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Introduction

Stating the Puzzles

For those who wish to get clear of the puzzles it is advantageous
to state the puzzles well; for the subsequent free play of thought is
attained by solving the puzzles raised in advance, and it is not pos-
sible to untie a knot which one does not know.

—Metaphysics A 1.995a27-36
(trans., mine, following Ross and Reeve)

No definitions of truth and falsehood are more well-known or more
important to Western thought than those offered by Aristotle in Meta-
physics book T' 7 at 1011b26-27:

Sfhov 8¢ mp@Tov pEv Oploapévolg Ti To dAndeg kai yeddog.
TO pEV yap Aéyewv T Ov pn eivat 1 10 pr| 6v elvan yeddog, 1O
8¢ 10 OV givat kal TO pi Ov ) elvan dAnOés.

This will be clear if we first define what truth is and what
falsehood is. For to say of what is that it is not, or of what is
not that it is, is false, whereas to say of what is that it is, and
of what is not that it is not, is true. (trans., Reeve)

In this book, I argue that Aristotle presents these canonical definitions
as part of a sustained and comprehensive account of the essence of truth
in the Metaphysics. 1 take it this is not a humdrum assertion. No other
commentator seems to agree with it—neither Aquinas nor Brentano
do, both of whom think the being of truth is an important topic in the
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Metaphysics; neither Crivelli nor Long do, whose books are the most
comprehensive studies yet of Aristotle’s theory of truth; nor do any of the
leading contemporary commentators who attempt to assess the treatise
taken as a unified whole—neither Aubenque, Halper, Jaeger, Mansion,
Menn, Owens, Reale, Reeve, Ross, nor Wedin.

Aristotle not only explains carefully the nature of truth in the Meta-
physics, he does so in a rigorously methodical fashion. Or so I think. When
I say that Aristotle methodically develops his account of the essence of
truth and falsehood in the Metaphysics I mean that the different parts of
his account track the different phases of inquiry he thinks are involved in
establishing the definition of an essence of a given object of study. Aristotle
explains these phases of inquiry in Posterior Analytics B 10, in terms of
what Charles has called “the three-stage view” of inquiry:!

[Stage 1] Knowing an account of what a term ¢ signifies.
[Stage 2] Knowing that what ¢ signifies exists.

[Stage 3] Knowing the essence of the kind signified by ¢.

I argue that in the Metaphysics Aristotle establishes what the term “truth”
signifies, demonstrates that what it signifies exists, and explicates the
essence of the kind signified by “truth”

It goes without saying that for Aristotle truth (&An0eiwa) is impor-
tant—fundamentally so.*> Acquiring and retaining truth are the natural
functions of the various modes of human cognition; truth is the final
end of all human cognitive activity, practical and theoretical; it is the
recognized lodestone for Aristotle’s logical, natural scientific, mathemati-
cal, rhetorical, and poetic methods. Aristotle’s understanding of truth
drives his epistemology and informs his ethical theory both with regard to
practical wisdom (which he thinks is essential for the virtues of character)
and with regard to philosophical wisdom (which he thinks is essential for
human flourishing). Perhaps these are commonplaces, but they imply that
Aristotle’s account of the nature of truth is crucial for comprehending his
philosophical system.

Yet no one thinks that Aristotle systematically explained the nature
of truth in any of the surviving works. Even Crivelli—who attributes to
Aristotle a complex Neo-Fregean theory of truth—thinks all of Aristotle’s
claims about truth and falsehood in all of the treatises are no more than
“asides™
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Aristotle speaks about truth and falsehood in passages from
several works [...] Truth and falsehood are not the main
topic of these works: their discussions of truth and falsehood
are asides. Reconstructing an Aristotelian theory of truth and
falsehood on the basis of such asides poses complicated prob-
lems of various sorts.> (Crivelli 2004, 1)

Modrak, who has offered a careful reconstruction of Aristotle’s account of
truth, agrees with Crivelli. She views the various claims Aristotle makes
about truth and falsehood as an “array of remarks,” and goes so far as
to say that Aristotle leaves the notion of truth undefined in the treatises:

In short, Aristotle has many things to say about truth but
leaves the notion of truth undefined. Faced with this array of
remarks, an interpreter might despair of finding a core concep-
tion of truth here at all. This would be a mistake, I believe, for
Aristotle’s various remarks on the topic of truth give expres-
sion to a coherent and interesting, underlying conception of
truth. (Modrak 2001, 55)

Crivelli and Modrak represent the received view: Aristotle nowhere explains
his account of truth in a methodical fashion.

As the quotes from Crivelli and Modrak also indicate, however,
commentators nevertheless believe Aristotle said enough about truth
and falsehood in the various treatises to give us reasonable grounds
for thinking we can reconstruct his theory. As proof of this, in the last
twenty years a number of commentators have developed sophisticated
reconstructions of Aristotle’s theory of truth and falsehood.* Crivelli’s
Aristotle on Truth (2004) is surely the most impressive and extensive of
these efforts. Crivelli offers a comprehensive reconstruction of Aristotle’s
theory of truth and falsehood using the methods and concepts of ana-
Iytic philosophy, methods and concepts rooted ultimately in the semantic
theories developed by Frege and Russell. Long’s Aristotle on the Nature of
Truth (2011) is similarly comprehensive in its scope. Long adopts what
I can only describe as a rhapsodic approach to Aristotle’s account of
truth, using a heterogeneous mix of concepts and methods derived from
both the phenomenological tradition (grounded in the works of Husserl
and Heidegger) and the pragmatist tradition in America (emphasizing
the ideas of John Dewey, John Herman Randall, George Santayana, and

printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

4 Truth and Falsehoods in Aristotle’s Metaphysics

Frederick Woodbridge). In her Aristotles Theory of Meaning and Language
(2001), Modrak develops her interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of truth
in the light of his account of language, his general semantic theory, and
his general ontology. In her earlier book, The Power of Perception (1987),
she had established the groundwork for the cognitive dimension of her
interpretation of Aristotle’s semantic theory. Charles, in Aristotle on Meaning
and Essence (2000), attributes to Aristotle a theory of meaning that has
obvious bearing on his acount of truth. Recently, Charles and Peramatzis,
in “Aristotle on Truth Bearers” (2016), have offered a careful reading of
most of the crucial passages concerning truth in Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
defending contra Crivelli an interpretation of Aristotle’s account of truth
bearers. Hestir has produced a series of excellent articles on Plato’s and
Aristotle’s conceptions of truth. His recent book on Plato’s theory of mean-
ing, Plato on the Metaphysical Foundations of Meaning and Truth (2016),
offers a chapter on Aristotle’s account of truth. In various articles, Pritzl
has drawn on Aquinas’s account of truth in order to make sense of Aris-
totle’s conception, at the same time remaining alert to both analytic and
phenomenological concerns.’ In his two-volume work, Aristotle: Semantics
and Ontology (2002), De Rijk includes some discussion of Aristotle’s claims
about truth and falsehood. All of these recent perspectives offer valuable
insights, and I have benefitted enormously from the careful work done
by these colleagues.

The Knots

In making my case I need to untie some tight knots. The first is the tangle
created by the different kinds of truth and falsehood Aristotle recognizes
in the Metaphysics. Aristotle works with more than one conception of
truth in the treatise. None of these notions are straightforward, nor is it
clear how they are related. The second knot is the skein binding Aristotle’s
account of truth to the main lines of thought in the Metaphysics. Aristotle’s
defense of philosophical wisdom, his vindication of the logical axioms, and
his theory of being are among the major achievements of the treatise. It
is not evident how, or even that, his account of truth is related to these
accomplishments. The third knot is the twist of problems that arise when
we attempt to relate Aristotle’s conceptions of truth to the various ways
in which we now conceive of truth. My aim in this work is to untie the
first knot, to loosen the second, and to suggest how to approach the third.
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What, then, are the different kinds of truth in the Metaphysics? How are
they related? How do the different kinds of truth inform the main lines
of thought in the Metaphysics? What, in the end, is Aristotle’s considered
account of truth? And is his account still relevant?

The answers I offer to these questions differ from existing propos-
als in various ways. Contrary to the received view, I argue that Aristotle
presents and systematically explicates his definition of the essence of the
truth in the Metaphysics. He states the nominal definitions of the terms
“truth” and “falsehood” in Metaphysics book I as part of his elenctic argu-
ments in defense of the logical axioms. These nominal definitions express
conceptions of truth and falsehood his philosophical opponents would
have recognized and accepted in the context of dialectical argument. On
the basis of these nominal definitions, in Metaphysics books E-I Aristo-
tle develops his definitions of the essences of truth and falsehood—his
real definitions of truth and falsehood—and in so doing he relies upon
the various philosophical distinctions he makes in books E-I. Aristotle’s
methodical exposition of his essential definitions of truth and falsehood in
the Metaphysics serve as a well-developed example of how his philosophi-
cal inquiry starts with nominal definitions and ends with real definitions.

