
nEPI EPMHNEIA?
16 a I. Updrrov Sei 6iad<u rl ovo/ia #ctti ri fnjfia,

cTTftTa ri ioTiv anotftaais Kal Kard^xuns Koi air<5-

<f>avai.s Koi Xoyos.

"EoTi /lev o^v ra €v rfj ^v^ rwv hf Tg ^^vv^

6 'na6r)fidrcjv ov/xj3oAa, Kal rd ypa^fuva, rwv tv

rfj (fxjjvfj. Kal axmtp ov^ ypd^fiara ndat rd

aiVra, ouSc ifxoval al aural' vjv fUvroi raOra

arjficla rrpdnivs, ravrd ndai naBrjfjiara riji ^nfYrjf,

Kal wv ravra ofiouofiara, npayfiara ifon ravrd.

rr€pl fxkv ovv rovrwv ct^pi/rai Iv roT^ ircpt 4'^^XV'
aXXr^S yap 7rpay^ar€ias.

10 "EoTt 8', oxTTTcp iv rfj 4^XQ ^^ M^ vd/t^^ia dvtv

rov aXrjdevcw i) ^cuSco^cu, ore Se iJSij (Jt dvdyKri

rovTwv imdpx^tv ddrtpov, ovrat Koi iv rg ^om^*
n€pl yap avvdeaw Kal hiaiptaiv €<m r6 ^tfdiof

• It is hard to say which is the JP««M8C pTOirkkd tirft

means the D« Anima. Dr. \V. D. Rom £u ohmrrtd that
* The D« InterpreM ions was suspected by Andnmicua» oo
the ground, apparently, of a reference to the Ik Jmimm to
which nothing in that work corresponds. There arc,

*

ever, many such references in undoubtedly genuine
of Aristotle, and more than one way of expUininil
There is strong external evidence for tts autiMB
Theophrastus and Eudemus both wrote books wfaidi
to presuppose it, and Ammonias telb us that
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ON INTERPRETATION
I. Let us, first of all, define noun and verb, then

explain what is meant by denial, affirmation, proposi-

tion and sentence.

Words spoken are symbols or signs of affections

or impressions of the soul ; written words are the
signs of words spoken. As writing, so also is speech
not the same for all races of men. But the mental
affections themselves, of which these words are

primarily signs, are the same for the whole of man-
kind, as are also the objects of which those affections

are representations or likenesses, images, copies.

With these points, however, I dealt in my treatise

concerning the soul <* ; they belong to a different

inquiry from that which we now have in hand.
As at times there are thoughts in our minds un-

accompanied by truth or by falsity, while there are

others at times that have necessarily one or the other,

so also it is in our speech, for combination and
division are essential before you can have truth and

was the only critic who cast doubt on it. Finally, its style

and grammar seem to be genuinely Aristotelian. All that
can really be said against it is that much of it is somewhat
elementary ; but Aristotle doubtless gave elementary as well

as advanced lectures ' {Aristotle, p. 10). The Provost of
Oriel remarks that H. Maier ' suggests that the reference
in 16 a 8 should be transferred to 16 a 13 and relates to De
An. iii. 6.'
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* Kal TO dXrjOeg. ra ^€v o^v ovofiara ai^a Kol to

p^/Ltara €olk€ Ta> avev avi'dtatios Koi Buup4a€wi

16 vorj^aTL, olov to avOpui-nos -n to X€VKOv, orciy fi'q

TTpoGTedfj Tf ouT€ yap tlttvoo^ ovT€ dXrfS^i nw.

G7]fx€lov 8* €OTt ToOSc* Kal yop 6 rpayiXa^fK

crqp,aiv€i /icV Ti, ovttu) hk aXr)6€S ^ lUvho^, iai^

p.7) TO €Xvai 17 /X17 ^5^1 TTpoartdfj, ^ airXctff 17 ifaro

•X^povov,

JO II. "Oj'o/xa ^^v ovv iarl <f>cjvri arjiuiyruc) Kara

avvdrjKrjv dv€v xpovov, ^? ^irfiiv fi^po^ iirrl oi|-

fiavTLKov K€xu}piap.€vov' €v yop T^ KoAAiTnroj to

LTTTTos ovB^v avTo Ka0* tauTo <n)iialv€i, wamp iv

Tu> X6y(p r<^ KoAos tTTTToj. ov firjv ou8' OHmtp
€v Tols ttTrAots 6v6pM,aw, ovTtas fx** *f*** ^ ^^

86 avfiTTeTrXeyp^ivois' cV cVetWi; ftii' yap to lUptft

ovSofiios (njfjLavru<6v, cv &€ TOim>4S /SouActcu fi^^

oAA* ovScw? Krxu}piapL€vov , olov tv r6» tirafcrpo*

kcAt/? to KtXri^ oiSev ar)fiaiv€i koB* €avT6.

To 8c #faTa (wvOrjKrjv, ore ^tK7«i Ttuy <Vofi<itt0i'

ouScV iariv, dXX* orav Y€vrrrai <n^/i/3oAoy, Arti

hrjXovai ye ri Kal ol dypafx^roi 4f6^t, olbr

BrjpLajv, (J)v ovhdv iarw ovofia.

80 To 3* ovK dvdpojiros ovk 6vofia» ov /x^ odS^

icctTat ovofia o ri Set koAcii' avTo* ot/T€ yap Xoyo^

ouT€ CLTTocfHims ioTLv. oXX* «TTa* ovofui d6picrTO¥,

OTt opLoUjJS €^' OTOVOW XnTdp\€l KoX 6vT9i ICol J^
onroj.

• ij dirXwy 4) rard xp^^op ; some would imdrr these wmds * In

the present or some other tense.* I retain the Greek word
rendered ' goat-stag,' which stands for a fabuloot «ninuil,
half of it goat and half stag, since the word can nowadajt be
found in a number of good English dictionaries.
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ON INTERPRETATION, i-ii

falsity. A noun or a verb by itself much resembles a

concept or thought which is neither combined nor

disjoined. Such is ' man,' for example, or ' white/

if pronounced without any addition. As yet it is not

true nor false. And a proof of this hes in the fact

that * tragelaphos,' while it means something, has no
truth nor falsity in it, unless in addition you predicate

being or not-being of it, whether generally (that is

to say, without definite time-connotation) or in a

particular tense.*

II. A noun is a sound having meaning established

by convention alone but no reference whatever to

time, while no part of it has any meaning, considered

apart from the whole. Take the proper name ' Good-
steed,' for instance. The * steed ' has no meaning
apart, as it has in the phrase ' a good steed.' It is

necessary to notice, however, that simple nouns
differ from composite. While in the case of the

former the parts have no meaning at all, in the latter

tliey have a certain meaning but not as apart from
tlie whole. Let us take ' pirate-vessel,' for instance.

The ' vessel ' has no sense whatever, except as a part

of the whole.

We have already said that a noun signifies this or

that hy convention. No sound is by nature a noun :

it becomes one, becoming a symbol. Inarticulate

noises mean something—for instance, those made by
brute beasts. But no noises of that kind are nouns.

* Not-man '-and the like are not nouns, and I know
of no recognized names we can give such expressions

as these, which are neither denials nor sentences.

Call them (for want of a better) by the name of

indefinite nouns, since we use them of all kinds of

things, non-existent as well as existing.
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16 b To Be ^IXcjvos rj ^tXuavi Kol oaa roiaOra, odtc

dvo/xara oAAd irrdja^is ovofiaro^. XSyof W iaruf

avTov TO. yL€v oAAa Kara ra avrd' cri S4 /irrd roO

eariv rj -^v rj corat ovk aXrj6€V€i rj iff€vSrrtu, r6

he ovofia del' otov ^iXtjjvog iarw fj ovk iarw

6 ovhev yap vat ovr€ dXrjStiki ovrc tf^v^rrai.

III. 'Prjfia Si iari r6 irpoaar)fiaufOP xpi^oift cB

fiepos oi)Scy <n}iJLaiv€t, x^P^^» '^^^ lariv dci rcur

KaB* crepov XtyofUvwv ar^fitlov. Xiym V 5n
7rpoG<rrjfiaiv€t. XP^^^^» ^^^ vyUia fUv ovxyfia, to

Se vyiaLV€i pijfxa- npooarjfiaivti yap ro w€^ im^

10 dpx€iv. Kal del rwv koB* Mpov Xtyoft4¥O0

GTjfietov ioTiv, otov Toip KaS* unoK€ifUvou ij A'

VnOK€lfJL€Va).

To 8c ovx vyiatv€i koX to ov #ra/tvci od pfjfAa

Xeyo)' TTpoaarjfiaiPfi fi€v yap xfiovov Koi omI Kara

TLVos VTrdpxci, rfj Sc hLa<f>opq, ovofia ov K€irai' oAA*

16 earco dopiarov pfjfia, ori ofiouos €if>* orovow vn-

dpx^i, Kal 6vT09 Kal firj oyro^.

'O/xotto? §€ Kal TO vyiavcv ^ ro vytav€i oiJ ^ua.
dAAct TrrcjGLs p-q^iaros' hia^pei 5c tow pu^fxarof,

art TO fi€v rov irapovra trpooinjfiaivfi
Xfi^"'^'*'* ^

8c TO 7T€pL^.

to Avrd jxev ovv KaO* iavrd Xtyofi^va rd pj^fuvnk

dvofmrd ioTL Kal (nj/xatVct rt (umyai yap 6 Xdytm^
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ON INTERPRETATION, ii-iii

* Of Philo,' * to Philo,' and so on are cases of

nouns and not nouns. Otherwise we define all these

cases as the noun in itself is defined ; but when ' is,*

' was ' or ' will be ' is added, they do not then form

propositions, which either are true or are false, as

the noun itself always does then. For ' of Philo is
*

cannot by itself constitute a true or false proposition.

Nor yet can * of Philo is not.*

III. A verb is a sound which not only conveys a

particular meaning but has a time-reference also.

No part by itself has a meaning. It indicates always

that something is said or asserted ofsomething. Let

me explain what I mean by * it has a time-reference

also.' Now, * health ' is a noun, for example, * is

healthy ' is a verb, not a noun. For the latter conveys

its own meaning but also conveys that the state

signified (namely, health) now exists. Then, a verb

was an indication ofsomething asserted ofsomething

;

I mean, of a something predicated of a subject or

found present in it.

* Is not-ill,' ' is not-well ' and so on I should not,

for my own part, call verbs. Though they certainly

have the time-reference and function at all times as

predicates, I know of no recognized name. Let us

call them (for want of a better) by the name of

indefinite verbs, since we use them of all kinds of

things, non-existent as well as existent.
* He was healthy ' or ' he will be healthy ' I like-

wise should not call a verb. I should call it the tense

of a verb. Verb and tenses in this respect differ :

the verb indicates present time but the tenses all

times save the present.

Verbs by themselves, then, are nouns, and they

stand for or signify something, for the speaker stops
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Tr)v htdvouiv, Kal 6 ojcovaas ripdfirjatv), ^W Ci

iariv 7} fiTf, ovTTU} (rrifiaiv€r oiJW yap t6 thnu ij

fXT) elvai (n]fi€i6v €<TTt rod irpdyfiaros, oW ^^
TO ov €l7rrj9 avro KaB* cairro iftiXov. air^ fihf y^

25 ovh^v €OTt, npoaarjfiau'ti §€ wSvBtow run., ^
dv€v roiv (wyK€iiUvwv ovk Hcrrt voijoai,

IV. Aoyos 8/ fori <f>wyfi tnjfiayrucfl* ^ rflpf

^i€pCjv ri (rq^avTiKov €<m K€\u>f>iafiivov, af$ ^dotf',

oAA' ovx o>S KaTd<f>ams rj dno^aati, Xfyw W,
olov dvdpuynos <rqfjLaLV€t, fUv n, oAA' ck&x ^
€cmv ^ OVK lorw oAA* ccrrai tcanL^cuns n Jm6*

tf}<l>aaLSt idv Ti trpoar€$fj. oAA* odxl roO ^itfVptumtv

avXXapT) /xta. ovht yap fV t<J> fiwy to fc <yrjfia9»

TLKOVt oAAd iJHVl'TJ cWi VW ^OVOV, iw 5^ TM(
BiTrAoi? arjfiaw€i fUv, dXX* ov tcaff avr6, c&f

npo€Lpr)Tai. -

17 » "EoTt 8c Aoyo? dtray /x^ trrjfiaynKOf , oiJv c5y

opyavov 84, oAA* ci? 'npo€ipnriTai, Kara ovt^mpr,
dlTO<f>aVTLK6s §€ OU TTttJ, cUA* €V (L TO dXrj$€V€tP ^
ipcvhcGdai xmdpx^i. ovk Iv dnaat 5^ ^(^Wi,

6 otoi' T] €ux^ Aoyoj /xcV, ciAA* ovr€ dXrfi^ ovrc
j/tcuStJj. ot /ici' ow oAAoi dt^KioButaav prp-opucrji

yap Tj Troi-qrLKTJs olK€ior€pa tj OKt^/ts' o 5^ airo*

(Jklvtlkos ttJ? I'tJv Bioipias.
,1

V. "EoTi Sc €?? TTpwTos Xoyo^ dno^oyrutos tcard*

10 ^ais'> cira diro^oi.s' ol 5* oAAot iroKTfs^ Qwhiiffup

^ B. adds card #tir^4cir'«
ij ———^—^___^_-__^_____..«_

* Here the existential sense of the rerb * to be * is

and the copulative only considered.
* Aristotle, of course, has in mind also questioiit*

mands and the like.
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ON INTERPRETATION, iii-v

his process of thinking and the mind of the hearer
acquiesces. However, they do not as yet express
positive or negative judgements. For even the in-

finitives * to be,' * not to be,' and the participle
* being ' are indicative only of fact, if and when some-
thing further is added. They indicate nothing them-
selves but imply a copulation or synthesis, which we
can hardly conceive of apart from the things thus
combined."

IV. A sentence is significant speech, of which this

or that part may have meaning—as something, that
is, that is uttered but not as expressing a judgement
of a positive or negative character. Let me explain
this more fully. Take ' mortal.' This, doubtless, has
meaning but neither affirms nor denies ; some addi-
tion or other is needed before it can affirm or deny.
But the syllables of * mortal ' are meaningless. So it is

also with * mouse,' of which * -ouse ' has no meaning
whatever and is but a meaningless sound. But we
saw that in composite nouns the particular parts
have a meaning, although not apart from the
whole.

But while every sentence has meaning, though not
as an instrument of nature but, as we observed, by
convention, not all can be called propositions. We
call propositions those only that have truth or falsity

in them. A prayer is, for instance, a sentence but
neither has truth nor has falsity. Let us pass over
all such, as their study more properly belongs to the
province of rhetoric or poetry.^ We have in our
present inquiry propositions alone for our theme.

