@wds in the broad sense of 'nonessen-
tial' provides such a fine contrast between ¥8 & warh evpaPeBnuds and
8 B¢ wu@%ive is very strong evidence in its favor. In effect it would

enable us to understand Metaphysics V.vii quite unproblematically.

However, there are three other pieces of evidence favoring this second
reading.

The first is that one of the very texts which support my reading
of v3 & w@%ivd as the verb 'to be' used to make predications in which
the predicate inheres in the definition of the subject can also be used
to support reading vé &v waw wepPe@wds as the verb 'to be' used to
make predication in which the predicate does not inhere in the defini-
tion of the subject. As Kirwan notes, the verb SwagXew ('to belong
to' or 'to hold good of') is in some ways the counterpart of the verb

37

lvae . As I point out in the appendix, in the very place where

Aristotle offers the two senses (really, as I show at the end of

37kirwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 141.
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Section I of the appendix, they reduce to a single sense) of w«®'uSve
Swigiew ('to belong to essentially') which are relevant to the dis-
cussion of ™ &v wn®aixb, he then remarks that whatever does not be-

long in the appropriate way is a cuu@ePunds.

And 1ikewise as regards other cases, I say such
things {belong)? to one another according to es-
sences [wa@«bvi ]. But as many as belong in neither

way are accidents [evu@eBnudva]. For examplg. the
cultured or white {belonging) to an animal.3

In this passage in which wa@%3dis being used in the same sense as in
Metaphysics V.vii 1017322-27, ewsPe@nubs is being used in such a way

that it must be read as covering everything which does not belong
essentially. Hence oupfe@nwis must here be read as 'nonessential’. 3

The second is that in De Interpretatione xi 21326-28, where

Aristotle mentions the same two senses of the verb 'to be' as in

Metaphysics V.vii 101727-30, he uses wava cupfe@wds in the sense of

‘according to what is not essential'. As I have already shown ,30 the

contrast in De Interpretatione xi 21326-28 between wavd cupBePnuss o

eowv and wa@«Svd v Sowwis the contrast between using the verb 'to be'

to predicate of a subject something which does not inhere in its essence

and using the verb 'to be' to predicate of a subject something which

38posterior Analytics I.iv 73P3-5.

3915 fact in many places in Posterior Analytics eupww';must
take the sense of 'nonessential’.

40cf. chapter Two Section III esp. p. 76 ff.
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does inhere in its essence. Thus, in this parallel discussion of

Metaphysics V.vii, the expression wav eumBePnués does not have the

narrow meaning of 'according to what is accidental'(in the sense of
'unusual')} but rather 'according to what is accidental'(in the sense of
'nonessential').

The third piece of additional evidence is something which was
pointed out by Kirwan - namely that reading wava evpPePnwls in the
sense of ‘'according to what is nonessential' allows us to understand
the contrast between wewk cupPePwnbs and wa@alvéd in the same way in

Metaphysics V.vi (the "dictionary" discussion of ‘one'), Metaphysics

V.vii (the "dictionary” discussion of 'being'), and Metaphysics V.ix

(the “"dictionary" discussion of 'same'). In each of these chapters
Dt signifies what inheres in the definition and, since in the
first and the third wava copPe@wuds is simply the complement of wa®adrd,
it is only natural to read wavs ewpuPeBawis in the same way in Metaphys-
ics V.vii - viz. 'nonessential', meaning what does not inhere in the
definition.4]

Thus there seems to be good evidence in favor of reading wupuPePnwis

in Metaphysics V.vii in the broad sense of 'nonessential’. Not only

does it have the tremendous advantage of resting firmly on evidence

internal to Metaphysics V.vii, but it also has important support from

several parallel passages in which Aristotle uses wp@&@t\u& in the

yith regard to this point cf. above, p. 139-144 and Kirwan,
Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 144-145. As I show on p. 136-139 Kirwan is
simply mistaken in claiming that 1017219-22 provide any grounds for
reading ovpPednwds in the sense of 'derivative'.
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sense of 'nonessential’'. Furthermore - and probably most importantly -
reading v8 v wavd cupBeBauds as the use of the verb 'to be' in non-
essential predications produces a consistent, unproblematic interpreta-

tion of Metaphysics V.vii itself. These telling advantages seem to

decide the issue firmly in favor of reading evwPe@Bmwmés as ‘nonessential’
rather than as ‘unusual’.

However, nothing has been done to defuse the main argument in favor
of reading evpPeBawls in 101727-22 as 'unusual' - viz. that in the
parallel discussion in Metaphysics VI.ii-iii Aristotle defines erupPePwls

as what happens neither always nor for the most part. Since there
clearly is a strong parallel between the two texts, the advocates of the
narrow reading of cu..pep“‘s definitely here have a very significant
point.

But let us note two things: First, that the just-stated argument
depends not upon the text of Metaphysics V.vii itself but rather upon

the purported conflict of this text with another one. Hence if there
is any conflict it is not between parts of Metaphysics V.vii but

rather between Metaphysics V.vii and another passage. Second, even

reading Metaphysics V.vii in such a manner as to be consistent with

Metaphysics VI.ii-iii would throw Metaphysics V.vii into conflict wi_th

several other texts. Hence it does not seem possible to interpret

Metaphysics V.vii in such a way as to render it consistent with all the

relevant texts. Thus, even though the conflict between Metaphysics

V.vii and Metaphysics VI.ii-iii cannot be completely resolved, it seems

far preferable to interpret Metaphysics V.vii in such a manner that our
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explanation of this text itself is adequate and consistent with several

other texts than to interpret Metaphysics V.vii in such a manner that

our explanation of this text itself is both inadequate and inconsistent
with several other texts. Hence I think that even though reading
cup?c&w‘s as 'nonessential' does not resolve every difficulty, it is a
better than the one we obtain if we understand cup@ecPwmésas 'unusual’.

Though I am tempted to explain the difficulties posed by Metaphys-
les VI.ii-1ii as a result of Aristotle's sliding from ewmPegamésin
the sense of 'nonessential' to ewp@ePwuds in the sense of 'unusual',
for present purposes these points need not be settled. ¥ As 1 Just
pointed out, no matter how we understand these several texts there does
not appear to be any way in which they can all be reconciled. The pro-
posal I am advocating simply seems to be both the best supported and
the most economical solution.

In summary - though I am forced to acknowledge that there still
~ remains a conflict between my interpretation of eupPePwwés in Metaphys-

ics V.vii as 'nonessential' and Metaphysics VI.ii-iii, since there

does not seem to be any way in which all the relevant texts can be
reconciled and since this reading yields a totally unproblematic inter-

pretation of Metaphysics V.vii itself, I think that it is to be
43
1.

preferred over the alternative proposa

421p support of this we can always fall back on the point made by
Kirwan that Aristotle is not wholly clear in distinguishing these two
senses of the term ewpu@ePneds (cf. above. p. 141-142).

431 might add that if the conflict between my reading of
@wwés in Metaphysics V.vii and my reading of ewe@ePnuwds in Meta-
hysics VI.ii-1ii is the only difficulty of my interpretation of Meta-
hysics V.vii (and I think it is), then mv interpretation of Metaphys-
Jcs V.vii should still be accepted simply because every rival interpre-

tation faces much more serious difficulties.
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Having discussed the way in which the verb 'to be' can be used to
indicate that which is accidental, Aristotle proceeds to analyze how

the same word can be used to indicate that which is essential. Aristot-

le. writes

And on the other hand, to be is said according
to themselves [we@adv& ; less literally: ‘'accordin
to essences' or ‘according to what are essentials’
in as many ways as mean the figures of predication.
For in as many ways as it is said, in so many ways
[the] 'to be' means. Now since of the predicates
some mean the what-is, others quality, others quantity,
others relation, others activity or passivity, others
where, others wgsn, for to each of these [the] 'to be'
means the same.

4410 his recent article 'The Present Progressive Periphrasis and
the Metaphysics of Aristotle’ (Phronesis Vol. XVIII No. 1, 1973; dis-
cussed below in Section IV, p. 194-207) R. Allan Cobb offers a transla-
tion which is somewhat different than the one I offer here. Cobb
understands 1017322-30 as being about being, not as being about the
verb 'to be' and its various cognates. Commenting on Ross' translation
(which understands the subject matter of 1017222-30 in the same way as
I do), Cobb says that Ross' introduction of semantic quotes '...is high-
ly interpretive in a way not directly supported by the text' (p. 85).

However, this criticism is quite dubious. Twice in 322-27 Aristo-
tle uses the only device he has to indicate that he is nentioning the
verb, not using it, viz. placing the neuter definite article v& before
a word. Though I readily grant that the presence of the neuter definite
article v6 does not guarantee that what follows is being mentioned
rather than being used, it must be remembered that in the context of
Metaphysics V.vii this same grammatical device is used to indicate that
the other three senses of<e &v concern the verb 'to be' and not being.
Thus, merely in order to preserve the unity of the subject matter of the
chapter - namely 'being' rather than 'being' and being - we must prefer
the translation which 1 offer above. For a further discussion of this
point, see Section I of this chapter, p. 116-119.

160
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Among commentators there has been considerable disagreement con-
cerning what v Ov wa@®«iv8§ means. The brevity with which Aristotle
describes this use of 'to be', in particular his failure to illustrate
it by means of even a single example, has only aggravated the grounds
for d1sag|r~eemc=.nt.45 In what follows I will discuss the proposals of
L.A. Kosman, Christopher Kirwan, W.D. Ross, and L.M. De Rijk concerning
these 1ines.46 Having noted the various defects of these proposals,

I will then present a modified version of Ross' analysis which I will
defend as the correct interpretation of 10172322-27.

In his 1968 article 'Predicating the Good' L.A. Kosman offered an
analysis of Aristotle's discussion of the wa@wdvé use of ¥ @ in
1017322-27.47 As I will show, Professor Kosman's proposal fails because
he has not appreciated the distinction which Aristotle draws between
saying 8 S wavk owpuBePrwds and saying vé v waQluivd .

Kosman understood Aristotle's remarks that ewvas is said wm@advd
in as many ways as there are categories to refer to the predication of
terms from the different categories of an obelu term. Hence Kosman
wrote that

When I say that Socrates is a man, this is to predi-
cate of him a certain kind or sense of being, being
what he is. When I say that he is cultured, this is

to predicate of him another kind or sense of being,
being a certain quality, and similarly, when I say

45as I will argue below in Section IV, the examples in a27-30 are
not examples of ™ & wx®%b+vé but examples of v3 & wava evpPelnuds .

46sti11 another interpretation, that of R. Allan Cobb, will be
treated in Section 1V.

47phronesis, Vol. XIII.
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that he is five feet tall, or in the Lyceum, or has
his shoes off, etc.48

Then Kosman argues that the lines directly following 1017222-27 confirm
his analysis. Thus when Aristotle argues that it makes no difference
whether we say 'A man is walking' or 'A man walks', Kosman reads this
simply as an amplification of the previous remark.

What this shows is that it is possible in Greek or in

English to predicate being without explicitly using

the verb "étwac " or "to be." Thus to say "Socrates is

a man" is to predicate being in the category of «{

dove, to say "Socrates is cultured" is to predicate

being in the category of weudv, and to say "Socrates

walks" is equally to predicate being (in the category

of weeav ) even though no explicit use is made of the

verb "to be."49
Hence in order to illustrate Aristotle's remarks on the wa©%$vd use of
ézuqs, Kosman offers us five different examples involving the use of
the verb 'to be' - (1) 'Socrates is a man', (2) 'He [i.e., Socrates]
is cultured’, (3) 'He [i.e., Socrates] is five feet tall', (4) '{Socra-
tes) is in the Lyceum', and (5) ‘Socrates is barefoot' (a rephrasing
of (6)) - and two which '...predicate being...even though no explicit
use is made of the verb "to be"'50 - (6) '[Socrates] has his shoes off"
and (7) 'Socrates walks'.

As will soon become evident, rather than being a list of seven

481bid., p. 173.
491bid., p. 173-174.
501bid., p. 174.
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examples of the use of v8 Sv wa@®aS+d, only the first illustrates this
use of the verb 'to be'. Contra Kosman, the next four examples - (2)
through (5) - have nothing whatever to do with the use of +8 8v discuss-
ed in 322-27 and the final two sentences - (6) and (7) are not i1lus-
trations of any of the four senses of & @v discussed in Metaphysics

V.viti.

In order to show the inadequacy of such a reading, it is only
necessary to pinpoint its fundamental failure - namely that this
analysis provides no adequate way in which to distinguish v8 & wa®«dvd
from v & wavlk ¢upBePnudy. The obviousness of this point can be
seen by merely noting that Kosman's second example of what is supposed
to be the use of v 8v wa@uSvd is virtually the same sentence which
Aristotle used twice in 38-22 to illustrate ¥& & wavk crupPePuwds. If
we allow Kosman's reading, then many wuve cupBePunds uses of v3 du
because ww@Svd uses of vé ¥v.

Granting that there are difficulties in deciding the exact manner
in which Ar-istoﬂe draws the distinction between the wavk cop(epunds
and w«@ard senses of v 8 , nevertheless the pie...8€...construction

with which Aristotle opens Metaphysics V.vii makes it perfectly clear

that Aristotle wishes to draw an exclusive distinction - and this is
the very point which Kosman's treatment precludes.

Christopher Kirwan's analysis of Metaphysics V.viii, the most

recent major discussion of these lines in English, is particularly

significant because (1) he criticizes an interpretation of 1017322-27

which is quite similar to the one which I wish to defend and (2) he
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understands Tines 322-27 to be a discussion of the various senses of
'exist' - the very term around which my entire dissertation turmns. In
what follows I will argue (i) that there are serious difficulties with
Kirwan's reading of 1017322-30, (1i) that his grounds for rejecting the
genus/species hierarchy interpretation of Ross are inadequate, and
(1i1) that Kirwan overlooks certain passages which lend support to this
rival interpretation of va & wa@%S+d.5!

Kirwan's translation of Aristotle's remarks is quite close to my

N

own:

A1l things which signify the figures of predi-
cation are said to be in their own right; for 'to
be' signifies in the same number of ways as they are
said. Since, therefore, among things predicated some
signify what a thing is, some a qualification, some
a quantity, some a relative, some doing or bein
affected, some where, some when, 'to be' signifies the
same thing as each of these. For there is no differ-
ence between 'a man is one that keeps-healthy' and
'a man keeps-healthy' or between 'a man is one that
walks, or cuts' and 'a ?an walks,or cuts™, and equal-
1y in the other cases.5

Kirwan distinguishes two basic approaches which one can take to
these Tines - namely we can conceive of Aristotle's discussion as
either (a) a classification of the various ways of understanding the
propositional form 'x is F' or (b) as a discussion of the different

senses of the word 'exist'. These two approaches result in three pos-

sible analyses of 1017322-27:

51kiywan's interpretation of 1017322-30 is found in Kirwan,
Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 140-143.

521bid,, p. 40.
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(1) ‘something is pale (has pallor)' signifies 'something is
is qualified in a certain way'

(2) 'the pa]e gpa11or) exists' signifies 'the pale qualifies
something

(3) 'The pale (pallor) is a color' signifies 'The pale is a
certain qualification'
The first and third analyses see 322-27 as a treatment of propositions
of the form 'X is F' while the second sees the issue as being the
different meanings of 'exist’'.

Next Kirwan coﬁsiders which of the three analyses is correct. On
the first proposal, Aristotle's remarks in 322-27 simply point out that
every predicate has a place in one of the eight (or, as in Categories
iv and Topics I.ix, ten) categories. Though he does not identify
this interpretation it is almost identical with the one advocated by
Professor Kosman. Concerning this analysis, Kirwan notes that there
are two grounds in favor of such a reading. First, Aristotle's remark
in 327-30 that sentences employing verbs other than the verb 'to be'
can be reph}ased so as to involve the iatter verb, e.g., 'Socrates
walks' can easily be rendered as 'Socrates is walking' and similarly

for other sentences. Second, Prior Analytics I.xxxvii suggests that

there are category distinctions in the use of €lvac by asserting that
there are such distinctions in the use of SwdeXew. Since the two

verbs have the same force, what holds for one should hold for the

other.

521bid., p. 40.
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Against such a proposal Kirwan quite correctly points out that if
we regard the use of 'is' in the sentence 'Coriscus is pale’ as a
v@%Svd use of 'is' since 'Coriscus is pale' implies that 'Coriscus is
qualified in a certain way', how are we to differentiate the na®’alvd
use of 'to be' in 1017322-27 from the wavi ewpPeBrwbsuse of 'to be'
discussed in 101728-22? In short, to interpret the wa@alvd use of 'to
be' along the 1ines advanced in the first analysis prevents us from
being able to draw any distinction between the wa@®u¥ve and wwwa
ewpPeBauls uses of 'to be'.

On the second analysis, Aristotle’'s discussion concerns different
senses of the word 'exists'. On this view, the discussion really
points out that the items in the different categories all exist in
different ways. Hence saying that the pale exists is to say that the
pale qualifies something - i.e., this is how pallor exists, as a
qualification. Or again, to say that walking exists is to say that
walking 1s'an action of something - i.e., that this is how walking
exists, as an action. Kirwan adopts this reading of 322-27 on two
grounds. The first is simply by elimination - he shows the falsity of
(1) and (3) thereby showing that (2) must be correct. However, as I
will show in due course, since his grounds for rejecting Ross' inter-
pretation are inadequate, if Kirwan is to find support for his adoption
of (2) it must be by means of his second argument, namely that unlike
Ross' analysis, interpretation (2) offers a ready explanation of
Aristotle's claim that €dwae has a different meaning in each of the

categories. On this analysis, since each category will relate in a
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different way to the category of eveis, the difference between some-
thing in the category of quality existing and something in the category
of activity existing will be quite manifest. The introduction of the
doctrine of the categories then serves merely to point out that all the
items in a given category relate to evelas in the same manner and that
all of the items of other categories relate to ededas in a different

manners.

It is undoubtedly correct to say that some doctrine similar to
this is present in Aristotle. Thus the claim in Metaphysics IV.ii

that all the things which are either are themselves substances or are
affections of substances or are processes towards substances, etc.
Similarly Aristotle's constant remarks that to be f.is to be so-and-so
in such-and-such a way.

However, the crucial issue which we must consider at this point is
not whether Kirwan has correctly stated an Aristotelian doctrine but
rather whether Kirwan has correctly stated the point which Aristotle is
making in this passage - and with respect to this issue I think that
the answer is clearly no.53 This rejection of Kirwan's account is
based on several grounds. The first is simply that though Aristotle
does say in 1017323-24 that the verb 'to be' has as many senses as
there are categories, i.e., that in each category 'to be' means some-

thing different, this does not, contra Kirwan, imply that what is meant

53In his fine paper 'Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology' in Bam-
brough ed. New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, Professor G.E.L. Owen
indicates that he at Teast partially supports an interpretation of
T3 Bv wa@ivd similar to Kirwan's. Owen writes
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by the wa@\$+w saying of €tva« are these di ffering senses.

In his defense of reading (2), Kirwan has urged against the Ross
interpretation that it offered '...no reason for treating [the use of
‘to be' in the different categories] as explicating different senses

of the copulative "be"' .58 However this point is only telling if we

...the expression which Aristotle uses in Metaphysics
A7 to identify the general role of the verb "to Ee“

in which it carries different senses in the different
categories. We took this role to be the (or an)
existential use of the verb. Aristotle calls it

W wa@a8ed %(101737-8, 22-3), a phrase which can
certainly be applied to existential statements (e.g.,
at De Interpretatione 21928), but which he often uses

else—hefe to ma an ?the functions of the verb “"to be"
namely tts use %‘n efinitions or in statements 'immediateiy

derived from definitions. (p. 82)
Aside from erring in claiming that v& & w@'a3+& refers to the existen-
tial use of 'to be' in De Interpretatione 21328 (cf. Chapter Two,
Section III), in so far as Owen allows v&@ &v wa@«ivé to refer to
existential uses of 'to be' it faces the same difficulties which I
will adduce against Kirwan's analysis.