Recognizing that Aristotle explicitly acknowledges different kinds
of truth and falsehood in the Metaphysics, 1 argue that in each case the
different kinds are so-called “homonyms”—i.e., the kinds that share the
same name, but not the same essence. Moreover, the different kinds of
truth are “core-dependent” homonyms (adopting Shields’s way of putting it
in Shields 1999): the different kinds of truth share the same name because
there is one kind, the “core” kind of truth, on which all the others depend.
Likewise with the different kinds of falsehood. Pace Crivelli, I argue that
for Aristotle the sort of truth and falsehood that belongs to linguistic
and mental assertions is the core kind of truth and falsehood. Although
Aristotle acknowledges a sort of truth and falsehood that properly belongs
to beings in the world—a kind of objectual truth—he does not think this
sort of truth and falsehood is fundamental.

Having identified Aristotle’s core kind of truth, I argue that he defines
the most fundamental kind of truth in terms of accurate measurement.
So far as I know, this is a novel interpretive claim. Aristotle’s metrical
conception of truth serves as the theoretical basis for specifying the truth
conditions of various assertions (the primary sort of truth bearers), for
identifying the sorts of beings implicated in these truth conditions (the
various sorts of truth-makers), and for explaining the nature of approximate
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truth and falsehood. Thus, pace Long, it turns out that the chief value of
truth, for Aristotle, is theoretical and not practical.

Owens warned us that “to approach Aristotle with a thesis is a sure
way of courting disaster” (Owens 1978, 11) When I began this project I
did not think the Metaphysics contained Aristotle’s methodical explana-
tion of the essence of truth. I was mainly interested in understanding his
account of linguistic truth, mining passages in the Metaphysics to this end.
I assumed that, once I understood Aristotle’s account of linguistic truth, it
would be fairly straightforward to explain his account of doxastic truth in
terms of it, and easier still to make sense of (and explain away) his talk
of objectual truth. This was the thesis with which I initially approached
Aristotle’s treatise. I placed weight on the canonical definitions of truth
and falsehood presented by Aristotle in Metaphysics ' 7, 1011b26-27, but
I thought these were presented in passing as part of his defense of the
logical axioms and not as an integral part of a methodical discussion of
the nature of truth that stretched through the treatise. I also discounted
the relationship among the other passages in the Metaphysics having to do
with truth—A 7, A 29, E 4, and ® 10—all of which initially appeared to
me to be mere amplifications of Aristotle’s theory of linguistic and doxastic
truth. I ignored altogether what Aristotle had to say about oneness and
measurement in the treatise. Having courted disaster, I have abandoned
my intial approach.

If we consider synoptically Aristotle’s claims about truth in the
Metaphysics, we can discern the following outline. In books A, a, B, T
1-3 (and the corresponding chapters in book K), he explains why truth
is fundamental to his inquiry in the Metaphysics. Then, in T’ 3-8 and the
corresponding chapters in K, he presents (so-called “nominal”) definitions
of what the terms “truth” and “falsehood” signify, arguing that truth and
falsehood so understood exist, and using these nominal definitions to
demolish arguments that might be brought against the logical axioms
that serve as the starting points for all rational inquiry. Next, in book A,
chapters 7 and 29, Aristotle differentiates among a number of different
kinds of truth and falsehood. He demonstrates that the terms “truth”
and “falsehood” denoting these different kinds are pros hen equivocal,
or alternatively, that the terms are related in virtue of sharing a focal
meaning, or—as I will prefer to say, following Shields 1999 and Ward
2008—that the different kinds of truth and falsehood themselves consti-
tute a core-dependent field of homonyms. Lastly, Aristotle explicates his
account of the essence of the core kind of truth, the kind of truth that
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belongs to acts of assertion.® In books E, Z, H, and O, he relates the being
of true assertion to the other kinds of being, articulating the relationship
between his account of the essence of truth and his account of ovaia,
and he explicates his full account of the essence of truth in terms of his
accounts of substance, potentiality, and actuality. In so doing, he presents
his “real” definition of the essence of truth, using it to distinguish among
various kinds of truth and explaining how these different kinds of truth
are related to each other. In books I, M, and N, he completes his account
of the essence of truth by explaining the relationship between acts of
assertion and acts of measurement.

In chapter 1, I examine the relationship between Aristotle’s under-
standing of philosophical wisdom and his account of truth. I argue that in
Metaphysics book A he defines philosophical wisdom and the purpose of
philosophical inquiry in terms of true assertions about the most important
principles and causes. Then I explain how, in books a, B, and T’ 1-3, he
summarizes the main problems concerning truth that must be solved in
order to acquire philosophical wisdom.

In chapters 2 and 3, I argue that the definitions of the terms “truth”
and “falsehood” presented in I' 7.1011b26-27 are nominal definitions (not
“real” definitions). Everyone agrees that Aristotle defines the notion of
truth at Metaphysics T 7.1011b26-27. This much at least, but perhaps at
most, is uncontroversial. What is controversial is the status of the defini-
tion. Does Aristotle present it as his considered account of the essence of
truth—his real definition of truth? Or does he offer it as an account of
the meaning of the term “truth”—a nominal definition of the term—an
account his philosophical opponents might be willing to grant in the
context of dialectical debate?

In the subsequent chapters, I argue that Aristotle methodically presents
his definition of the essence of truth as an important part of his theory of
being. I begin with Metaphysics book A, chapter 7, where Aristotle distin-
guishes among various kinds of being, and I argue that he identifies truth
as a kind of being, one he compares with coincidental being, categorial
being, and the being of potentiality and actuality. I turn next to book A,
chapter 29, where Aristotle differentiates among various kinds of truth
and falsehood, and I argue that these homonymous kinds of truth depend
upon one another and that the kind of truth that belongs to assertions,
the kind identified in A 7, is the most fundamental or core kind of truth.

My assessment of A 7 and A 29 leads naturally to Aristotle’s discussion
of truth in Metaphysics book E, chapter 4, where, I argue, he identifies the
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genus of his core conception of truth, explaining the potential for truth in
terms of the capacity for psychological acts of affirmation and denial. He
also differentiates the being of truth from coincidental being and shows
that the being of truth depends upon, and is posterior to, categorial being.

Having identified the genus of his core conception of truth, Aristotle
carefully articulates its differential characterstics in Metaphysics books Z, H,
and O, establishing along the way the importance of truth for his theory
of substance. Although it is well known that in books Z and H Aristotle
solves various problems for his account of the definitions of essences, I
argue that these semantic problems are best understood in terms of the
requirements imposed by his understanding of truth. I go on to defend a
reading of book ® according to which Aristotle is concerned to use the
concepts of power and activity in order to explain the nature of rational
activity and, hence, truth. In book @, chapter 10, Aristotle completes his
definition of the essence of truth and provides the basis for his subsequent
claim in book A that the complete activity of truth is the most fundamental
and important activity there is.

Lastly, on the basis of the distinctions Aristotle has made in books
I'-0©, I argue that in Metaphysics book I Aristotle completes the exposition
of his real definition of truth in terms of oneness and accurate measure-
ment. This discussion of truth and measurement removes the veil of
ignorance that shrouds our understanding of how he conceived of the
intrinsic relation between acts of assertion and the beings in the world in
virtue of which such assertions are true or false. The discussion of truth
in book I also informs a proper reading of Metaphysics books M and N,
where Aristotle extends his accounts of being, truth, and measurement
to the question of mathematical substances.

My Approach to the Metaphysics

I will defend the view that Aristotle’s account of the essence of truth is one
of the philosophical ligaments that binds his thought in the Metaphysics.
I approach each part of the Metaphysics as an autonomous whole first.
Then I compare each part with those already considered. In the end, I
assess the coherence of all the parts taken together. I do not assume that
Aristotle himself or any of the editors of the treatise intended the various
parts of the treatise to be read together. Rather, I look to see whether or
not they can be read together profitably, and I argue that they can be—at
least with regard to his theory of truth.
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It might be thought that there are no “main projects” in the Meta-
physics. This could mean there is no single project that unifies all of the
different books of the Metaphysics, or that there is no project that unifies
many, some, or even one of the books of the Metaphysics. I am not moved
by any of these hypotheses. Alternatively, one might think that there is at
least one project (maybe more) that unifies all or some of the different
parts of the Metaphysics. I follow a number of recent commentators—and
the majority of commentators in the ancient and medieval periods—who
think that we ought to read the Metaphysics as a unified philosophical
work. But even if the Metaphysics is best understood as a unified philo-
sophical work, it may be that Aristotle’s account of the essence of truth
is not a part (or is not an important part) of the project. The majority of
commentators maintain some version of this hypothesis, and I reject it.