V. A simple affirmation is the first kind, a simple
negation the second of those propositions called

simple. The rest are but one by conjunction.
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17 k

^AvdyKT) he 'ndvra Xoyov ano^airruei^ itc f^^iarof

elvai ri TtTwaecjs pijfiaro^' Koi yap 6 rov wiSpomxnj

Aoyo?, idv fi7) TO €<mv ^ ^>' ^ tarai ij ti ro<o(mN^

77pooredij, ovttoj Xoyos dirotfxitrruco^, hi6fTi ^
€v ri ioTiv oAA* ov woAAa to {<j^ irt{or 3/«D«r*

ov yap Srj rat avveyyv^ €tpij€iBai cfp Kortu. ior%

18 Se oAAry? npayfiareiai rotrro €ifr€Tv.

"EoTt 8€ cfy Aoyoy awo^vTiifOj rj 6 iv hrjXuMf ^
o avvbeafjLw eU, ttoAAoi 5€ oi troAAa iroi fi^ Ir ^
ot dcrvvh€Toi.

To fi€i^ oi^ ovopux ri prj^ia ^daif larw fi60f00

€7T€Lbr) OVK eOTLV CtTTCU' OVTUt SljAotWd T4 tJ ^<<C^

djoTC d7TO<f>aiV€Gdai, Tj iparrwyros ru^of, i} /ii},

20 oAA* aiVroi' irpoaipovfuvov,

TovTwv 8^ i} /iev (XTrAiJ iarlv diro^avai^, otop rl

Kara twos rj ri arro tw-os", rj S^ ^k TOi^Ctfr avy-

K€Lp,€V7j olov Xoyos Tis -fj^rj awStrof. ion hk

rj dnXij aTTo^j'oij ifnoi^ orjp.ayriKri ntpl rov vn^

dpx€tv Tt Tj firj tmdpxttv, <o9 ot xpoi'Oi bi-QpTp^ai.

25 VI. KaTo^aty Sc cWtv aTro^ovaiV rtniy teard

TWOS. drr6<f>aais Sc coru' aTro^avonV ru'Of <Sm{

TtVOJ.

'Ettci 8c cart /cat to xmdpypv dno^au^oBai cor

/117 imdpxov Koi ro firj xmdpxov coy vndpxQV Koi

TO vrrdpxov ws imdpxov koI to ptri vndpxov w^

* Complex or composite propositions are thoae that
prise more than one, as, for instance, * A b B, C and D/
' A is B, and C is D/ and so forth.
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ON INTERPRETATION, v-vi

Of all propositions a verb or a tense of a verb must
form part. The definition, for instance, of * man,*

unless * is,' * was ' or * will be ' is added or something
or other ofthat kind, does not constitute a proposition.

But someone may ask how the phrase, ' footed animal,

having two feet,' can be held to be one and not many.
That the words are pronounced in succession does

not constitute them a unity. However, that question

belongs to a different inquiry from the present.

Now, those propositions are single which indicate

one single fact or are one, as we said, by conjunction.

And those propositions are many which indicate not

one but many or else have their parts unconjoined.

Nouns and verbs let us call mere expressions. For
we cannot use mere nouns or verbs, when expressing

or enunciating something, for the purpose of making
a statement, and that is so whether we happen to

express a spontaneous opinion or someone pro-

pounded a question to which we are giving an
answer.

And so, to return, we repeat that one kind of pro-

positions is simple, comprising all those that affirm or

deny some one thing of another, while the other is

composite, that is ,compounded ofsimple propositions."
And a simple proposition, more fully, is a statement

possessing a meaning, affirming or denying the pres-

ence of some other thing in a subject in time past or

present or future.

VI. We mean by affirmation a statement affirming

one thing of another ; we mean by negation a state-

ment denying one thing of another.

As men can affirm and deny both the presence of

that which is present and the presence of that which

is absent and this they can do with a reference to
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80/117 vndpxov, Kal nepl roif^ €KT6f 04 rod vft»

Xpovovs ojaavTwSt anav av cV&^'xoiTO ical 6 ifOT-

iijrqoi ns aTTCxfrfjaat koI o an€^nja4 rif #rara-

<l>rJGai,. ware hrjXov on irdajj Kara^aati darhf

d7r6<f>aai,9 dvTiK€ifi€vrj Koi irdtrQ ano^wrti Kara-

(^acriff. Kal €(mt) dvri^aiy roGro, Kard^aat^

Kal d'n6(j>aGLS at dvriKtljUvai. Xiyot hk okt**

85 K€La6ai rrji' roO aurov Kara rov avrov, /417 o/uo-

vvfuos 8€, Kol oaa dXXa rwv rxHotirtMf wpoa^-

opi^oficda TTpo^ rds Go<f>i(mKdg ^X^ijcrcij.

VII. *E7T€l 8' iarl rd /icv KadoXou rw¥ wpay

40 p,dra)v rd Sc KaO* Ikootov (\tyw ht KoBdXov fU¥

o inl ttXciovwv 'n€^vK€ KarriYOp€ia$ai, KoiSt

17 b cKaarov he o firj, otov dvdpwTros fUv ruftf KtMXofi^f

KaXXlas §€ rcjv KaO* tKaarov)' dydytcrj 5^ airo-

(JKLLveadaL cu? xnrdpx^^ ti ^ p.r) drk fi€v rdiv koBcXov

Ttvt, oT€ §€ rutv KoB* €Kaarov. ia» iihf oiV

KaOoXov diTo<f>aixnp-ai. iirl rov KaBoXoo &n iMipx^^

6 Tt t} /xt}, €Govrax ivavTiat, at drro<fHiv<r€is. Xfyw

Se CTTt Tov KaSoXov dTTo<f>aiv€adai. KoBdXov, ola0

Trds dvdpojTTos Acv/cos, ovS^ls dvBpumo^ XtvK6t,

orav 8c cVt rwv KaBoXov pAv, firi KoBdXov h4,

avraL p.kv ovk €lolv cvarrlai, rd pL€%nroi hnrjIXov^uva

€(jrLV elvai ivavria irori. X4ya} hk rd firj koSoXou

10 dTTo<f)aiv€adaL cttI rd>v KadoXov, olov tart XevKOS

dvdpojTTos, OVK €ari XevKos dvOpomo^' k€lS6Xov

ydp ovros rov dvSpwrros ovx cuj KaBoXov K^xprjrai
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ON INTERPRETATION, vi-vii

times that lie outside the present, whatever a man
may affirm, it is possible as well to deny, and what-
ever a man may deny, it is possible as well to affirm.

Thus, it follows, each affirmative statement will have
its own opposite negative, just as each negative
statement will have its affirmative opposite. Every
such pair of propositions we, therefore, shall call con-
tradictories, always assuming the predicates and sub-
jects are really the same and the terms used without
ambiguity. These and some other provisos are

needed in view of the puzzles propounded by im-
portunate sophists.

VII. Of things there are some universal and some
individual or singular, according, I mean, as their

nature is such that they can or they cannot be pre-

dicates of numerous subjects, as ' man,' for example,
and * CalUas.*

Propositions, affirmative and negative, must some-
times have universal subjects, at others individual or

singular. Suppose we state two propositions, one
affirmative, one of them negative, both universal in

form, having one universal for subject ; then these
propositions are contrary. By * both universal in

form, having one universal for subject,' I mean to say
such propositions as ' every man is white,' on the one
hand, and ' no man is M'hite,' on the other. When,
however, the two propositions, while having a uni-

versal subject, are not universal in character, we can-
not describe them as contraries, though on occasions,

it may be, the meaning intended is contrary. Take
as examples of these ' man is white,' ' man is not
white ' and so on. The subject or ' man ' is universal,

and yet the propositions themselves are not stated
as though universal. For neither contains the word
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17 b

rfj a7ro<f>dva€i' to yap nd^ ov to KaB6Xov (r/ffjuuifti

<L\A' oTt KaOoXov. inl 5c roO KarqyopoufjJvov

KadoXov KarrjyopcLv to KadoXov ovK iarw dXrjS/s'

ovhcfila yap Karau^xiaii aXrfBri^ Sortu^ ht 9 T06

15 KaTTjyopovfi^'ov KadoXov to KadoXov #faTi;yop€4ra4,

otov coTi nds dudpanros wdv {<fiov.

*AvTiK€L(7dai fi€v oi5v KaTii^aw dno^dati Xiytat

dvTixf>aTLKws rqv to KadoXov fn^taivovawt tA

axnC) OTi ov KadoXov, otoy nd^ dvBpanrof Acimc^

—ov irds dvdpomos XrvKO^, ovSct; dvdpamot Xtfm6f

20 —coTt TLS dvdpwTTos XcvKOS' ivavTwj^ ht ttJt TO0

/cadoAou KaTOffniaiv Koi rfjv rov koBoXov Aw6^om9^

oXov irds dvdpomos XevKO^—ovStls wOpiMnrog Xtv

Kos, Traj dvdpomos hucauy^—ot^^f <Mpanvo(

SiVaio?.

Ato Taifraff ft€v ou^ otov tc ^^ oAi^if cli^flu,

TOLS 8c din-iK€ifji€vas avrals cj-Sc^rroi irorc ^vi

85 rou auToiJ a/xa oAt^^ci? cfvat, ofoi' od nd^ dvSpumoq

XevKos /cat coTt tis dvdpamos XevKos. oaai fiiv

o5v dvTL<f>dG€LS Tcov KadoXov ciVt KadoXov, opdyKTi

TTjv irepav oXtjOtj cZvat tj ^cuS^, #cai oocu cnt tw*»

• ' Distributed/ in the language of the tcxt-boolu.
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* every.' The subject is not a universal in virtue of

having an * every '
; but * every,* apphed to the sub-

ject, confers on the whole proposition its absolute

universality. And yet, if both subject and predicate

are used in their fullest extension," the resulting

proposition will be false. For, indeed, no affirmation

at all could, in those circumstances, be true. ' Every
man is every animal * will serve as a good illustration

of this.

When their subject is one and the same but of two
propositions the affirmative clearly indicates in its

terms that the subject is taken universally, the nega-
tive, however, that the subject is not universally

taken, I call them contradictorily opposed. Ex-
amples are * every man is white,' ' not every man is

white ' and the like, or, again, we have * some men
are white/ to which * no man is white ' is opposed in

the manner of which I am speaking. Propositions

are contrarily opposed when affirmative and negative

alike are possessed of a universal character—the

subject, that is, in both cases being marked as uni-

versally taken. Thus * every man is white ' or * is

just ' is the contrary, not the contradictory, of * no
man is white * or * is just.'

In the case of such contraries we see that not both
can be true at one time. Notwithstanding, their

contradictories sometimes are both of them true,

though their subject be one and the same. On the

one hand, ' not every man is white,* on the other

hand, ' some men are white * will be both ofthem true

propositions. But of those contradictory opposites

having universals for subjects and being universal in

character, one must be true, the other false. This

also holds good of propositions with singular terms
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Kad^ c/coora, otov €cm "LwKpdrrji Arvirof—ov#r

cart 'LcjKpaTri^ XtvKOS' oaai hi hrl ratv KoBiXov

80 fi€v, fiT) KadoXov 8^, ovK cUl i} fih^ dXrjB^ 1} M
tjj€vhris. aifia yap dXrjdt^ ianv tlntw on lonv

dvdpojTTos XfVKos Kal oTi OVK tOTW okBpanros

XcvKos, Koi (OTiv avOpomoi KoXof Koi owe ioTW
avdpoiTTo^ KoXos* €1 yap alaxp^, teal od teaX&f

Kal €t ylverai ri, Kal ovk torw, 5<$(cM J* Sr

85 €^aL<f>vrjs drorrov etvai 8id to ^aiV€a$ai atifialimtP

TO OVK €(mv dvOpumos Xxvko^ dfia Kol on o05c2(

dvBpWTTOS XiVKOS' TO hk OVT€ TOVTOV OTifiaa^i oCft

dfia cf avdyKTjs,

Oavcpoi/ he ore Koi fiia dn6<^aats fuSs xartt^
<f>do€(xJS iarr ro yap avro Set dno^TJaai rifv dir^-

^aGiv oTT€p KaT€<f>rja€v 1} KardifHiai^, Koi dn6 roO
18 a avrov, Tj rcjv Kad* €Kaard rwoi rj dv6 rCtff

KadoXov TWOS, rj <Ls KadoXov rj tag fi^ KodoXov.

Xdycj 8c olov €<m ^wKpoTrfs XfVKOg—ovK iem
TtCDKpaTrjs XcvKos. idy 8c oAAo ti ^ drr* dXXov
TO auTo, ovx rj din-iK€ip,^inrj dXX* /oroi iKtlvrfi

eTcpa. TTJ he nds dvBpamos XfVKOS 1} od wdf
fi dvdpWTTOS XCVKOS, TTJ hk TAJ dydpomOS XfVKOg ij

ovhels dvdpcjTTos XevKos' Tjj hi cotw dvBpwrrof

XcvKos rj OVK coTLv dvOpumos XofKos.

"Ort p.kv ovv piia KaTa<f>da€i pia drro^ms din-i-

K€LTai dvTL^aTiKOis » Kal TtVcff elaiv aSrai, tiprjTai-

10 icat OTt at eVavTiat oAAat, koX tcvcs cmtiv oirroi,

" •.*. either distributed or undistribatcd.
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for their subjects, as ' Socrates is white * and ' not
white.' When, however, the two propositions are
not universal in character, albeit about universals,

not always do we find it the case that of these one is

true, the other false. For, indeed, we can state very
truly that man is and man is not white, and that man
is and man is not beautiful. If ugly, a man is not
beautiful ; neither as yet is he beautiful, if he but
tends to become so. This view on a summary notice
may well seem repugnant to reason, since * man is

not white ' would appear the equivalent of * no man
is white.* But they do not, in fact, mean the same,
nor, again, are they both of necessity true at the same
time or false. It is evident that the denial corre-

sponding to a single affirmation itself must be single

as well. The denial, that is, must deny just the thing
the affirmation affirms of the selfsame, identical sub-
ject. We further require that the subjects be both
universal or singular and also that both should be
used or not used in their fullest extension." * So-

crates is white ' and * not white ' constitute in this

manner a pair. But if anything else is denied or the
subject itself should be changed, though the predi-

cate yet may remain, the denial will not correspond
but be one that is simply distinct. To * every man
is white,' for example, ' not every man is white

*

corresponds, as * no man is white,' * man is not white
*

to * some men are white,' * man is white.'

Now to sum up the foregoing statements, we showed
that a single negation is opposed to a single affirma-

tion in the manner we called contradictory and also

explained which these were. From the class of con-

tradictory propositions we further distinguished the

contrary, explaining which these also were. We,
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ilprjrat,' koI oti ov ndaa dXri$^ ij i^tMjf hni*

j>aois, Koi Sid tI, koX fr^rt d^tjBrif ^ ifKV^t.