54K1rwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 141.

In his book, Kirwan also offers two other objections to the
Ross reading. The first, Ross' failure to

...explain why, when Aristotle divides by categories
the 'necessary' senses of the copulative 'be', he
should omit to do the same for the 'coincidental’
senses. (p. 141)

reveals Kirwan's failure to understand Ross' proposal. The reason why
Aristotle mentions the doctrine of the categories in 1017327-30 is that
only those uses of the copulative 'to be' which follow the schema of
the categories will be wu@\uivé predications. Other predications will
not be made according to the categories and hence will involve wawd
oupePednwds uses of 'to be'. In short, the doctrine of the categories
is not mentioned in connection with *8 8v wavk cupuBe@mdés simply be-
cause it is irrelevant to 'to be' used according to what is accidental.
The second objection offered by Kirwan, concerning the difficulty which
1017327-30 pose for Ross' reading of 1017322-27, is discussed below in
Section IV (p. 191-193).
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interpret the me’q.‘nS sense of 'to be' as an explanation of why 'to be'
means different things in diffErent categories. Kirwan read the clause
eveXds ﬁ,a‘u«; , TovavTwiis TS stwas enpesives as an explanation of
what is the wa@®«tw{ saying of alvae in the figures of predication. In
other words, he takes the phrase se«kds ...ewpaived to be giving the
meaning of the wn@eve sense of elvas .

However, this reading is quite unnecessary since another equally
plausible interpretation is available - namely taking the clause in
823-24 to be an additional comment explicating merely why there are
many figures of predication. On this reading, we can regard 323-24 not
as an explication of the v @%Svg saying of €vac in the categories such
that the ww@\Své saying of ¢wwe Will be different in each. Hence we
can even adopt Kirwan's explanation in toto but nevertheless still
reject his claim that this is the meaning of the ww®a&v§use of :’:«c .
Certainly saying that something is pale or that something is colored
is to say that something is qualified in a certain way. However the
wi®kSS use of {2‘... would be involved only if we should relate these
qualifications-of-something generically, e.g., anything which is white
is something which is colored. In this manner Kirwan's explanation of
the way in which 'to be' has a different meaning in each category can
even be directly incorporated into either Ross' interpretation or my
own interpretation of these 1ines. However, rather than the verb 'to
be' having a different meaning in each category depending upon the
wtG'Svd use of ¢lven , the reason why the wa®%$vesaying of civae means

in as many ways as there are categories is that 'to be' has a different
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meaning in each -category.
A second serious objection to Kirwan, one which I have already
discussed in Section II, is the difficulty which his interpretation
of the wa@«¥ré sense of e?m caused when he attempted to interpret
the wavs eupBedwls sense of ewa.. Whatever interpretive problems
Turk in 1017%22-30, Aristotle's discussion of ™ 3v wavd GuuBeBnuds
appeared to be a quite straightforward treatment of the verb 'to be'
used to make accidental predications. Unfortunately this simplicity is
lost if we read 322-27 in Kirwan's manner. Since Kirwan's reading of
101727-22 had no independent support save his reading of 322-30, the
difficulty in understanding 27-22 to which Kirwan's interpretation of
822-30 leads, is in itself sufficient reason to suspect the adequacy of
reading the walvd sense of 'to be' in the manner Kirwan suggests.
However, the most serious problem which Kirwan's proposal faces
is certain passages in which Aristotle discusses the meanings of
wl@'WGvd Swiglew ('to hold good of essentially’ or 'to belong to
essentially'). Despite his own mention of the fact that for Aristotle
the use of the verb \‘m‘tﬁtw is parallel to the use of the etvac » in

this discussion of Metaphysics V.vii Kirwan makes no mention of Poster-

jor Analytics I.iv or of Metaphysics V.xviii - two passages in which

the main difficulties to understanding 422-30, namely brevity and the
lack of examples, are remedied. As I show in the appendix, these
passages completely differ from Kirwan's proposed analysis.

Before closing my discussion of Kirwan and turning to the Ross

analysis, we must consider whether Kirwan has even adequately stated
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his opponent's position. Whereas Ross wishes to assert that 'to be’
is said wa®ubvs whenever we predicate of a species its genus, Kirwan's
rendering of this as
(3) 'The pale (pallor)is a color' signifies 'The pale is a

certain qualification'
contains a quite erroneous implication. Despite Ross' clear denial
that predicating a definiens of its definiendum involves the use of 'to
be' wa@\ivs, (3) quite clearly suggests this unfortunate consequence.
Owing to this suggestion that the wa®\%e+e sense of 'is' is the 'is' of
definition, (3) is an inadequate statement of Ross' position. Since he
in no way wishes to so restrict v@ 3 wa@%S+¢, the Ross interpretation
must be rendered differently.

Ross' interpretation of 322-30 quite properly begins by contrast-

ing these 1ines to those which immediately precede them.55 Since 27-22
CONCern vé v wave c-...pgas\u's

...the being which is nothing but an accidental and,

it may be, merely temporary connexion between subject

and attribute...if the opposition is to be a proper

one, [v3 S wl«tivé must] mean the being which is a

necessary connexion.

Ross continues by noting that four sorts of propositions will exhibit

this type of connection - those where the predicate is either the

55For Ross' interpretation, cf. Ross Metaphysics, Vol. I, p. 306-

308.
561bid., p. 306.
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definition (Speemes ), the genus (séves ), the differentia (bmgepd), or
the property ({Scev ) of the subject.
However, Ross argues that only one of these four sorts of predi-

cation illustrates v@ v wu®«%+d. The reason for this arises from the

fact that

..."essential being" is said to fall into kinds which

are either identical with or correspond to the categor-

ifes. But propositions of which the subject belongs to

one category, the predicate to another, will not readily

lend themselves to a classification answering to the

categories; nor will the connexion of subject and pred-

jcate_be in such a case of the most direct, essential

kind.57
In other words, Ross, seeing the issue as.deciding exactly what sorts
of predication will be according to the figures of predication, con-
cludes that only certain predications, viz. those in which both the
predicate and the subject belong to the same category, will be amen-
able to the classification based on the doctrine of categories.
Furthermore the only propositions which assert "essential being" in the
most direct and essential way will be those propositions whose subject
and predicate belong to the same category.

Then Ross proceeds to examine each of the four sorts of proposi-

tions which exhibit necessary connections in order to see whether or
not they meet the requirement that both subject and predicate be of the

same category. First he considers the predication of a property.

571bid., p. 306.
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Since whenever the predicate is a property of the subject the subject
and the predicate may belong to different catégories. Ross asserts that
this type of predication is not the kind of proposition which Aristotle
has in mind. Nor will predicating a differentia of the subject be a
proposition asserting v v wa®afvl - after all, in many cases the
differentiae of a category are items belonging to a different category.
Ross points to the way in which qualities are the differentiae of the
category of obedn. But if a proposition whose predicate is a differ-
entia of its subject does not assert v& & wa®'wdva, neither can a prop-
osition whose predicate is the definition of the subject. Since the
definition of a subject consists of both the genus of the subject and
the differentia of the genus, Ross argues that in so far as we deal
with the differentia which is included in the definition, the same pfob-
lem will arise in the case of predications of definition as arose in
the case of predications of differentia - namely that since the differ-
entia may belong to a different category from the subject, it will not
be the case that the subject and thé predicate unambiguously belong to
the same category.

Therefore, by process of elimination, we are left with those prop-
ositions 1in which the predicate is the genus of the subject. It is
only in this case that the subject and predicate must belong to the
same category. Hence these are the only propositions which Aristotle
has in mind when he discusses the assertion of v8 & wa®a¥rl{. Ross'

conclusion is that
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Being per se is asserted in as many different ways as
there are categories (11.22-24): l.e., if we examine
propositions in which the B which A is said to be is

the genus of A, we shall find that the being which is
P ch ibJect: md predicets berang. 58 0 the category

On Ross' reading, Aristotle is here conceiving of the categories
in terms of generic containment relations where the various genera,
the species, and finally the individual man all belong wa@alve to the
jtems standing above it in the hierarchy. Since these generic entail-
ments can be exhibited in each category, the verb 'to be' can be used
in each category to indicate that which is essential. Thus in the case
of the category of obela, the genus ¢puwuns\ edpm, its successive sub-
genera (e.g., animal, mammal, primate, etc.), the species man, and
finally the individual man can all be arranged hierarchially beginning
with the summum Qéhus odela , proceeding downward through the genera
" 1iving being and animal, then on to the species and finally the individ-
ual member of the species. Since, when we say ‘A particular man is a
man' or 'Man is an animal' we are using a form of the verb 'to be' to
predicate of an item in the category of edets that which belongs to the
item wa@'Svd, we are asserting vi¥e wa®® oivé.

The exact same point may be made with respect to the use of 'is'
in any of the other categories. Consider the category of weudw ('qual-
ity'). The genus color belongs wa@wGve to the category of quality, the

colors red, white, and blue belong w<®Sva to the genus color, the

581bid., p. 307.
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shades 'cr'lmson, scarlet, and blood-red belong wa®«Sve to red, etc.
Since these successive genera all exhibit wa@«Sivd relationships, when

I assert 'Blood-red is red' or 'Scarlet is a color' I am using 'is' to
indicate that which is wa®'«%vs. The same comment can be made with
respect to every category - in each case I can exhibit the same type of
relationship that is involved in the cases of eweds and wolev.59

In this conception of the categories, they form the ten summa gen-

era over which there is no higher genus. Thus the categories become

591n passing I might note that I do not wish to here embroil my-
self in the controversy which rages concerning the status of the lowest
level items in the accidental categories. Most scholars read Categor-
ies in such a way that just as in the category of edela there s a
Towest level "universal," the species, and the individual instances of
that species, so in the non-edefa categories there are lowest level
"universals" and the instances of these "universals." Thus, one
individual man has in himself a particular instance of a shade which
another man, even though he be of the exact same shade of color, never-
theless has in himself a different particular instance of that shade.
Supporters of this view include Ackrill, Categories and De Interpreta-
tione, p. 74-76, G.E.M. Anscombe, Three Philosophers (Oxford, 1963},
p. /=10, James Duerlinger 'Predication and Inherence in Aristotle's
Categories' Phronesis, 1970, and (in a certain sense) Barrington Jones
'Individuals in Aristotle's Categories' Phronesis, 1972.

Opposed to this position is G.E.L. Owen's argument that the lowest
level items in the non-obela categories are particular bottom-level
universals, not instances of these universals. In other words, unlike
the category of ederla in the accidental categories the lowest level
items are not instances of kinds, but the individual kinds themselves.
For Owen's views, cf. 'Inherence' Phronesis, 1965.

Fortunately, for present purposes, resolution of this dispute is
unnecessary. On both sides there will be the same genus/species hier-
_archy, the only difference being what are the lowest level items in the
non-odola categorical hierarchies. Whereas Owen would insist that
these bottom level items are kinds, his opponents would argue that they
are instances of kinds. But in either case the tree of Porphyry scheme
which I have advanced stands.
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the ten ultimate kinds of things that there are. This is of course
part of Aristotle's repeated claim that +& e¥ does not form a genus
since 1f it did the categories would obviously have to be its species.

Despite its attractiveness, I believe that Ross' approach is
ultimately inadequate. Though his analysis has the great merit of
seeing the manner in which the discussion of +8 ¥v wa@«bve in 322-27
must be opposed to the treatment of v8 ¥v wavi euwpQePwnds in 28-22,
his analysis fails for the very reason that it does not preserve this
opposition. Curiously, the full force of this criticism has been over-
looked by almost every brevious commentator. 50

It will be recalled that Ross began his discussion of Aristotle's
treatment of ¥& I wa@a8ve by observing that four sorts of propositions
could be used to assert necessary connections between the subject and
the predicate. Those were when the predication was according to eijther
(1) a property, (2) a differentia, (3) the genus, or (4) the definition.
After some further analysis Ross concluded that the only sort of predi-
cation which asserts "essential being" is one in which the predicate is
the genus of the subject.

But at this point a hitherto unnoticed problem emerges. If we are
to assign the assertion of vé Sv wa@«dvé solely to propositions in
which the predicate is the genus of the subject, what sort of "being"

601y fact, the only previous commentator to even mention the pro-
blem I am about to raise is De Rijk and he merely glosses over the
criticism in a single sentence, thereby leaving it uncertain whether

he sees the full force of the difficulty. For De Rijk's views, cf.
below, p. 178-179.
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do propbsiticns predicating a property, a differentia, or the defini-
tion assert? Surely sentences such as 'Man 1s capable of being cultur-
ed' or 'Man is rational' assert some sort of "being" - yet it is by no
means clear that in his scheme Ross has allowed them any place. After
all, the argument by which Ross establishes the Aristotie intends pred-
ications of genus to be the only sentences which assert 8 & wa@audvé
precludesl predications of property, differentia, and definition from
asserting "essential being." Similarly, as Ross himself point out,
since these three kinds of predication assert a necessary connection
between the subject and the predicate of a sentence, they cannot be
assertions of v Sv wavd wvuBe@wwis since that is the sort of "being"
'...which is nothing but an accidental and, it may be temporary connex-
ion between subject and attribute. ‘6l

Hence the following dilemma - Ross is forced by his analysis to
say either (1) that when we predicate a property, a differentia, or the
definition of a subject, we do not assert any sort of "being" or (2)
that Aristotle has simply ignored the sort of "being" which these sorts
of assertions involve. Since both alternatives are unacceptable, the
following conclusion seems to be inescapable - that because Ross'
analysis forces us to say that predications of definition, property,
and differentia assert neither w8 & wavx cupBefnwds nor 3 &v
wlabve , his interpretation of 422-27 is mistaken. But note - this

611bid., p. 306.



178

criticism, as fatal as it is to the interpretation actually advanced by
Ross, does not refute his basic insight that w8 & wa®%évd concerns the
copula ‘to be' used in certain sorts of predications. As I shall argue,
merely modifying Ross' account to avoid the objection I have just rais-
ed makes his theory an adequate explanation of 1017%22-27,62
However, before making this modification, let us discuss one more

rival proposal - that of L.M. De Rijk. De Rijk is well aware of the
plausibility of the Ross interpretation:

If...Aristotle means by 'accidentai being' the being

which is a merely temporary connexion between S and P,

it seems very obvious to suppose that 'essential being'

is thought by him to be the being which is an essential
and necessary connexion between S and P.63

However, De Rijk argues that when one adopts this 'very obvious' inter-
pretation of ‘...ascribing...to essential being a merely propositional
(i.e., logical) character, one meets with insoluble difficulties.'64
Three such difficulties are noted. The first seems to be the

same objection that I have already raised against Ross, viz. that Ross
has neglected the other three sorts of propositions which he aljeges
also assert necessary connections. As I noted above, Ross by restrict-
ing 3 dv wwB%Wdvd to propositions whose predicate is the genus of the

subject thereby ignored propositions whose predicate is either the

62¢¢, below, p. 182 ff.

63The Place of the Categories of Being in Aristotle's Philosophy
p. 36.

641bid., p. 36.
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definition or the .differentia or a property of the subject. Apparently
in the same vein, De Rijk objects that

It seems to be rather strange that only one kind of

B e tended here by Aristotia.b5 - o 96N OF
Though I am in complete agreement with De Rijk that this objection is
quite telling against Ross' reading, it does not show that the interpre-
tation of v8 Sv wa@uive in a propositional manner is inadequate.
Rather, all that it shows is that Ross' understanding of this proposi-
tional character fails.

The second difficulty raised by De Rijk rests on a misinterpreta-
tion of Ross. De Rijk objects that the theory of categories can only
be applied to terms, not propositions. Hence, since Ross' reading
involves arranging propositions under the categories, it simply mis-
understands the doctrine of the categorie; of being. De Rijk writes:

Hiéns nder the categories. " only predicates. (o¥ eabr
jects) can be ranged in the table of the cagegories
n other words, not S-P but only S or P).6
However, Ross does not say that propositions are to be grouped accord-
ing to the categories, but rather that predications which are made
according to the categories (i.e., according to the hierarchical

arrangement of terms from the widest down to the narrowest) are predi-

651bid., p. 36.
661bid., p. 36-37.
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cations which assert v& & wa@Wivd. Of course the theory of the cate-
gories applies to tefms. not propositions. But this does not prevent
our speaking of propositions which follow the categories. Since De
Rijk's third objection concerns 1017327-30 I will treat it in the next
section when I specifically analyze these 1ines.67

Based on these considerations De Rijk concludes that reading
N Svw®'drd in terms of the relation of the predicate of a proposi-
tion to the subject oa a proposition is unacceptable. Though such a
propositional interpretation should be assigned to v@ Sv wava
wopPeprnis, it simply will not do for v8 & wa@«dvé. De Rijk's solu-
tion is to see the contrast between +3 & wavd eupPePruby and v3 By
w®'avé as fhe opposition of the accidental unity of the subject and
the predicate in é proposition such as 'A man is recovering' with the
essential unity exhibited by the predicate and the copula. On such a
reading "essential being" has nothing to do with the relation of the

predicate to.the subject but rather concerns the fact that

...the copula _tlal itself is meaningless and it takes
its meaning only by 1ts connexion with the predicate

... The copula cannot exist apart from a gredicate,
no more than matter can apart from form...68
Though I am in complete agreement with De Rijk's claim that by

itself the copula 'to be' has no meaning and that it takes its color

from its relation to another term, this is quite different from saying

675ee below in Section Iv, p. 191-193.

580e Rijk, The Place of the Categories of Being in Aristotle’s
Philosophy, p. 38-39.
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that this is what Aristotle means by v & wa®ulvs. In order to show
that what Aristdﬂe means by "essential being" is the relationship of
the copula and the predicate, De Rijk offers an interesting though
deficient interpretation of 1017%27-30, one which I will discuss in the
next section. However, even without considering lines a27—30. we can
show the inadequacy of De Rijk's reading.