Some readers may think my approach to the Metaphysics is naive;
others may think it hopeless. It might be judged naive because it presup-
poses an illegitimate hermeneutic, namely, reading the Metaphysics as a
unified whole. It might be considered hopeless because of the (seeming)
conspicuous lack of evidence for one of my main contentions: Is it not
as clear as day that truth is at best a minor topic in the Metaphysics? Let
me address both charges, beginning with the allegation that it is jejune
to read the Metaphysics as a unified philosophical work.

Although my reading does assume that the Metaphysics can be
read as a unified whole, I do not presuppose that Aristotle intended it
to be read as such, or that the editor(s) of the treatise—if other than
Aristotle—intended this. The books that constitute the Metaphysics are a
set of manuscripts the authenticity, unity, and title of which have been
challenged.” If we assume that all of the parts of the Metaphysics were
written by or at least edited by Aristotle himself, and I do, then it is likely
that he wrote the different parts at times between 368/7 BCE (when he
is thought to have entered Platos Academy) and 323 BCE (when he died
in Chalcis). This puts roughly two thousand three hundred years between
us and the time when Aristotle may have written the various parts of
the Metaphysics. I doubt we will ever know the ultimate origins of the
various parts of the Metaphysics, or who authored them and with what
intentions, or how and why they were organized as they are in the extant
manuscripts. No one thinks Aristotle fashioned the title.® As noted above,
some challenge the philosophical unity of the treatise.” To explain the
putative lack of unity, some have challenged the authenticity of various
parts of the treatise, while others have argued that different parts of the
treatise—while properly attributed to Aristotle—represent different and
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conflicting phases of his philosophical development.'® These are important
worries, but we shouldn't let these mysteries impede our efforts to make
sense of the ideas and arguments in the treatise as we have received it.

At least since Jaeger’s 1912 Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des
Aristoteles, scholars have been far less likely to approach the treatise as a
unified work." According to Jaeger:

It is totally inadmissible to treat the elements combined in
the corpus metaphysicum as if they were a unity, and to set
up, for purposes of comparison, the average result of these
entirely heterogeneous materials. As I have shown in another
place [Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles],
internal analysis leads to the view that various periods are
represented, and this is confirmed by the tradition that the
collection known as the Metaphysics was not put together until
after its author’s death. (Jaeger 1934, 168)

Jaeger’s admonition had considerable force on the philosophical community,
but enthusiasm for his approach had begun to wane already by the middle
of the last century. Nevertheless, many contemporary commentators still
interpret the different parts of the treatise as independent contributions
to Aristotle’s philosophy, often dismissing or ignoring either the relation-
ship between the various parts of the treatise or the relationship between
these parts and the whole."

Following Reale, we can distinguish between the literary unity of
the treatise and its philosophical unity. I am interested here only in the
latter. I do not attempt to show that the different sections of the treatise,
as they are now arranged, constitute a unified literary work.”® Although
cognizant of the textual difficulties Jaeger and others have identified, I
follow Ross in thinking that Metaphysics books A, B, T, E, Z, H, ©, I, M,
and N constitute a more or less continuous work, and accept his reasoning
with respect to the “outlying” books a, A, K, and A. To be clear, however,
I take very seriously Jaeger’s point that:

On no account must we, by assuming that it [the Metaphys-
ics] is philosophically homogeneous, cover up the problems
which its content as well as its form presents at every step. We
must reject all attempts to make a literary whole out of the
remaining materials by rearranging or removing some of the
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books, and we must condemn the assumption which overhast-
ily postulates their philosophical unity at the expense of their
individual peculiarities. (Jaeger 1934, 170)

The arguments I present aim to advance our understanding of how
Aristotle’s investigation of truth in the Metaphysics informs the various
sections of the treatise taken separately, taken in relation to each other,
and taken as parts of a unified whole. My chief concern is to show that
the various parts of the treatise concerned with truth constitute a carefully
executed and systematic account of the nature of truth. I don't claim that
my proposed reading is the only way to read the treatise. The treatise has
been read profitably with an eye to Aristotle’s theory of being (Owens),
his theory of substance (Wedin), of first philosophy (Reale), of first prin-
ciples (Menn), of the one and the many (Halper), et cetera. I do think,
however, that my proposed reading is viable. Even Jaeger would condone
the effort I undertake here. My goals are consonant with his proviso about
the strength of his own conclusions:

I have shown in my Ent Metaph Artst (pp. 15.ff) that Aris-
totle’s treatises arose by the combination of isolated and self-
contained monographs . . . This does not mean that there is
never an idea uniting a large group of such monographs, or
that their relationship is one of loose juxtaposition in thought
as well as in expression. It is simply an aid to the understand-
ing of the way in which Aristotle’s ‘works’ were composed
and it enables us to explain their incoherences and apparent
irrelevancies by recalling the philosopher’s manner of working
and teaching. (Jaeger 1934, n3)

I turn now to the charge that my approach to the treatise is hope-
less because there is no evidence that truth is an important topic in the
Metaphysics. 1 have already outlined above my main reasons for reject-
ing this accusation, but let me offer some additional reasons to diminish
despair.

First, some explanation of the nature of truth is essential to Aristo-
tle’s main purpose in the Metaphysics. One of the goals of his investiga-
tion in the Metaphysics is to specify fully, and to secure, philosophical
wisdom. Philosophical wisdom, as he conceives of it in the Metaphysics
and elsewhere, is a special sort of knowledge. He defines it in terms of
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truth: philosophical wisdom is the comprehension of true first principles
combined with the capacity to demonstrate true conclusions from these
first principles. Aristotle explicitly makes this point about philosophical
wisdom. It is also entailed by what he says about comprehension and
demonstrative understanding."* He defines all these forms of cognition in
terms of truth. As a consequence, he must tell us what truth is if he is to
have a reasonable hope of persuading us that he has specified fully, and
has secured, philosophical wisdom. But when we look to what Aristotle
says about truth in treatises other than the Metaphysics it becomes clear
that, while he does provide us with important insights into the nature
of truth in some of these, he has not undertaken to explain the nature
of truth in any treatise other than the Metaphysics. Therefore, unless we
wish to conclude that we simply do not have his account of the essence
of truth, we should expect to find it in the Metaphysics. I think we do.

A second reason why we should expect Aristotle to explain the nature
of truth in the Metaphysics is that his defense of the logical axioms in
book T (and again in book K) crucially depends upon the definitions of
truth and falsehood presented in T' 7. I will make the case for the latter
claim in part II. Given that Aristotle has not explained the nature of truth
outside of the Metaphysics, he needs to explain it in the Metaphysics if he
hopes to adequately vindicate the logical axioms."

A third reason to expect that Aristotle will explain the nature of
truth in the Metaphysics is that truth is among the basic kinds of being
he takes seriously in the treatise.’® His theory of being is one of the major
achievements of the Metaphysics. The central claims of this theory explain
the being in-itself of the categorial schemata, the nature of coincidental
being, the being of potentiality and actuality, and the being of truth. The
most widely discussed part of the theory of being is Aristotle’s account of
substance [ovoia]—and the related concepts of essence [t0 Ti v eivau],
definition [6piopog], and the formula of the essence [Adyog tod ti fjv
elvau]. Yet, in order to provide a complete account of being, he needs to
explain the nature of the other kinds of being, the being of truth included.
He does. I make the case for this in part IIL

A fourth and final reason why we should expect Aristotle to explain
the nature of truth in the Metaphysics is that his unmovable first mover—
his God [0 Oedg]—always actualizes, by virtue of its very nature, truth.
This point may not be obvious. It is prima facie plausible that in the
Metaphysics Aristotle considers his God to be the most important first
principle and substance, and that his God is thus the proper object of
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philosophical wisdom. He is quite emphatic about these points in Meta-
physics A 2. Subsequently, in book A, Aristotle defines the essence of his
God as the perfect actuality of thought thinking thought. While this idea
is hardly transparent, no one doubts that Aristotle’s God is the perfect
realization of contemplative activity [Bewpia] or that this contemplative
activity essentially involves truth. Given this way of understanding God’s
nature, and assuming that Aristotle has not explained the nature of truth
in any treatise other than the Metaphysics, he needs to explain the nature
of truth in the treatise in order to satisfactorily account for the proper
object of philosophical wisdom. He does not disappoint us on this score,
or so I will maintain.