VIII. Mux S4 iari Kara4>axni koX dn6^aai£ 1}

€1^ Kad* ivos OT^fuitVoiKTa, rj koBoXov oyrof $caB6Xo9

rj fjLTj ofioLws, otov nds avOpamof XiVfcot iarw^

16 ouK coTi way avBpwno^ X€Vk6s, tarw ap0p€awof

XcvKos—ovK iarw opOpomo^ Acvicoy, ov^U ay*

dpcjTTos Acv/cdff—coTi rij aydpumoi Xfvtc6s, tl t6

X€vk6v €v (Tr)fiaw€i, €1 h^ hvchf hf S^ofM. itcCtm,

cf wv fiij ioTiv €V, oi fiia tcard^aaif* olo¥ ft

20 ris OeZro ovofia IfLaTiov lirnu} iccu avBpofWtf^^ to

€(m.v IfjLaTWv XcvKov, avrr) ov fUa «raTcC^aoic <Mi
diT6<f>aaLs fJiio.. ovSev yap Siatf>4p€t tovto c^irrtv

rj €(mv tTTTTOS Kol di'dpomof X€Vk6s, toOto $^

ovScv hia<f>€p€i rod €ln€iv €orw hntos Xtvtcos tcai

ioTLv dvdpwTTos XevKos. «i oiv a^rtu noXXA

25 (rqp,aiiov(TL koI ctat noXXai, iijXo¥ 5ri teal ij

TTpixyrq tJtoi iroXXd rj ovSev arjfiaiytr ov yap iarw

6 rls dvdpwnos Ifmos. oHrrt ovh* O' ravrats

dvdyio) rrjv fi€v oXtjOtj -n^i* 5c f/nvSirj c&cu ayrt'

IX. *Em /A€v ouv rwv oyrtav kojL y€vofi«vw¥

dvdyicr) rr)v KaTd<f>aaiv ^ tt^v drro^aaw dXrj&r} rj

80 ip€vBrj ctvai, Kal irrl fikv rcov KadoXov coy tcaOdXov

^ B. adds 01^ dri^otfIf pim,

* Both may be true or both fake.
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moreover, have proved of two opposites that it is

not the case always that one must be true and one
false, and we set forth the reasons for this and ex-

plained the conditions in which one is false, if the
other i . true.

VIII. A statement is single or one, when it either

affirms or denies some one thing and no more of

another, be the subject universal or not and the

statement universal or not. We may take for

examples the following, provided that * white ' has

one meaning :

Every man is white. Not every man is white,

Man is white. Man is not white.

No man is white. Some men are white.

If, however, one word has two meanings, which do
not combine to make one, the affirmation itself is

not one. If, for instance, you gave the name * gar-

ment ' alike to a horse and a man, then it follows

that * garment is white ' would be not one but two
affirmations, as also would * garment is not white

*

be not one denial but two. For the statement that
* garment is white ' really means * horse and man
both are white.' And this statement, in turn, is the
same as to say * horse is white,' * man is white.' And
if these have more meanings than one and do not,

in effect, make one statement, it follows that * gar-

ment is white ' must itself have more meanings than
one or, if not, it means nothing at all. For no par-

ticular man is a horse. And accordingly not even
here is one necessarily true and one false of two
statements opposed contradictorily.

°

IX. In regard to things present or past, proposi-

tions, whether positive or negative, are true of

necessity or false. And of those contradictorily
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18 s

act Trfv fiev aXTfSrj rijv ht 0cv^ c2ku, teal M
Toil' /ca^* €Kaara, uxmtp tlprjnu, inX M twv

KadoXov fXT] KadoXov Acx^cWcof odK oniyic^i

dp-qrai, 8c Kai Trcpi Toirroii'.

'EttI 8c rail' Ka6* €Kaara koX fuXXotrrcav odx

ojjLOLCJs. €1 yap ndaa Kard^aais Koi ano^amt
85 dXr)dr)g rj tpevSij^, Koi dirav aydyKti iw^ipxtu^ ^

firj vTrdpxfi'V, toorc ci o fi^v ^rf^i lotoBai n 6

Se fxrj ^aci to avro rovro, hijXov &n dydyfoj

dXrjd€V€w rov Irtpov avrwv, Ci iraoa tcarA^ams

Kal a'n6<f>aais dXrjBri^ rj 0ct;8i^. a/i^ci» yip oOjf

vrrapfct a/xa CTrt Toiy rotoi^oty. €t yelp (iAi;M(

18 b CtTTCtV OTt AcVKOJ' ^ OTt OV XtVKOV ioXW, Ol^yiCI}

clival XevKov ri ov X€vk6v, koI Ci cart Acuir^ ^ o^

XevKov, dXrj6€s "^v ifxiyai rj dno^avai' iceu tl fi^

VTrdpx^i, 0cu8cTcu, koI ci 0cu8crcu, owx vndpx*

6 ware dvaytcri ^ ttjv Kardif>aaiv ri rrf¥ daro^aaiv

dXqdrj ctvai ^ ip€v^.

OuScv apa ovT€ eariv oCt€ yiytrai out€ ami

rvxrjs ov6* dnorep* ervx^v, ou&€ iarai rj adic

corai, oAA* cf di'dytaj^ aTrcuTa ireu oiJ^ d^n^rtp*

ervx^V' rj yap 6 <f>ds dXr)6€va€L rj 6 ononis.

• This chapter deals lareely \»-ith contingency. H<
it is hard to determine wheUicr ArlsloUe heW that contingency
could anywhere be found in the universe. See W. D. ROM*
ArutotUt pp. SI, 75-78 and elsewhere.
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opposed one, again, must be true and one false, when
they have a universal for subject and are in themselves

universal or else, as we noticed above, have a singular

term for their subject. This need not, however, be
so in the case of two such propositions as have
universals for subjects but are not themselves uni-

versal. That question also we discussed.

When, however, we come to propositions whose
subjects are singular terms, while their predicates

refer to the future and not to the present or past,

then we find that the case is quite changed." Pro-

positions, whether positive or negative, being them-
selves true or false, every predicate that we affirm

must belong to its subject or not. Hence it is that,

if someone declares that a certain event Avill take

place, while another declares it will not, one will

clearly be speaking the truth, while the other as

clearly will not. Both predicates cannot belong to

one subject with regard to the future. For, if it is

true to pronounce some particular thing to be white,

it must be of necessity white. The reverse of this

also holds good. As, again, it is white or not white,

it was true to affirm or deny it. And, if it is not, in

fact, white, then to say that it is will be false ; if to

say that it is will be false, then it follows the thing is

not white. We are driven, therefore, to concluding

that all affirmations and denials must either be true

or be false.

Now, if all this is so, there is nothing that happens
by chance or fortuitously ; nothing will ever so

happen. Contingency there can be none ; all events

come about of necessity. Either the man who
maintains that a certain event will take place or the

man who maintains the reverse will be speaking the
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ofiolws yap av iyivero fj o%^k iyivrro* f^ y^
OTTOT^p trV\€V OvStV fJLoXXoV OVTCJ^ ^ /i^ OVIWf

10 "Etc €1 €OTt XevKOv vih', aXrjdi^ ^ c^«<iW np6'

T€pov orI earat, XevKov, unrrt <icl i^SffBis ^
ciTTfLV orioxjv rCiv ytvofidvwv &n €orw ^ Ivrttl*

€1 hk ail aXrjdes ^v €lrr€iv 8ri larw rj iartu, o^x

olov re rovro fitf elyai ovBi fitf eaioBai. S hi fiij

otov T€ fi'f) y€V€a6ai, aSwarov fi^ ytv^oOai' S 5^

u aSwarov firj yevtadai, dydyfcrj y€v4a$ai, ^vai^ra

ovv ra €G6p.€va ovayKoiov ytvtaOai. ov^¥ apa

oirorep ervx^v ovSe dno rvx^^ cortu* wl yap iiro

TVXqSt OVK €( di'dyKTis.

*AAAa firjv ov8* cis oiihirepov y€ dXffiit Mi'
X^raL Xiyciv, otov ori ovrt corai ovrc oi)ic iaim,

rrpwrov p.€v yap owrrj^ rijs Kara^oacciK ^ffuSoifr

20 71 a'n6<f>a(Ti.s ovk dXrjBi^, koI ravrrf^ if^vSotk ownpi

rifv Kard<f>aGiv ouftjSatKCi /X17 oAi^ <2>xu. tnl

TTpos Tovroij, €t dXrjdes ccVcu' ori XtvKot^ koX

ficya, Set a/i<^ xmdpx^tv, ct hk vndpfti tig

avpLov, xmdp^€w^ els avpiov. C4 Si pxfrt iarai I

/iT/Tc fxT) earai avpiov, o^k ay €irj ro amirrtp

€rvx€v, olov vavp,axla' Scot yap dv /i^tc y€v4cSai

25 vavfjLaxCav avpiov firjre fxtj yeveadai,

» vrdp^ti B.
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truth on that point. Things could just as well happen
as not, if the one or the other assertion is not of

necessity true. For as that term is used in regard

to both present and future events, the contingent is

that which could just as well happen in this way as

that.

If, moreover, a thing is now white, then it would
have been true in past time to affirm that that thing

would be white, and thus at all times was it true of

whatever has now taken place to affirm that * it is
*

or * will be.' But if it at all times was true to affirm

that * it is ' or * will be,' how impossible that it should

not be or not be about to be so ! When a thing can-

not not come to be, how impossible that it should

not ! If, again, its not coming to be is impossible, as

we assume, come to be then it certainly must. And
in consequence future events, as we said, come about
of necessity. Nothing is casual, contingent. For if a

thing happened by chance, it would not come about

of necessity.

We cannot contend, notwithstanding, that neither

proposition is true. For example, we cannot con-

tend that a certain event neither will nor will not

come to pass in the future. For, first, although one
affirmation or denial should prove to be false, yet

the other would still not be true. Were it, secondly,

true to affirm that the same thing is both white and
large, it would have both these marks of necessity.

If it will have them to-morrow, it will of necessity

have them. But if some event neither will nor will

not come to pass on the morrow, contingency there

will be none. Let us take, for example, a sea-fight.

It is requisite on our hypothesis that it should neither

take place nor yet fail to take place on the morrow.
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Td fihf ^ avfipaiyoi^a arxma raDra koX

Toiavra €T€pa, etrrcp ndarj^ Kara^datots Kol dno-

<l>da€0)s "q cVt rwv KadoXov X€yofUv<jav ws tcoBoXov

Tj inl rcjv Ka6* €Kaarov didyKTf rwv ayructifUvuttf

ctvaL Tr)v fi€v dXrjdrj rqv &^ 4>€v^, M^T^ ^
80 oTTOTCp* €Tvx€v clvai €v TOij yiyvo/iA^tf, (iAXcL

"ndvra ilvai Koi YiyvtaOai cf dvaYtcrji, uxrvt ourt

povXcvcaBcu Scot dv ovr€ TrpayfiamHoBai, wf 4ii^

fi€v ToSl 7roti7<rciift«v, €arai robt, ^av W ptij roS^v

ovK €ar<u ToSl. o^€v yap kcjXu€i koI cif fhvpto^

OTOV €ros rov /t€v (f>dvai tovto €a€aO<u t6v 6i fi^

85 <l>dvcu, (jj(TT€ €^ dydyKr)^ tatoBai SmfTtporoO^,
axnCjv dXrjOh ^v flntiv rm. dXXA |il|p O^M
TOVTO h(,a<f>€p€i, €1 Tiv€^ ctiTov T^fv ovrl^aatP rj

ixrj ctnov hrjXoif yap on ovruys <X** ''^ npdyfuira,

Kov p,r) 6 p,€v KaTa^cni ri o 8< dtTO^i^o^* oOU
yap hid TO KaTo/^BrjvaL ^ diro^pa&r^vai ianu ^

19 a OVK lorat, oy8* etj pLvpioarov €TOi fuSXXov ^ A*

oTTOGOiovv xp^^V' ^^^ *t ^^ dnayri t^ XP^*^
oi?ra>9 ^r^ev c5<rrc to mpov dXrjBetkaBai, dyay-

Kaiov '^v TOVTO ycveadai, koI Ikootov rwv y€vo-

fxevcjv del ovtws cf^o' (tKrT€ €( dvaytcrj^ y€p4aBai.

6 T€ yap dXrjdcos elrri rtj on ^orat, oux ol6¥ Tf

fH7 yeveaOar Kai to ya'op.€vov dXifik^ ^v €ltrttif

del OTL corai.

Et hr) TavTa aSuwrra

—

opatfiev yap on ifm»
dpxfj Tcov iaoficvcov Kal dno tov PovXeveaOai teal
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These and other strange consequences follow,

provided we assume in the case of a pair of contra-

dictory opposites having universals for subjects and
being themselves universal or having an individual

subject, that one must be true, the other false, that

contingency there can be none and that all things

that are or take place come about in the world by
necessity. No need would there be for mankind to

dehberate or to take pains, could we make the

assumption that if we adopt a particular line, then a

certain result will ensue and that, if we do not, it will

not. There is nothing to prevent any man from pre-

dicting some future event (say) some ten thousand
years beforehand, while another predicts the reverse :

the event that was truly predicted must needs come
to pass at long last. And, indeed, it is quite im-
material whether contradictory predictions were
actually made beforehand. For that someone
affirmed or denied does not alter the course of events.

And events are not caused or prevented by someone's
affirming or denying that at some future time they
would happen. Nor yet, let us add, does it matter
how old the predictions may be. And, in consequence,
if through the ages the nature of things has been
such that a certain prediction was true, that predic-

tion must needs be fulfilled ; and the nature of all

things was such that events came about of necessity.

For any event anyone in the past has once truly

predicted must needs in due course come about, and
of that which has once come about it was true at all

times to affirm that it would in due time come about.

All this is, however, impossible. We know from
our personal experience that future events may de-

pend on the counsels and actions of men, and that,
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10 aTTo rod Trpd^al ri, Kal ori oXcjf iarw A» TOiff fii)

a€l evcpyovai to Swarov clitu Kol fii^, 6fU>ltitS*

iv ots ayufxxi €vh€\€raif koI r6 tlvai tcai t6 fii)

cfi'ai, ware koI to ytveadat koI to /ii^ ywia^tu,

KoX TToAAa "qyMf S^Aa cWtv oimu; tf;(o»TXi9 oZor &n
Tovrl TO Ifidriov bwarov tart SiarfAfi&fj^ai Kol oi

BiarfirjO-qacrai, oAA* tfiirpoaOiv KararptfiifOtrai.

16 ofioLws §€ Kol TO fiTj SiaT/xij^fcu SintiTdv oJ ydip

av vTTTJpxe TO tfiTTpoadev auro Kararpifiqyai, cryc

fiTj hvvarov "fjv to /117 hiaTfir)Brjv<u. uMTTf iral Arl

Tcov oAAcoi/ ycvcacctiv, oaou #(ard ^i^HOfUV Xfyottrtu

rrjv roiavrrjv. ^vtpov dpa ori o\^ dttnyra i(

dvdyKTjS OUT tarw ovt€ yU'trax, dXXA tA fih^

20 oTTorep* €rvx€, koI ov^iv fiaXXov ij Kard^aaig ^ 1}

d7T6<f>aaLs aXrjdrji, rd Sc fiaXXov fi€v koI utf Arl TO

TToXv Odrcpov, ov firiv oAA* <»^';f€Tai yrWdtfoi imI

6dr€pov, 6dr€pov 8^ /itJ.