What I believe 1s the basic failure with De Rijk's reading is its
inability to account for propositions in which the unity of the subject
and the predicate is not accidental. Whereas Ross explains such prop-
ositions by saying that they are instances of v3 & w@abvo, De Rijk's
interpretation precludes such a mve. Similarly, we can hardly say
that there is only an accidental unity of the subject and the predi-
cate in propositions such as 'A man is an animal', 'A man is rational’,
or 'A man is a rational animal'. Of course we might say that a propo-
~ sition whose predicate is either the genus or the differentia or the
definition of the subject asserts no sort of being at all. However,
that appearé to be a rather desperate proposal for which there is no
justification at all. Hence how does De Rijk understand such proposi-
tions? On this point he is mute and therefore I think that we should
reject his ﬁnterpretat'ion of v® & wa@bvdé. Furthermore, since De Rijk
himself acknowledges that Ross' propositional interpretation of
v ev wa®«Sve s 'very obvious' (save for the three 'insoluble diffi-
culties' which I have rendered innocuous), I see no reason for looking

for unobvious analyses.69

691n Aristotle's Theory of Being, p. 12—13; Emerson Buchanan of-
fers an interpretation of vé &v w«®«$vé which is virtually identical to
De Rijk's. Needless-to-say, it also suffers from the same defect as
De Rijk's.
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Hence let us return to the Ross proposal and see how it can be
modified so as (1) to preserve its great advantage, viz. its providing
a good contrast between v8 &v wavi oupBepwés as 'to be' used to make
accidental predications and vé & we@'aSvé as 'to be' used to make
essential predications and (2) avoid the difficulty which I have raised
against the Ross' reading, viz. the failure to account for predications
of differentia and genus. The obvious solution is simply to read
w8 Ov un@uvd as covering all three sorts of wa@uSe¢ predications -
j.e., 'to be' used to predicate the genus of the subject, ‘to be' used
to predicate a differentia of a subject, or 'to be' used to predicate
a definition of a subject.’0

The only reason why Ross does not accept this solution is that

...'essential being' is said to fall into kinds
which are either identical with or corresgond to
the categories. But propositions of which the sub-
Ject belongs to one category, the predicate to an-
other, will not readily lend themselves to a class~
ification answering to the categories; nor will the
connexion of subject and predicate be in such a
case of the most direct, essential kind. Now...
where the predicate is a differentia of the sub-
ject, they may be in different categories - the
differentia of a substance, for example, is a qual-
ity (1020233); so that such propositions are not
intended here. And where the predicate is the def-
inition of the subject, the same difficulty arises,
so far as the differentia included in the defini-
tion is concerned.’1

70ps 1 already noted, since Ross' claim that predicating a proper-
ty of a subject involves a necessary connection between the subject
and the predicate seems to be mistaken, such predications are not

4

examples of vé ov wu®bvs (cf. above, p. 150).

TlRoss, Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 306-307.
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Ross concludes that since the only proposition in which both the sub-
Ject and the predicate will belong to the same category are propositions
in which the predicate is the genus of the subject, these are the only
sort of propositions which Aristotle has in view.

Though I thoroughly grant Ross that Aristotle at least intends
such propositions, why does Ross so restrict his understanding of the
phrase 'the figures of predication' so as to exclude the differentia
and the definition? No such restriction is necessary. Of course the
di fferentia of the category of eveis are items from non-ebeds categor-
fes. But why understand the phrase 'the figures of predication' in
such a narrow way so that it only covers the category to which a term
actually belongs? Why not read the phrase in such a way so that it
refers to the whole categorical structure - i.e., both the successive
genera and their successive differentiae? On such a proposal we would

have the following model for the category of eveds:

°* 7
oVveLn

d1fférenf;:fﬂ\\;?ffErentia

e Shus
di fym‘g’ﬂva ferQ tia \

etc.
genus genus

etc.
- genus

differentia differentia

individualy individualp individualj etfc.

instead of Ross' model which only contains the successive genera and
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the species of an individual:

individualy dindividualy individualj etc.

Basically similar models can be constructed for the other categories.
In addition to the way in which such a reading of +8 3 wu@'uive
would fit Aristotle's text and resolve or ‘avoid all of the various
difficulties I have already noted in connection with 1017322-27, one
major piece of evidence favors my proposed reading of vé ov w@®«S+ve
as the verb 'to be' or its cognates used to predicate a genus, a diff-
erentia, or the definition of a subject. Curiously this evidence,
strongly suggested by Aristotle's own remarks on the substitutability
of SwigKew ('to belong to' or 'to hold good of') and e?v-u, seems to
have gone unappreciated by previous commentators. As I have already
hinted in my discussion of Kirwan's interpretation of «3 &% wa@'advd ,
the information of which I am speaking is Aristotle's discussions of

the meaning of wa® «dvd ‘mie¥av in Posterior Analytics I.iv and

Metaphysics V.xviii.

Though I offer my full analysis of these two texts in Sections I
and II of the appendix, briefly the conclusion of the analysis I there

present is that the only sense of w«@aiva SwigXew which would provide
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a good contrast between «& 8 wevrk evpu@eBnués and v8 D wa@«Svd is the
sense of xa@'«3vd Swipxew on which Aristotle's science ultimately de-
pends - namely 'X belongs wa@®vd to Y' = 4 'X inheres in the <{ dewe
of Y'. Since we know SwdgXew covers both that which is predicable and
that which is a constituent, 1f we narrow wa®«Sve Swiglawto predicables,
we will be designating the same things as +3 Sv w«@'<bvo (save for the
use of the verb fméﬂuv instead of the verb €dvae ).

As I show in the appendix, what the narrow sense of waB'adve
.‘.«z.m designates is the belonging to a subject of the subject's
genus, differentia, and definition. In turn these are the very things
which we would expect were my analysis of v& & wa@'wéwe correct. The
fact that Aristotle uses wa@'«bve SwieRewin this very way is strong
evidence in favor of my interpretation of vd S wu®'«i+d ., In short -
merely consulting these parallel discussions of wa@«Svd Smidgxeaconfirms
my reading of v3 S wa®uSvd |

In summary - v8 ov w@vé means the use of the verb 'to be' and
its cognates as the copula in asserting that which is essential. The
essential predications will follow the categorical hierarchy. The
three sorts of essential predication will be predicating the genus of
a subject, the differentia of a subject, and the definition of a sub-
ject. In one respect all uses of 'to be' which are instances of
T v w@'<Sve will be the same since they will all be predications of
that which is essential. In another respect these uses of 'to be'
will differ according to the category according to which the predica-
tion is being made. As I noted, this will be due to the verb 'to be'
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meaning different things because items in different categories relate
to items in the category of ebela in different ways. Thus Ross' read-
ing was on the right track though it needed a significant modifica-

tion.72

72poy other discussions of this sense of vd % cf. the passages
mentioned in part iii of Section II of this chapter.



Iv

In this section I will analyze 1017327-30 in which Aristotle of-
fers several examples to elucidate his previous discussion. These

1ines have been the bane of previous interpreters of Metaphysics V.vii.

Since the examples in 327-30 come at the end of Aristotle's discussion
of v ov xe@uSvé in 222-27, commentators have quite naturally been led
to conclude that 227-30 are meant to illustrate this sense of v8 &v .
Unfortunately for this facile interpretation, it has been extremely
difficult to show how these examples are instances of +3 &v wa@«Svd

since prima facie they are cases of W & wew eupu@e@nuds . Faced

with this dilemma, various proposals have been advanced. I will review
and criticize these previous solutions before presenting my own
analysis.
By itself Aristotle’s comment appears to be rather straight-
forward. Read quite literally, Aristotle says:
For [the] '(Thd) man is recovering' is not differ-
ent from [the] ' {The) man recovers', nor does [the]
;ﬁl‘hg)thggrsl.ygl ks or cuts'. And likewise as regards
The bracketed occurrences of 'the' translate (in a perhaps overly
literal way) four occurrences of the Greek neuter definite articlevé .
Since the noun which these occurrences precede ,7~39-nos , normally
takes the masculine definite article, the only explanation for these

anomalies must be the point I noted earlier, namely the use of the

73Metaphysics V.vii, 1017%27-30.
187
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neuter definite article to mark a semantic quotation.74 Hence Aristot-
le's discussion does not concern a man who is recovering or a man who
is walking but the sentences '(The) man is recovering' and '(l’he)'man
is walking’'.

Aristotle's four examples are:

(1) '{The) man is recovering’

(2) '(ﬁhé} man recovers'

(3) '{the) man is walking or cutting'
(4) '{The) man walks or cuts'

Save for my perhaps over-literal rendering of (3) and (4), they might

be translated as four sentences instead of two, viz.

(3a) '{The) man is walking'
(3b) '{Thé) man is cutting'
(4a) '<ﬁﬁé) man walks'

(ab) '{The) man cuts’

For the purposes of the ensuing analysis, it does not matter whether
we use (3) and (4) or (3a), (3b), (4a), and (4b) as our reading. ﬁhat
does matter is understanding why Aristotle says that there is some
important sense in which (1) and (3) (or (3a) and (3b)) do not differ
from (2) and (4) (or (4a) and (4b)) respectively.

In passing let me note that in this instance rendering the Greek

74cf. above, p. 118
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verb Sswlvur as 'to recover' is much to be preferred over the more
normal translation 'to be healthy'. As will be seen, Aristotle's point
tums on the equivalence of the active verb and an auxiliary verb plus
the present participle of the original verb. 'To recover' is a verb
and it has a present participle 'recovering'. Since 'to be healthy'
;onsists of an auxiliary verb and an adverb, such a translation would
obscure Aristotle's point.

As in so many other cases of Aristotelian exegesis, the best
place to begin is with Ross' comments. This is especially true in
this instance, since most of the succeeding discussions of this passage
have focused on Ross' proposal. Ross fully recognized the difficulty
posed by these lires. Wiereas from the c&ntext we would expect Aris-
totle to give us examples of 'to be' used according to what 1s essen-
tial, in fact we are given what appear to be examples of 'to be' used
according to what is accidental. Ross' "resolution" of the difficulty
is simply to admit that Aristotle's illustrations are somewhat inap-
propriate but nonetheless still insist that his previous analysis of
S v wavi oupPa@nwds and vd & w©%3+§ is correct.

Ross writes that

Aristotle makes his meaning unnecessarily obscure by
citing (1017327-30) propositions which do not assert
essential being at all. 'The man is healthy', 'the
man is walking', 'the man is cutting' are purely ac-
Ut these’ propos tions Serve as well ag essential
propositions would to illustrate the point he is at

the moment making - that 'is' takes its colour from
the terms it connects. 'The man is walking' means
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nothing more or less than 'the man walks'...75

Lest it be thought that 1ines 327-30 point towards some interpretation

of v Ty ward wupuBePwdsand v3 v we@'Ivd other than the one he has
advanced, Ross adds that

It is much more in Aristotle's manner to use an ex-

ample which while illustrating his immediate point

obscures his main meaning.76

The major overriding difficulty with this interpretation is simply

the rather unpalatable result which it forces us to accept - namely
Aristotle's having unnecessarily put his point in an obscure and
confused way. Why, we are tempted to ask, if these examples are indeed
meant to explain v & ««@<Svd are they examples of v3 S« wavd
c-pac(hu'g? Though we may ultimately be forced to adopt such an
explanation, surely we should prefer any alternative interpretation
which does not foist such an unclarity on Aristotle. In any case,
this in fact has proven to be the motivation of Ross' critics - i.e.,

to find an interpretation of #27-30 which shows how these examples do

fit the immediate context. This in turn has led to the rejection of

75Ross, Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 307., ,

Why Ross here renders 13 iv®pwwes (Ruivww deelvas '"The man is
healthy"' instead of '"The man is recovering”’' is most unclear. In
his Oxford translation Ross himself adopted the latter translation -
the one for which I have just argued (cf. above p. 188). As I said
before, in this context rendering Suwlveww as 'to be healthy' ob-
scures Aristotle's point. Since elsewhere Ross himself seems aware
of this point, the translation offered in this quote is likely due to
carelessness.

761bid., p. 308.




191

one of Ross' assumptions, viz. that the illustrations in 227-30 are
instances of v v wevk eup(3ePnwos. The general trend among later
commentators has been to understand Aristotle's examples as cases of
v ov we@'advé and hence to interpret the meaning of v& ov wa@aSvd in
terms of the examples given in 327-30. Should the examples given in
1017327-30 prove to be instances of w B¢ we®«Sv$ then the difficulty

posed by these 1ines will have been resolved (or, perhaps it would be

better to say, dissolved).

The first such interpretation which we should consider is that of
L.M. De Rijk. In cirticizing Ross' interpretation of v3 By wa®'«S+d
De Rijk noted the difficulty which Ross has with 1017227-30:

Even if only the propositions named by Prof. Ross
...are intended by Am‘stot]ea how is it to be ex-
Elained, then, that he (1017°27-30) gives another
ind of proposition as instance...?... For, on
the one hand, Prof. Ross says (Metaph., I 307, 11.
13-14) that the copula takes its colour from the
category to which the terms it connects belong, and
(ibid., 11. 36 ff.) he interprets in this way the
examples of accidental being, from which it might
be concluded that accidental being, too, has the
same relation to the categories. We can formulate
this objection otherwise: Should not Prof. Ross be
consistent in supposing the those 'accidental prop-
ositions' are instances of the categories weuibw
[quality] andwowdv [activity]?77

Of course this merely reststes the problem which we have been discuss-

ing.
Confronted with this problem (and the two objections which I

7Tpe Rijk, The Place of the Categories of Being in Aristotle's
Philosophy, p. 37.
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noted in the previous section 78). De Rijk tries to reinterpret the
meaning of v8 &v waB@'ivé so that the ekamples in 227-30 are instances
of "essential being". As I have already noted,79 the solution which
De Rijk adopts is to reject reading v& & wa®'«3+d 1in terms of proposi-
tions and instead read it as the essential unity of the copula 'to be'
and the rest of the predicate. In contrast to Ross' proposal, De Rijk
writes that

...not the entity S-P is the point in question, but

only the being of P, inclusive of the copula absorbed

by P. These two together (¢ees + P) indicate a cer-

tain form of being.... In other words: though propo-

sitions are given as instances, it ¢coyld have suffjiced

for Aristotle to mention only predicate + copula.
Though in fact Aristotle uses propositions as examples, De Rijk claims
that v8 Bv wa@«Své only concerns the predicates of these propositions.

Hence De Rijk says that

For the sake of clarity...we might write: (Sv@pwwes)

e N s
oswmvee = (man) is recovering, for the subject is
here beside the question. ’

However, before we accept this reading, let us ask whether it

really is an improvement over Ross' explanation. Aside from the over-

all problem with De Rijk's interpretation of v8@ &v w®'wS¥d that I

78¢f, above, p. 178-180.
79¢cf. above, p. 180.

] 80pe Rijk, The Place of the Categories of Being in Aristotle's
Philosophy, p. 4T. The emphasis is mine.

811bid., p. 41.
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noted in the last section,82 there is the much more specific problem -
is De Rijk's analysis of 1017%27-30 any better than Ross'? Not only do
I think that the answer is no, but I think that the reason why it is

no is simply because De Rijk's reading suffers from the very same
defect as Ross' - namely the examples of 1017327-30 are not what we
would expect.

On De Rijk's interpretation, essential being is the sort of unity
that we encounter in the relationship of the copula 'to be' and the
present participle. If this were all that Aristotle intended, he
could have given as his examples the verbs alone. Yet as De Rijk him-
self notes, Aristotle offers us propositions, not mere verbs. Saying
that the subject should be overlooked is to disregard the evidence -
the point is Aristotle does give examples with subjects when he could
easily have given us examples without subjects had he meant what De
Rijk claims. Thus, it would appear that De Rijk is trying to fit the
examples to his interpretation éven if the price must be the distortion
of the evidence.

As mentioned earlier, one of Kirwan's three objects to Ross' inter-
pretation of w3 av wa®wS+d is Ross' difficulty with 1017327-30.

...Ross is forced to explain the intrusion of non-
necessary examples in 927-30...as due to Aristotle's
wish to illustrate, by the readiest means at hand, the

general point that '"is" takes its colour from the
tarms it connects'.... But Ross would have to admit
that on his interpretation 227-30 would fit better in
the previous para ragh [i.e., the discussion of & &
wava GNQJ’UF‘““%'B

82¢f. above, p. 181.
83Kirwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 141.
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However, even with his reinterpretation of ¥ & wu@®aSvd in terms of
existence '327-30 remain puzzling' but might be explained as an attempt

...to meet the objection that we do not commonly

say such things as ‘walking exists'. According to

Aristotle 'walking exists' is implied by 'Coriscus

walks'...and this implication might be thought to

be made more obvious to a Greek by the consideration

that 'Coriscus walks' already contains a hidden 'is',

albeit a copulative and not existential 'is'.84

Such an interpretation clearly depends upon the acceptance of

Kirwan's reading of 1017322-27 in terms ofnon-coincidental senses of
the existential 'be' - a reading which I have already provided suffi-
cient grounds for rejecting.85 But more specifically, if Kirwan's
analysis of 1017327-30 is correct, why did Aristotle put his point in
such an opaque way? Of course Aristotle might be trying to justify
the inference from 'X walks' to 'Walking exists' by showing that all
predicates can be paraphrased into predicates containing the copula.
However, where is there any evidence that Aristotle is trying to fore-
stall the objection that 'we do not commonly say such things as
"walking exists"'? Since Kirwan's explanation rests on nothing more
than a pure conjecture, 1 think that it can be dismissed.

The final interpretation which I will examine is one that has

recently been advanced by R. Allan Cobb. 86 Claiming that the examples

841bid., p. 142.
85¢cf. above, p. 167471.

86cobb, 'The Present Progressive Perighrasis and the Metaphysics
of Aristotle'. As part of his article Cobb makes certain claims about
the history of Greek syntax and its role in Aristotle's metaphysical
theory. However, I will not here examine these remarks since they are
not really germane to our present inquiry.
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in 327-30 are instances of the present progressive periphrasis, Cobb
asserts that Aristotle's point is the '...identification of the present
inflected form of the verb (e.g., "...walks") and the present periphras-
tic form of the verb (e.g., "...is walking").'87 According to Cobb,
Aristotle is using these examples in order to show how certain crucial
cases, namely those ihvolving '...the continuous action of an agent
going on at the time of the assertion',88 can be accommodated to

The theory...that what a thing is, or more accur-
ately what a thing is in itself, is determined by
members of all ten categories, but only in a pri-

mary way in relation to the category of substance
(eeln) and in seggndany ways in relation to the

other categories.

Using the present active indicative as his example, Cobb makes
two important grammatical points. The first is that in modern English
the present inflected form of the verb and the present periphrastic
form of the verb differ in meaning. Whereas

...the former generally expresses, when it occurs

as an element of statements, a dispositional or re-
current state of affairs, though the action involved,
if any, is not implied to be taking place at the time
of the assertion...the latter generally expresses

a continuous action taking place at the time of the
assertion.

Thus, to use one of Cobb's examples, 'John drinks' indicates nothing
about what John is doing at the moment while 'John is drinking' tells

us that he s now consuming some sort of liquid. Unlike classical

871bid., p. 81.
881bid., p. 80.
891bid., p. 80.
907574. , p. 81.
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Greek, where 'John walks' and 'John is walking' are both perfectly
intelligible sentences, in modern English there is an additional differ-
ence between the two verb forms - namely that while in most cases a
subject and a present inflected verb do not form a complete sentence
but demands some qualification (e.g., 'every day' in 'John walks every
day'), a subject, an auxiliary verb, and a participle do form a
complete sentence (e.g., 'John is running').

The second grammatical point concerns the role which the auxil-
fary verb 'to be' plays in periphrastic constructions - namely that
'...the present progressive periphrasis cannot be analyzed as an
adjective or predicate plus copula'.gl Whereas, verb participles can
be used adjectivally, they are not so used in the present progressive
periphrasis. Instead of the verb 'to be' merely serving the role of
the logical‘copu1a, in the present progressive periphrasis the verb
'to be' helps to indicate an action which has been going on since
some time prior to the moment of assertion. Thus, in a standard sub-
ject—predicéte sentence of the form 'S is P', the 'is' tells us noth-
ing about S prior to the moment of assertion. However, because of the
logical character of the progressive sense, in 'John is drinking' 'is'
describes an activity which was begun in the past and is being con-
tinued into the present.

In order to justify his claim that Aristotle's examples in 10172
27-30 all exhibit a progressive sense, Cobb notes that in Metaphysics

91bid., p. 82.
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IX.vi Aristotle argues that a present inflected verb like '...walks'

has an exclusively progressive sense. Sincg the point of 227-30 is to
show the equivalence of ‘The man walks' and 'The man is walking', this
shows that '...is walking' also has a progressive sense.