Taken together these reasons constitute good evidence for thinking
that Aristotle will explain the nature of truth in the Metaphysics. Of course,
the Metaphysics is not devoted exclusively to the topic of truth—other
major topics include Aristotle’s criticisms of his predecessor’s views on
causality, his conception of the science of being, his defense of the logical
axioms, his exploration of the homonymous nature of being, his theory
of substance, his theology, and the status of mathematical objects. But
this should not obscure the fact that truth is an important topic in the
treatise. If my reading accurately tracks Aristotle’s reasoning about truth in
the Metaphysics, then to that extent the various parts of the treatise pres-
ent a well-integrated set of arguments concerning truth. My reading also
entails that truth is among the more important topics in the Metaphysics.
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Chapter 1

The Demands of Philosophical Wisdom

In books A, a, and B, Aristotle announces his principal purpose in the
Metaphysics—to investigate philosophical wisdom—and he prepares us
for this investigation. Truth emerges early on as an important element in
the investigation. In all three books, Aristotle identifies difficulties that
can only be resolved through an understanding of the nature of truth.

Aristotle begins Metaphysics A with a summary overview of his own
previously expressed views about philosophical wisdom. He reviews and
refines common opinions and his predecessor’s views about philosophical
wisdom. He details the difficulties involved in discerning philosophical
wisdom, and he identifies the two main parts of his investigation into it
in the Metaphysics: a defense of the first principles of argument and an
inquiry into the first principles and causes of being insofar as it is being.
The rest of the Metaphysics is devoted to these two efforts.

Aristotle’s first statement in the Metaphysics—that all human beings
by nature yearn to know [navteg dvOpwmot tod eidévar opéyovtal
¢@voet]—identifies a principal theme of the treatise: knowledge. In the first
chapter of book A, Aristotle digests the genetic relations among (and the
comparative cognitive worth of) sensory perceptions, memories, experi-
ence, art, demonstrative understanding, and philosophical wisdom. By
the end of the first chapter of book A, at 982al-3, Aristotle has focused
our attention on the species of knowledge he hopes to investigate in the
treatise: philosophical wisdom.

Aristotle’s lead assertion in the Metaphysics is not a throwaway line.
Our love of wisdom is a species of our natural yearning to know: we could
not love wisdom if we lacked the natural capacity to desire knowledge.
As Aristotle would put it, we are by our very nature moved to know. But
for what purpose do we yearn [dpéyovtat] to know? Aristotle has a ready
answer—we yearn to know because we crave truth.

17
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Someone might think that human beings seek truth in order to
acquire knowledge and that we pursue knowledge—not truth—for its own
sake. Philosophers, on this view, are first and foremost lovers of knowledge
and not lovers of truth. This is not Aristotle’s view. Aristotle does grant
the unexceptionable point that truth is a constitutive part of the essence
of knowledge: no truth, no knowledge. And he would not wish to deny
that we desire to know only if we desire truth.! But Aristotle does not
think we pursue truth because it is a means to knowledge. He reverses
the order of this explanation: according to Aristotle, we desire knowledge
for the sake of possessing truth. Truth is the final cause—the té\og—of
knowledge. Knowledge is prized because it is a stable way of having truth.
Philosophical wisdom is a particularly valuable kind of knowledge because
it is the most secure way to possess truth and because it involves truth
about the most important things.

Let me provide some justification for these claims. In distinguishing
the modes of human cognition in Metaphysics A 1, Aristotle refers us to
the more elaborate taxonomy he articulates in book VI of the Nicomachean
Ethics. There, at 1139b15-17, Aristotle lists philosophical wisdom among
the five ways the psyche possesses truth by means of affirmation and
denial: technical knowledge [téxvn], demonstrative knowledge [¢moTtAun],
practical wisdom [@pdvnoig], philosophical wisdom [co¢ia], and noetic
comprehension [vodg]. Each of these modes of cognition, according to
Aristotle, essentially involves the psyche possessing truth by means of acts
of assertion. Two consequences of this fact are fundamentally important
to our discussion of truth in the Metaphysics.

First, Arisotle understands all of the modes of knowledge in terms of
psychological acts of true assertion. In the passage from the Nicomachen
Ethics, Aristotle explicitly specifies the genus of knowledge. Knowledge
is, generically, the activity of the psyche by means of which it possesses
truth by way of affirmation and denial. Each of the five kinds of knowl-
edge listed at NE VI.1139b15-17 and subsequently defined in NE VI are
species of this genus—each is a different way that the psyche possesses
truth by means of acts of assertion. Therefore, understanding the nature
of the kind of truth that belongs to assertions is essential to understand-
ing the nature of the various species of knowledge.

Second, it is important that philosophical wisdom is one of the ways
the psyche possesses truth by means of acts of assertion. Aristotle dis-
tinguishes the various species of knowledge in Nicomachean Ethics book
VI by differentiating among the acts of assertion they involve (acts of
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definition, acts of demonstration, etc.) and among the kinds of objects
these acts of assertion are about (necessary beings, non-necessary beings,
etc.). He defines philosophical wisdom in NE VI 7, first at 1141a18-20 and
then again at 1141b2-3. He tells us that it is “demonstrative knowledge
combined with noetic comprehension, of the things that are highest by
nature” He explains demonstrative knowledge in NE VI 3. Demonstra-
tive knowledge is a psychological capacity to demonstrate, from first
principles, true assertions about necessary beings. Demonstration itself
is the activity of the psyche asserting affirmations or denials (the conclu-
sions of demonstrations) on the basis of other affirmations or denials it
has asserted (the premises of the demonstrations) all of which demon-
strative activity involves the psyche possessing truth by means of acts
of assertion. Aristotle defines noetic comprehension in NE VI 6. Noetic
comprehension as a state in which the psyche grasps [Aeimetau] the first
principles of demonstrative knowledge. A first principle of demonstrative
knowledge is a definition that expresses the essence of the subject mat-
ter known. These definitions are a kind of assertion. When the psyche
grasps the first principles of demonstrative knowledge, it does not grasp
them on the basis of other assertions—its grasp of first principles is not
mediated by other acts of assertion. In cases of noetic comprehension,
the psyche immediately grasps the nature of essences by means of acts
of true assertion. When the psyche grasps principles in this way, Aris-
totle tells us, it possesses truth [dAnOevopev] and it never has falsehood
[Sraypevdopedal.

These relatively terse accounts of philosophical wisdom, demonstra-
tive knowledge, and noetic comprehension in book VI of the Nicomachean
Ethics recapitulate the gist of the extended discussions of these sorts of
knowledge in the De Anima and the Analytics, to which latter work Aris-
totle explicitly refers us at Nicomachean Ethics V1.1139b311t. The Posterior
Analytics confirms that true assertion is essential to Aristotle’s accounts
of demonstrative knowledge and noetic comprehension and, hence, his
conception of philosophical wisdom. That true assertion is essential to
all forms of knowledge is also evident from Aristotle’s account of sensory
perception and thinking in De Anima III. There Aristotle tells us that
when the psyche perceives and thinks—which latter activity includes all
of the species of knowing—it discriminates by means of assertions which
are either true or false.

Aristotle also develops his logical methods in order to secure truth.
We have just seen how Aristotle’s methods of demonstration and definition
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employ and aim at true assertions. Aristotle defines both demonstration
and definition in terms of affirmative and negative assertions (see APr. I
1.24a10-b17; APo. 1 1.71b17-26; Top. 1.1.100a27-30) which he in turn
defines in terms of truth and falsehood (see Int. 4.17a2-3 and 6.17a25-6).
Aristotle defines dialectic as a method for reasoning without contradiction
about generally accepted beliefs (see Top. 1.1.100a18—-21). Since Aristotle
defines contradiction in terms of affirmative and negative assertions and,
hence, in terms of truth and falsehood (see Int. 17a31-35), he understands
the method of dialectic in terms of truth and falsehood, and one of the
chief aims of dialectic—as specified in the Topics—is to secure true first
principles. Aristotle also defines rhetoric (at least insofar as it is concerned
with enthymemes made up of affirmative and negative assertions) in terms
of true and false assertion and, hence, in terms of truth.

Aristotle thus conceives of philosophical wisdom, demonstrative
knowledge, and noetic comprehension in terms of psychological acts of
true assertion. True assertion is also constitutive of the remaining modes
of knowledge, the sensory modalities, memory, and experience.” We need
to understand the nature of true assertion, then, if we wish to understand
the nature of philosophical wisdom.

In summary, from what Aristotle tells us in the Metaphysics and
other treatises, he conceives of philosophical wisdom as follows:

Philosophical wisdom is a state of the psyche wherein, by
means of affirmation or denial, (1) it noetically comprehends,
and is never deceived about, the first principles and causes
of the necessary beings that are by nature highest and (2)
it has the capacity to demonstrate on the basis of these first
principles.