To p.€v ovv cfrai TO oi' orav ij, #fal tA /ii) ^ /ii)

26 civat, orav firj fj,
di'dytcq' ov fxriv ovt€ r6 ov dmOf

dvdyKT) elvai ovr€ to firj ov fi^ ttyax. 06 y^
ravrov iari ro ov dnav elvai cf dydyKTfi art ifrrtt

KoX TO dirXw^ etvai cf dvdyicqg. ofuUco^ W Koi

€7rl rov firj ovros. Kai eni rijs dvri^datotf i
avros Aoyoy. elvai fih rj fiij thai dnav dvdytaig

Kai eacadaC yc rj /itJ- ov fUvroi SicAoi^a y€ Cifrctv

ddrepov dvayKoiov. Acyoi Se otov dvdyicrj fUw
80 €a€aBai vavp.axiav avpiov rj /X17 €a€adai, ov fi4vTOi

caeadal y€ avpiov vavpxixlav dvayKaZav ov^ fd^

yeveadai- yeveaOai fievroi rj fir) ymaBax opayKOiav,
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speaking more broadly, those things that are not
uninterruptedly actual exhibit a potentiality, that is,

a * may or may not be.* If such things may be or

may not be, events may take place or may not.

There are many plain cases of tMs. Thus this coat

may be cut in two halves ; yet it may not be cut in

two halves. It maywear out before that can happen

:

then it may not be cut into two. For, unless that

were really the case, then its wearing out first were
not possible. The same with all other events which
in any such sense are potential. Thus it is clear

that not everything is or takes place of necessity.

Cases there are of contingency ; no truer is then the

affirmative, no falser, than the negative statement.

Some cases, moreover, we find that, at least, for the

most part and commonly, tend in a certain direction,

and yet they may issue at times in the other or rarer

direction.

What is must needs be when it is ; what is not

cannot be when it is not. However, not all that exists

any more than all that which does not comes about or

exists by necessity. That what is must be when ' it

is ' does not mean the same thing as to say that all

things come about by necessity. And so, too, with

that which is not. And with two contradictory

statements the same thing is found to hold good.

That is, all things must be or not be, or must come or

not come into being, at this or that time in the future.

But we cannot determinately say which alternative

must come to pass. For example, a sea-fight must
either take place on the morrow or not. No necessity

is there, however, that it should come to pass or

should not. What is necessary is that it either

should happen to-morrow or not. And so, as the
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19 B

a>(7T* inel ofiolws oi Xoyoi dXriBtl^ utantp rA ifptty

fiara, hrjXov ori oaa ovrcoi €^€1 w<m 6w6r9p*

85 €TVX€ Kol TavavTia ci'&€x*a^<u, avayKf) 6fu>uo9

€X€iv Kol TTjv avrlxftaaw.

"Qhrcp ov/x/9atWt inl rots fti^ act odcnr ^ it^ iutk

fjLri ovmv. rovroiv yap cUayioy p^ 6^rtpC¥ p/Apujv

T^9 avri<j>da€U}S dArjdi^ cfj-ai fj ifKH^Of, q6 fUrroi

roBc rj ToSc oAA* o7r6r€p* crvx^t *f«* pS}Xa¥ fiiv

dX-qOij rrjv Irlpav^ ov p^vroi fjBrj aXrjBij tj ^Ii8f^

19 b oKTTC brjXov ori ovk oi^dyKyj ndtrqs tcaro/^dam^

Kot aTTo^acoy^ rwv diTtKtip^vww r^ fiiw iXtfirj

rrjv 8c tlj€vSrj tti'ar ov yap cjcmtp ^nl r€j¥ Strrum^

ovTCJS €^€1 Kal irrl ratv /X17 ovrutv fiiy Svranfir

3c €tvai Tj p,r) cZmi, oAA* wavtp cifn/rou.

* X. 'Ettci hi €<rrl n Kara rivo^ 1} Kora^^aawf

crqfxalvovaa, rovro hi iariv tj ofo/xa rj r6 hnttirvpump

€v he Set etvai koi Kad* €v6s to iv rj Kara^dati

(to 3c ovopa (Iprjrai Kal to mtjjwpov ftpirr^poir

ro yap ovk dvBpayjros ovopa ptv oiu Xiyo» dXX

dopiarov ovofia' cv yap ttios tnjftaiytt Koi ri
IP dopiarov ' atoTrep koX ro ov\ vyiaw€i ov pfjpo, oAA*

dopLorov prjfia), cotcu naxra Kard/^Kung kcu oir^-

^ot? rf cf ovoparos kox pi^pxiros rj i( dopiOTom

ovofiaros Kal prjfiaros. dv€v 3^ prfparo^ o^^fd^
Kard^aais ovhk d'n6<f>aGis' ro yap €arw ^ ccmu
^15^-5 yi»'€Tat, ri oca oAAa Toiavra, pj^poTU &

15 rwv Kciplvoiv iarl' 7rpoG(rrjpaty€i yap XP^*'*^*

140



ON INTERPRETATION, ix-x

truth of propositions consists in corresponding with

facts, it is clear in the case of events where contin-

gency or potentiahty in opposite directions is found

that the two contradictory statements about them
will have the same character.

With what is not always existent or not at all times

non-existent we find this exactly the case. For one
half of the said contradiction must be true and the

other half false. But we cannot say which half is

which. Though it may be that one is more probable, it

cannot be true yet or false. There is evidently, then,

no necessity that one should be true, the other false,

in the case of affirmations and denials. For the case

ofthose things which as yet are potential, not actually

existent, is different from that of things actual. It

is as we stated above.

X. An affirmative proposition is one that states

something of something. The subject is either a

noun or a something not possessed of a name, and
of subject and predicate either must signify only one

thing. We explained what we meant by a noun and
by what has no name of its o^vn. For we said that
' not-man,' for example, was not, strictly speaking, a

noun, and we called such * indefinite nouns,' since

they do in a manner at least signify or denote single

things. In like manner, the phrase * is not healthy
*

is not, strictly speaking, a verb, and we called such
* indefinite verbs.' Thus affirmative and negative

judgements consist of a noun and a verb, whether
strictly so called or indefinite. Unless there is also a

verb, there is no affirmation nor denial. For ex-

pressions like * is,' * will be,' * was,' ' comes to be
*

and so forth are all verbs upon our definition of the

word, for beside their particular meaning they have
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ojar€ irpam) corcu Karaipaais kol anop<uns to

eariv dvOpajnos—ovk €arw avBp<Mtrroi, cfra iortM

ovK dvOpcjTTos—OVK coTiv OVK av6punro^, troAu'

€0"Tt TTois dvdpajTTOS—OVK €<7Ti nds dvBpwnoi, Ion

nds OVK dvOparrro^—ovk Ian tray ovk oyBpofWos.

Kal €7rt Tcov €Kr6s hk xpovwv 6 ainoi X&yo^,

20 "Otov hk ro €<m rpirov rrpooKaTrjYopiJTai, fj^

St,x<^s Xeyovrai at oiTt^cacty. Xtyta hk otov fan
StVatoj di'dpoyrros' ro cori rpirov ^/U ouyicifdwu

ovoyut ri prjfia iv rjj Karcuf>da€i. wort 3ca roOro

rerrapa carat ravra, wv ra pikv hvo wpot ttjf

Kard<j>aGw koX dn6<t>amv cfci Kara r6 oraxoOt^

ws at OTcp^act?, ra hk hvo ov, Xiym h* hn t6

25 €(mv ri rw hiKaup Trpoa/ccurcrai rj rw od hucaltp,

ware Kal rf dn6<f>aaiS' rtrrapa oiV c<rrcu. vooOfiMif

hk TO X€y6p.€vov €k rwv vnoytypofififvwv, tart

hiKaios dvdpoyrro^* aTro^ai; rovrov, ovk i<m
hLKaios dvBpwno^. tartv ot^'hiKOiO^ dt^potnof'

rovrov dtro^ais, ovk €cmv ov'hiKotof di'Opomo^.

ro yap €(mv kvravOa Kal ro ovk Ian rip hiKoup

80 TTpoGKCLGeraL Kal rw ov hiKaltp. ravra fiiy ody,

a>a7T€p iv Tot9 *AvaXvriKois AcycTCU, ovrcj rcraic

rat. 6p,ol(i)s hk €X€i kov koOoXov rov ovofiarof f
i} Kard(f>aais, otov nd^ iarlv dvBpomoi hucoiot,

aTTo^aoLs rovrov, ov irds iarlv dy$pcjno^ huccuof,

85 nds iarlv dvdpwnos ov hucaios—ov way corcv

* Called t^rtii adiac^ntis, * propositioos of the
adjacent,* by later logicians.
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ON INTERPRETATION, x

a time-reference also. And, therefore, * man is,*

' man is not,* form the first affirmation and denial.
* Not-man is,' * not-man is not ' follow. Again, we
have these propositions, * every man is ' and * every

not-man is
'
—

* every man is not,' * every not-man is

not.' Just the same reasoning applies in regard to

times future and past.

Where there are two other terms and the term * is
*

is used as a third, there are possible two distinct types

of affirmative and negative statements.^ We take
* man is just ' for example. The word * is ' is here a

third term, be it called verb or noun, in the sentence.

And, therefore, from these terms or factors we form
in all four propositions. Two correspond in their

sequence, in respect of affirmation and denial, with
those propositions or judgements which refer to a

state of privation. The others, however, do not.

Supposing, I mean, the verb ' is * to be added to ' just

'

or' not just,'we shallhavetwo affirmative judgements;
supposing that ' is not ' is added, we then have two
negative judgements. Together these make up the

four. This the subjoined examples make clear :

—

Affirmations Negations

Man is just. Man is not just.

Man is not-just. Man is not not-just.

Now * is ' and * is not ' in these cases are added to
* just ' or * not-just.' In this way are these state-

ments arranged, as we said in the Prior Analytics.

Supposing the subject distributed, we find that the
rule is the same :

—

Affirmations Negations

Every man is just. Not every man is just.

Every man is not-just. Not everyman is not-just.
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avOpomos ov SiKaios. rrXrfv o^x oyLolw^ rai frard

8ta/x€Tpov ivhix^rai, <TvvfiXr^B€V€t»' iMx^^^*^ ^
iTore.

Aurat pikv o^ hvo avructiMTOX, oAAoi hk 5uo

irpos TO ovK dyBpwno^ cuy tmoKtifitvov n npo9*

rcdevros,^ cart SiVatoj ovk 'dv0p<ono9 odtc Kim
SiKaio9 ovK-avdpayrro^t €cmv'OV huccuof o^K-iUf*

20 a dpcoTTos—OVK €ariv ov-hixaio^ ovK'Oi^pumos. vXu"

ovs Sc rovTCJV OVK €aovT(u ovTiBioti^, ovroi W
X^P^s €K€ivwv aural KaS* iavras iaot^nu, mf
ovo^ari TOi o^k avOparrro^ yputfifvai.

*E<t>' oacjv §€ TO coTi fxrj apfiorrti, ofor hrl rfpO

6 vyialvcL Kol j^aSifci, errl rourwv t6 adrd mxif
oura> TLd€p.€vov ws av ct to core rrpoij t'fu in u, o&r
vyuLLV€L irds avdpwnoi—ovx vyiaivti wdy avdpotmof,

vyiaiv€i nds ovk dtSpumo^—ovx ^V*^*^* ^^9 o^*

* wpocrtHp B.

• I pive the text here as It staml<i. But th^re
some tables arraiurinfir all these ri^ht propaUtloM In IIm
order we find in the Prior Analytict, 51 b 36. Hcnoc llw
reference here to that text. But, if tablet there ^rere fai

the Greek at one time, they arc no longrr tbov. Aad
' the statements diagonally joined * are no longrr dUgooallj
joined. And in each case the four oroposttioai are dHfcr*
ently arranged in the dreek from tne order in the Fri&t
Analytics^ as the reader will see from the IbUoviiic tluU
stand for the three missing schemes :

—

Man is just Man Is notjust.

Man is not not-just. Man is not-just.
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ON INTERPRETATION, x

There is no possibility here, in the same way as in the
first case, that the statements diagonally joined in the
scheme should be both of them true. None the less,

they may sometimes be so.

Thus two pairs of opposed propositions have duly
been set out above, and two others will follow, pro-

vided a third term is added to * not-man,' regarded
as some sort of subject :

—

Affirmations Negations

Not-man is just. Not-man is not just.

Not-man is not-just. Not-man is not not-just.

More pairs of opposed propositions cannot be dis-

covered than these. But the last of these groups
should be viewed as distinct from the two that pre-

cede it from its having * not-man ' for a subject.**

Where ' is ' does not suit as a verb and we use
* walks,' * has health ' and the like, then the same
sort of scheme is produced as we get, when the verb
* is * is used. We have, for example, the following :

—

Every man is healthy. Every man is not healthy.

Every not-man is healthy. Every not-man is not
healthy.

Every man is just. Not every man is just.

Not every man is not-just. Every man is not-just.

3
Not-man is just. Not-man is not just.

Not-man is not not-just. Not-man is not-just.

The diagonal lines in each scheme are intended, therefore,

to connect the afl&rmations and denials respectively.
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avopoynos. ov yap (art to ou waj

XcKreov, dAAa to ov, rriv air64>aaiy, rt^ dvBputtrtK

npoadcreov. to yap nag ov ro tcoBoXov ojffuw^i,

looAA* oTi KadoXov, SrjXov W iK tdOSc, t^yuuwi

dvdpwTTOs—ou;( vytaa^t avOpumo^, vyuuyti owe

dvdpwTTos—ovx vyiawti ovk avdpumo^. ravra ya^

€K€Lvcjv Sia<f>€p€i Tip fiij Ka06Xov c&di. ctfcrrff to

nds rj ovS€ls ovSiv oAAo irpoatrrmah^i ^ in

KadoXov Tov ovofiaros rj Karo/^aaw ^ an6^aaw.

15 Ttt 8^ oAAa TCI auTtt Sei irpooridivoi.

'E^TTct Sc cvai^Mx QTro^aiV ^ot» t^ airay ^OTi

Joiov SUaiov ij crrjfjLaivovaa ori oi^S/y ^<m {^»'

StVatoi', atJrai /acv <f>ai'€p6v ori ovScVoTf loot^roi

ouT€ aAi7^€t9 a/xa otJrc cVt tou atrrov, Oi S^ o»ti*

KCLficvai Tai^ai? €Oovrai nor€, otov od itSm i<pot^

20 SiVaiov Kal coTi ti ^ok))' StVoiov. okoXovBoOgi S^

avrat, t^ /icv 7ra? dvBpamo^ ov hucavii iarw i}

ouSctV coTiv avSpumos Swfcuoj, t^ 5^ cor* ny

dvdpcoTTos SiVaioy i} dvTiK€t,p,€vi) art ov ndi ar-

dpwTTos ioTiv ov StVacoy ovayKiy yap ctrai to«.