Turming to Metaphysics V.vii Cobb offers an interpretation of

v3 3 wu®Své under which there is a sense in which every true predi-
cation 1s wa®«Svd to its subject. On his reading 1017222-30 shows
...that all the categoricals can be said to be in
themselves in the sense that, as the examples of
recovering, walking, and cutting show, when they
are predicated of a subject they signify what the
subject is in itself.92
Obviously such an 1nterpretatioﬁ radically differs from the standard
understanding of Aristotle whereby every item from a non-oded cate-
gory is merely accidental to a thing from the category of olelw.
Fully aware of this, Cobb tries to reintefpret the notion of what a
thing is in itself in such a manner that even items from the acciden-

tal categofies can be safd to be part of the ©{ §eee of a substance.

In order to do this, Cobb cites Metaphysics VII.iy 1030217 ff

where Aristotle points out that though the primary answer to the
vl towe - the 'what is it'? - question, is an item from the first
category, the category of substance, he also allows secondary answers

to this question to be items from any one of the other categories.

921bid., p. 6.
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Thus 1f someone asks “What is that?" referring to
Socrates, the primary and most informative answer

would be "a man", but in addition, one might also

say, in a secondary but nevertheless appropriate

sense of what Socrates is, that he is someone who

13 ggleg;;n::?zgfng in the market place or walking
According to Cobb, all of these are possible answers to the request
for the vl dave of Socrates since each specifies some aspect of
Socrates. Cobb provides more evidence for his proposal in De Anima
I[.1, where he alleges Aristotle indicates that accidental characteris-
tics enable us to know a thing's vl toxe,

If Cobb is correct, then it is clear why accidental predications
like 'The man is recovering' are also instances of 3 & wa®WSvo -
simply because one of the aspects of the man is the fact that he is
recovering, we can say what the man is by saying that he is recovering.
Of course such an answer would only secondarily tell us what the man
is. However, unlike Ross' reading, it would show why the examples of
1017327-30 -are illustrations of 8 ov wu© aSed .

Why then does Aristotle show that the present inflected and
present progressive forms of the verb express the same thing? Because
when one expresses the fact that the subject is engaged in a continuous
activity by means of a sentence like 'Socrates walks', it is not clear
that we are in any way indicating what Socrates is. However, since

'Socrates is walking' contains a form of the verb 'to be', it clearly

tells us what Socrates is - albeit in a secondary sense. The present

B1bid., p. 89.
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progressive periphrasis merely makes it obvious why not only being a
man and being rational tell us what Socrates is, but the state of
affairs gotten at by 'Socrates walks' can also be used to answer the
«{ dote gquestion.

Though I readily grant that Cobb's interpretation of 1017322-30
is quite novel, I think that it is so untenable that its adoption
renders the entire distinction between accidental and eSsential pred-
ications unintelligible. According to Cobb, the reason why an item
in one of the non-oYeds categories can be said to be wa@uSvg to some
thing in the category of cdeia arises from (1) the definition of X's
being wa@%vé to Y - viz. X's inhering in the el &ove of Y - and (2)
the fact that the technical term *l Ywxe s said in many ways. On
Cobb's reading there is a sense in which everything which a substance
is is mO®WS¥0 to that substance because everything which a substance is
either can answer the 'what is it?' question in its primary sense or
can answer the 'what is it?' question in one of its secondary senses.

Consider Socrates. On Cobb's view Socrates has one primary
vl éece - being a man - and many secondary t{ Ze<d's - weighing 150
pounds, being in the market place, walking, etc. Since all of these
various things are true of Socrates, they all tell us what Socrates
himself is. The difference between the first answer and all the other
answers is that the first designates Socrates in a more primary and
complete way than any of the other answers do. But since all the
answers are true of Socrates, they are all wa®«Své to Socrates. Or so

Cobb would lead us to believe.
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However, though Cobb is surely correct in saying that there is a
sense in which whenever X is true of Y, Y itself is X, this is not
what Aristotle means by X's being w«®aSvd to Y. O0f course whenever
Socrates himself is in the market place, is walking, or is of a certain
weight all these things are true of Socrates. But none of them is
true of Socrates in the way which would make it wa®«S+d to Socrates.

As shown in the appendix, for Aristotle X's being wa®'aSve Y
tells us much more than that there is some temporary or contingent
connection between X and Y. If X is w®'aGwl Y then there is a logi-
cally necessary connection between the two such that 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 without Socrates' ceasing to be. The same
sort of necessary connections exist in all the categories - e.g.,
should this particular instance of pale lemon yellow cease tc be an
instance of color, then it ceases to be an instances of pale 1emon
yellow. |

Opposed to such wa@%Svd connections are wava e-wpfeBuuds connec-
tions - connections'which are temporary or contingent. Since these
connections may or may not hold, a thing continues to be whether or not
it enters into or ceases to enter into such a connection. If X is
wavy cupPEeBwwds Y, then there is merely a logically contingent tie
between X and Y so that should X cease to be Y, X does not cease to
be. Sentences like 'Socrates is in the market place', 'Socrates is

walking', or 'This particular instance of yellow is a cat' all assert
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such Tinks. Socrates' leaving the agora does not mean that Socrates
has ceased existing; my pickling the cat in formaldehyde means the cat
has ceased to be but the particular instance of yellow still exists.

By readingv® & waB%Svd in such a way that everything which is
true of a subject is we®advd to that subject, Cobb has barred our
making the distinction I have just drawn. If everything which is true
of Socrates is «a®<$vd Socrates, then nothing which is true of
Socrates will merely be ward ewPeBwwis to Socrates. Socrates himself
is not whatever happens at the moment to be true of Socrates. Socrates
himself is what Socrates is - i.e., a rational animal - and cannot
cease to be.

Cobb believes that his theory is supported by the fact that the
technical term <L ewse is said in many ways. But how does the rather
innocuous claim that this term is said in many ways provide a basis
for Cobb's view that everything which is true of a thing is in the
v dexe of that thing? The very point of the claim that the <{ éeee
question is said in many ways in the different categories is to show
that certain sorts of answers to the { Zoe. question are inadequate -
namely those in which we say what a thing in one category is by means
of something from a different category. Saying that the 'What is it?'
question is said in many ways shows why telling me that Socrates is in
the market place does answer the question 'What is Socrates?' but not
in the sense where I have been given what Socrates primarily is.
Saying that the 'What is it?' question is said in many ways shows why
telling me that this particular instance of yellow is a cat does answer

the question 'What is the particular instance of yellow?' but not in
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the sense in which 'This particular instance of yellow is a color'
does. However, saying that the ' hat is it?' question is said in many
ways does not show that accidental attributes determine a thing's what
is - it merely warns us that someone (such as Cobb) might be deceived
by the variety of answers which we can give to the questions ‘What is
Socrates?' or 'What is yellow?' into thinking that all these answers
really tell us what Socrates is or what yellow is. Aristotle's response
would be his standard 'Well, in a sense they do and in a sense they do
not. Whenever you answer the "What is X?" question by means of some-
thing accidental, you do not answer the "What is X?" question in the
way you do when you give something which is essential.’

The one passage which Cobb cites in order to justify his claim
that accidents help determine a thing's essence is De Anima I.i 402b
21-25.94 According to Cobb, this passage reads:

But contrariwise, the accidental characteristic also

contribute a great deal to knowing the what-it-is;

for whenever we can give an account of the apparent

accidental characteristics, either all or most of

them, then we can also speak best concerning sub-

stance.
However, Cobb's translation of the word w..@ehu’sby 'accidental
characteristic' is rather questionable. Aristotle is not using the
term eopPe@nwls in the sense of 'accident' but rather the sense of

‘nondefinitory essential attribute' - the same sense discussed in

Section 111 of the appendix. Whereas the accidents of a thing tell us

941bid., p. 89.
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nothing about the essence of the thing, the nondefinitory essential
attributes clearly would aid in our discovering the thing's essence.
In fact, the full passage even contains the same example as the text
discussed in Section III of the appendix - namely the sum of the inter-
jor angles of a triangle.
As I read De Anima I.1 402P16-25, Aristotle is saying
And not only is it useful for the study of the causes
[«lelus ] of the nondefinitory essential attributes
vou vopDeBnmiver wls odeixis] to know the vl Texe
the ‘what-is'; here restricted to only the definitory
attributes] (just as in mathematics (it is useful) to
grasp what is the straight and curved or what is a line
and a plane for knowing the equality of {the interior
angles) of a triangle to so many right {anglesy) but
also conversely, knowledge of the <f ¢vxe in a large part
follows from ({nowind) the nondefinitory essential
attributes [v& eupBeBnwexs]. For when we are able to

give an account conformable to experience concerning
all or most of the nondefinitory essential attributes

[wepd vév ovpnBePrnduay], then we will be able to
best speak concerning the essence [weel vis odolus .

Understood in my way, this passage merely points out the relationship
of the nondefinitory essential attributes to the definitory essential
attributes. Understood in Cobb's way, this passage tells us that it is
useful to study something which cannot even be known, namely the rela-
tion of a thing to its accidents.9% Hence I think that we can safely
conclude that Cobb has misinterpreted the one text that he cites in
support of his claims concerning the relationship of a thing's acci-

dents to the thing's essence.

9sconcerning Aristotle's claim that accidents cannot be scienti-
fically known, cf. Metaphysics VI.ii 1027319-21.
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Having shown the unacceptability of Cobb's interpretation of
1017322-30, let us not concentrate on his remarks about the grammar of
the examples in a27-30. It will be recalled that the crucial premise
of Cobb's analysis is the claim that the sentences '{The) man is
recovering’, '(The) man is walking', and '{The) man is cutting' are all
examples of the present progressive periphrasis. But what is the
actual evidence produced for this claim? Simply that the explicit
Greek of these three sentences consists of (1) a subject, (2) the third
person singular present indicative of the verb 'to be', and (3) a
participle. Granted Aristotle is asserting the equivalence of a
sentence with this structure and a sentence whose structure consists of
(1) a subject and (2) a present inflected verb - but does Aristotle
really intend the former sentences to be present periphrases? Of
course Cobb is correct in insisting that a present progressive peri-
phrasis can not be analyzed into a copula and a participle - but is the
Greek sentence v& Sv@pwwos 9‘“‘5«* toxly('" The man is walking"')
intended by Aristotle to be a present progressive periphrasis?

Whereas in English the affirmative answer seems to be so obvious
that it seems rather otiose even to raise my question, the case is
quite different in ancient Greek. In modern English grammar isolated
adjectives (such as 'blue') must be explicitly supplied with some noun
(such as 'thing') before we obtain an expression which can suitably be
the subject of a sentence (e.g., 'the blue thing'); in ancient Greek
the noun 'thing' need not be explicitly supplied but would be under-

stood by the speaker. Hence, whereas a speaker of modern English would
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regard the sentence 'The just is cultured' as gibberish, Aristotle re-
gards its 1iteral Greek eqiivalent as grammatical since he understands
this sentence as 'The just person is cultured'. The same point applies
for verb participles which are used adjectivally. Thus the sentence
H M‘m eoTH M('The walking is a man') is correct Greek; it
would be taken by a native speaker to mean the same thing as the
English 'The walking thing is a man’.

~ﬁ: goes without saying that in ancient Greek the same locution -
saying 'the blue' when one means 'the blue thing' - also applies to
predicate expressions. Thus S SvOpwwes tuxe Asowescan mean either
'The man is white' or 'The man is a white'thing'. Similarly for verb
participles - to say that Socrates is the thing that is walking we need
not say 'Socrates is the thing that is walking' or 'Socrates is a walk-
ing thing'. Instead the speaker of Greek could merely say 'Socrates is
walking' and thereby be understood by his fellow speakers as predicat-
ing being a walking thing of Socrates.

To some extent, this way of understanding a sentence 1ike 'Socra-
tes is walking' as an adjectival periphrasis where 'is' is treated as
a copula and 'walking' serves as an adjective can be duplicated in
English. Though generally in English 'Socrates is walking' must be a
present progressive periphrasis, even in English it occasionally can
be an adjectival periphrasis. Thus consider the following case - on a
dark night two men see a third walking through a field Who is it?
Finally one says (with the appropriate emphasis) 'Socrates is walking'.
Such a case would be understood as attributing to Socrates the property

of being the man walking through the field - and as I have argued, this
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usage 1s much easier in ancient Greek than in modern English.

If what I have just said concerning Greek usage is correct, then
there would be no bar to our understanding the examples in 327-30 as
instances of a subject being joined to a predicate by means of the
copula 'to be'. If this is true, Aristotle's point would simply be
that a sentence such as 'The man walks' can be transformed into a
sentence Tike 'The man is walking', where the latter sentence is not
read as a present progressive periphrasis but rather as 'The man is a
walking thing'. Aristotle would be showing how a sentence consisting
of a subject and an indicative verb asserts the same thing as a sen-
tence consisting of a subject term, a form of the copula 'to be', and
a predicate term. Aristotle is showing how a predication not involving
a copulative use of the verb 'to be' is equivalent to a predication
which does involve a copulative use of the verb 'to be'.

Two pieces of evidence favor my reading of ’.{uew; M‘gﬂ' coTw
as two terms, 'man' and 'walking thing', linked by means of the copula
'to be' .over Cobb's present progressive periphrasis interpretation.
The first is that vd 3v waw evu(Be@wwds concerns accidental predica-
tions involving a form of the copula 'to be'. This determines the
subject matter of the whole of 101727-30 as being about sentences of
the form: subject term-copula-predicate term. The second is simply
the way in which Aristotle understands sentence form. As I noted in
Chapter One Aristotle believes that the subject term-copula-predicate
term form is the form of all propositions. Thus were 327-30 read as

making the point that every sentence - even ones like 'The man walks'
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which do not involve any use of the copula 'to be' - can be transformed
into a sentence which does use the copulative 'to be', it would be
asserting one of Aristotle's standard views. On the other hand, read
in Cobb's way, 1ines327-30 conflict with some of Aristotle's firmest
positions.

If my cooments have been correct, then the grammatical structure
of the examples in 327-30 and even the point which Aristotle is trying
to make should be clear. However, the initial difficulty, viz. what
these examples of accidental predications are doing at the end of a
discussion of essential predications, remains unsolved. It will be
recalled that the difficulty arose from the conflict of (1) the examples
in 327-30 are meant to be examples of v& 3 wa@«lvé and (2) the examples
in 927-30 seem to be instances of vé Sv were evpmPe@wnds. Furthermore
it will be recalled that the standard way in which Ross' critics have
tried to resolve this difficulty has been by denying (2) - by so inter-
preting the notion of v& ov we@'aS+vs so that the examples in 327-30 will
be instances of v3 B wu@'aSvd. My purpose in reviewing the proposals
of De Rijk, Kirwan, and Cobb has been to show the failure of these
analyses which have denied (2).

But lest we despair and fall back on Ross' own solution (in effect,
'Aristotle goofed'), let us remember that we have another option -
namely deny (1) thereby rejecting the claim that the examples in
1017327-30 are meant to be instances of v& Ov wa@a¥ré. Instead of
thinking that Aristotle's examples are meant to be examples of 3 &v
we®'Svd, what T wish to propose is that not only are the examples in

a27-30 in fact instances of vé ov wwva c.p@thut they are not
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meant to be anything else. Hence the troublesome dilemma has been
resolved by taking the bull by the first hom.

In order to make this suggestion plausible, let us remember the
general context in which 1ines 327-30 occur. Aristotle begins
Metaphysics V.vii with a av...84...construction. After discussing
v S¢ wavh CupBePnwds in 28-22, then he turns to +3 Bv wa@wswd, After

finishing with this sense of v ¥ we are then offered two other senses

of 'to be'. The first two senses of 'to be' deal with its use as the
logical copula, the remaining two in other roles. In between the first
two senses and the remaining senses come the three examples in 227-30.
Thus 327-30 forms the end of Aristotle's discussion of 'to be' as the
copula.

The proposal which I wish to make is that Aristotle is not using
the examples in 327-30 to illustrate vé &y wa@aSve but rather merely
close off his discussion of the copulative uses of 'to be'. Aristotle
is merely trying to show us how every sentence can be transformed into
a sentence of the subject term-copula-predicate term structure. The
fact that his examples are instances of v8 &% wavw eunPeBwwes in part
stems from the lack of similar troublesome sentences asserting v av
wi@'ubve. But since the only purpose of the examples in 327-30 is to
demarcate the instances of the copulative 'to be' from the other senses
of 'to be', it does not matter whether he uses an instance of 3 @v
waty oupPePawss or an instance of v$ 8v wa@advq. Both would serve the
same purpose - to show how every sentence can be transformed into a
sentence containing the copula 'to be'. Since the extent of the

@sv...88...construction ends at 330, my reading is that Aristotle is
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emphasizing the difference between 28-27 and a31-bg by means of a
concluding comment - 1ines 327-30.96 |

The advantages of the reading I have proposed are obvious. It
allows us to read v& Sv werd evp@ePawbs and v Sv wall uivd in the
straightforward unproblematic ways for which I have already argued.

It explains why examples of accidental predications océur after a dis-
cussion of essential predication. It gives é point to Aristotle's
comments, one which does not conflict with Aristotle's other views and
which is none other than the basis of Aristotle's whole logic, viz.
that the logical structure of every sentence is a subject term 1inked
to a predicate term by means of a form of the copula 'to be'.

In conclusion - the examples in 327-30 are Aristotle's closing
comments on 'to be' considered as the copula. They serve to show how
every predication can be transformed into a sentence involving the
copula 'to be'. That the examples are instances of ™ v wmva
oupBePruas does not in any way detract from my reading since, once we
have recognized that 227-30 are not meant to illustrate w8 v wi@'«Svg
but rather are meant to illustrate the copulative use of 'to be', there
is no reason for us to expect an instance of w3 8v wavi @uEPePrwin

any more than we should expect an instance of v@ & wa@«+§ .

96Lest it be objected that there could be no sentences making
essential predications which do not involve ‘to be', remember Physics
I.i1i 185P28-29 where Aristotle discusses certain philosophers w%o,
trying to banish the verb 'to be', from such sentences 'X is white'
formed the artificial verb AeAewagvac ('to-have-been-whitened' ) The
sentence vode h«m MAswnfvae  ('This white has-been-whitened')
asserts a wa®'<Svd connection and yet does not involve the copula 'to be’



'Being' as True and 'Not-Being' as False

Having completed his discussion of the verb 'to be' and its cog-
nates used as logical copulas in accidental and essential predications,
in 1017%31-35 Aristotle now turs to a third sense Of'éi;Qc - namely
the use of the verb 'to be' to indicate that which is true and that
which is false. As I noted in the opening of this chapter, it is this
and the next sense of *8 ¥ which most clearly show that the subject
matter of Metaphysics V.vii concerns linguistic usage, viz. what the

verb 'to be' and its cognates means, rather than concerning some thing
known as Being.

The major difficulty which we face ir; trying to explicate this
third sense of the verb e?:«s is in understanding in what way this sense
differs from the previous two senses of ™ Sv. This difficulty is the
result of the third sense of the verb t?«c depending upon a peculiar-
ity of Greek grammar which is difficult to represent in English. In
order to appreciate how the first two senses of evae are to be dis-
tinguished from this third sense, I will first discuss the grammatical
peculiarity that is in question. Second I will discuss Ross' interpre-
tation of these 1ines and show that though Ross' understanding is prob-
ably correct, his translation and commentary are somewhat misleading.
Third I will offer a different translation of 1017231-35 which in

certain respects expresses Aristotle's intentions better than the one

offered by Ross.