Philosophical wisdom, therefore, is essentially a complex state of the psyche
in which noetic comprehension of true definitions about things that are
highest by nature is combined with the power to demonstrate from these
other true assertions about those same things. The noetic acts of assertion
partly constitutive of philosophical wisdom are acts by means of which
the psyche immediately possesses truth about the essences of the things
that are highest by nature. These are the first principles or the immedi-
ate definitions of essence that the psyche noetically comprehends. The
power to demonstrate other true assertions about the things highest by
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nature—which power is constitutive of the remaining part of philosophical
wisdom—is the psyche’s potential to possess true assertions, mediated by
means of inferential acts of assertion, about those same things.

Aristotle is thus quite explicit about the relationship between philo-
sophical wisdom and truth in the various treatises where he has already
discussed the cognitive powers constitutive of philosophical wisdom—
noetic comprehension and demonstrative knowledge. In the first chapter
of Metaphysics book A he harks us back to those other discussions before
undertaking the difficult work of explaining what was left unexplained by
those earlier discussion: What are the things highest by nature, i.e., what
is substance, and which are the first principles and causes of substance
that are the proper objects of philosophical wisdom? And how is noetic
comprehension of the true definitions about these highest things, and how
is demonstration from these true definitions, possible, i.e., how are the
true assertions about the essences of the proper objects of philosophical
wisdom possible?

Even this much reveals the importance of truth for Aristotle’s account
of philosophical wisdom. But he gives truth a more exalted status than
merely being a part of the essence of philosophical wisdom. Truth, he
tells us, is the natural purpose and the ultimate good of philosophical
wisdom—truth is the final cause of philosophical wisdom.

In the Nicomachean Ethics VI 1, at 1139a27-31, after summarizing
his discussions of the differences between the excellences of character
and the excellences of the intellect—in Nicomachean Ethics I 13 and II
1—Aristotle lays out his view that truth is the proper function and the
good of the intellect:

TG 0¢ BewpnTikiiq Stavoiag kal wn mpakTikiG Undé mouTIKiig
1O €0 kai Kak®g TaAnBég 0Tt kai yeddog (todto ydp €oTt

Tavtog Stavontikod Epyov)- Tod 8¢ mpakTikod Kai StavonTikod
dAnBeta OpolOyws Exovoa Tij 0pekel TR OpOf.

Of the theoretical intellect, and not the practical nor the pro-
ductive intellect, the good and the bad state are truth and
falsehood (for this [truth and falsehood] is the function of
everything intellectual); while of the practical and intellectual
the good state is truth in agreement with right desire. (trans.,
mine, following Ross)
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Here Aristotle emphasizes that the function of everything intellectual is
to secure the truth. As a consequence, the function (or work) of the con-
templative intellect is truth, and the good state of the theoretical intellect
is truth. Then, on the basis of these claims, he explains at NE 1139b12-13
why a given state of the intellect is an excellence: it is an excellence of
the intellect because it enables the intellect to realize truth:

appotépwv Of TOV vonTik®V popiwv dAndeia 16 €pyov. kabd’
¢ ovv pahota €Eelg aAnBedoet Exdtepov, adtat dpetal dpUPoiv.

The function, then, of both parts of the intellect is truth.
Therefore, the states that best enable each part to secure the
truth are the excellences of both parts. (trans., mine, follow-
ing Ross)

Aristotle here repeats that the function (or work) of the intellect—whether
theoretical or practical—is truth. He infers that those states (or habits®)
that “secure truth” [dAnBevoel] are the excellences of the intellect. In other
words, the virtues of the intellect aim at truth.

He makes the same point in the Eudemian Ethics. First, at 1215a35-b5,
he notes that the philosopher is concerned with the contemplation of truth:

Tpeig OpdpeY kal Biovg Gvtag, odg oi £ ¢Eovaiag TvyxavovTeg
npoatpodvtal {fjv dmavteg, mOMTIKOV PINOGOPOV ATOAAVOTL-
KOV. TOLTWV yap O HEV @AOcopog BobAetal mepl QpovNnoLy
elvat kol v Bewpiav v mept v dAnBeay, 6 8¢ MOAITIKOG
mepl T4 mPAdgelg Tag kaldg (avtar § eloiv ai &nd TG dpetiig),
6 § amohavoTikog mept TAG NOOVAG TAG CWUATIKAG.

We see there are three lives, which all those who have power
happen to choose: the political, the philosophical, the plea-
surable. Of these, then, the philosopher chooses to concern
himself with practical wisdom and the contemplation of the
truth, the political man with what is practical and noble (i.e.,
those actions that relate to the virtues), the epicure with bodily
pleasures. (trans., mine)

Then he emphasizes, at 1221b27-30, that truth is the function of all
intellectual activity:
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eidnuuévov 68 Tovtwy, petd Tadta Aektéov OTL émeldr) Svo
uépn TG Yuxiis, kal ai dpetai kata tadta djpnvral, kai ai
ugv Tod Aoyov €xovtog Stavontikai, Ov Eépyov dAn0eta, §j mept
ToD TG Exel fj mepl yevéoewg.

Having grasped these things, after this one should say that
since there are two parts of the soul, and the virtues of these
are divided, those of the rational part are the intellectual vir-
tues, whose function is truth, whether about a thing’s nature
or genesis. (trans., mine)

In the ethical works, therefore, where Aristotle endeavors to prove that
the essence of human flourishing is the activity of philosophical wisdom
or—depending on how we interpret Aristotle’s account of human flour-
ishing—the activity of philosophical wisdom combined with the activity
of practical wisdom, he asserts that truth is the function and ultimate
good of all intellectual activity. By implication, truth is the function and
ultimate good of philosophical wisdom and, hence, of the activity that
defines human flourishing. The important point here is that Aristotle thinks
truth is the function and ultimate good of the most perfect contemplative
intellectual activity—philosophical wisdom.*

The Divine Science

Up to this point I have argued that, by the end of Metaphysics A 1, Aristotle
has focused his investigation on philosophical wisdom and has reminded
us, by way of his reference to the Nicomachean Ethics, that truth is the
proper function and the ultimate good of all forms of knowledge and,
hence, of philosophical wisdom. I have also offered reasons for thinking
that truth, for Aristotle, is the proper function and final cause of all intel-
lectual activity, that it is the work and purpose of philosophical wisdom in
particular, and that insofar as the activity of philosophical wisdom is the
essence of human flourishing, truth is also our proper work and final cause.

Thus, by the end of Metaphysics A 1, Aristotle has prepared us for
his assessment of the various topics that need to be covered in his inves-
tigation of philosophical wisdom. This is the thrust of the second chapter
of book A.® Aristotle begins the second chapter at 982a4—6 with the most
important of these subsidiary topics:
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"Entel 8¢ tavtny TV €mothuny {nrodpeyv, 1007 dv i okentéoy,
f| mepl moiag aitiag kai mepl molag dpxag EMOTHN cogia é0Tiv.

Since we seek this knowledge, we must look into the causes
and the principles the knowledge of which is philosophical
wisdom. (trans., mine, following Ross)

Aristotle will devote considerable energy to this part of his inquiry, explain-
ing his account of substance and refuting alternative proposals about the
causes and principles grasped by philosophical wisdom. Having announced
this most important subtopic, he then specifies the various characteristics
of philosophical wisdom and surveys the common opinions about who
the wise man is and what philosophical wisdom is. He identifies in this
way additional subtopics for his investigation.® He also describes the
salient characteristics of philosophical wisdom in a subsequent passage
in A 2, at 982a19-982b8: philosophical wisdom is knowledge of the most
universal things, of what is most difficult to know and furthest from the
senses, and of all things; it is knowledge that is by nature most able to be
known and most teachable, that is pursued for its own sake and, hence,
that is theoretical and not practical; and it is knowledge of the end, i.e.,
the good, for which each thing must be done. Aristotle, in surveying
these salient characteristics of philosophical wisdom in A 2, differenti-
ates philosophical wisdom from the productive sciences (982b11-28).
He argues that philosophical wisdom exists for its own sake and not for
some other end (983a4-11). It is at the very least inclusive of theology, if
not identical with it. As such, he suggests, it seems the province of God
alone (982b28-30, but also 1026a19 and 1064b3).

In the light of this last possibility, Aristotle considers briefly whether
or not it would be impious for us to pursue philosophical wisdom
(982b30-983a3). He rejects the idea that it would be impious, demonstrat-
ing that philosophical wisdom is divine in two ways—God itself would
pursue it, and it is knowledge of God (983a5-11).” He concludes that
philosophical wisdom is worthy of our pursuit.®

Aristotle’s digression about philosophical wisdom and God in the
second chapter of book A indicates a basic reason he needs to define
truth in the Metaphysics—he needs to explain the nature of God. Philo-
sophical wisdom is, as we have seen above, noetic comprehension of,
and an ability to demonstrate from, true first principles and causes of
what is by nature highest. Philosophical wisdom is thus a special way
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for a psyche to possess truth by way of affirmation and denial, combin-
ing noetic comprehension with demonstrative capacity. But philosophi-
cal wisdom is also special because it involves possessing true assertions
about what is by nature most important. Since in Metaphysics book A and
elsewhere Aristotle explicitly claims that nothing surpasses God in worth,
philosophical wisdom is special because it involves true assertions about
God.” And according to Aristotle, moreover, God’s own essential activity
either involves or is identical with philosophical wisdom: understanding
true assertion is thus essential to understanding the nature of the proper
object of philosophical wisdom—God.