Oavepov §€ ifat ort ctti /xcv toiv #fa^ €#fooTor,

€t aAT7^€? eporrqOivra aTTOifyfjoai, ori Kal Kara"

25 <f)TJGai dX7]6€g' otov ipd y€ 'LwKpdrq^ <to^6^; ou.

HcoKpaTTjs dpa ov ao<f>6s. iirl hi rdv koBoXov
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We must always beware in such cases of speaking of
* not every man.* For the * not ' must be added to
* man,* since the subject is not a universal in virtue

of having an * every,* but the adjective * every
*

indicates that the subject, as such, is distributed.

This will be seen from the following :

Man is healthy. Man is not healthy.

Not-man is healthy. Not-man is not healthy.

These differ from the former propositions on account

of their being indefinite and not universal in form.

Thus the adjectives ' every ' and * no * signify nothing

more than the fact, be the statement affirmative or

negative, that the subject itself is distributed. The
rest of the statement will, therefore, remain in all

cases unchanged.
* Every animal is just ' has for contrary the state-

ment * no animal is just *
; it is clear, then, these two

propositions can never hold good of one subject nor

ever together be true. But their two contradictories

will sometimes turn out to be both of them true.

That is, * not every animal is just ' and * some animals

are just * are both true. Then from * every man is

not-just* there follows the statement that * no man
is just * ;

* not every man is not-just,' its opposite,

follows from * some men are just.' For there must,

indeed, be some just men.
When the subject is individual, provided a question

is asked and the negative answer is true, then a cer-

tain affirmative statement must also manifestly be
true. Take the question * Is Socrates wise ? * Let
the negative answer be true. ' Socrates then is un-

wise ' can at once be correctly inferred. In the case

of universals, however, not a similar but a negative

147



ARISTOTLE
20a

OVK
a7T6j>ams , olov dpd yc wdy avdpamof ooi^it; oC

Tras" apci dvOpayrro^ ou ao^>o^' tovto yop mHnof
80 oAAa TO ou tra^ dpa dvBpomo^ ow^ o^erfii^

avrr) hi iariv ri di-riKct/irn), ^Kturtj Si} ^ Awrfa^
At 8c /card ra ddpiora arTure{^€vai ovofiara jnu

pT^fxara, otov €nl rov firj di'dpumo^ tcaX fir) ^ucawf,

axmcp diro^jxiaiis dvtv ot'Ofiarttg iroi fr^fiarof

Bo^eiav dv etvai. ovk cu7i h4.' cut yap oXrfitikw

85 dvdyicq -q ipevSeadax rriv dixo^aaw, 6 K tlwwv

OVK dvdpwiTos oifhiu /idAAot^ rov tlnoyrof dpOponrof

oAAd Kal ^JTTov TjXTJdevKi Ti Tf hfrnfiirm, i^ i^/fn

TTpoaredfj. <n;/iatV(i hk ro cort nas oi^*<£i^/MiMrof

hiKaios ov8€fiLq. iKtivwv ravrav, ovhk ^ airruC€ifUrn

ravTT) 7j OVK cart Trdy ovK-di'Spurtros S/muof* to

he nd^ ov SiVaio? ovk dvOpomo^ tw o^8clc ft/imuof

40 ou/c dvdpwTTOs ravTOv arjfiaivti.

20 b Mcrari^c/icva 8c rd di'd/iara «ral tA p^fjugp^

ravTov (rqp.aLV€i, otov ton XtvKo^ dv0p€unof, cbrcr

dvBpixyTTos XevKog. €l yap fi^ rovrd itm, roC
avTov TrXclovg caovrai aTro^ocif . oAA* ^8/5€urTO

OTL fita /xids. Tou p,€v yap €<m XtvKos dvBpatvos

£ d7r6<t>acrLS ro ovk €<m Acu/cd? dvBpomos' toC Si

coTtv dvdpwTTos XcvKOf, ^^ H-V V ^^^ ^<"'* Tw can
Aeu/coj di'dpwTTos , ccrrat d77d<^cun9 ijroi to ow#f

€<rrLv OVK dvdpwTTos XevKos rj ro ovk €<rrw <£•"

• Meanine, of the positive answer to the
opposed to the negative.

" That is, ' man * is regarded in both as cmwtitwting the
grammatical subjed, the inversion being purely * rbetorictL*
The order of words would, however, depend in a d*/lnil4

conUxt on the primary inUrett of the spnker. It
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inference would rather appear to be true. If the

negative answer is true to the question ' Is every man
wise ? ' to infer that ' every man is unwise ' would,

in those circumstances, be false, and * not every man
is wise ' is correct. The latter is the contradictory

and the former the contrary statement."

Indefinite predicates and nouns, such, for instance,

as * not-man,' * not-just,' might appear to be actual

negations without any noun, any verb, as those terais

are more properly used. This, however, is not really

so. Of necessity every negation must either be true

or be false, and whoever says * not-man,' for instance,

provided that nothing is added, is speaking not more
but less truly or falsely than he who says * man.*
* Every not-man is just ' is a statement, which is not

in its meaning equivalent to any proposition we
mentioned, nor yet is its contradictory or ' not every

not-man is just.' ' Every not-man is not just,' how-
ever, amounts to the same thing as saying that
* nothing that is not man is just.'

You can transpose the subject and predicate. No
change in the meaning, however, of the sentence

is thereby involved. Thus we say * man is white,'
* white is man.' * For, if these did not mean the

same thing, we should have more negations than one
corresponding to the same affirmation. But we showed
there was one and one only. Of ' man is white,*

that is to say, the negation is ' man is not white,'

and of * white is man,' if we suppose that it differs

in some way in sense, ' white is not man ' or ' white

on his interest whether he will say in a definite context,
* So-and-so is Prime Minister of England,' or will put it the
other way round. But to go into such points would raise

the whole question of Aristotle's logic, its character and
actual relation to concrete and live human thinking.
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^ "
dpwTTOs XevKos. oAA* rf trtpa, ikiv iarw aw64omi

rod earw ovk dvBpamo^ X€vk6s, iJ trdpa 0€ rod

10 coTt XcvKo^ avdpoynost wart iiovrtu Mo um&9,

ori. fi€v ovv fi€rarid€^ivov rod 6v6ftarot Koi roO

prjfiaros 17 aM) yivtrax tcard/^aatt teal iw6^am9,

SrjXov.

XI. To §€ €v Kara noXXatv rj iroAAA Koff* Mi
16 Kara^dvai ^ aTTOifHiyai, cav firi €v ri f ro €k rCiv

TToAAcDv Sr^Aou/icvov, oifK coTi Karoj^oMns fda o^
d7T6<t>aais. Acyoi 8c cv ouic idy oit>/ia i' j #f€/-

fjLcvov, firi fi
8c €>' T4 cf cVcutui', oloi' o dvQponm

taoij coTt Kot J<ji>o»' #coi hiirow koI ^fupoK, oAAa

Kat €1' Tt yw'CTat cV rovrwv iK 8^ tov An;«rot;

KoX rov dvOpamov Koi rod /3a8i{[civ o^ ci'. cuort

20 ovr edv €v n Kara rovrwv iraro^i^O]? ^^ M^
Kard(f>aGis, dXXd ^vfj fi€v fua KaraMatttf hi

TToXXal, cure idv Ka6* tvdf ravra, dXA dfiolatf

TToXXal.

Ec ovv -q tpwrqots tj hioXtKrucri dtroKpiOtwi

iariv alrTjGLS, rj rrjs irporrdatuis ^ Bartpov fjLoplov

rijs dvrufda€ws, rj 8c irporaais dyrv^datwi fuas
p,6pLov, OVK dv cl-q dnoKpujis uia npd^ raOra'

25 ovSe yap rj ipwrtjois fxia, ovB toy j aXff&j/fs.

€Lp7]rai, h€ €v rots TottikoIs wcpi avrwv. dfia 8c

8^Ao»' OTL ovhe TO Tt coTti* ipwrTfOis iari buiXttcrt'

K'q' Set yap hchoadai €k rijs cpconjoccoj IKlaBai

oTTorcpov ^ovXerai rijs dyruf>dato>s fidpiov dno'
<f>'qva(jdat,. dXXd Set toi' ipwrwvra irpoahiopUnu

80 TTorepov toSc cotii' o dvBpoynos rj ov tovto.

'EttcI 8c rd fi€v Karrjyoptlrai awrtO^fUva, ws

* viiL 7.
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is not not-man.' For the former negates * man is

white,* and the latter negates ' white is not-man/
There will, therefore, be two contradictories of one
and the same affirmation. To transpose the subject

and predicate, therefore, makes no alteration in the

sense of affirmations and denials.

XI. A proposition is not one but several that

predicates one thing of many or many of one and the

same in a positive or negative manner, unless what
the many denote, in reality, is only one thing. I am
not using * one ' of such things as do not, although

having one name, coalesce into one total unity. Man
is animal, biped, domesticated : these coalesce into

one, whereas * white,' * man ' and * walking ' do not.

Should we predicate these of one subject or affirm

a single predicate of them, the resulting proposition

would be single in no sense except the linguistic.

If, then, the dialectical question consists in

requesting an answer— the granting, that is, of

a premiss or of one out of two contradictories (such

as each premiss itself is)—the answer to any such

question as contains the aforementioned predicates

cannot be one proposition. Though the answer
sought for may be true, yet the question is not one
but several. But this I explained in my Topics."^ At
the same time the question * what is it ? ' is not a

dialectical question. And this will be clear from the

fact that the question ought so to be framed as to

give the respondent the chance to enunciate which-

ever he pleases of two contradictory answers. The
question must be made more specific, inquiring, for

example, whether man has or has not some definite

quaUty.

In certain combinations of predicates we find that
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€v TO nay KaTTjyoprjfia rwv x^P*'^ Karrffopm^Uv^^,

Ttt 8* ou, ris 17 hixi<f>opa; Kara yap roO Mpamov
aXrjdes elntlv kol x^P*^ Joh)*' Kai x^P*^^ S/wow,

86 /cat raiha ws Iv, koI avBpwnov Koi XtVK6v, icoi

ravO* (liS €v. oAA* ovxi» ^i atantvf koI ayoB^^

Kal GKVTCvs dyaOo^, ct yap, ori iKortpov iXffBd^,

ctvaL SeZ Kal to arwdfuf>€o, noXXa iceu Srowa iarai.

Kara yap rod avdpuynov KoX ro cuSponro^ ^rj$l$

Koi ro XcvKov, toart koX ro airov. iroAu^ Ci ri

40 XevKov auro, Kai ro dnav, oHrrc iarai avOpoMWOg^

21 a AeuKo? XcvKos, Kal rovro cc; dn€ipot^, Kol miXt^

pjovoiKos XcvKog Pabi^ojv Koi rovro woXXdmf
TTCTrAcy/xcVa.' cri ct o ^cjKpdrrj^ ^^Kpdrrff fctd

dvOpcjTTos, Kal ^(OKpdrrjs dvBpamo^.* Koi <^

6 dvdpwTTos Kal hliTovs, Koi dyBpamoi hlirovs*

"Ort pL€v ovv ct rty dtrXutq ^rffoti ras avfinXosdt

yiveadai, iroXXd avpPaw€i Xiytw drama, hijlko¥*

OTTCJS §€ dereoVf X(yofx€v vvv.

Tcuv hrj Karrjyopovfi€i'a}V, Kal
€<f>* off Karrfyop€t'

10 adaL CTv/xjSatVct, oaa pukv Acycreu #card avfifi€PriK6s

rj Kara rod avrov rf 6dr€pov Kara Oartpov, rouro

ovK earai cv, otov dvOpumo^ Acu#co; <<m koX

/xouatfco?, oAA* ovx €v ro Xcvkov koI ro fiovaucd^*

avfipePrjKora yap dfi(f>w rip avrat. ovS* Ci r6

Xcvkov iiovGLKov oXrjOes elnciv, opxjjs ovk €arai

ro fiovoLKov XevKov ev rt* Kara avpfi€pr)K6s yap

^ B. adds e/( Avctpor.
* Kal 2,uKpdTijt 'ZuKpCLTTii ii»9puwo% B.
• KoX At^Ofxaros iv0p<awos Urovt B.
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the separate predicates fuse themselves into one
predicate ; in others, again, they do not. How, we
ask, does this difference arise ? We can either use
two propositions and state, first, that man is an
animal, secondly, that man is a biped, or, combining
the two into one, state that man is a two-footed
animal. So we may use ' man ' and ' white.' This is

not so with * cobbler ' and * good.' Though a man is

a cobbler and good, yet we cannot combine them
together and pronounce him also * a good cobbler.*

For if we can say that, whenever both predicates,

separately taken, are truly affirmed of one subject,

both also, when taken together, are truly affirmed of
that subject, then many absurdities follow. A man
is a man and is white. He will, therefore, be also a
white man. And, if he is white, then it follows the
composite also is white, which will give us * a white,
white man,' and so we go on to infinity. Take
* musical,' * walking ' and ' white '

: these may all be
combined many times. And of Socrates, too, we may
say ' he is Socrates,' * he is a man,' and is, therefore,

the man Socrates. We may call him a man and a
biped and, therefore, a two-footed man.
To maintain, then, that predicates can always be

combined without any exception leads clearly to

many absurdities. Let us, then, state the real case.

Predicates, if accidental to the subject or one to

the other, do not coalesce into one. We may say
* man is musical and white.' Being musical and
wliiteness, however, do not coalesce into one, being
both accidental to the subject. Nor, even if every-
thing white could be truly said to be musical, would
* musical ' and ' white ' form a unity ; for only, in-

deed, incidentally is that which is musical white.
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16 TO flOVaiKOV X€Vk6v, WOTt O^K COTGU TO XlVK^

fjLovariKov €v ri. 8to ovS* a#firr€wy' airXufS aya$6ii,

oAAd l^it>ov hiTTOvv ov yap Kara ovfifi^firiKOS.