210
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As 1 have just noted, the sense of 'to be' as true and 'not to be'
as false depends upon a point of Greek grammar which is difficult to
~represent in modern English. Unlike modern English where the.copula 'to
be' must always be placed between the subject term and the predicate term
{e.q., 'A man is an animal'), in ancient Greek word order was more flex-
ible in that the copula could aiso be placed at the beginning or the end
of a sentence. Thus in ancient Greek not only could the copula be placed
between the subject term and the predicate term (e.g., AvOewwos doteiyhey
but it also could either precede the subject term (e.g., tove du@pwrres
Ydew) or follow the predicate term (e.g. , vOpuwos ey dete).
The sense of 'to be' with which Aristotle is dealing in 1017231-35
depends upon the difference between the meaﬁing which the verb éiqu
has in sentences with the second order (1iterally: 'Is (a) man (an)
animal') and the meaning which «2wa¢ has in sentences of either the
first order (1iterally: ‘(A) man is (an) animal') or the third order
(1iteratliy: '(A) man (an) animal is'). Whereas in sentences of the
first or third arrangement the verb szac merely has the sense of the
copula, in sentences with the second order the verb has the additional
sense that what follows is being asserted to be true. This sense of
the verb 'to be', known to classicists as the emphatic sense of the
verb €3v¢c, is difficult to express in English since English word order
is not variable. Thus the problem which commentators on 1017231-35
have faced is simply how to express in English a sense of the verb
¢ivac for which English lacks a perfect parallel.
In order to appreciate this difficulty, let us turn to Ross as :n

example. Ross renders 1017231-35 as:
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Again, 'being' and 'is' mean that a statement is true,
'not being' that it is not true but false - and this
alike in the case of affirmation and of negation; e.g.

‘Socrates is musical' means that this is true, or 'Soc-
rates is not-pale' means that this is true; but 'the
diagonal of the square is not commensurate gith the
sfde' means that it is false to say it is.)
On this translation Aristotle's two examples of 'being' as true and one

example of 'not being' as false are:

(1) 'Socrates is musical’
(2) 'Socrates is not-musical’

(3) 'The diagonal of the square is not commensurate with side’

The three examples which Aristotle offers in 433-35 do not 11lus-
trate all the cases that the third sense of 'to be' generates. Since
we have two distinctions (viz. (1) that the verb 'to be' can be used
to mean that which is true and 'not to be' can be u;ed to mean that
which is false and (2) that an assertion can be of either an affirma-
tion (e.g., 'A is B') or a denial (e.g., 'A is not B')) a complete
1isting would demand four cases. However, Aristotle only illustrates
(1) saying that an affirmation is true, (2) saying that a denial is
true, and (3) saying that an affirmation is false; he neglects the
remaining case (4) saying that a denial is false. Having already
rendered Aristotle's three examples in terms of an emphatic use of the
English 'is' (e.g., 'Socrates is musical', etc.), Ross himself offers
'The square on the diagonal is not not-commensurate with the square on

the side' as an example of the unillustrated fourth case.

96McKeon. The Basic Works of Aristotle, p. 761.
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Because Ross renders the three exampies as having the grammatical
form subject term-copula-predicate term he is forced to understand
these three examples solely in terms of stress being placed on the
copula. He reaches this conclusion by first correctly pointing out
that Aristotle wishes to distinguish this third sense of 'to be' from
the first two senses of 'to be' and then realizing that the three
examples given in the Greek text appear to be instances of 'to be' used
as the grammatical copula. In order to show how the three examples are
not merely instances of 'to be' used as the grammatical copula, Ross
concludes that in the examples 'is' must be stressed and that it is
this stress which is the asserting of the statement. Ross writes

The cases in which being means truth and not-being
falsity are distinguished both from the accidental
and from the essential sense of being. Evidently

then an ordinary sentence of the type 'A is B' can

hardly be used to illustrate this third sense, since
it must be an instance of either the essential or
the accidental sense. What we want is a proposition
in which the truth or the falsity of another proposi-
tion is stated, and such propositions we find in
those of the form 'A is B', 'A is not B', where

the ordina;y proposition 'A is BT Ts pronounced true
or false.9

Thus Ross is urging us to understand the third sense of 'to be'
in terms of an alleged distinction between the proposition 'A is B' and
the proposition 'A is B'. Somehow Ross wishes us to distinguish be-

tween utterances of the sentence 'A is B' on the basis of the way in

which 'is' is stressed - when the copula is unstressed we are not using

97Ross , Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 308.




214

the verb ‘'to be' to assert that which is true While when the copula is
stressed we are using the verb 'to be' to assert that which is true.
Ceteris paribus the same point applies for 'is not' used to assert
that which is false.

Though I think it is clear that Ross correctly recognized that in
1017331-35 Aristotle wishes to demarcate the emphatic from the nonemphat-
ic use of izvqc, Ross errs in trying to represent the distinction in
the same way in English simply because in English the stress which we
place upon the copula does not affect the meaning of the proposition.
Whereas in ancient Greek the different word order provides a clear
basis for distinguishing the third sense of @va. from the first two
senses, there is no comparable difference in English. One need not
have Quinean worries about the identity conditions of propositions in
order to suspect that the distinction which Ross is trying to draw is
illusory. Just because a sentence is uttered with 'is' stressed, are
we really making a statement (or uttering a proposition) different
from the one we would make (or utter) if we did not emphasize 'is'?

On Ross' analysis the answer must be affirmative - and yet there is no
intuitive reason for such a distinction. When, under the proper cir-
cumstances, I utter the sentence 'A is B', it does not make any differ-
ence whether I whisper 'A is B' or I shout out 'A is B'. In either
case the sense is the same, viz. my asserting that A is B. Of course
Ross is correct in saying that the third sense of 'to be' must be a
sense of 'to be' whereby we can say that propositions 1ike 'A is B'

and 'A is not B' are true or false. However, contra Ross, merely

emphasizing 'is' simply does not make the proposition 'A is B' differ-
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ent from the proposition 'A is B'. Hence my belief that Ross' analysis
suggests a misinterpretation of Aristotle's intentions.

In order to see how we can better convey into English what Aris-
totle means by the use of 'to be' as indicating what is true and 'not
to be' as indicating what is false, let us consider the following two
examples, both of which provide in modern English some approximation

to Aristotle's Greek usage.

Example I: Two sports fans are debating whether or not the Yankees did
or did not win. Suppose there is something important at stake, so as

the discussion proceeds the decibel level rises.

A: 'The Yankees won.'
B: 'No, that is false.'
A: 'No, that is true.'
B: 'It is not true!®
A: 'It is true!’

B: 'It s not!!'

A: Tt isiin

Example II: At a trial a lawyer is examining a witness. Without any
emphasis or shouting, the lawyer simply asks the witness several

straightforward questions and the witness responds.

C: 'Is it not true that you own the building in question?'
D: 'It is'.

C: 'And is it true that you were in the building on the day in
question?'
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D: 'It is not'.

I think that it is situations similar to these which Aristotle

has in mind - namely a fact-asserting sense of 'to be' where we use
'is' to indicate that something is or is not the case. Normally in
English we do not use 'It is' or 'It is not' in this way but we must
add some other word or phrase in order to assert or deny the occurrence
of a certain state of affairs. Hence we have such expressions as 'It
is the case that', 'It is not the case that', 'It is true that', 'It

is a fact that', etc. However, even in English, there are certain
situations in which 'is' can be shorn of these additions and we obtain
naked occurrences as in the examples above.

However, rendering the Greek third person singular indicative of
the verb éibts ('to be') into English by the strictly literal transla-
tion 'It is' results in gibberish. Hence, in order to clearly indicate
Aristotle's intended meaning and avoid the difficulty of Ross' proposal,

I have supplied the words ‘the case that' in the following translation

of 1017231-35:

Again [the] 'to be' and [the] 'is' mean that {some-
thing is) true, and [the] 'not to be' {means) that
{something is) not true but false in a similar way

as regards affirmation and denial. For example, that
it 1s (the case that) Socrates {is) cultured, that
this is true, or that it is {the case that) Socrates
{is) not-white, that {this is) true; and that it is
not {the case that) the diameter {is) commensurate,
that {this is) false.

If read in the way that I am proposing, then there is no diffi-
culty in seeing the way in which this third sense of 'to be' is to be

distinguished from the uses of 'to be' as the logical copula. Whereas
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the first two sense of 'to be' Tinked a subject term with a predicate

term, this third sense of 'to be' applies to a whole proposition and
it indicates of this whole proposition whether or not the proposition
is true.
On my proposal, Aristotle's fourfold distinction would be:
(1) 'To be' used to indicate that an affirmation is
true, e.g., 'It is {the case that) Socrates {is)
cul tured'.
(2) 'To be' used to indicate that a denial is true,
e.g., 'It is {the case that) Socrates {s) not-
white'. _ .
(3) 'Not to be' used to indicate that an affirmation
is false, e.g., 'It is not {the case that) the
diameter {is) commensurate'.
(4) 'Not to be' used to indicate that a denial is
false, (Following Ross' example) 'It is not the
case that the diameter is not incommensurate’.
The semantic rule for this sense of 'to be' is provided in the first

sentence of 431-35, viz.

'To be' means that something is true

'Not to be' means that something is false.

In summary - Aristotle's third use of the verb 'to be' and its
cognates is the use of 'to be' and 'not to be' where these mean assert-
ing that a proposition is true and asserting that a proposition is
false. Though in general, English usage requires qualification by
means of such words as 'true', 'false', 'the case that', or 'the fact
that', in ancient Greek such qualifications were not explicitly needed.

However, as I have pointed out, even in modern English there are
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situations in which 'to be' and 'not to be' carry a sense which is

somewhat similar to the one which Aristotle is discussing in these
1ines.98

98For further discussions of this sense of the verb 'to be' cf.
Metaphysics VI.1v and IX.x.




VI

'Being' as Potential and as Actual

In this section I will discuss the fourth sense of the verb 'to

be' which Aristotle mentions in Metaphysics V.vii - namely the use of

'to be' and its cognates to indicate both what is actual and what is
potential. Numerous commentators have analyzed these remarks in terms
of actual being and potential being.99 As I shall show, treating
1017235-b9 as a discussion of how we 'is' both what is now the case
and what potentially is the case leads to a much more commonsensical
interpretation of these 1ines - an interpretation which is perfectly
conformable to the actual details of both Greek and English linguistic
usage. In fact, I hope that the very sim§1ic1ty of my interpretation
of these lines will be sufficient evidence to convince anyone who still
remains sceptical concerning the main exegetical point which I have

been seeking to establish in this chapter - that Metaphysics V.vii is

not an exercise in extralinguistic ontology or a discussion of existence
or an analysis of predicates in general, but rather an attempt to under-
stand the role played by the Greek verb éiias ('to be') and its various

cognates.

In 1017235-P9 Aristotle writes:

Again [the] 'to be' and [the] 'being' mean on the
one hand the stated as potential and on the other hand
the {stated) as actual of the previous {modes of? say-

99E.g., Owens, The Doctrine of Being, p. 307.
219
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ing. For both the seeing spoken as potential and the
{seeing spoken) as actual we say to be seeing. And in
the same way, both the being able to use knowledge and
the using {we say) to know; and both that to which al-
ready belongs rest and the being able to rest {we say
to be) resting. And likewise also as regards substances.
For we say Hermes to be in the stone, and the half of
the 1ine {to be in the whole), and grain {to be in the)
not yet ripe. And when it is possible and when not,
elsewhere one must define.

The crucial phrase in this passage is 'of the previous modes of
saying'. This phrase refers back to the three other ways of using the
verb 'to be'. Whereas the first, second, and third senses of 'to be'
are independent, the fourth sense of 'to be' is simply two ways in
which the other three senses can be said. In other words, Aristotle
does not consider this fourth sense coordinate with the other three but
rather simply our ability to use the other three senses of 'to be' not
merely according to what is actual but also according to what is
potential. If my analysis of the first three senses of 'to be' is
correct, what Aristotle is asserting is that we can use the verb 'to
be' or its cognates in the three schemata (1) 'A is (accidentally) B',
(2) 'A is (essentially) B', and (3) 'It is the case that A is B', not
only when sentences of these forms are actually true but also when they
are potentially true.

In order to show that this is the correct reading let us simply
run through Aristotle's examples and show how they will fit my inter-
pretation. Aristotle's first case concermns sight - the way in which
we can use the verb 'to be' and its cognates to indicate both that which
potentially sees and that which actually sees. Suppose we were classi-

fying things which possessed sight and things which did not and we came
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to consider a new born puppy or kitten which has not yet opened its
eyes. We could quite straightforwardly say 'The puppy is sighted' even
though it does not now in fact see. Why? Because it potentially

sees, i.e., it is the sort of thing which is capable of seeing. On

the other hand when we speak of mature dogs as sighted (e.g., 'This

dog is sighted'), we use the verb 'to be' to indicate that which is in
fact actual.

In the same way, a person who knows something (e.g., geometry)
only possesses this knowledge in the fullest sense when they are actual-
1y using this knowledge (e.g., at those times when they are solving
geometry problems). But clearly at all times we can say of such a
person 'He is knowledgeable of geometry' because the person is able to
use that knowledge to solve geometry problems. Hence again we can use
the verb 'to be' of that which is not yet actual.

Similarly, we can use the verb 'to be' to speak of some thing
which is not now resting as resting because that thing is potentially
resting. Thus I can say of my automobile 'This is a resting object’
even when my car is in fact in motion. Why? Because potentially it
could be brought to rest. Contrast this to a discussion of electrons
(or, for Aristotle, the heavenly spheres) which are constantly in
motion and cannot be brought to rest. Hence you can not truly say
'This electron (or heavenly sphere) is at rest'.

Turming from attributes of substances to substances themselves,
suppose we were walking with a sculptor through his studio which was
filled with unworked blocks of marble. The person points first to one

block, saying 'This is the Hermes' and then to another block, declaring
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'This is the Aphrodite'. What does he mean by these assertions? Sure-
ly the various chunks of marble are not at this moment the works he is
envisioning. Yet they are potentially these statues - the sculptor
intends to make this piece into a statue of Hermes and that piece into
a statue of Aphrodite. Hence these blocks of marble are not now
statues of Hermes and Aphrodite, but potentially they are.

Aristotle's next example - that half a Tine is potentially con-
tained in the whole 1ine ~ is somewhat unfortunate since, for Aristotle,
geometrical objects such as 1ines are not substances. Whether we
explain the example in terms of the fact that even though geometrical
objects are not substances they in some ways grammatically function
like substances or we follow Ross and say 'The example is a concession
to Pythagorean and Platonic views',100 the intent of the illustration
is clear - namely the way in which a 1ine segment is potentially in a
1ine. Aristotle's concern is that a geometer can speak of parts of
tines which have not yet been demarcated because they potentially can
be demarcated (e.g., 'This half of the 1ine is twice as long as that
line').

Aristotle's final example - 'The grain {to be in the) not yet
ripe' - refers to a case such as the following: Suppose you were walk-
ing with a farmer through his newly sown fields. Even though his seeds
have not yet even sprouted, he says 'This field is filled with com’
and 'That field is filled with lettuce'. At this time these just-plant-

ed fields are not corn or lettuce since to be corn is to be a certain

100poss, Metaphysics Vol. I, p. 309.
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sort of a plant, so many feet high, with ears, etc. and to be lettuce
is to be a certain sort of green, leafy vegetable, etc. and this
farmer's fields simply do not now contain such plants. However,
potentially this field contains corn and that one contains lettuce and
hence we can use the verb 'to be' and its cognates to indicate what is
not now actual but is instead merely potential. Thus, everyone would
understand such sentences as being about what is not now but hopefully
will be in the future.

Not merely does the simplicity of my interpretation and the ease
with which it fits the text of 1017235-P9 strongly favor reading the
fourth sense of ¥ 8¢ in the manner that I suggest but two features of
the Greek text also support my reading. The first is the occurrence
of the adjective avw‘v ('stated’ or ‘'spoken') in b1 and its adverb
¢vvdsin P3.101 These terms indicate that rather than being concerned
about actual and potential being, where 'being' is understooq either
as some sort of thing or as a way of designating everything that exists,
Aristotle's emphasis is linguistic and on what we say. The second is
Aristotle's final sentence where he points put that he has not yet said
when something is possible and when it is not and that he will do this

elsewhere (namely in Metaphysics IX.i-ix). But if we read 'being’' as

a general way of talking about everything which is, we will be unable
to distinguish a discussion of 3 Bv qveedenely and w3 v Sevdpwe from

a discussion of actuality and potentiality neat. Since it is clear

]mReading with mss. EJP against Ross' adoption of the reading of
Ab, Alexander, and Asclepius.



224

that in 235-Pg he has been talking about actuality and potentiality,
the obvioué mové is to argue that Aristotle has not been concerned with
actuality and potentiality per se but rather the actuality and poten-
tiality of something. My reading clearly fits this reqguirement.

In his discussion of 1017235-P9 De Rijk attacks the interpreta-
tion of the fourth sense of the verb 'to be' as the use of the other
three senses of 'to be' according to what is actual and according to
what is potential. He does this for two reasons. First, he claims
that the distinction would be inapplicable to the third sense of 'to
be', viz. 'to be' as true and 'not to be' as false. Second, he alleges

that Metaphysics IX.x, where Aristotle offers the same three senses of

w3 &v as the second, third, and fourth senses of Metaphysics V.vii,

confirms his suspicions. According to De Rijk, rather than describing
the use of 'to be' according to what is actual and according to what
is potential in terms of 'to be' used according to what is accidental,
'to be' used according to what is essential, and 'to be' as true (as

Metaphysicé V.vii seems to do), Metaphysics IX.x seems to describe the

use of 'to be' according to what is actual and according to what is
potential solely in terms of the use of 'to be' according to what is
essential. As De Rijk puts his case:

Prof. Ross (Metaph. I 309) suggests that this sense

of being (viz. actual and potential being) covers the
others, but T think he is mistaken. In the first place
it seems to be impossible that this sense of being
could be applicable to the distinction 'being as truth'
and 'non-being as false' qua talis. Moreover the paral-
lel passage ©10, 1051 a 3t}-b 2 puts it beyond all
question that the word vedsww (b1) only refers to the
categories, for in that passage the distinction 'being
as truth' and 'not-being as false' is only mentioned
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De Rijk then quotes Ross' own translation of 1051234-P2:

The terms 'being' and 'non-being' are employed firstly
with reference to the categories, and second with ref-
erence to the potency or actuality of these or their
non-potency or non-actuality, and thirdly in the sense
of true and false...

Concerning the inapplicability of applying the use of 'to be'
according to what is actual and according to what is potential to the
sense of 'to be' as true and 'not to be' as false, De Rijk is simply
mistaken. Reading the third sense of 'to be' in the way in which I did
in the last section, we clearly can use that sense of ‘to be' not only
of what is actually true now but also of what is potentially true.

Ceteris paribus the same point applies for the use of 'not to be' as

false.

In order to show this, let us simply modify Example I of the last
section. Instead of arguing about whether the Yankees did win, let the

present topic of dispute be whether the Yankees will win.

A: 'The Yankees will win.'
'The Yankees will not win.'
'It is true that the Yankees will win.'

'It is not true that the Yankees will win.'

> W >

'It is true!'

102p, Rijk, The Place of the Categories of Being in Aristotle's
Philosophy, p. 54.
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B: 'It is not true!'
A: ‘It isil®
B: 'It is not!!!'