I will elaborate on this a bit. In Metaphysics book A, Aristotle explains
God’s essence. He tells us there that God is the unmovable prime mover,
the purely actual essence of which is thought thinking thought. God’s
essential activity is, therefore, an intellectual activity and, more specifically,
an activity of intellectual contemplation. As such, and as we saw above,
since the proper work and the final cause of all intellectual activity is true
assertion, true assertion is God’s proper function and final cause. And if
God essentially involves and fully realizes true assertion, and if this is the
basis of God’s unsurpassed worth, Aristotle had better help us understand
the nature of the kind of truth that belongs to assertions and its presumed
inherent worth. This is so, indeed, independently of our interest in the-
ology because, according to Aristotle, human beings themselves are able
to engage in the very same activity—or one very much like it—that God
realizes always and perfectly: philosophical wisdom. That is to say, Aristotle
explains the worthiness of philosophical wisdom for us by pointing out
that it is the ultimate good for God, and it is the ultimate good for God
because it is the final end and ultimate purpose of thought.

The main claim I would need to establish to vindicate the preceding
interpretation of how truth is involved in Aristotle’s theology is that true
assertion belongs to the essential actuality of God. The argument involves
two steps. I would need to show that when God thinks, and therefore is
essentially thought thinking thought, God’s activity involves the prefect
realization of Aristotle’s definition of truth. And I would need to explain
how true assertion informs God’s essential activity. Does it belong to God’s
essential activity but only coincidentally, does it belong to it as a proprium,
or as I think, does it exhaustively constitute God’s essential activity? I
cannot present the full argument here but I will return to the topic in
the final chapter after I have presented my reconstruction of Aristotle’s
real definitions of truth and falsehood in the Metaphysics.
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By the end of Metaphysics A 2, at 983a21-23, Aristotle tells us he
has stated “the nature of the science we are searching for, and what is the
target which our search and our whole investigation must reach” (trans.,
Ross). He devotes the remainder of book A to summarizing and criticizing
his predecessors’s views about the first principles and causes of all things.

Book A, then, introduces the central themes of the Metaphysics.
Aristotle announces that one of his purposes in the treatise is to explain
and acquire philosophical wisdom. He defines philosophical wisdom in
terms of true assertion about the most important principles and causes,
and he explicitly states that God, by its very nature—which, again, is the
perfect activity of thought thinking thought—is the most important prin-
ciple and cause of all and, hence, a proper object of philosophical wisdom.
Moreover, he insists that only God possesses philosophical wisdom or
that God has it to a greater extent than anything else. Truth looms large
in all of these themes.

Hitting the Barn Door

Each of the main themes in Metaphysics book A generates important
questions about truth. Aristotle articulates and addresses these questions
in books a and B, where he summarizes the main problems that must
be solved in order to acquire philosophical wisdom. That he addresses
these themes and questions about truth in Metaphysics A, a, and B should
diminish our doubts that he is concerned with truth in these early books
and should augment our expectation that truth will be one of the topics
addressed subsequently in the treatise.

The relevance of truth to Aristotle’s project in the Metaphysics becomes
quite apparent in the opening chapter of a, where he explicitly broaches
the subject of truth. The entire chapter is about truth. He establishes two
main points. Both bear on the broader importance of truth in the Meta-
physics. First, at 993a30-993b19, Aristotle describes the general difficulty
philosophers face in attempting to acquire the kind of truth needed for
philosophical wisdom. This is about as close as Aristotle ever comes to
acknowledging and responding to skeptical worries. Second, he explains
at 993b19-31 why, properly speaking, the goal of philosophical wisdom
is not action, but knowledge of truth about principles of eternal things.

With regard to the first of these points—that it is hard to acquire
the sort of truth constituting philosophical wisdom—Aristotle is princi-
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pally concerned in the opening chapter of book a with whether or not
philosophers can comprehend the truth about the nature of things. More
specifically, he considers whether philosophers can reasonably hope to
intellectually comprehend the objects of philosophical wisdom, which he
characterizes as the things that are by nature most evident. He begins by
specifying at 993a30-b7 the relevant sort of things he has in mind:

‘H mept tfj¢ dAnOeiag Oewpia T pév xalemn tfj 8¢ padia.
onpeiov 8¢ 10 Ut d&iwg undéva Svvacbat Bryetv adtig unte
TAVTAG ATOTUYXAVELY, AAN EKaoTov Aéyety TL Ttepl THG PUOEWC,
Kai kaf éva pév fj unodev i pukpov EmPariery adty, €k TavVTWY
8¢ ovvabBpowlopévwy yiyveobai Tt péyeBog dotT eimep Eotkev
gxev kaBamep Tvyxdvopev mapouualopevol, Tig dv Bvpag
apapToL; TavTn pEV av £in padia, 10 & GAov Tt Exewv Kai puépog
un dvvacBat dnhot 10 xalemov adTAG.

Theoretical knowledge concerning the truth is in one way dif-
ficult to get and in another way easy. An indication of this is
that while none is capable hitting upon it in the way it deserves,
neither do all completely fail to hit it, but rather each has some-
thing to say about the nature of things, and whereas taken
individually they contribute little or nothing to it, a gathering
together of all results is a contribution of some magnitude. So
if indeed the truth is like the proverbial barn door that none
can miss, in this way it would be easy, but the fact that we
can have some grasp on the whole while being incapable of
grasping the part makes clear how difficult it is. (trans., Reeve)

The truth that philosophers fail to grasp adequately, but can say something
about, is the truth about the nature of things [mepl Tiig pOvoewg]. It is
unlikely that Aristotle uses the technical term “nature” [@Voewg] loosely
in this passage. More plausibly, he is using it in its technical sense to
denote the basic causes of things, a sense robustly considered already in
the survey of his predecessors’s views in Metaphysics book A." This sup-
position is confirmed when he goes on to explain at 993b7-11 why no
philosopher is able to adequately attain truth about the nature of things:

fowg 8¢ xal TG YaAemotTnTog 0VoNG Katd SVO TPOTOVG, OVK
év ToiG Tpaypaoty AAN €v nuiv to aitiov avtiig domep yap
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TA TOV VUKTEPISWVY SHpaTa TPOG TO QEYYOG Exel TO ued’ nué-
pav, obtw kai TG fHeTépag Yyuxfic 6 vodg mpog Tt Tfj Pvoel
PAVEPWTATA TIAVTWV.

Presumably too, since difficulties occur in two ways, it is not
in the things but in us that the cause of this one lies. For as
the eyes of bats are to the light of day so is the understanding
in our souls to the things that are by nature most evident of
all. (trans., Reeve)

Our capacity for rational comprehension—i.e., vobg—is somehow inad-
equate for the task of grasping the natures of things, which are the things
by their very nature most evident. Aristotle employs this distinction between
what is knowable by nature and what is knowable to us in various trea-
tises. What is most knowable to us but imperfectly intelligible (perceptual
truths about particulars) is farthest from what is most knowable by its very
nature (truths about what is most universal, necessary, and important).
As a consequence, what is most evident by nature is not most evident to
us, and we have trouble grasping the truth about these things.

In asking whether or not philosophers can comprehend the truth
about what is by nature most evident, Aristotle is not wondering whether
we can acquire perceptual truths, or true memories, or the truths of com-
mon sense, or those of experience, or those of practical wisdom. He is
not focused on the aims of these cognitive capacities. He is focused on
the possibility of pursuing philosophical wisdom. Comprehending the
truth about what is by nature most evident is the same as comprehend-
ing true assertions about the first principles and causes of the necessary
beings that are by nature highest. (It should be noted here that the Greek
word here for “most evident” is gavepwtata and not pdAiota émotnTd,
which latter phrase Aristotle uses to describe philosophical wisdom in
Metaphysics book A.)