"EiTi ovS* oaa €v\mapx€i iv rw iripi^. hio ovrt

TO XevKov noXXajci^ ovt€ 6 opBpumo^ avOpamoi

^a)6v i(TTLv rj StVow tvimapxtt yiip iv rtp av6pam<p

TO ^atov Kol TO hitrow. oAt^c; B4 iarw ^Intw

20 K-aTO ToO riv6i koX atrAa>y, olav tot to^ dvBponrov

avOpomov ^ rov nva XtvKOv dvBpwnov avBptumov

XiVKov ovK ad h€, oAA* oTcu' /iiv hf Tip vpoaxti"

fievw rCjv dvriKcifUvww rt itrvnapxjj ^ Cfrmu

duTuf>aais, OVK aXrjd^s aXXa i^€v^of, otop r^
redvcana aydpwTTov dyBpwnov ciircti', orov W fi^

cwTrdpxjfj, aXriBts. ^ orov pAv hnmapxD* ^^ ®^*

^ aX-qBist orav Sc p^ ^wrrdpxjl* ^*^^ ^^ iXfjfi4it

wcmcp "Oprjpos €(ttI Tt, olov voifjr^. ip* o&'

Koi coTW, rj ov; Kara <iufifi€firjKOS yap tear-

Tfyopetrat tow *Opi/jpov to tarw ori yap rroirfn^

€<mv, dAA* ov KaS* avro, Karrjyop€iTai Kara rod

'OprjpOV TO €OTW.

80 "Oore ev oocu? Karqyopuui t*-^^ tvoprt^rrj^

€V€(mv, iav Aoyoi cut' ovopArow X^ywmu, teal

Kad* iavrd KarrjyopTJrai Kol fi^ Kard avpfitpriKds,

* 6 vtnnrii B.

Otherwise, in the sense of existence. For the word ' b*
expresses * exists ' in addition to being the copula.
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And so being musical and whiteness will not coalesce

into one. If a man is both good and a cobbler, we
cannot combine the two terms and thus call him also
* a good cobbler.' But we can combine ' animal

'

and ' biped ' and call man a two-footed animal ; for

these terms are not accidental.

Again, predicates cannot form one, of which
one is impUed in the other. So we cannot com-
bine * white ' repeatedly with that which already

contains it or call a man animal-man, for example,
or two-footed man. That is, * animal ' and * biped

'

are notions already implicit in * man.' But we cer-

tainly can use a predicate simply of one single case,

saying this or that man is a man, a particular white
man a white man. Not always is this so, however.
When we find in the adjunct some opposite such as

impUes contradictories, we then should speak falsely,

not truly, in making the simple predication, as in

calling a dead man a man. Where there is, on the
contrary, no opposite, the simple predication will be
true. Or we might rather put the case thus. For,

supposing that there is an opposite, we cannot make
the simple predication ; where, however, there is no
such opposite, we still cannot always do so. 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 ? * Is * was used
incidentally here. For our statement was * he is a

poet,' and * is ' was not predicated of him in the sub-

stantive sense of the word.*

Therefore, in those predications having no contra-

diction inherent, if nouns are replaced by definitions

and the predicates are not accidental, belonging to
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TO 8e firi 6v, art Sofaorov, ovK aXrfi^i €tn€iy S^

Tf Sofa yap ainov ovk Icrrw ori tarw, <{AA' on
OVK €(mv.

XII. TovTWv Sc huopiayLivwv OKtirrio^ onatg

86 exovmv al aTro^aci; 'coI Kara^dati^ vpa^ oAAi^Aoc

at ToC Sm^aroi' cft'cu Kal /X17 St/varov ircu M€x6§t€VOtf

/cat /X17 €i^€xo/i^w»', #cai ir<^ rov oSiWnw Tf

Kat ovay/catou* cx<i yap anopla^ TU*aj. «i yiip

Ta>v ovfinXeKOfUvcav ouroi oAAifAoi^ du^urcirroi

avTitf>da€i^ , oaoA Kara t6 etfoi #rai /x^ cIhu T<£r-

21 b Toi^at, ofov Tou tlyai avBpomov ano^aaif r6 fi^

cfvat dvdpwTTov, od ro cfwu fxri dvBpumov, koX toO

clvai XevKov dvBpomov ro firi cl^at XtvKOV avOpta*

TTOv, oAA* ou ro cfvoi firj Acvicov d»f$pufWO¥, tl

yap Kara natnog rf Kara^aai^ rj iff cM^amt, t6

6 $vXov €arai dXrf$€S €iir€iv €tyai fi-^i Acvir^r dv'

Bpomov. ct 3c rovro ovrcjg, Koi oooi^ t6 c&04

/LtT7 TTpoaridcrai, ro avro frotijaei t6 eiKn tow cZi^iu

Xcyop-cvov, olov rov dxSpomog )3a5^Ci 01) ro ov#c

dvOpoynog jSaSiJei d'ncnf>aais coroi, oAAa to ow

jSaSt^ct dvdpoiTTog' ovS€v yap Sio^pcc ciirctv

10 dvOpwTTOv jSaStJciv ^ di'dpomov fia&i^vra clixu.

a>OT€ €t ovrojs 'navraxov, kox rov hwarow €lyai

d'7T6<t>aGLg iarax ro Bwarov fiif cZrai, oAA* o^ to

/xt) Suvarov cfvat.

Ao/cet Sc TO avTo Sut'acr^ai Koi c&«ai /cat /ii^

clvaf vdv yap ro bwarov r€pv€adai ^ Paht^€w

* • A log is a white man ' is false : the oootradktonr, then,
must be true, or * a 1(^ is a not-white roan,* prorided that
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the things in themselves, the individual may well

be the subject also of the simple propositions. As,

however, for that which is not, it is not true to say it

* is ' somewhat, because it is matter of opinion. The
opinion about it is not that it is ; it is that it is not.

XII. Having made the foregoing distinctions, we
must prove the relations subsisting between affirma-

tions and denials affirming or denying the possible,

contingent, impossible, necessary—a question not

wanting in difficulty. Grant that those composite

expressions containing the verbs * is * and * is not
*

are mutually contradictory. Take, for example,
* man is '

;
* man is not ' is the true contradictory

—

not, be it noted, ' not-man is.' Or take * man is

white * ; then we have * man is not white,' and not
* man is not-white.' For, were this not so, inasmuch
as the affirmative or negative statement is true of all

subjects whatever, it would prove to be true to affirm

that * a log is a not-white man.' "

All this may be readily granted, but what of those

numerous statements that do not contain * is ' or * is

not,' some other verb taking its place ? If the views

just expressed are correct, then the latter performs

the same function. * Man walks ' has for contradic-

tory, in consequence, * man does not walk.' And to

say that * not-man walks ' is >vrong. For the two pro-

positions,* man walks,' * man is walking,' mean just the

same thing. Now, if all this is always the case, it

applies to ' it may be ' as well. Not ' it cannot be
*

but * it may not-he ' is, therefore, its true contradictory.

However, it certainly seems that the same thing

may be and not be. Thus, for instance, whatever

the statement ' man is white ' could have ' man is not-

white ' for contradictory.
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Kal fir) /SoStJcti' Kcu fiif rifU^oBok Suvar^r. \6yo9

li Se, oTt ttTTai/ TO ouTci* huvarov ovk qmI ivtfy^,

CUOT6 xmdp^€t. avra> /cat ij dir6^aaif M^artu y6fi

Kai fir) pabi^€iv ro PaBurruc^v koX fii^ 6pda$ai to

oparov.

*AAAa /ii7r oSwaroj' koto roG a^raO iXrfitikoOai

TOiS avrLK€ifi€vas ^aetj* oi5#c dpa roO ^war6f
etvai a'n6j>aals iari ro huvarov fi^ itvai, <3rv/i*

20 jSatVct yap cV Totrroi*' ^ ro avro ^cutu icol otto-

(fxivat, dfxa koI Kara rov avrov, rj fi^ Kara r6

etvai Kal p.ri €tvai ra irpoonBi^iAva ytytoBcu ^da€tg

KoX OTTo^acty. ct oOv c#ccux> ahwarov, roGr* or

€17) alp€r6v.

"Eariv dpa dir6(f>aais rov Stn-arov c&oi to ^^
hvvarov elvai. 6 h* avro^ Xoyoi koI ir€pl roG

25 ivScxofJLCvov elvai- Kal yap rovrov an^^auif t6

firi €v8€xofi€vov c!ycu. nfOi ^ni rw¥ <{AAa»r

hk o/xoioTpoTTO)?, olov dva-vKalov rt Koi iJ^wdrov.

yiv€rai yap axmfp ctt* €K€ivwv ro thmi #rol r6

firj etvai Trpoa^caciy, to 8* vnoK€l^t€va npdyvurra
TO fi€v XcvKov ro 8* dx'Opayno^t ovrat^ hnaWa r6

fikv €lvaL KoX p.r) etvai w^ xmoKflfUvov ytymu, t6
80 §€ Suvaa^at ^ot to evScvta^oi npo<jB4a€if Si-

opl^ovaai, atcmcp ctt* €K€iva}v ro €tvai Kal uii

€lvaL TO dX'qO€s Kol TO tlf€vSos, o/iouoy o^roA CWl

rov clvaL Svvarov /cat efvat ov hwarov,
Tov Se Swarov p,ri elvai aTrd^acrty o^ t6 ov

Svvarov etvai, dXXd ro ov hvvarov firi tlvai, Kol
35 rov Svvarov etvai ov ro Swarov fit) cZmu, dXXd
TO fjLTj Swarov clvai. 8to icot oicoAou^cty ay h6(€iaM

• Grote has called these ' intermittent realitiet *
( Irirftlli

p. 128).
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may walk or be cut may not walk or be cut. And
the reason for this is that such things as are in this

manner potential do not at all times energize.° Both

the positive and negative statements will, therefore,

be true in such cases. For that which may walk or

be seen may, per contra, not walk nor be seen.

None the less, contradictory statements can never

be true of one subject. And so we conclude that ' it

may be ' has not, after all, ' it may not be ' by way of

its proper negation. For it follows from our previous

statements that we can at one time of one subject

affirm and deny the same predicate or it is not, in

reality, the adding the verb * is ' or 'is not ' that

raakes an affirmation or denial. The former posi-

tion is impossible ; the latter must thus be adopted.
' It cannot be,' not ' it may not be,' is, therefore,

the proper negation. With * it is contingent it

should be * we deal in a similar manner, its true con-

tradictory being ' it is not contingent it should be.*

So, too, mth the like propositions, ' it is necessary,'
* it is impossible.' As in the earUer instances ' is

*

and ' is not ' have been added to the underlying

things, so to speak—otherwise, the two terms,
' white ' and * man '—so in these * it should be,' * it

should not be,' are viewed as the things underlying,

to which thereupon have been added ' is possible ' and
' is contingent,' additions denoting that something is

possible or is not possible, just as the * is ' or the ' is

not ' denoted in the earher cases that something was
true or was not.

The contradictory, then, of ' it may be ' is ' it

cannot be,* not ' it may not be,' of which the contra-

dictory, in turn, is * it cannot not be,' not * it cannot

be.' So on these grounds it appears that ' it may be
'

159



ARISTOTLE

oAA^Aatj at Tov Suvarov ttvai fcal Swror^ fA^

eWi' TO yap avro ^warov €tyai koI fi^ cZi^Oi*

ov yap din-i<f>d(T€is aXX^jXatv cu routtmu, t^ 5vi<oT6r

cfvat Kcu Sin^aroi' /ii^ €lvai. oXXa r6 5uvaroi'

22 a cfvat /cat /x^ Suvaroi' cfwit ovS4mrrt M roO adroG

dfia dXrjOevovrai' ayru<€unajL ydp, ovbi ye t^

hwoTov fir) €tvai koI ov hvvarov fiij cZmc <M4woT€

dfjM im TOV avrov dX-qOfvoyrai,

'OfjMiojs $€ Koi rod dyaytcalov th^at An6^aat9

6 ov TO dyayKoZov firf tlyai, oAAa r6 fi^ dyayf^oZo^

etvai' TOV 5c avay#ratbi' /x^ cZt^ou ti^ fiif dpoyKoiim

(jLTi elvai, Kol TOV dBvvaTov cirai oJ to dSiWror

/Lti7 efi^at, oAAd t^ fit) dSvvarov cZt'Oi* toO W d^ i

Svvarov /xi} efi^at to ovk dhwarov fi^ c5tu.

Kat KadoXov 8c, cooTrcp ci^n^oi, r6 fiir ^nu
10 /cat firj elvai. Set TiBivai ws to i^iccificva, iraTi£*

<l>a(nv hk Kol dnoi^aatv Toiha iroiovyra wp6g t6

et^at KOL jiri elvai. aim-aTTCtv. «cai Tavras oUa9<u
j

XpTj chai Ta? djTt/cct/icVo? ^curct?, SwaTOr—o^

Suvarov, cv8e;(o/xcvoi'—ou/c Mcxdft^vov, dBwarov
—OVK dSvvaTov, dvayKoxov—ouic dvayKouov, dXrjd^^

—OVK d^Tjdes,

XIII. KaX at dKoXovdi^oci^ Sc Kara \6yov ybmf i
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implies * it may not be,' as also the latter the former.

These statements not being contradictory, the same
thing may be and may not be. ' It may be,' however,
* it cannot be,' being contradictory statements, can
never be both of them true -of one subject at any one
time. And the same may be said of the statements
* it cannot not be,' * it may not be.'

Propositions concerning necessity are subject to

similar rules
—

* it is necessary that it should be,' * it

is necessary that it should not be.* * Not necessary

that it should be ' will provide the negation of the

former, not ' necessary that it should not be.' We
have, again, taking the latter, * not necessary that

it should not be.' So also vidth * it is impossible that it

should be ' or * should not be.' * Not impossible that

it should be ' constitutes the denial of the former, not
* impossible that it should not be '

;
* not impossible

that it should not be ' the proper denial of the latter.

Speaking generally, then, as we said, we must take

as the things underlying all such propositions as

these * that it should be ' and * that it should not be
*

and add one or other of these, would we make
affirmations or denials of those other terms that we
mentioned, of ' possible,' * contingent ' and so on.

The following pairs must be reckoned as five con-

tradictory pairs :

—

It may be. It cannot be.

It is contingent. It is not contingent.

It is impossible. It is not impossible.

It is necessary. It is not necessary.

It is true. It is not true.

XIII. From these affirmations and negations set

out in the foregoing manner certain consequences

logically follow.
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15 rat ovro) riBcfi^oi^' T<p /x€v yap hwar^v tlvai to

ivhex^crOai ttvan, #fot rovro iK€iy<^ dyrurrp^^y*

Kal TO ^17 dSvvarov cfi'at Koi to /ai) avoyireubr

cfi'af Ttp Sc Stn'aTov /i.^ clixu icoi €i^)fO/i€voK fi^

cfi'at TO /X17 di'ayK'atb*' /ii^ cfi^i Kol r6 oiJif i-

hvvarov firj €lv(u, r<p hi firi hwarov ttyai Kol /i^

10 €vB€xoiJi€vov €tvai TO ovayKatov fiij cImu koI t^

a5v^aTo»' cfvai, toi 5^ /A17 Stn^TOi' fiif c2mu «c<u /a^

ci'Scxo/xcyo)^ /X17 (fi'ai t3 dt'ayKOibi' clt'Oi urol t6
'i

oSwaTov /X17 €lvai. Otwp^iaBw hi ix rrjf viro-

ypa<l>rjs coj \iyop,€v,

hvvarov ilvax ov huvarov cu'ai

25 cVScxo/xcvov cfvai ou#c cv5€;(Oficn>i' clwii

ovK a^vvarov flvtu, ohvvarov civcu

ovK avayKoiov cfi'cu ovayiratoi' fii^ €hfat

hvvaTov fi-q (U'ou ov hwarov fii^ th^ai

€vh€x6fi€VOV p-q clvai ovk €vh€x6pL€VO¥ fi,'^ c2nu

so OVK dhvvaTov firj €lvai, dhvvarov ^17 c2i*ai

oitK dvayKoiov firj ttvai dvayKoZov clyou

• This is the wrong negation. From •Utementi that
follow we see that the table should be corrected and * It is

not necessary that it should be * and * it is not
that it should not be ' shotild be transposed.
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Propositions

1. It may be.

2. It is contingent.

3. It may not be (it is

contingent that it

should not be).