What is being affirmed by A and denied by B is something which has not
yet occurred. It is only potentially the case that the Yankees will win
or that they will lose. And yet cleariy both A and B are using the same
sense of 'to be' as we discussed in the previous section, only this time
the verb 'to be' is being used to indicate the truth or falsity of that
which is potential whereas in our earlier use of this example it was
being used to indicate the truth or falsity of that which is actual. 103
De Rijk's second objection also fails. It would appear that in

Metaphysics IX.x the reason why the use of 'to be' as true follows

rather than precedes the use of 'to be' according to what is potential
and according to what is actual can probably be explained simply on

stylistic grounds. Metaphysics IX.x is a discussion of 'to be' as true

and ‘not to be' as false. Aristotle has altered the order of presenta-

tion from the one he used in Metaphysics V.vii in order to facilitate

moving from the enumeration of the senses of w8 & to the main subject

- matter of Metaphysics IX.x - the change of order does not itself

indicate that v3 & Sevépe. and v3 3% Jexededely mean something other
than what I have already indicated. Furthermore the plural genitive

demonstrative vodvew ('of these') need not have the reference De Rijk

]°3By the appropriate simple modifications, the second example of
the previous section could also be used to illustrate the use of 'to be'
as potentially true.
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alleges. A more literal translation than Ross' would be:

But since 'being' and 'not-being' are said on
the one hand according to the figures of predica-
tion, and again according to the potentiality and
actuality of these [vedewv ] or the contraries, and
again as true or false...
De Rijk reads vodvuww as referring to 'the figures of predication' and
hence only to v8 v wa@alvws, However, it can just as well be taken as
referring back to ¥ & and v ¢& &8 ('being’ and 'not-being') in
which case this passage could yield the same sense as I read in 10172
35-bg, Hence neither of De Rijk's points provides any grounds for
rejecting my interpretation of 1017335-Pg,
The semantic rule for this fourth sense of v¢ & was provided in
the opening sentence of this section, in 1017335-b2;
'To be' means {what is) stated as potential {according to)
the previous {modes of® saying 'to be'
'To be' means {what is) stated as actual {according to) the
previous (modes ofY saying 'to be'

In conclusion - in this section I have argued that the fourth sense

of the verb 'to be' which Aristotle presents in Metaphysics V.vii is not

so much a separate sense of the verb 'to be' as it is the saying of the
other three senses both according to what is actually the case and
according to what is potentially the case. As I have shown, in modern
English we in fact use the vertk 'to be' and its cognates in a manner

perfectly comparable to the sense Aristotle discusses in 101 7235-bg,



APPENDIX
On the Meaning of wati eopPPwisand wal ulva

In this appendix I will examine three passages - Posterior Analyt-

ics I.iv, Metaphysics V.xviii, and Metaphysics V.xxx - in which

Aristotle discusses the meaning of the terms wavw gepPePwaes ('acciden-
tally' or ‘according to accident' or more literally: ‘'according to what
is happening') and wa@'«%+d ('essentially’' or 'according to essence' or
more literally: ‘'according to itself'), and more particularly, the
meaning of wavi evpPefiomds Swdprecv ("to belong to accidentally') and
n(@'ulrs Swaglew ('to belong to essentially'). Though in no way do I
consider this appendix a comprehensive treatment of these distinctions,
it will provide some illumination of my interpretation of the ‘wavx

oupPePands/un@itvd distinction of Metaphysics V.vii. Whereas I believe

that the three passages I am about to discuss are in fact representative
of Aristotlé's views, to defend this position would demand a much more
extensive discussion. However, even should these passages not be typi-
cal of Aristotle's use of the terms wevy ewpPefwwes and walabve, it is
still the case that since each passage figured prominently in my analy-

sis of Metaphysics V.vii, I clearly owe the reader some account of these

three texts.

As should be obvious from Chapter Four, considerable 1ight can be
shed on the meaning of v& v wa@«Sve by an examination of the meaning
e _9

of either the technical term waE'dird alone or the expression ue®'«Sve

228
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Uwienew. Unfortunately the importance of this inquiry to the study
of Metaphysics V.vii has generally been overlooked. The three major

texts with which I will deal are: (1) Posterior Analytics I.iv (in

which Aristotle discusses the various meanings of the term wu@«Sve

Swighew ), (2) Metaphysics V.xviii (the "dicticnary” discussion of

wG%uted ), and (3) Metaphysics V.xxx (the "dictionary” discussion of
ward owpBefnuds).




One of the most extensive discussions of the meaning of wa®@'aSve

UmdgXew occurs in Posterior Analytics I.iv. As I have already noted

in Chapter Four, since for Aristotle the use of the verb Swiglew ('to
hold good of' or 'to belong to') parallels the use of the verb clvac
(‘to be'), understanding the meaning of the phrase wa@ «Svd Srraphewwill
clarify the meaning of w& & wa@wuSvs. In this chapter Aristotle
attempts to clarify the meanings of several terms which are crucial in
his account of 3wwt{p|('sc1ent1ffc knowledge'). In particular, he
attempts to define what we mean by these terms: (1)wevd wauvds ('accord-
ing to all’), (2) wa®«Sv§ ('according to essence'), and (3) wa©déAou
(‘universal' of literally, 'according to the whole').

Concerning the first term - wavrX wavvas - Aristotle tells us in
73328-34 that by this we mean what is always predicated of all individ-
uals of a certain sort. Thus if x; and xp are both individuals of a
given kind, should F be said of xj and not of x2 or should F be said of
Xy at some time ty but not at some other time tp, F will not be said
according to all x's. Aristotle defends his definition of wavk wuv<es
by noting that when we seek to show that a predication is not wavd
wavees we do so by attempting to find either a single individual to which
the predicate does not apply or a single time at which the predicate
does not apply.

Given this definition of wavd wavxeas it is clear that Aristotle
wishes all universal affirmative propositions to be propositions which
are wary wwvtés Thus it is irrelevant whether or not the proposition

involves predicating a property, a genus, a differentia, or the defini-
230
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tion of the subject - what is important is that the predicate applies
to all instances of the subject. To be specific, propositions such

as 'All human beings are animals', 'All human beings are rational',
and 'Al1 human beings are capable of becoming cultured' are wavs wavtos
even though in the first two cases the predicates belong wa@aSvd (in
the sense Aristotle describes in 73234-37), while in the remaining case
the predicates do not.

In 73334-P24 Aristotle analyzes the meaning of the term wa@'eSvs.
His treatment distinguishes four different senses of this term, of
which only the first two prove to be relevant to his account of
2‘&'“,&1\. It is these first two senses of wa@ubvd, senses which
Aristotle explicates in terms of certain things belonging to certain
other things, that make this discussion relevant to the interpretation
of v& Ov wu@'«ive.

Aristotle's first sense of wa@«3+§ is the sense in which the
essential parts of a thing belong to that thing, namely by being parts
of the definition of that thing. In 73334-37 he writes

By 'according to essences' {1 mean) as many as belong
in the what-is [v{ éere ; less literally: ‘essence'],
For example, a line to a triangle and a point to a line.

For the essence [elefs] of these is {composed) out of
these, and 1t inheres in the formula which states the

”

what-is [x eexe ],

In order to understand Aristotle's point we should focus on his
definition of this first sense of we®'«Bvad Snelgwbefore considering
his two examples. Aristotle's point is that if some thing inheres in

the formula of the eséence, that thing belongs wa®Svi. Now since
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Aristotelian definitions consist of the prosdmate genus and the
differentia, this seems to imply that by inhering in the defining
formula Aristotle means either the genus or the differentia. Such a
reading would involve identifying belonging wa@u6wé with being predi-
cated wa@Svd,

| Unfortunately, as Aristotle's two examples show, no such identifi-
cation is adequate. Thus Aristotle's two examples show, no such
jdentification is adequate. Thus Aristotle writes that the reason why
a line belongs wa®'a8vé to a trianglé and a point belongs wa®%Svd to a
line is that the defining formulae of 'triangle' and 'line' contain the
terms 'line' and 'point'. Thus, if the definition of 'triangle’' were
‘a plane figure bounded by three straight lines', 1ine would belong to
triangle in virtue of 'line' being a part of the defining formula of,
‘triangle'. What refutes the facile identification in the previous .
paragraph of belonging wu® «bw with w@'«Sve predication is that the
predication; 'A triangle is a 1ine' and 'A 1ine is a point' are false.
‘Line' and 'point' cannot be truly predicated of 'triangle' and
'Tine' respectively. Rather they are components or constituents.

However, no major difficulties with this passage need emerge so

long as we bear in mind the fact that the distinguishing feature of
belonging wa@%rd was not X being truly predicated of Y but rather X
inhering in the definition of Y. Thus certain components of the
definition of Y will belong w@iS+d to Y even though they are not truly
predicable of Y. Hence nothing prevents us, in fact the definition of
waQ'abvg fm-'\ﬂm obviously allows us, to say that the genus and the

differentia both belong wa@«$ve to the subject since both the genus and
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the differentia inhere in the definition. One can even say that the
combination of both the genus and the differentia belongs we@'a$vé to
the subject since there is the clear, though admittedly curious, sense
in which the definition inheres in itself.

However, the relationship of the genus, the differentia, and the
definition to the subject is different from the relationship of other
components in the definition to the subject. Whereas other components
in thé definition of the subject are not truly predicable of the sub-
Ject, the definition, the genus, and the differentia are truly predi-
cable of the subject.

To illustrate, if we allow 'a plane figure bounded by three
straight lines' to be the definition of 'triangle’', we can then say
line, plane, and figure all belong we«is& to a triangle. However,
'plane figure' is the genus of 'triangle' and 'being bounded by three
straight lines' is one of the differentia of that genus. Thus, even
though we cannot truly say 'A triangle is a line', we can go on and
say 'A triaﬁgle is a plane figure' or 'A triangle is a plane figure
bounded by three straight lines' because a triangle is its genus, its
differentia, and its definition but is not a Tine. Thus these sorts of
predications will form a subclass of these things which belong wellalve,

The second sense of wa@«Své which Aristotle lists is that whereby
we say that X belongs wa@Svd to Y in virtue of Y's being included in
the definition of X. In 73237-D3 Aristotle writes

And to those of the things belonging to these, where
these inhere in the formula making evident the what-

{s [{ er.]. For example, the straight and the curved
belongs to line, and the odd and even, the prime and



234

compound, and square and oblong to number. And to
each of these, on the one hand Tine and on the other
hand number, inheres in the formula which states the
what-is [ éexe ].

In this second sense 0f wi@'ubvs Swdehesy, Aristotle is not focusing
on something which inheres in the definition belonging to the thing
being defined, but rather the fact that the thing being defined has
inhering in its definition that to which it belongs. In virtue of this
curious relationship it becomes impossible for that which is being
defined to belong to anything else.

Consider Aristotle's examples. The reason why being straight and
being curved belong wa®«%+& to line is not that the definition of
'lTine' includes the term ‘straight' or the term 'curved' but rather that
when we define being straight we must make reference to lines by saying
that it is an attribute belonging to 1ines of a certain sort, namely
those which are the shortest 1ine between 'curved' belonging to 'line’.
For the attributes of numbers, we can draw the same conclusion as made
in the case'of lines - the definitions of 'odd' and ‘even', 'prime’
and 'compound' (i.e., not prime but the product of two other numbers
neither of which is the number one), and 'square' and ‘oblong' (i.e.,
being the product of some integer multiplied by itself and being the
product of some integer multiplied by a different integer) all contain
the term ‘number’.

Though the examples which Aristotle offers for the second use of
wa@«Srd GwigMewv are all pairs, this sense of the term applies equally
well to groups of three - to use Ross' example, equilateral, isoceles,

and scalene belonging to triangle - or of some Targer number. The only
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thing which is important is that what belongs contains in its defini-
tion that to which it I::-:flongs.'I

It is by no means coincidental that attributes which belong
wa®%Svd in this second sense occur in pairs (or triads or ...). In
fact, later in this same chapter Aristotle shows why they occur in this
way. At the close of his discussion of the meaning of ws@ udwd Swdehew
at 73P19-22 Aristotle points out that it is a consequence of the way in
which attributes of the sort being discussed relate to the genus of the
subject. After describing straight and curved as opposites belonging to
Tines and odd and even as opposites belonging to numbers, he writes

For the contrary is either a privation or a contré-
dictory in the same genus. For example, the non-odd
in number is even since it follows. Thus if it is
necessary to either affirm or deny, it is also nec-
essary for the essentials to belong.

It is in virtue of the fact that these attributes belong to the
genus of the subject that there must be either a privation of the
attribute or a contrary of the attribute in the same genus. Should it
be the case that the attribute will be coextensive with the genus,
then the attribute will readily belong to the subject in virtue of the

genus.

There is an important consequence of this explanation of the second
sense of wa@'wBvd Swigkesv - namely that anything which belongs essen-

tially to some other thing in this second sense is predicable of that

1Ross, Aristot]e‘s Prior and Posterior Analytics, p. 519.
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to which it belongs. In other words, should X belong w«@'«S~é to Y in
this second sense, Y does not merely inhere in the definition of X but
we can also say, using the 'is' of predication, that 'That which is X
is Y' or, more simply, that 'The Y is X'. The reason for this stems
from the fact that every member of the genus must possess one of the
pair (or triad or...) of opposites in virtue of its being a member of
the genus. In other words, being a member of the genus X (say 1ine)
implies being either Y or Z (say straight or curved). Since the genus
is predicable of the individual and since such opposites belong to the
individual in virtue of their belonging to the genus, s»uch opposites
will also be predicable of the individual.

Aristotle makes it clear in several places that these first two
senses of wa@«Svd Swielew-the sense in which the parts of the definition
of a thing belongs to that thing and the sense in which a thing cannot
be defined without referring to what it belongs - to be the only signif-
icant ones for his account of am.n-:p. In fact, nowhere else in

Posterior Analytics does Aristotle even mention.the third and fourth

senses of wa@u«Svd Lwigrewv, all later references being to the first and
second meanings. Two passages which indicate the significance of the
two already discussed meanings ofw«@'dive UwieXew occur in the

immediate context of Posterior Analytics I.iv.

The first such passage is a short summary occurring after the
presentation of the second meaning of w«@aSve Swiphew, That Aristotle
offers 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 Aristotle writes
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d 1ikewise as regards other cases, I say such things
elong) to one another according to essences [wa®<Sva].
But as many as belong in neither way are accidents
[ovpaBtBuuéva]. For example, the cultured or white
{belonging) to an animal.
That this whole remark concerns both the first and second senses of
wm@abrd Swiokew follows from his speaking in bs of 'in neither way'.
In passing it pays to note that this passage is Aristotle's first men-
tion of euuPePrwora According to bs-5, if X does not belong to Y in
either of the two senses already discussed, X is an accident of Y. Thus
'cultured' and 'white' are evpPe@nwlmof animal.

The second indication of the importance attached to the first two
senses of wa@'aSve -‘m{q&a is more clear. Occurring after the treatment
of the remaining uses, Aristotle adds

Therefore statements concerning unqualified objects

of scientific knowledge are according to essences

when the things being predicated inhere {in their

subject's definition) or it is through these [i.e.,

the subjects] that the things being predicated inhere.

For it is not possible not to belong either unquali-

fiedly or as opposites.Z :
The first manner in which such scientific statements can be made to
corresponds to the first sense of wa@%lvd Swipew while the altemative
way corresponds to the second meaning of wa@eSve Swipkew.

Returning to the remaining senses of wa®%aSvd Swiekew, it s clear
that since only the first two senses are important in im-';'n. that

Aristotle 1ists a third sense which concerns the manner in which items

2Post:e\r'ior- Analytics I.iv 73P16-19.
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in the nine non-odela categories depend upon items in the category of
odela and a fourth sense which concerns the relation of two events
solely for the sake of completeness.
With regard to the third sense of wa@'wdvd Swiekew, in 73P5-10

Aristotle writes

Again what is not said of a subject [vwni@’Cwevarpaiven]

other than itself. For the walking being something

different from what is walking and the white {being

something different from what is) white. But edela

~and as many as indicate an individual [s8e w¢] are
not something else but are just what they are. Indeed,

I say those which are not of a subject [0h we@Sn 4
are according to themselves [u@idma ] while those which
are of a subject are accidents [nMwu].

In order to see the difference between this third sense and its
predecessors it is only necessary to point out that whereas the first
two meanings concerned the relationships between two terms, one belong-
ing in a certain way to the other, the present passage deals with
isolated terms. Aristotle's point is that whenever we take an item,
say F, in oﬁe of the non-obeim categories we must say that that which
is F is different from F - that being F can only be' true of something
which is an edeln. However, should we take an item from the category
of oberdm, say G, we can say that that which is G is G. Thus there is
a clear sense in which eYeta terms are said according to themselves
while non-obewéterms just happen to another. This distinction, that

between the category of eses and the accidental categories, is really

a different way of putting the same point that in Metaphysics IV.ii

becomes the assertion that all statements of ™ & are said wqos odorinw .

Aristotle's description of the remaining sense of wa@uSvd Swripkew
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is

And again another manner is, on the one hand, what

belongs to each thing through itself is essential,

while on the other hand {what does not belong to

each thing) through itself is accidental. For

example, if while walking it lightened, it is acci-

dental since it is not through walking that it 1ight-

ened but we say this happened. But if through it-

self, then it is essential. For example if an

animal while being slaughtered died and as a result of

the slaughtering, that is through its being slaughtered.

But through its being slaughtered it did not just

happen to die. (73P10-16)
Aristotle's concern is over connections between two events. For certain
events we say that one occurred through the other while for other events
we say that one simply happened after the other. Aristotie's distinc-
tion is that between one event being the result of the other event and
its simply being a coincidence that the two events occur together. When
we have a proper connection between two events we can say that the one
belongs wa@aS+$ to the other while in those cases where there is no such
1ink we say that it was merely a coincidence that the second event fol-
lowed the first.

At this point, before examining the other texts, perhaps it is ap-
propriate to ask what light Aristotle's discussion of the meaning of
waB'aSrd Gwdpiav aNd watd cwpPePnuds Ywdpnew has shed on the meaning
Of Y8 W wallabvd and v & wurx eupBePrnds . It almost goes without
saying that the third and fourth senses of wa@«ive and their correspond-

ing senses of wava wpﬁc\hm's are irrelevant to Metaphysics V.vii 10172

7-30. Not only does the fact that 73b5-10 concerns single isolated

terms and 73°10-16 concerns events mitigate against their being related
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to a discussion of the relation between two terms, but there is the even
more telling objection that it is impossible to reconcile these two
senses of wa@alve Ymigew to what Aristotle says concerning +3 8w
wab'Svd.

It will be recalled that I have already pointed out that Aristotle
says in 1017323-24 that +3 & wa®'«Svd can be said in as many ways as
there are categories. But the third sense 0f w«@'aSrd wredghew Can only
be truly said of terms from the category of oveda and that all non- odeds
category terms are in this sense accidental. In the case of the fourth
sense of wa@'<bve Swiglewy it is not even clear how this usage which
concerns relations between events is to be related to the categories.
Hence let us consider the relation of the 'f'l rst two senses 0f wa@'aSvs
Swiexew tovd Sv wa@Wirs,

Again, it will be recalled that part of what initially led to the
present inquiry was the claim that €evac and 5&‘9‘6\' have the same
force, or, as Kirwan puts it, that \'m-'wlh« is the 'technical counter-
part' of c?v&u .3 In order to display the relevance of the discussion of
wa@abtd Swigkew to v & wOuvd we must realize that €lwwe and
Swiexew do not have the same force in all contexts and that
whereas all copulative use of 'to be' can be expressed
in terms of the verb 'to belong' there are certain uses of 'to beloig’
which are inappropriately expressed in terms of the copula 'to be'.