In book a 1, then, he is directly confronting the question of whether
or not philosophical wisdom is possible for us. The metaphor of our rea-
son being blinded by the things that are by nature most evident—even
though they are the proper objects to be grasped by our reason—is a
familiar trope from Plato’s Cave analogy. It is one way of putting Aristotle’s
distinction between what is most knowable to us as opposed to what is
most knowable by nature, a distinction he employs in the Metaphysics, as
for example in the following passage from book Z, at 1029b3ff:
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mpo Epyov yap TO petaPaivelv €l TO YVWPLUDOTEPOV. T} Yap
udbnoig obtw yiyvetar maot St TOV HTTOV yvwpipwy GOoEL
el T& yvwptpa pdAlov- kal Todto €pyov éotiv, domep év Taig
npd&eot TO motfjoal ¢k TOV EkdoTw dyafdv T GAwg dyaba
£KAOTW Ayadd, oUTwG €k TOV AT YVWPLHWTEPWY TA T PLOEL
YVOPIHa adTd yvwptpa. T& § €KAOTOLS Yvwplpa Kal TpdTta
TOANAKIG Tipépa €0TL YvapIla, kal HKpOv fj o0&V €xel ToD
6vtog AAN Spwg €k TV QaVAWG HEV YVWOT®V adT® &8¢
YVWOT@V Td OAwG yvwoTd yvdval Tetpatéoy, petapaivovrag,
womep elpnral, S TOVTWY AVTAOV.

For it advances the work to proceed toward what is more
knowable. For learning comes about for all in this way—
through things by nature less knowable toward ones that are
more knowable. And just as with things in the sphere of action
the work is to begin from things that are good for each par-
ticular person and make things that are wholly good, good
for each person, so too the work here is to begin from things
more knowable to oneself and make the ones that are by nature
knowable, knowable to oneself. But the things that are know-
able and primary for particular groups of people are often
only slightly knowable and have little or nothing of the being
in them. Nonetheless, beginning from things that are poorly
known but known to ourselves, we must try to know the ones
that are wholly knowable, proceeding, as has just been said,
through the former. (trans., Reeve)

In pursuing philosophical wisdom, philosophers are pursuing truth about
the things that are by nature most evident of all. When, therefore, in
the first line of book a 1, Aristotle states that “the contemplation of the
truth [f) mept tiig dAnBeiag Bewpia] is in one way hard, in another easy”
(993a30-31) he is making a point about our human ability to theorize
or comprehend truths about the things that are by nature most evident.
His subsequent quip that “truth seems to be like the proverbial barn
door, which no one can fail to hit” (993b4-6) is thus a remark about the
considerable distance between our ability to contemplate philosophical
truth and our actually contemplating what is perfectly intelligible. We
can all hope to hit the barn door, but very few will be able to pitch a
perfect game.
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Philosophers have made it their business to acquire the truth about
what is by nature most evident. Philosophers are the ones most likely to
be blinded by the blaze of these things, and not because philosophers have
particularly weak “eyes,” but because philosophers are the ones earnestly
looking at such things. It is the rare bat (presumably a very hungry bat)
that emerges from its cave into the light of day to fly and hunt; it is the
rare person (presumably a person yearning for wisdom) who emerges
from the relative ignorance of sense perception and common sense to
theorize and comprehend truths about the most fundamental principles
and causes of being.

Aristotle notes that, taken individually, even philosophers contribute
little or nothing to the contemplation of this rarefied sort of truth. However,
he remains optimistic. One can see, he thinks, that over time our capacity
to contemplate truths about what is by nature most evident has increased.
Having gathered together what all the philosophers have contributed—“both
the better thinkers and the more superficial’—he tells us that they have thus
far acquired a fair amount of such truth. He then admonishes the reader
that “philosophy should be called knowledge of the truth”

One major problem about the sort of truth involved in philosophical
wisdom, then, is whether or not one can acquire it. In the subsequent
parts of the Metaphysics, Aristotle makes his case for thinking we can.
In book T' he explains why we are justified in using the logical axioms
to pursue the kind of truth involved in philosophical wisdom. In books
Z, H, and O, he claims it is possible to formulate true definitions of the
essences of substance, the noetic comprehension of which is presupposed
by philosophical wisdom. In books I, A, M, and N, he asks how such
truths are possible with regard to divine and mathematical substances.

Being, Truth, and Causality

In thinking about Metaphysics book A we saw that, for Aristotle, under-
standing truth is important for understanding philosophical wisdom and
the nature of God. This provides him with compelling reasons to explain
the nature of truth in the Metaphysics, given that he has not yet done so
elsewhere. We have just seen that in Metaphysics book a Aristotle explicitly
confronts the question of whether or not we can acquire the kind of truth
involved in philosophical wisdom, and we will look to see if he offers us
a positive answer to this question. I turn now to the second point about
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truth addressed by Aristotle in Metaphysics book a 1—that the goal of
philosophical wisdom is not action, but true assertions about the first
principles and causes of eternal things that are by nature most important
and most evident. As with the other points just noted, the fact that the
goal of philosophical wisdom involves the kind of truth that belongs to
assertions, and the fact that philosophical wisdom principally involves true
assertions about the first principles and causes of those eternal things that
are most important and most evident, reveals yet again how crucial truth
is to Aristotle’s project in the Metaphysics. In addition, in the course of
explaining these ideas, Aristotle also introduces two basic questions about
truth: Does truth come in degrees and, if it does, how so? Are some truths
more fundamental than others and, if some are, how so?

Aristotle begins by asserting that the goal of philosophical wisdom
is not action, but true assertions about the first principles and causes
of eternal things that are by nature most important and most evident.
Aristotle notes that philosophical wisdom “should be called knowledge
of truth” [¢mothuny tig dAndeiag] (993b19-20). This claim may well be
expected. Aristotle has made it clear already in Metaphysics book A that
philosophical wisdom is a kind of theoretical knowledge. However, there
seems to be no reason for him to emphasize in book a that it is theoretical
knowledge of truth except that he wants to highlight the importance of
truth as the goal of philosophical wisdom in contrast to the importance
of action as the goal of practical wisdom. He emphasizes the importance
of truth in this context because, he says, the aim of theoretical knowledge
is truth [Bewpnrikiig pev yap téhog ainBeia] while the aim of practical
wisdom is action [mpaktikilg 8 €pyov].

Having noted these facts, Aristotle presents an argument for the
existence of a hierarchy of truths some of which are “most true” The
argument is worth considering in some detail. The passage in which the
argument is found reads as follows:

ovk fopev 8¢ 1O aAnbig &vev Tig aitiag €kaotov 8¢ pdAoTta
avto T®V dAwv kab 6 kai Tolg dAlolg LTApxel TO OLVW-
vopov (olov 10 mhp Bepudtatov- kai yap Toi¢ EANowg TO
aitiov todto Tiig BeppdTnTog). dote kal dAnbéotatov 1o TOIG
VoTépolg aitiov Tod aAnBéov eivat. S0 Tag TOV del Svtwv
apxag avaykaiov dei elvar dAnbeotdrag (o0 yap mote dAnOeis,
o0& gkeivaug attiov Tl ot ToD gival, AAN ékeival Toi¢ dANoLS),
o0’ Exaotov w¢ €xet ToD eival, oVtw Kai Tig dAndeiag.
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Now we do not know the truth without [knowing] its cause;
and a thing is thus-and-so most of all in relation to other
things if in virtue of it the other things are thus-and-so (e.g.,
fire is the hottest of things; for it is the cause of the heat of all
other things); so that which causes derivative truths to be true
is most true. Therefore, the first principles of eternal things
must always be most true; (for they are not merely sometimes
true, nor is there any cause of their what-is, but they them-
selves are the cause of the others), so of each as it is of being,
so also of truth. (993b23-31, trans. mine, following Ross)

Here Aristotle appears to distinguish among degrees of truth where all of
the assertions in question are true as opposed to being merely approximately
true. Although Aristotle allows that some assertions are approximately
true and that there are degrees of approximate truth, at 993b23-31 he
is not concerned with the degrees of truth in this sense. Rather, he is
attempting to make sense of the idea that some true assertions are more
true than other true assertions.

As I understand the passage, Aristotle’s argument has two stages. The
first stage of the argument establishes the fact that there is a hierarchy of
true assertions within which the truth of some assertions is greater than
the truth of others. In the second stage, Aristotle argues that, of all true
assertions, true assertions about the first principles and causes of eternal
things have the highest degree of truth.

According to the conclusion of the first stage of the argument, there
is a hierarchy among truths: some truths are truer than others because
the former cause the truth of the latter. This assertion may sound odd to
us for at least two reasons. On the one hand, aside from theorists inves-
tigating the nature of approximate truth, few contemporary philosophers
think that truth and falsehood admit of degrees. Yet Aristotle clearly
seems committed to this view in the passage. On the other hand, Aristotle
apparently describes the inferential relationship among truths in terms of
causality, whereas nowadays philosophers tend to strongly dissociate logi-
cal and causal relations. Let me help to diminish these apparent oddities.