4. It cannot be (it is

not contingent).

5.

Implications

/ It is contingent.

<J
It is not impossible.

( It is not necessary.

It may be.

It is not necessary that it

should not be.

It is not impossible that

it should not be.

It is necessary that it

should not be.

It is impossible that it

should be.

It is necessary that it

should be.

It is impossible that it

should not be.

It cannot not be (it is (

not contingent that /

it should not be). j

Consider these points more at length in the light

of the table subjoined :

—

1

It may be.

It is contingent.

It is not impossible that

it should be.

It is not necessary that

it should be.

It cannot be.

It is not contingent.

It is impossible that it

should be.

It is necessary that it

should not be."

It may not be.

It is contingent that it

should not be.

It is not impossible that

it should not be.

It is not necessary that

it should not be.

It cannot not be.

It is not contingent

that it should not be.

It is impossible that it

should not be.

It is necessary that it

should be.

163



ARISTOTLE

To /x€v ovv dSvvarov kcu ovk ahwaro¥ r<p cv-

B€xofi€vai Kol Svvar<p Kol ovk ivSt^ofUvip Koi fii)

hwarw aKoXov6€i fifv ayri<f>arixtj^ , dyrtarpafi*

86 fUvcjs 3c* rep /icv yap buvarov ctrtu 1} anx^^ooif

Tou dSwarou axoXov6€l, rj hi dno^datt ij Kara-

<f>ams' rw yap ov hwarov c&'Oi to oSiWroi' ctitu*

KardKJKLais yap ro ahwarov cfvoi, r6 5* oi)ic

To 8* dvay«c(uow woij, oirrlov, ^av€pi¥ 5^ 5r4

ovx oirrcjs €X€i, aAA cu cvovrtoi cvoiatu* cu o

22 b dm^ooct; x^P^^' ^^ y^ ioTW an6^aats rod

dvayicq firj cfvcu to ouic cu'ay/ny cZi^oi* /i^;(crai

yap dXr)d€V€a$aA cm tou aim>0 <Sfi^or//>a(* nd

yap ovayACOto)' ^117 cfixu ovic oyaynratoi' c&cu.

aiTioF 5c Tov p,-^ dKoXovd€iv TO dvayKoiov ofioiutf

5Totff €T€pois, OTt €vaMrruo^ t6 obwaTo^ rtp OMiy-

/caio) a7ro3iSoTai, ro ai)ro Swdfuvov. €l yap

dBvvarov clvax, dvayKaiov rotrro ovtc ttpoA dXX^

fi-q €lvax' ct S€ dSvvarov p,rj €lv€u, rotrro avdytcrj

elvai' ware ct cVcu^ ofioui>; t^ bwartp tcai fiij,

ravra cf €vavrlas, cVci ou aTjfia{y€i yr TaiWv t({

10 Tc dvay/catov koI ro oBvvarov, oAA' wov€p tipnjrai,

dvr€arpap^€va)S .
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Now, * impossible that it should be,* * not impos-
sible that it should be ' are implied in * may be,' * is

contingent,' and * cannot be,* * is not contingent '

—

contradictorily but with inversion. For * may be
*

implies * not impossible ' (denial, that is, of ' im-
possible *) ;

* impossible,' the positive, follows upon the

denial of * may be ' or, that is to say, upon * cannot be.*

Now let us see how things stand with propositions

predicating necessity. Clearly the case here is

different, and contrary statements will follow upon
contradictory statements, which latter belong, in

addition, to sequences which are distinct. For * not

necessary that it should be ' cannot form the denial

or negation of * necessary that it should not be.*

For both of these predicates well may hold good or be
true of one subject, as what of necessity is not need
not of necessity be. Now, what is the reason why all

propositions predicating necessity do not in the same
manner follow as the others with which we are deal-

ing ? The answer will be found in the fact that

when used with a contrary subject, to predicate im-
possibility amounts to affirming necessity. Suppos-
ing, I mean, it impossible for something or other to

be, it is necessary, not that it should be, but that

it, per contra, should not be. Supposing, again, it

impossible that something or other should not be,

it must of necessity be. So, if those propositions

affirming the impossible or the reverse will be found
without change of their subject to follow from those

predicating possibility or non-possibility, those predi-

cating necessity will follow with the contrary subject.
* It is necessary,' * it is impossible ' are not of identical

meaning and yet are connected inversely—a point

upon which we have touched.
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*H ahvvarov ovrtos K€ia$ai raf rov dyayKolov

(u^t^acrciy; ro /x^ yap dyayKoZov €tyai huvariiv

etvar €t yap fii^, rj dn6<l>aaii dj(oXov$i/f<m' avaytaj

yap ^ <l>dvat, i) atroifHivar war* €i fn^ 5vMvr^

€tvai, dhvvarov €tvai' aSuvarov dpa cli^oi r6 ^iMi)f^

Kaiov cfvoi, o7rc/> drorroF. oAAa firjv r<p y€

16 Sui^arov €lvai to ovk dhvi-arov ctitu dKoXovM,

rovTw 3c TO /i^ dyayKalov crrcu* ctiaTC avfifialv€i

TO avayKoiov cImcu fti^ <utxy«a4dr clvoi, &n€p

OTonov. oAAa ^^>^ ot^^ t6 ai'aytcaXov tUni <L(o-

Aov^ci TO) hwaTov cfvoi, ot)5^ TO oMiyKOtor /ai^

cfi'at' ro) /i€v yap a/x^cu ^vS/^^rrtu aviifiaivtw,

20 TovTwv 8^ 6nroT€pov ay aXrjdt^ jj, o^k^ti Iotcu

€K€lva dXrjBrj. dpa yap Syvarov cZmu ircu ^
cfvat* €t S* avay^ cfvoi ^ /ii7 c&cu, ouic corot

Suvarov dp<l>w, Acittctcu tooow to ovic avay-

icatoi' /x^ cZ^at ducoAov^cu' t<^ dtn^r^M cImoM^

toOto yap oAt^^cj kcu icaTa toO dvayKoZov (tvai,

Kal yap avrq ylv€Tai dvTt^aot; rj irrofidvjf t^
S5 ov hwaTov etvar iKclvw yap dKoXov$€i to oSiWtot

er^at Kal dvayKaZov /x^ ctvai, oC 17 dno^aatf t6

OVK avayKalov p.Tj ctvai, ojcoXovdoval tc dpa Koi

ai^at at dvrL<f>d(T€LS Kara rov €iprip,^v Tpdrrov,

Kal ovBev oBvvarov ou/xjSatrci riBcyuivoiv ovtoh.

Anoprjacif 8* dv Tty cc tcj dvayKOxov ttvai t6
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Or is it the fact that one cannot arrange in the fore-

going manner contradictories predicating necessity ?

For that which must be also may be. For if not, the
negative follows, since one or the other must follow.

And so, if a thing is not possible, then must it needs be
impossible. Hence we pronounce it impossible for

that which must needs be to be. But that statement,

of course, is absurd. Upon * may be,' however, ' not

impossible ' follows in logical sequence, * not neces-

sary ' upon * not impossible,' and things that must
needs be need not be—which statement, again, is

absurd. * It is necessary,' again, * that it should be
*

cannot be inferred from ' it may be,' nor yet can the

negative statement, * it is necessary that it should not

be.' I mean that * it may be ' implies a bilateral

potentiality. Should one of the two propositions just

mentioned, however, be true, there will then not

be both the alternatives. The thing that may be
yet may not be. But if we suppose for the moment
it either must be or must not be, we rule one alter-

native out, and * no need is there that it should not

be ' (which equally holds of what must be) must
follow, therefore, from ' it may be.' We note, too,

that this proposition negates that which follows on
* it cannot be,' since * it is impossible ' follows in

logical sequence * it cannot be,* just as there follows,

in turn, * it is necessary that it should not be,' and
this proposition the one that we mentioned itself

contradicts. So we see that in this case as well con-

tradictories follow contradictories after the manner
w^e mentioned, and, being arranged in that manner,
they lead to no logical absurdities.

One may at this point raise the question, whether
upon * it is necessary ' * it may be ' will logically
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toSwarov tlvai cTr^rai. cJ tc yap fi^ hrmu, 4

dvrufKLGis cwcoAou^^ct, r6 fiif hwar^ cfroi* tnl

€t Tt9 ravnjv firj <l>ija€i€v cfvot avri^aaw, dvdyKfi

Xdyew TO Si/varoi' /ii7 cf^'OA* aircp a^t^^uf ^miSij

Kara rod dyayKoiov €lv€U. dXXa, fiiiv vaXu^ r6

avro etvai SoK€t Siwarov r^^vta$ai Kol fi^i rifUf9*

85 adai /cat etvai Kal firj (tvai, utort lortu rh iow/^

Koiov elvai ivBcxofifvov firf ttvai' roOro M ^08of.

<f>av€p6v htf ori ov irav ro hwarov ^ ctnu ^ fiahl*

{civ KoX ToL avrt#c€i/i€va SiWroi, oAA* iarw i^*

fjjv ovK dXrjdes, npwrov yh^ iirl rwv fiij icari

Xoyov hvvarcjv, otov ro nvp Btppjayrucov «rcu Ix^i

ii%hvvafiuf aXoyov. al /xcv oiV fitra Xoyov hwapAiS

at airral 'n\€i6voiv koi rwv ivavruov, al h* aXoyoi

ov Tracxai, dAA* aKnT€p €lp7jrat, ro irOp ad Surar^

dcpfialveiv Kal /xtJ, ovS* oca oAAa h^pytt iil.

evia fi€vroi Surarcu kcu rwv Kara rai dXSyovs

hwdfJLCLS dp,a rd din'iK€Lp,€va ht^aoBoA. oAAd

6 rovTo p.€v rourov x^P^^ elprjrai, om ov ircuva

SvvafiLs rGiV din-LK€ifjL€V(vv, ou8* oaai Xiyovrai

Kara ro auro cISos".

Eviai 3c hvvdp.€is oyuiiwpLoL €iatv, ro yap
Svvarov ovx dnXcjs Acycrai, oAAa to fitv ori dXrj»

des W9 ivepyeCa ov, otov btn^rov /SoBi^ccv ori

lOjSaStfct, Kal oXcDS hvvarov cfvcu ort rjSrj tan Kar
€V€py€uiv o Acycrai elvat. SvvaroVf ro Bd on iv€p-

yq(T€i€V dvy olov hwardv thai Pabi^tw on /3a5i-

o-ctcv dv. Kal avrr) p,€v im roZs Kunjrois ^ari
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follow. If not, must the contradictory, * it cannot

be,' logically follow or, supposing you say that this

statement is not the correct contradictory, * it may
not be ' logically follows. But both propositions are

false as applied to what is of necessity. It seems the

accepted opinion that things that may be or be cut

may, per contra, not be or be cut. And we should

in that case be concluding that that which must be
may not be, which, it goes without saying, is false.

It is clear that not everything capable of being or

walking possesses the opposite potentiality. Cases

there are to the contrary. First, there are those

things which have a non-rational potentiaUty.

Among such, for instance, is fire, which is capable

of giving out heat— a non- rational potentiaUty.

Rational potentialities issue in more than one way
or in contrary results or directions. Not so all ir-

rational ones. That is, fire, to repeat what we said,

cannot both give and not give out heat, nor can any-

thing else always actual have any such potentiality.

Some irrational potentialities, however, allow of such

issues. So much, then, by way of explaining that,

even where * potentiaUty ' is quite unambiguously
used, not every potentiality admits of such opposite

issues.

But sometimes the term is ambiguous. * Possible
*

itself is ambiguous. It is used, on the one hand, of

facts and ofthings that are actuaUzed ; it is * possible
*

for someone to walk, inasmuch as he actually walks,

and in general we call a thing ' possible,' since it is

now realized. On the other hand, ' possible ' is

used of a thing that might he realized ; it is ' possible
'

for someone to walk, since in certain conditions he
would. It is only to that which can move that this
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dfJLffxo 8c aXrides eiTrtlv ro fiYf oSiWroy clmi fiM'
Jcty rf elvat, Kal ro pahi^ov rj&rj Koi httpyff^ mU

16 TO pahiariKov . ro fihf o^ ovrw bifvarov oidx

dXrjOcs Kara rov ovayKaiov atrXiv^ €in€W, 0drfpO¥

Sc oXqBls. o)ar€ Irrti rat iv /i/pci r6 tcad^Aov

CTTcrat, rat e^ dvdytcqi ovrt cweroi to ovmutvcu

€^^'at, ov fiein-Qi nav. Kal cori 5i) dpxh mto^ to

dvayKoiov koI firi dyaYKotov iTdyTW¥ n ttvfu ^
to yij) €lv(Ut Kol ToAAa <lti rovroii djcoXovBoikrra

€TTiaKOTT€lv Sct.

^av€p6v Stj ck ruiv €lpr)^€va>v ori to 4( dvaytcrif

ov Kar €\'€py€idv €arw, cocrrc ci npdrtpa rd oj&ia,

KoX rj €V€f>y€ia Stntx/icco? nportpa. Koi ra yjtv

dv€v Svi'dfKOjg €V€py€iai €unv, otav al wparrai

25 ovcriai, rd 8c /xcTa 8tWft€a>9* 5 Tfj fihf ^u<Mt

TTporepa rip 8c XP^^V wrrtpa, rd W iM4moT€
€V€py€iaL claiv dXXd hm'dfi€if fidvov.

XIV. IIor€pov hi €vavria lariv ij Kard/^amf
rij dTTOijtdaei, rj ij Kard(f>aGii rfj tcara^dafi, #ral

80 o Aoyo? Toi Xoyat 6 Xtyaty ori nds dvBpumoi
8t/catoy ro) ou8cty dvBpumo^ huccuos, ^ to wo9

• God and the intfllijrcncfs moving the
heavenly bodies. The arjrument implies that the
is also eternal. * The main proof/ says I>r. Rom, * of the
priority of actuality is the following :—Whai ki cslcnMU !
Erior in nature to what is perishable ; and nothing li cAenial

y virtue of potentiality. For that which has the potentUntj
of being has also the potentiality of not-being, while thie

eternal is that which from its very nature cannot fail to be.
In a sense, therefore, all the primordial entities in the uni-
verse are free from potentiality. God is in the fullest senst
actual, since He is always what He is at any tinte, and hit
no element of unrealised potentiality • {ArisMU, p. ITT). '
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kind of capacity belongs, while the former may also

belong to such things as have no power of motion.