More particular]y,fmf\euw can express not only the belonging of a

predicate to its subject but also the belonging of a constituent to a

3K1rwan. Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 141,
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whole. However, as we have already noted, the meaning of 38 ¥y warh

ovuPePrudgis restricted to 'to be' when used in propositions. Hence

these wider uses of 3!!‘.“« where it expresses being a constituent of
rather than being predicated of are irrelevant to our understanding

Metaphysics V.vii. But as regards the remaining narrower use of

OndeXew where it expresses being predicated of, where in other words
it truly is the technical counterpart of etvac » we will have an eluci-
dating parallel. To put this whole paragraph succintly, not all uses
of Gwigiew will be relevant to understand T3 Sv wa@MSed but only those
where X belonging to Y can be expressed as X is predicated of Y.

Now in the discussion of the first sense of wn@abvd Svedotewit
has already been pointed out that by defin.1n9 this sense as merely being
that which inheres in the definition of the thing Aristotle has covered
both the predicates and the constituents of a thing. If we recognize
that the constituents are frrelevant to the discussion of €ivas we are
left to conclude that those things which Aristotle says belong wa@’abvd
are also those things which are said to be ww@Svd - and this implies
that v8 & wa®%ve is the predication of those things which inhere in
the definition not merely as constituents of the definition but rather
as predicable constituents of the definition. Since these predicable
constituents of the definition were the genus, the differentia, and the
definition of the subject, we can say that whenever a statement's
predicate is the genus, the differentia, or the definition of the state-
ment's subject, that statement is the assertion of w & wa®'%Svd .

In the case of the second sense of wa@aSva Swapkewvit has already

been noted that what Aristotle is here envisioning must involve one
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thing being predicated of another. Not unlike the first sense, in
this second one of the pair (or triad or...) of opposites will have its
appropriate genus predicated of it, i.e., if we say that X (e.g.,
being a 1ine) belongs to Y (e.g., being straight) that is equivalent to
saying 'The straight {thing) is a line'. Such a sentence is curious
in that one of the opposites belonging to individuals of a genus is
being predicated of the genus. It is a reverse of the normal order of
predication since the real logical subject of the sentence, 'line’', is
here being treated as the predicate. However, this implies that the
sentence 'The straight {thing) is a line' is really equivalent to the
sentence 'The straight line is a line' - a sentence in which the predi-
cate belongs ww@uSd to i:he subject in the first sense of wa@adve
:m."'uw. Thus there is a curious way in which instances of this second
type of wa@«Svd wiekew can be reduced to instances of the first type
of %a@'abrd bmdoiewy .

To sum up - after examining the various senses of wa@ufvd SwmigKew

discussed in Posterior Analytics I.iv there is some suggestion that the

Harh eupfaDawes /wa@ivé distinction in Metaphysics V.vii should be

understood as the distinction between the predicate's not inhering in

the subject and the predicate's inhering in the subject.
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Let us now tum to Aristotle's discussion of the meaning of

wa@%S+é in Metaphysics V.xviii. Not only will the treatment of these

remarks complement Aristotle's analysis of wa®aS+d Swiphew in Posterior
Analytics I.iv but it also will provide the foundation for the inter-
pretation of Metaphysics V.xxx in Section III.

Metaphysics V.xviii consists of an analysis of various meanings of

the two terms wa®g’ ('that in virtue of which' or 'that by which') and
w@atrs, After offering several senses of @@, Aristotle proceeds to
give five different ways in which the term w«®adva can be used. The
first sense of wa@®aSvd, given 1022325-27, is a definitional sense by
which we say that the definition of a thing is w@al+{ to that thing.
For one [thing which is] w«@%Svd is the v3 <l A
€lvas [the essence, or more literally: 'the what it
was to be'] of each. For example, Callias is w«@'aive
Callias, i.e., the v@ vl W ¢lvac of Callias.

In this sense of wa@M3+d the only thing which is wa@<S+gto any-
thing else is the v L Fv vas . Via this meaning, 'being a rational
animal' would be we@«ve to 'man' since the former states the & «{ Rv
evae Of the Tatter. However, since only the v& +{ Av v is wadaSvé
in this sense, neither the parts of the definition - i.e., the genus
and the differentia - nor what logically follows from either the
definition or its parts will in this usage belong wa®aSve. Hence in
this sense of wa@aSvd, statements such as 'Man is rational', 'Man is an

animal', and 'Man possesses tactile sense organs' (possessing tactile

243
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sense organs being, for Aristotle, a necessary consequent of being an
animal) will not be wa@uS+é. Only the assertion of the definition,
that is, the statement of the v3 ©{ Fw €vme , will in this sense of
wa@udvd constitute a we@aSvd assertion.?

The second sense of w@aurewhich Aristotle offers is similar to

the first sense of wa@«lv6 in Posterior Analytics I.iv. In this latter

passage, Aristotle defined X's belonging to Y as X's belonging in the

what-is, the tl dote , of Y. As I have already shwn, such a definition
implied that not only did this definition cover wa@e&vé predicates but
waQuSvé constituents as well. In particular, it will be recalled that
the examples given by Ar'lstqtle were nonpredicable constituents, e.g.,

'Tine' to 'triangle' and ’point' to 'line‘. In Metaphysics V.xviii

Aristotie offers us the same definition as in Posterior Analytics

73334-37. However in the Metaphysics, Aristotle's example is a

predicate.
In 1022327-29 Aristotle writes

And one [meaning of w«®'«S$+d is] as many as belong
in the what-is. For example, Callias is an animal
wO®«rdsince 'animal’ inheres in the formula; for
Callias is a certain animal.

4pny impression to the contrary notwithstanding, the phrase 8 ¢
LU o WaMs  does not commit Aristotle to the doctrine of individual
forms. As I understand the phrase, the "what it was to be" of Callias
is v3 o Rv &vas dv@eudwey ['what it was to be a man']. In other words,
Callias' essence is the essence of a man. The consequence of this is of
course that all men possess the same essence, viz. the essence of man.
However, since being a man is not to be some general character but
rather to be a certain sort of individual, we can preserve both Aristot-
le's claim that all men possess the same essence and his claim that all
men are numerically distinct. However, a full explanation of how the
theory of individual forms misunderstands Aristotle's account of
substantial form demands separate treatment.
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In his commentary Ross remarks that the difference between the exam-

ples given in PoSterior Analytics I.iv and the example offered in

Metaphysics V.xviii shows that in the former passage what is '...in

question are not the genus and differentiae but the simpler entities
involved in a complex entity (e.g., line in triangle)' while in the
latter text the elements of the essence are its genus and its differen-
tia.>

However, the evidence for this claim is inadequate. Just as in
the case of An. Post. 73234-37, the examples of nonpredicable wa@'aSwe
constituents did not show that all that Aristotle intended by the first
sense of wa@'abvd Swipxewwere nonpredicable wa@wSvé constituents, so
the fact that in Metaphysics 1022a27-29 Aristotle's example is a pred-

icable wa@&rd constituent does not show that he does not also intend
to cover nonpredicable ww@%wevd constituents. In both passages, the
definitions are the same and therefore in the absence of contrary evi-
dence (the fact of Aristotle's choosing an example of a certain sort
being perfectly compatible with my reading), we are forced to conclude
that in both places Aristotle intends the same thing, i.e., both pred-

icable and nonpredicable constituents.

In passing, Kirwan's remark that these two senses of wa®'avd

‘parallel Posterior Analytics I.iv 73b5-10' is completely mistaken.6

As 1 have already shown, Posterior Analytics 735-10 concerns the way

in which items in the nine non-Obels categories can be said to be

SRoss, Aristotle's Metaphysics, Vol. I, p. 334.
6

Kirwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 168.
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accidental to items in the category of oledx. Nothing 1ike that is at
issue in 1022%24-29. The first sense of wa@WSvé in Metaphysics V.xviii

is completely contained within the second sense - and this second sense
of wa@«Svd is identical with the sense given in Posterior Analytics
I.iv 73%34-37.

The third sense of ne®a%va is similar to the second sense of

w@'aBvd wmipkeww given in Posterior Analytics I.iv. However, the man-

ner in which Aristotle puts his point in these two places differs sig-
nificantly. Whereas the Posterior Analytics passage was restricted to

those predicates which necessarily belonged to a certain subject, in
virtue of the subject's inhering in the definition of the predicate,

the present passage is expressed in terms of primary recipients.
In 1022%29-32 Aristotle writes

And furthermore [something is w«®aSvd ] if it or a

certain one of its parts is thg primary recipient.

For example, a surface is wa@gauvnv[in virtue of

itself] white and the man is wa@aSvd alive, since

the soul, which is the primary recipient of life, is

a certain part of a man.
This sense of wa@atvd is the sense in which X belongs to Y when Y is
the primary recipient of X. Now if it were the case that one thing
could have two or more primary recipients, then the sense of w@«dvd
given in 1022329-32 would in fact be much broader than the sense of
@ <Sve given in 73237-P3, In such a case, there would be a many-one
rather than a one-one correlation between that which bglongs and that
to which it primarily belongs.

However, Aristotle explicitly believes that for any X there is one
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and only one Y to which it primarily belongs. In Physics VII.iv 248P
21-2493 in the course of a discussion on the commensurability of

motion, Aristotle declares that

Can it be that the incommensurability of two things

in respect of any attribute is due to a difference

in that which is grimarily capable of carrying the
attribute? Thus horse and dog are so commensurable
that we may say which is whiter, since that which
primarily contains the whiteness is the same in both,
viz. the surface: and similarly they are commensurable
in respect to size. But water and speech are not com-
mensurable in respect of clearness, since that which
primarily contains the attribute is different in the
two cases. It would seem, however, that we must re-
Jject this solution, since clearly we could thus make
all equivocal attributes univocal and say merely that
which contains each of them is different in differ-
ent cases: thus 'equality', 'sweetness’, and 'white-
ness' will severally always be the same, though that
which contains them is different in different cases.
Moreover, it is not any casual thing that is capable
of carrying any attribute: each single attribyte can
be carried primarily only by one single thing.

In other words, the only way in which a term can have two or

more prinary recipients is if thé term is .used g.mwd,..ws .

Should a term be used evwwvwwiépmws, then in its applications the term will
always have a single primary recipient. Thus when a term belongs
wn@'sSve to its primary recipient or to something which has as one of
its parts the primary recipient, it will be the same as saying that

the term cannot be defined without making reference to its primary
recipient. The primary recipient will play this role because it will

be the subject of which this term is primarily said.

7Translated by R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye in McKeon, The Basic
Works of Aristotle, p. 350.
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Thus consider Aristotle's own example of the third sense of
wa@lvd, 'White' is wa@%iva to 'surface' because surface 1is the pri-
mary recipient of white. When expressed in terms of An. Post. 73237-%3
this would be the assertion that we cannot define 'white' without mak-
ing reference to that to which it belongs, namely ‘surface'. Another
way of putting this point is that whenever we say 'The white...', the
space will always be filled either by the word ‘surface' or by some-
thing of which surface is a part.

'Living' is we@'eve to 'man' because man contains as one of his
parts, namely the soul, that which is the primary recipient of 1life.
Though something cannot be a man if it is not alive, the definition of
'man' is not 'to be alive'. Rather the definition of a man refers to
a man's genus, animal. This in turn must be defined by reference to
the higher genus ensouled body in whose definition 'soul' actually
inheres. For Aristotle, as for the Greeks in general, to have a soul
was to be alive (and vice versa). The very term used to denote a
11ving thing, namely c’.,.,.m‘\ c&n Titerally means 'ensouled body'.
Thus, to be alive primarily belongs to the soul, and it is only in
virtue of soul being a part of a man that to be alive is, in the third
sense of we@uSve, wu@Wive to man.

The fourth sense of wa@'wsvé is rather trivial and is meant to
cover answers to selif-explanatory questions. Aristotle points out that
whenever we speak of the siela of a thing, the wa®'abrd alvbov is the
thing itself. Thus all of the parts of thg v o v e of X can be
described as slxls of X, but X is we@eivd the atrlevof X. In 1022232-
35 Aristotle writes
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Furthermore [something is wa@awve ] of which there

is not another dixlev [cause or reason]. For while

man has many «dwis such as being an animal and be-

ing two-footed, nevertheless the man is wa®'a+d a

man.
Questions of the ferm ‘Why is X a Y?' will generally receive answers
relating X to Y by means of some middle term Z, where X, Y, and Z are
all different terms. However, should X and Y be the same, we can
hardly say anything more than 'But X is a Y because that is what X's
are, namely Y's'. 1In such a case the explanation reveals that X's are
Y's in virtue of themselves. |

In his commentary Kirwan claims that this sense of wa@'«Sveé 'reap-

pears in Posterior Analytics I.iv 73b10-1638 However, in this assertion,

he again completely errs. The fourth sense of we@%Swe in Posterior
Analytics I.iv concerned the relation of two events, something not even

mentioned in Metaphysics V.xviii.

The final sense of wa®@%4é+d given in the dictionary has been the
source of some difficulpy. Not only is the remark terse, but the
received text is corrupt. Given these problems Ross offered 'without

much conviction' the following reading:

'Further, those attributes are per se to a subject
which belong to it alone, and in so far as they be-
long to it merely by virtue of itself considered
apart by itself', i.e., by virtue of its specific
character, not of its generic character nor of any
concomitant associated with it. The reference then
is to attributes commensurate with a subject, those
which are wa@oAesv in the strict sense defined in

8Kirwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 168.
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An. Post. 73b25-7423,

On this interpretation, Aristotle's final sense of wa@wdva is one
where X belongs wx@a%ivd to Y means (1) X's belong only to Y's and (2)
X betongs to Y in virtue of itself, not in virtue of something else.
Kirwan succintly renders this as 'an F is in its own right what holds
good of Fs alone, and of all f_s'.10

Though I believe these definitions to be correct interpretations
of 1022%35-36, both Kirwan and Ross have overlooked the fact that this
sense of wa@fivd is the same as 'wa®rev in the strict sénse defined
in An. Post. 73b25-7523'.11 It will be recalled that in this latter
passage Aristotle says that X is wa@ev to Y means that (1) X is said
of all ¥, (2) is wa@sGvd (in one of the two senses of wx@aSvd given in
73a34_b3 (the second and third senses of Metaphysics V.xviii)), and (3)
X is R «bvd to Y. Thus, in the sense given in An. Post. 73925-7433, X
can be wa®fhes to Y only if X is w@™évd to Y in either of the two

relevant senses. However, in the text of Metaphysics V.xviii, there is

no such restriction upon the fifth sense of wa@ive. To be specific,
whereas both Ross and Kirwan in their definitions of the fifth sense of
w'dvo would interpret 1022335-36 to simply designate convertible pre-
dicates regardless of whether or not they are, in the significant ways
essential, in relating this text to 73b25_74a3 both commentators re-

strict the fifth sense of ««@'wsve to essential convertible predicates.

9Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics, Vol. I, p. 335.

mKirwan. Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 170.

Mposs, Aristotle's Metaphysics, Vol. I, p. 335.




251

To illustrate, the way in which both Ross and Kirwan explicitly
read the fifth sense of w«®%Sv they would allow both 'hawing interior
angles whose sum is equal to two right angles’' and 'being capable of
" learning grammar' to be ww@e3vd to 'triangle’ and 'man' respectively,
since the respective predicates are true of all and only these subjects.
However, there is a crucial difference between these two examples.
Whereas both 'All triangles have interior angles whose sum is equal to
two right angles' and 'All men are capable of learning grammar' are
convertible, the first is an essential predication while the second is
not as essential predication - and since the second is not an essential
predication the predicate is not said ws@aS of the subject in the

first two senses of Posterior Analytics I.iv. To sum up, Ross and Kir-

wan would on the one hand allow both essential and nonessential convert-
fble predications to be wa®'«%+d in the fifth sense, while on the other
hand they would restrict 1022235-36 to only essential convertible
predications.

The solution to this difficulty is clear - since there is no
justification in the text of 1022335-36 for restricting the fifth sense
of wa®\d+d to essential (in the relevant senses of wa@W&«d) predications,
we can accept both of the definitions which Ross and Kirwan give. How-

ever, when each relates the fifth sense of ku®S+é to Posterior Analyt-

ics  73P25-74%3 they err since that would involve a restriction which
lacks textual justification. In fin, the fifth sense of wa®'&ve is the
sense where X is true of all Y's and only Y's.

Having disentangled the five senses of wa@®aSva which Aristotle

discusses in Metaphysics V.xviii, let me briefly indicate their rele-
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vance to the analysis of Metaphysics V.vii. The first sense of

waflulnd, the definitional sense, is clearly too narrow. It would
force us to say that the only predications asserting v& av wa®'sbvé
would be definitions. This in turn would make 3 &\ wawk @uu(ePrwés
so broad as to cover not merely predicates which are accidents in the
most narrow sense, but predicates which are the genus, the differentia,
and the property as well. Yet both the examples of 101738-22 and the
semantic rule of 1017%12-13 preclude such a reading.

The third sense of wa®%Svg which concerns the belonging of an
attribute to its primary recipient reduces to the second sense,
inherence in the definition, in the manner I indicated in Section I.
The fourth sense, concerning «lrix ('causes' or 'reasons'), simply

has nothing to do with Metaphysics V.vii. The fifth sense of wx®'aSvd

which concerns those predicates which are convertible with their
subjects is both too narrow and too broad. It is too narrow since it
forces us to say that predications involving the genus and the differ-
entia are instances of w8 & wavw wouPaPawes. Yet this conflicts with
the semantic rule of 1017%12-13 and seems at variance with the exam-
ples of 1017%8-22. It is too broad since it is difficult to see how
the semantic rule for +3av wa@%Svd, viz. 'in as many ways as mean the
figures of predications', can be applied to predications of properties.
Hence, by elimination, the only sense of wa®'«$vd discussed in

Metaphysics V.xviii which seems appropriate to Metaphysics V.vii is

the second sense, viz. inherence in the definition.



III

In Metaphysics V.xxx Aristotle distinguishes two senses of the
term wupPePwls. The first sense is rather unproblematic - it is simply
Aristotle's narrow sense of the term eup@«Pwids, viz. something is a
MQGP‘\“S of something else whenever the former is true of the latter

but neither out of necessity nor for the most part. The second sense

has been the source of much misinterpretation which I hope to resolve.
In particular, what I will try to show is that the only way in which
V.xxx 1025230-34 can be read so as not to contradict a large number of
other passages is, contra Christopher Kirwan, to read it as a discussion
of evpPePruds in the sense of 'nondefinitory essential attribute' or
‘any nondefinitory thing which is predicable of something else essen-
tially'. However, before defending this position, let me first present

Kirwan's interpretation and show why it is inadequate.

In his recent translation, Kirwan rendered 1025a30-34 as:

Things are called coincidental in other wags also,
as for instance whatever holds good of each thing
in its own right without being in its substance, as
for instance possessing two right angles does of a
triangle. These admit of being invariable, but the
former [i.e., accidents in the firii sense] do not.
The matter is discussed elsewhere.

Quite correctly Kirwan begins his explanation by attempting to under-

stand the example. Thus he asks

In what sense does the possession of two right
angles (i.e. of angles having that sum) hold good

]zK‘Irwan. Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 65.
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of a triangle "in its own right"?13

In order to answer this question, Kirwan turns to Aristotle's discus-

sion of the meanings of wa@4b+vd in Metaphysics V.xviii.

Kirwan argues that of the five senses of wa@a¥+é given in V.xviii,
the fourth and especially the fifth senses are appropriate. Reading
the phrase s &v vp o?m'g Swta as 'without being in its substance’
(where this is understood as denoting everything which inheres in the
defining formula), Kirwan rules out the first and second senses of

Metaphysics V.xviii. Kirwan rejects the third sense of wi’aSvd(Meta.