Both of that which is walking and actual and of that

which is capable of walking but does not now actually

walk, it holds good that it is not impossible that it

should walk (or should be). Now, this latter potenti-

ality we cannot affirm of the necessary in its un-

qualified sense ; but the other we can so affirm. In

conclusion, then, as the universal must follow upon
the particular, so will the possible follow on that

which exists of necessity, although not in all of its

senses. Of being, not-being, indeed, may necessity,

I think, and its absence be properly called the first

principles, so that all else must be viewed as but

following or consequent on them.
It is evident from the foregoing that the necessary

is also the actual. And the actual is prior to the

potential, inasmuch as the eternal is prior. There
are, first of all, those actualities entirely without possi-

bihty, such as the primary substances. ** Then there

is that class of things which are actual and also

potential : actuahty is prior to possibiUty with these

in the order of nature, although it is not prior in

time.* There are finally those things also that

remain but the barest possibilities and never become
actualities."

XIV. Here arises a doubt as to whether an affirma-

tive statement is contrary to a negative statement or

contrary to a second affirmation. Has the proposi-

tion ' every man is just ' for its contrary * no man is

* Generated and perishable substances in the sublunary
world.

" Such as the largest number, the least magnitude and so

on. These are never realized, though conceivable.
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dvBpornos StVatoff rw way avBpomoi aSurof, o&p

loTt KoAAtas SiVatos

—

ovK €<m KaXXiai &mco40«>—

KoAAia? aSt^coy cWf nortpa 817 A'ovrio rovrwv;

€t yctf) ra /xcv o' t^ ^*^ o/foAov^ci ToJy iv tJ

Staj'oia, cVct Sc ivavria 5<Jfa ij toO ivayriov, oiov

OTL nds avBpomos SiVoioy rfj irds avBpcanos dScicof,

M ^at €7rl Tujv €v rfj 4*<jjyfj
Kara^xiofuiv ayayKti

ofjLoicjg ^X^t'V- c^ 8< H'V ^'^^^ V ^^^ ivayriov

Sofa €vavria €arw, oiJW ^ $cara^aat9 rfj icoto-

<f>da€i carat ivavrla^ oAA' i^ tifnjfi^vrj dttr^^acny.

oiOTC (7K€7rr€ov nola Sofa oAi^^y ^kv^I Wfj^

€vavria, ncmpov 17 1-79 diroi^atcjs fj ^ r6 Amv-
h^tIov €lvai Sofa^ouaa. A/ycu 5€ a»5c. €<7n nc

28 b Sofa oAryft^y tou dya^ou ot4 ayo^c^, iE^Aei} W
ort ouK dyadoi/ ^cuSi^, cr<7><i S< on iccucov.

TTOTcpa S17 To»rrct>»' o'cun-ux TJ dXrfitl; Ktu ti tan
/xta, ^a^* diTOTipav ri ivavria.;

To /x€v 817 rovTut oUaOdi rdy ^ixuT^ff bofa^

wpCadai, rw rwv evavrtcjv e&oi, ilf€vSof roO ydp
5 dya^ou ort dya^oi' »ccu rov Ka*coO &n Koxdv 1}

avrrj laws Kal dXrjdris corai, ctrc TrAciouy ciTC /ua

€GTLv. evavTia oc rain^a. oAA ov r<f» ivatrruttv

elvai, evavrla, dAAd pLoXXov rw ^pavrta>y.

Et S^ loTi /xcw TOU dya^ov on iariv dyaBov

• Grote observes upon this that some of AristoUe*t ob-
servations ' respecting the place and functions of the oegathre
particle (01)), must be understood with rcfcrenee to the
variable oraer of words in a Greek or Latin ffntfOfW t for
instance, the distinction between KallUu nan ml imttmt and
Kallias est non ituttu does not suggest itself to one tpenking
English or French * {AristotU, p. 1S7). But poadUy this

particular chapter is not by Aristotle himsdH
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just * ? Or is * every man is unjust ' the contrary ?

* Callias is just,' * is not just,' * is unjust ' illustrate

what I mean.® Which of these propositions are

contraries ? Supposing that the verbal proposition

corresponds with the intellectual judgement, and,

further, that that judgement is contrary to a judge-

ment asserting the contrary, as judging that every
man is just is to judging every man is unjust, then
the same thing assuredly holds of our verbal proposi-

tions as well. On the other hand, if we suppose that

the judgement asserting the contrary is not, in the

mind of the speaker, the contrary one to another, no
longer will one affirmation be contrary unto another.

ITie negation will be the true contrary. Which of

the true judgements, then, is the contrary one to the

false ? Is it that which denies the false judgement ?

Or that which pronounces the contrary ? Take,
for example, three judgements concerning a thing

that is good

—

a, true judgement or that ' it is good,'

a false judgement or * it is not good,' and a third,

quite distinct, * it is bad.' Of the last two which
constitutes really the contrary one to the true ? Or
supposing them one and the same, then which verbal

expression is the contrary ?

To fancy that contrary judgements are those that

have contrary subjects is to take an erroneous view.

For the judgement that a good thing is good and the

judgement that a bad thing is bad may be possibly

one and the same ; one or more, they are both of

them true. Yet the subjects are contrary here.

But what constitutes judgements as contrary is having

two contrary senses, not having two contrary subjects.

Suppose that we have two opinions regarding a

thing that is good, one opining that that thing is
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""ScJfa, oAAt; 8* art o^k ayadov, €<m hi <ZAAo t» ^

oux virapx^i ovS* oEoi' re vndp(<u, rtifv {ih 3^

10 oAAoiJ' ovBcfjuav dcriov, out€ oaai vwapx^Uf r6 /x^

xmdpxov ho^a^ovoiv ovB* oatu fi^ vmifixtw ^
xmdpxov (d7T€ipoi yap dfu^crtpcu, kqi oocu inr-

dpx^Lv ho$d^ovat to ^117 vndpxov teal oooi ^1^

tnrdpx^iv ro undpxov), dXX* €v oomc i^rriy ij

dTTdrrj. avrat 8£ ctati' cf wv al ycWacif. ^*f Tcur

dvTiK€ipL€va}V 5€ at yoVaci;, coorc teai al awartu.

i» Et odv TO dya^oF »fai dyci^oi' koI oi iau€^ ioH^

Kol TO p.€v KaO* iavTo TO &€ Kara avfiP€p'qK6s

{(TvjJLpeprjKC yap avrw ov tcoKta c&tu), /loAAov hk

€Kd(TTov oArj^j t} *ca^* iavro, koI ilm^i^, Ciircp

/cai dXrjdrjg. rf fUv ow ori ovk aya0o9 to ofyoBc^

rod Kad* iauTo xmdpxoi'ro^ ^ci^Sify, 1} hk roO on
20 KaKov rov Kara GvpLPtPr)K6^ . toart fiaXXov av

€17) ifjevhrjs rov dyadov ij rij^ diro^aato}^ ^ 1} roQ

ivavrlov Sofa. SUtpevarai St fidXurra irtpl €KA^

arov 6 rrjv evavrlav €Xiov Sofov* Ta yap ivavrla

rwv TrXelcrrov Bia<f>€p6inru)v n€pl r6 avr6. €1 o9i9

evaurla fiev rovruiv ij €r€pa, ivavruitrtpa W 1}

25 rrjs dvr(Af>d(j€(x)s » hrjXov on avrrj op ciiy iyama,

1} Sc Toy on KaKov ro ayaOov crvfirrenXeyfurri

* In order to make this point clear, Aristotle, it Meoii.
should have added * whereas there can be but ooe amtwuy.
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good and the other one that it is not, and suppose
there exist other qualities such as are neither in-

herent nor could be inherent in good, no opinion,

notwithstanding, must be taken for the contrary one
to the true that opines that some quality inheres,

though it does not inhere, in the good or opines that
it does not inhere, though it does so inhere, in the
good, inasmuch as no limit of range is imposed on
these types of opinion.** We shall rather call con-
trary to the true ones those judgements, in which
there is error. And these have to do with generation.

Generation means passing or transition from one of
two extremes to the other : hence error is such a
transition.

What is good, then, is good and not bad. The
one quality belongs to it essentially, the other by
accident only. For by accident is it not bad. But
supposing that judgement the truest that deals with
a thing's actual essence, that false one is really most
false, that in like manner deals with its essence. A
false judgement, deahng with essence, is ' that which
is good is not good.' ' It is bad,' though a false

judgement also, concerns what is accidental only. So
the judgement denying its goodness is falser than that
predicating some other and contrary quahty. And
then most completely deceived is the man who on
this or that point entertains an opinion or judgement
which is contrary to that which is true. For con-
traries belong to those things that within the same
class differ most. Supposing, then, that one of two
judgements is contrary to that which is true but that
that which is contradictory is even more contrary
still, then the latter must be the real contrary. To
judge that a good thing is bad is, moreover, a com-
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iari' koX yap ori ovk ayaOov dydytcrf tntf Swo»

XafiPdvcLV rov aurov.

"Eti Sc, €t Kol €nl riuv o^Xljv ofAoiws 5<i <X*"'»

Kal ravrji av Sofcic KoXut^ tlpija^ai' ^ yap irov-

raxov TO r^y dvTKJxiatws ^ ovSofioO. Saoif W
8o/ArJ coTiv ivavrla, 7r€pi rovru)V tart fUv fJKV^ifi ^
T^ dXrjdcZ ain-uc€ifi^inrj, otov 6 rov &SpufUOt^ ovk

avdpWTTOV OlOflCVOS 8l€^€lKTTOi. €1 Ol5v O^TOi ivOV'

rial, Kol al dAAai at r^j (U^t^orccoc.

"Ert opLOLOJS €X^i> 17 Tou aya^ov ori a/o^^ mu
r) rov p.T] ayadov on, ovk dyadov, Koi irp6s raimu^

17 TOU dyadov ort ovk ayadov koI 1} roO fn^ dyoBov

85 oTt ctya^ov. T^ o^v rov firj dyodov ort oiJif dyaB6¥

dXrjdel ovoT) B6(j) rls dv cti} 17 €vavria; ov y^
817 97 Acyouaa ort kojcov dfia yap dy ytdtc Miff

dXrjdijs, ovb€7TOT€ 8c dXrjOri^ dXrjBtl ivoirrla' €cm
yap Tt

p,7i
dyadov KaKov, wGr€ ^i^;(crcu d^

dX-qdels €lvax. ovh* av 1} ot4 ov Koxdv' dXrfiifS

40 yap Kal avrrj. dfia yap Kal ravra dv cfty. Acwrc-

Tttt ow t^ rov fi-q dyadov ori ovk dyadov ivayria

24 »i} rod fiTj dyadov on dyadov ilf^vSr^s yap avrtj.

cjcrre Kal rj rov dyadov on ovk dyoBov r^ roO

dyadov on dyadov.

Q>av€p6v he on ovScv Biolaci ovS* dtv koBoXov

indwfiev TT)v Kard<f>aaLV' -q yap KadoXov dard^aais

€vavria carat, olov rfi ho^ rfj Bo^a^oikri) ori trap

o av ^ dyadov dyadov iarw -q on ovShf rusv dyadwv
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posite judgement. For the man who thus judges, I

think, must as certainly judge it not good.

Then again, the contradictory judgement is the

contrary always or never. And if this holds good in

all others, so must it in this case as well, and the view

that we took was correct. In the case of things

having no contraries we hold that that judgement is

false which denies what the true one asserts. Thus a

man is, for instance, deceived who supposes a man
not a man. If the contraries here are the negatives,

so, we conclude, are they always.

Then, that what is not good is not good is a

similar or parallel judgement to one that a good thing

is good, and that that which is good is not good is a

parallel judgement to judging that that which is not

good is good. What is contrary, then, to the true

one that what is not good is not good ? Not, at any

rate, that it is bad ; that might well at the same time

be true, and true judgements can never be contrary.

Some things that are not good are bad, so that both

may together be true. Nor is judging it not bad the

contrary, seeing that, too, may be true, since both

attributes might be compresent. And so in the case

of the judgement that what is not good is not good we
are driven at last to conclude that the contrary is

that it is good. For that judgement, of course, is a

false one. Again, in a similar manner of the judge-

ment that a good thing is good the true contrary is

that it is not.

To make the affirmation universal will evidently

not alter matters. The universal negative judgement

will then be the obvious contrary. Suppose, for

example, a man judges everything good to be good :

then the contrary of this is his judging that nothing
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Si a

dyadov, 17 yap rov dyadov on dyaB6¥, €i t«MXiHf

TO ayadov, rj atmy €<m rfj on o ay f ayoB^
So^a^ovarj on dyadov rovro W o^Shr hu»/^ip€i

rov on ttSlv o dv ^ dyadov dyaMv itrrw, ifwli&t

84 b 5c Kal €7TL rov firj dyadov.

"Clare etfTCp ctti Sofijy ovru}^ ^**# *^ %k al hf

rij <f>wvfj Kara^a€is koi dno<^<T€ts avfifio^ rQ¥
€v rjj ilfvxfj, SijXov on koI iraro^ooci ipoyria

fi€v dn6<l>aaLS 17 nepl rov avrov KaB^Xov, otov t§
on ndv dyadov dyadov tj on wdi tu^pwnos

6 dyados 17 on ovSev tf oi)S€cV» OKn^ruf^ b^ on
Tf ov ndv rj ov nd^. ^v€p6v 8^ on teal 6Xfi$fj

dX7]d€L ovK iv^^x^rai ti'aiTiop clwt ot^c 8<$fav

ovrc di'rltj>amv^ €vavriai fUv ydp al tr^pl ri
din-i,K€ifjL€va, TTfpl ravra ht ^i-Sc'xrrat dXi}/d€i&€Vif

rov ainov dfia Bi ovk tvhtx^rai rd i^ayrla Ow
dpx€Lv ro} avrw,

1 iw6^0tp B.
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of that kind is good. For the judging what is good
to be good, if the subject be taken universally,

amounts to ajudgement pronouncing whatever is good
to be good, and the latter in turn to a judgement pro-

nouncing good everything good. And the same is

the case with the not good.

If this is the case with our judgements and verbal

affirmations and denials are symbols of those mental
judgements, it is clear the universal denial, when the

subject is one and the same, is the positive state-

ment's true contrary. For instance, propositions

affirming every good, every man to be good have for

contraries propositions affirming no man, nothing

good to be good. Contradictories, however, have
for subjects ' not every man,' * not every good.' It

is manifest, too, that true judgements and true pro-

positions can never be contrary one to another.

While two propositions that are true can together be
truly asserted, two contrary propositions must pre-

dicate contrary quahties, and these in the selfsame

subject can never together inhere.
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