1022%29-32) on the grounds that 1025230-34 would then be rendered in
such a way so that it would '...not always demand a new sense of "coin-
cidence"', i.e., it is only an accident (in the first sense of

oupPeBuds given in Metaphysics V.xxx) that this surface is white,

but it is essential (in the sense of Meta. 1022929-32 and An. Post.

73a37-b3) that this white thing be either a surface itself or contain

a surface as a part.”

Kirwan continues

The fourth (1022332, 'self evidently') fits well,
since what 1s self-explanatory cannot be coinci-
dental in Aristotle's first sense of 'coincidental’
and would have to be accommodated under a new sense.
And the fifth (1022335, see note [the remark quoted
below]), if indeed it can be extracted from the
corrupt text of A18, is tailor-made for Aristotle's
example here.15

131bid., p. 182.
141bid. , p. 182.
151bid. , p. 182.
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However, despite Kirwan's claim, neither of these senses of
wa@%S+8 will fit 1025331, With regard to the fourth, it is rather ob-
vious that even though he asserts the contrary, Kirwan must reject
this sense of wa@®%Sed since the fourth sense was the way in which we
say that the «iwlev of a man is being a man - and no matter how we
read ev 1{\ obein (definitely on Kirwan's reading) it seems that we must
say that being a man is ivti\ ozcv'q._ of a man. Concerning the fifth
sense, the shakiness of Kirwan's identification is evident. The text
of 1022335-36 is both corrupt and obscure. In his own commentary on
the passage, Kirwan admitted that his interpretation was questionable.
Referring to 1022235-36, Kirwan wrote

The text and punctuation of this final sentence are

altogether dubious. The translation adopted follows
Ross' reading, though without any strong conviction

that it can bear the meaning that he gives it, viz.

;?gng;iin;no}t:]?wgsrf?gt what holds good of Fs

Assuming that this is the sense which wa@kEv has in Meta. V.xxx
we would then be Ted to conclude that the sense of eup@efws which
Aristotle is offering us in 1025230-34 is equivalent to 'nonessential’,
where 'nonessential’' would cover every predicate which belongs to a
thing without being in the essense of that thing. Thus the second
sense of vup(k&m‘scovers not only those predicates which are non-
essential but always true of their subjects, i.e., properties, but

also those predicates which are accidental in the narrower sense given

161p1d. , p. 170.
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in the first par;agraph of V.xxx. However, this interpretation is a
bit awkward, since as Kirwan himself notes, Aristotle does not clearly
indicate how broad this second sense of euvuPePwdsis. To sum up -
Kirwan sees Aristotle as indicating a sense of evpBe®wéswhich at least
covers those predications which are either not essential or accidental
in the narrow sense of 1025214-30.17

In order to see why the fifth sense of w'aS¥d will not fit 10253
31, we must analyze the relation of being a triangle to having interior
angles whose sum is equal to two right angles. Whereas Kirwan makes
this example fit his interpretation of the definition of 10252331-32,
let us adopt the superior approach of trying to understand the defini-
tion by means of the example. As I will show, it is clear that Aris-
totle considers the relationship of these two things to be wa@a$vd in
the senses relevant to an analysis of Zmn{n. However, if Kirwan
reads the phrase in 1025231 in the same way as he does in 1022235-36,
i.e., 'an F is in its own right what holds good of Fs alone, and of all

17In his The Philosophy of Aristotle, D.J.Allan writes that

...Aristotle sometimes describes those permanent
features which do not form part of the essence, as
inseparable accidents (wa@'«Svs eupBe@awiva). These
are much the same as what he elsewhere terms 'prop-
erties' ,¥wn . In this sense, it is an accident of
the triangle that its angles are together equal to
two right angles. (p. 114)

In other words, Allan would read this second sense of ovpBePunds as
being narrower than the broad 'every nonessential predicate’. Instead
he restricts this sense of cuuPBeBuués to only those nonessential pre-
dicates which belong to the thing we®esvl. As will be evident,
severﬂ of the same points which I raise against Kirwan apply to Allan
as well.
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Fs', and he then reads the phrase P ’&Uf‘:\ o?w&‘n_ evea 'without being
in ts substancé' (where this means inherence in the essence), we are
left to conclude that 1025%30-34 implied that it is only a property of
a triangle, not part of the essence of a triangle, that its angles be
equal to two right angles. And what is more serious, since Aristotle's
example is one which is subject to scientific demonstration, Kirwan is
implying that we can have scientific demonstration (Zwede8es ) and
scientific knowledge (Ewwweaun) of that which is not essentialll!
Hence my view - the errors which Kirwan's interpretation commits border
on the egregious.

Let me now cite several texts in which Aristotle discusses the
relationship of 'having angles whose sum is equal to two right angles'

to 'triangle'. The first is from Posterior Analytics I.iv, the very

place in which Aristotle defines three of the key terms used in his
account of ewwesdpy. After already elucidating ward waveds and
wa@xSve and having stated that the only sense of wa@aSve with which
science is concerned are (1) where X belongs to Y because X inheres in
the definition of Y and (2) where X belongs to Y because Y inheres in
the definition of X, Aristotle proceeds to explain what he means by
w©drou ('universal’, or more literally: 'according to the whole'),
using as his example the very case which is at issue.
In 73P26-32 Aristotle writes

And by wa®dAae ['universal’ or 'according to the whole']

I mean what should belong wavk wavzds and wa@'«$+$ and

% «bv§ [qua itself]. Therefore it is evident that as

many as are ww®.S«, belong to their subjects out of
necessity. But wa@abvd and 33 «b+é are the same, for

example...to the triangle qua triangle belongs two
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right angles since the triangle wea®«vd [has interior

angles whose sum] is equal to two right angles.
Aristotle then explains that 'having angles whose sum is equal to two
right angles' belongs primarily to 'triangle' and not either the wider
term 'figure' (since there are figures whose interior angles have a
sum greater than 180°) or the narrower term 'isoceles triangle' (since
the interior angles of an isoceles triangle are equal to two right
angles qua the isoceles triangle being a type of triangle).

The significance of this passage is clear. In order for Kirwan to
be correct in his interpretation of 1025230-34, he must show (1) that
having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles is not
weB'Svd to triangle but rather weva GNPQ('Q\M's and (2) that Aristotle
believes that there is 1*‘&4« of what is nonessential and eternal.
The passage I have just cited shows the falsity of (1). That Kirwan's
defense of (1) is mistaken is evident from the fact that the way in
which having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles
belongs to a triangle is-throughout the rest of the corpus Aristotle's
standard example of a waSvé attribute - i.e., something which belongs
to something else in one of the two senses given above.

Further examination of Aristotle's use of this example even
reveals at least one way in which Aristotle believes that full "un-
packing” of the terms which occur in the defining formula of 'triangle’
will reveal that 'having interior angles whose sum is equal to two |

right angles' is contained therein. Thus, in Metaphysics IX.ix 10512

24-25 Aristotle asks
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Through what does [having interior angles whose sum

is equal to] two right angles belong to triangie?

Because the angles about a single point are equal

to two right angles.
Since 1ine is wa®%&v to triangle and point is wa@a«Sed to Tine in the
first sense of wa®Nivd and a certain attribute belongs to a point, it
will belong wa@'@erd in the first sense of wx@«Svd SwiagXuy to a
triangle.

In Physics II.ix Aristotle offers a similar explanation - since
the constituents of a triangle are straight Tines, the triangle will
have interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles.

For since the straight [1ine] is this, necessarily
the triangle ['s interior angles are].equal to two
right angles...[BJut if this is not [1.e., if the
sum of the interior angles of a triangle are not
equal to two right angles], neither is the straight
[Tine this].... For the dpXae [will not be true],

if [the sum of the interior angles of] the triangle
are not [equal to] two right angles.l

Again, if having an interior angle sum of 180° is due to the nature of
a straight line and 'straight line' inheres in the defining formula of
‘triangle’, it is clear that the relationship between being a triangle
and having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles is
wa@sird in the first sense and since the latter belongs qua triangle,
j.e., primarily, there will be strict scientific demonstration

(AweSesfes ) in the most rigorous sense of this relationship.

Kirwan is simply wrong in saying that 'triangle' and 'having

18200216-30.
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interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles' are only related
nonessentially - Aristotle explicitly and repeatedly implies that the
relationship is \«C‘u&v‘ and %g:..am. Contra Kirwan, having interior
angles whose sum is equal to two right angles is not something nonessen-
tial and yet nevertheless demonstrable. In fact, Aristotle would prob-
ably find the very notion of some mathematical statement always being
true and yet not being necessary unintelligible.

Furthermore the implication of Kirwan's position that Aristotle
believes that there is demonstration of what is nonessential to a sub-
Ject contradicts Aristotle's repeated assertion that scientific demon-
stration (aweSeeg) is concerned with those things which belong
w'«Se8 in one of the two senses given in An. Post. I.iv 73234-Ds5,
Consider An. Post. I.vi 7435-12:

Now if demonstrative science proceeds from necessary

principles (for what is known, cannot be otherwise),
and those which belong to their subjects wu@'advé
[essentially] are necessary (for on the one hand they
belong in the what-is [+{ ¢wee], and on the other hand
those being predicated belong in the what-is [e{ dwxe]
of these, of which one of the opposites necessarily
belong, it is evident that the demonstrative syllo-
gism would be out of such things. For everything
either belongs thus or [belongs] watd werPeBunes
[accidentally], but the accidents are not necessary.

This passage makes it clear that Aristotle does not envision scientific
demonstration for nonessential predicates. It clearly reveals that
those predicates which are not w«®=ed are not necessary and hence do

not demonstrably belong to their subjects.

wKirwan, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 182.
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In passing let me note that two more of Kirwan's claims must be
rejected. First, his assertion that in his passage evpu@ePwés mans
‘derivative' is mistaken.!? The fact that in this passage Aristotle
repeats the exact same senses of wava cupPePwdas he did in Posterior
Analytics I.iv shows that he means by wavh cwpuBePwuis the same thing
here as he does in the earlier passage. Since, in the passage I have
just quoted, Aristotle says that cwpPefamware not necessary, we can
infer that there is no aﬂh-tir\of them and hence that Aristotle does
not intend eupaPePwds to mean (as Kirwan asserts) 'derivative’.

Second, as inadequate as Kirwan's interpretation of 1025230-34 is,
even if we grant him the claim that the sense of wa@%wivae in 1025231 is
the same as those of either 1022%32-35 or 1022%35-36, it would appear
to be the case that he has still incorrectly understood 1025230-34 -
for just after arguing that wa®uSve in 1025331 means either the fourth

or fifth sense of Metaphysics V.xviii he states

In any case the new sense of 'coincidental' which
the example demands is 'non-essential'. Although
this new sense applies, as Aristotle's example
shows, in some cases where the first sense does .
r(;ot, it also applies in every case where the first
oes.

Since the first sense of oupnPepwdsin Metaphysics V.xxx denotes what

belongs to something but neither from necessity nor for the most part,

whatever it also may cover, this sense at least denotes those things

wKiman, Aristotle's Metaphysics, p. 182.
201bid., p. 182.
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which belong to something else only occasionally (e.g., a man's being
white or being six feet tall). But the definition of the second sense
of wupBePawds said (however, we might interpret the phrase v vi obeln )
that those things which belong to something else in this second way be-
long MO’J", a term which Kirwan understood as most 1ikely meaning
what belongs to all and only things of a certain sort. How Kirwan can
therefore subsum all wwpmPBeBawiva (sense one) under o»@eﬂm‘m(sense two)
is beyond me - the very definitions of the two senses clearly show this
to be impossible.

To sum up - not only does Kirwan's interpretation of the meaning
of wkEvd in 1025331 fail, but it appears to be the case that even
should we grant him his incorrect explanation, his proposed reading of
1025330-34 contradicts his interpretation of 1025%14-30. Having shown
that Aristotle considers the relationship between 'triangle' and 'hav-
ing interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles' to be
walsitd in the senses relevant to scientific knowledge and that Aristot-
le does not believe that there can be Swietapn of what is not essen-

tial in these two ways, let me return to Metaphysics V.xxx and suggest

what I believe must be the correct reading.
Kirwan's error, namely reading the sense of cup.@c@m‘s given in
1025230-34 as some sort of accident, can be revealed by the following

translation:

But cupPBePauds is also said in another way, i.e., as
many things as belong to each wa@«%vé while not being
in the obeim. For example, to the triangle, to have
[interior angles whose sum is equal to] two right
angles. And it is possible for these things to be
eternal, while none of the others [are eternall.
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But an. explanation of this is elsewhere.

In order to understand what the term eupuPefondshere means, we must
understand what sense of the word edela Aristotle intends and, as I
already noted in the discussion of Kirwan's analysis, to do this we
must correctly interpret the example. Hence, to pose Kirwan's question
again, in what sense is having interior angles whose sum is equal to
two right angles a oupuPeBawds of triangle?

Kirwan answered that there was only a nonessential tie between the
two. However, as I have already shown, this will not do‘ since there
are too many passages in which the linkage is described as wa@'avo,
What led my predecessor into his error was the definition's saying that
what was a qupPePwbs in this sense belonged to each wa@aSvé while not

being in the obela. Since he interprets the word edels to here mean

the essence of the thing, he in effect reduces the definition to a
virtual contradiction because in this context to belong wa@'%$+d would
normally be taken to mean 'in virtue of its essence’.

However, what ny analysis of Aristotle's example shows is that
even though 'having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right
angles' does not explicitly appear in the definition of ‘'triangle’,

nevertheless it belongs wa€Sve to a triangle in the senses which are

relevant _gg_am«fgg' . In short, 'having interior angles whose sum is
equal to two right angles' (1) does not explicitly inhere in the
definition of 'triangle' but (2) it is wa@'ve to triangle in both of

the first two senses given in Posterior Analytics I.vi.

In what way can we reconcile these seemingly conflicting point?
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The key is provided by the interpretation of the phrase &v v ocdeia.
Kirwan simply assumed that this covered everything which inheres in
the definition and everything in whose definition it inheres. However,
as our examination of the example in 1025232 clearly shows, this can
not be what Aristotle intends for these are the very senses in which
'having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles' belongs
to 'triangle'. Therefore, the phrase &vtd obela must have a narrower
meaning.

The obvious candidate for such a narrower meaning for v ¥ evets,
a restriction on those senses of wa@%wSw in which 'having interior
angles whose sum is equal to two right angles' is wa@&«Jd belongs to
‘triangle', would be 'in the definition' v)here this is understood as
meaning what is not implicitly but only explicitly in the definition.
As already noted, the relationship of the former to the latter is (1)
not explicitly definitory (i.e., 'having interior angles whose sum is
equal to two right angles' is nefither the proximate genus nor the dif-
ferentia of 'triangle') but (2)w@%Svd. Therefore, reading Sea GréeXes
Eviotw wa@aSvd pd &v vf olele Bvew  as 'as many as belong to

each \«te‘qﬁu';(in senses one and two of Posterior Analytics I.iv (or,

what is the same, senses two and three of Metaphysics V.xviii)) while

not being in the definition (where this is understood as being only
what is explicitly in the definition)' provides an interpretation

which conforms exactly to the examples.2]

211t is possible that the reading which I have proposed is the
same as that adopted by Ross. In his commentary on this passage, he
writes that Aristotle
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Confirmation of the view which I have presented can be found in

other passages in which Aristotle speaks of we@'aiw ouuPepwine The
most striking is De Partibus Animalum I.iii 643%27-31 where, in the

course of discussing the Platonic method of division, Aristotle argues

that the method of division errs since definition ought to distinguish

those things which are in the essence ($v 4 o?m'.e) from those things

which are wa@'«uvé though not in the essence. Aristotle writes

Furthermore it is necessary to divide those which
are Svxd odola [in the essence] and not those
which are eupBepnwies wa@ubvd [nondefinitory es-
sential attributes]. For example, if someone might
divide the [geometrical plane] figures [it would
be wrong to divide them so] that some have
[interior] angles equal to two right angles and
others have [interior angles equal to] more [than
two right angles]. For it is a particular euwsGePuuds
[nondefinitory essential attribute] of the triangle
tha]t it has [interior] angles equal to two right
angles.

From the fact that this remark occurs within the context of a
discussion of definition, it is clear that the initial distinction
between tels € tﬁ'&cﬁe ('those which are in the essence') and g\
<ols wysﬁ*@“‘“ wdlSw(as I would render the phrase, 'those which

are nondefinitory essential attributes') must be related to the issue

...elsewhere (B.9995°20,25, An. Post. 7501, 83P19)
calls the we@ulvd ewnPetuwdy that which, since

it 1s not included in the definition of the subject,

is a *wpDeduwls, but which yet flows from the nature

of the subject, - in other words, the property. (p. 349)

Save for Ross' use of theﬂword ‘property', a word normally reserved
for trans1atin? the term <8cov , meaning a convertible nonessential pre-
dicate, it would be clear that this remark denotes the same thing as

my discussion.
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of definition. If we render these phrases in the same way that I have

proposed interpreting them in Metaphysics V.xxx, then Aristotle is

simply noting that whenever we define anything it is necessary for us
to distinguish between those terms which actually appear in the defini-
tion of the thing, i.e.,&v ¥ cbels, from those which are derivative
from these, 1.e.,wAO'eSTa wupPePonio

Such an interpretation would clearly fit Aristotle's explanation
of definition. With reference to this particular passage of De
Partibus Animalum, Aristotle would first be pointing out that we must

draw the distinction between definitory attributes and nondefinitory
essential attributes and then be noting its significance with reference
to the method of division. Aristotle's argument attempts to show that
it is wrong to divide things on the basis of simply any differentia
and that the only adequate differentia 1S in the essence of the

thing. Hence in defining 'triangle', even though ‘'having interior
angles whose sum is equal to two right angles’' would divide the genus
'geometr‘lcdl plane figure' into triangles and all other polygons,
'having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right angles' is not
the differéntia of the genus. Aristotle's final comment indicates why
- namely that the proposed differentia is only a wa®'sSw wwpBepnwds of
a triangle, it 1_5_5_91:_2\”1:\ °3""°2. . Were 'having interior angles whose
sum is equal to two right angles' truly the differentia of the genus
'geometrical plane figure' the reverse would be true. But this fails
to show that 'having interior angles whose sum is equal to two right
angles' either does not necessarily or nonessentially belong to

'triangle’' - it only shows that it is nondefinitory of ‘triangle’.
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Other passages can be cited which also support my reading.22

Before closing this section, one very important implication of my
discussion must be noted. Since the two senses of cuuPepwls mentioned
in Metaphysics V.xxx are (1) that which is neither always nor for the

most part and (2) that which is a nondefinitory essential attribute,
nowhere in this chapter does Aristotle discuss those senses of wavw
@ouBePands which would complement any of the five senses of wa@wSxé
discussed in Metaphysics V.xviii. In particular, Aristotle does not

offer us the sense of wava wﬂu@m‘s which would complement the sense
of wa®'wivd which is fundamental to Aristotelian science - viz. X is
my Wﬂ‘s to Y means X does not inhere in the definition of Y.

220ther striking passages are Physics II.11 193P26-30 where
Aristotle contrasts the tieex¢ of the sun and the moon wigh the w«®
wird euuBeBaware of these, Posterior Analytics 1I.i1i 90°7 ff where
Aristotle specifically says that 'having interior angles whose sum is
equal to two right angles' is not the Speepés of a triangle even
though it is an a?odeictic conclusion, and the passages cited by Ross
(cf. note 21), all of which (1) support my reading and (2) are quite
confusing if we read in either Kirwan's or Allan's way.
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