Aristotlé’s first premise in the passage, at 993b23—-24, is that one does
not know a truth without knowing its cause. This premise is familiar from
Aristotle’s discussion of theoretical knowledge in the Posterior Analytics.
According to that discussion, one does not know a truth without knowing
the cause of that truth, where by “cause” in the Analytics Aristotle literally
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means the premises that explain the truth in question. More precisely,
Aristotle asserts the middle term is the cause that relates the major and
the minor terms in the premises and thereby causally explains the truth
which is the conclusion of the syllogism.

In book B of the Posterior Analytics Aristotle discusses at length how
the middle term in a syllogism is the cause of the truth of the conclusion,
and how even the indemonstrable first premises of demonstrations are
caused to be true by the middle term. For example, one does not know
that Socrates is mortal unless one knows that Socrates is a human being
and one knows that all human beings are mortal. Here the middle term
“human being” is the cause of the truth of the assertion that Socrates is
mortal. The middle term, as we might say, explains the connection between
Socrates and his being mortal.

Now it may be that the first part of our passage from Metaphysics
book a 1, from 993b23-31, deals only with demonstrable truths and the
latter part only with indemonstrable first principles. In which case, and
perhaps contrary to what Aristotle says in the Analytics, one might think
that we can know the first principles of demonstrations without knowing
the cause. Alternatively, consonant with the view in the Analytics, and
therefore more plausibly, it may be that the first part of the passage deals
with both demonstrable and indemonstrable truths. On this reading, when
one knows the indemonstrable truths one ipso facto knows their causes.
As Aristotle puts it at Posterior Analytics 94a20-24:

‘Emet 0¢ éniotacOat oidpeba dtav eiddpev v aitiav, aitiat 6¢
TETTAPEG, pia pev T Ti Av elvay, pia 8¢ 10 Tivwv vty dvaykn
To0T elvay, tépa 8¢ 1) Ti Tp@TOV Ekivnoe, TeTdpTn 68 TO Tivog
éveka, mdoar adtat 6t Tod péoov SeikvuvTat.

We think we know when we know the cause, and there are
four causes, one is what it is to be a thing, one is that this is
necessary if these others obtain, one is that which produced
the change, and one is the aim, all of which are proved through
the middle term. (trans., Ross)

I am inclined to think that at 993b23-31 Aristotle is committing himself
to the idea that we know an assertion is true, whether the assertion is
indemonstrable or demonstrable, only if we know the cause of the truth
of that premise.
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Aristotle next asserts a general principle according to which some-
thing has an attribute “most of all” [p&Aiota] in comparison with other
things, if the attribute belongs to the other things because the attribute
belongs to it (993b24-25). Hence, for example, a truth A is true “most of
all” [udAhiota] in comparison with other truths B and C, if truth belongs to
B and C because truth belongs to A. Put another way, if truth belongs to
derivative assertions because truth belongs to the assertion from which the
other assertions are derived, then the assertion from which the others are
derived is true most of all in comparison with the others (see 993b26-27).

This creates a hierarchy of truths. One truth is higher than another
in this hierarchy if the latter is derived from the former, and those truths
from which all other derivative truths are derived are true “most of all”
This may seem odd since, again, inferential relations are no longer thought
of in terms of causality, but it made perfect sense to Aristotle: the truth
of the premises in a demonstration explains the truth of the conclusion
derived from them, and to explain why a given assertion is true, for him,
is to explain that the given assertion is derived from others."" How we
explain the truth of indemonstrable assertions, which in fact are the most
true assertions on Aristotle’s view, is a question that remains outstanding.

In the passage from Metaphysics book a, Aristotle is concerned
exclusively with causal explanations. He places severe restrictions on the
kind of inference that counts as a causal explanation. We know from
the Analytics that a causal explanation is an “epistemonic deduction”
[ovAhoyilopog émotnuovikog] by means of which one comes to under-
stand something simpliciter [anAdg], as opposed to knowing it by virtue
of its accidental features. (See APo. 71b9-17.) That is to say, the formal
cause or the essence of a thing is understood by means of an epistemonic
deduction. Understanding something in this way involves, according
to Aristotle in the Amnalytics, (i) knowing the cause [aitia] of the thing
understood, (ii) knowing of this cause that it is, in fact, the cause of the
thing understood, and (iii) knowing that the cause of the thing understood
must be its cause. (See APo. 71b10-12.) In order to secure this sort of
understanding, Aristotle tells us we need to base it on assertions that are
true [AAnOdv], primitive [mpwtwv], immediate [dpéowv], more familiar
than [yvopywtépwv], prior to [mpotépwv], and the cause of [aitiwv] the
understanding of the conclusion. (See APo. 71b19-22.)

Very few inferences will meet this rigorous standard. All such argu-
ments are, of course, about the real causes of things in the world and are,
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thus, arguments about causes. But the crucial point to acknowledge here
is that all such arguments are causal in a different sense: they involve true
premises that cause the truth of the conclusions. The ultimate premises
of these arguments are themselves the first causes of the truth of what
comes to be known.

Returning to our main passage in book a, it is not obvious that
either of the main claims Aristotle has made thus far—the general prin-
ciple that generates the hierarchy of truths and the claim inferred from it
about first principles—is true. Much depends on how we understand the
locution “most of all” [udAota] in the general principle. To use Aristotle’s
example in the passage, suppose that heat belongs to fire and that this
fact causes heat to belong to everything else. It follows that heat belongs
to fire most of all. If one takes this to mean that fire is the hottest thing
of all, then one ought to have doubts. Why could not fire cause heat to
belong to everything else and for everything else to be just as hot as fire?
But if, more charitably, one takes “heat belongs to fire most of all” to mean
that heat belongs to fire most fundamentally, one ought to have fewer
doubts, if any. If heat belongs to fire and this fact—that heat belongs to
fire—explains why heat belongs to everything else, then there is a clear
sense in which heat belongs to fire most fundamentally: heat belonging
to fire is the ultimate cause of heat belonging to everything else. What is
most fundamentally hot need not be hotter than everything else.

Similarly, if one takes “most true” (dAnBéotepov at 993b27) to mean
“is truer than everything else,” one quite naturally boggles. But if one
takes “most true” to mean “the assertion the truth of which causes truth
to belong to all other assertions” then, at least apparently, one is dealing
with a fairly familiar claim about explanatory priority. The idea that some
truths are more fundamental than others is related to Aristotle’s distinction
between things that are knowable to us most of all and things that are
knowable by nature most of all (APo. 71b33-72a6 and Met. 1029b3ff). The
truths knowable by nature most of all are the most fundamental truths
on the basis of which we argue demonstratively. The truths knowable by
us most of all are the perceptions of particulars on the basis of which
we argue inductively.

In the first stage of the argument, then, Aristotle establishes that
some truths are most true because they are explanatorily fundamental. In
the second stage of the argument, he identifies the fundamental truths. He
argues that the first principles of eternal things are the most fundamental
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truths of all. The second stage of the argument may be reconstructed as
follows: The first principles that are true of eternal things are always true
(993b29). Now if nothing is the cause of the being of eternal things, and
the being of eternal things is always the cause of the being of everything
else, then the being of eternal things is always greater than the being of
everything else. But, as a matter of fact, nothing is the cause of the being
of eternal things, and the being of eternal things is always the cause of the
being of everything else. (993b29-30) Thus, the being of eternal things
is greater than the being of everything else. In addition, as each being
is with respect to being, so also each being is with respect to the truth
about it (993b30-31). Therefore, the truth about eternal things is always
greater than the truth about everything else and, hence, the first principles
of eternal things must always be most true, in the sense of being most
fundamental (993b28-29).

The crucial premise in the preceding argument—at least as concerns
truth and falsehood—is the claim that as each being is with respect to
being so also each being is with respect to the truth about it. Without
attempting to explain here how it is that Aristotle ultimately understands
the relationship about being and truth, it is sufficient to note that it is a
major problem in the Metaphysics.

In book a 1, then, Aristotle asks us to consider how some truths are
most fundamental and in what way they might be said to be the causes
of other truths. In doing so Aristotle raises some difficult questions about
truth insofar as it is related to the goals of philosophical wisdom. Philo-
sophical wisdom, again, is noetic comprehension of the first principles
and causes of what is most important and most evident and a capacity
to demonstrate what follows from these first principles and causes. By the
end of the book, I hope to have made significant progress toward clarify-
ing how Aristotle understood the relationship between truth and being.

The Beta Test

Aristotle does not explicitly mention truth or falsehood in his review of
the difficulties [amopiau] noted in Metaphysics book B—those difficulties
that must be resolved in order to provide a complete and satisfactory
account of philosophical wisdom. The catalogue of problems in book B
fairly well exhausts what he goes on to discuss in the treatise. Thus, the
lack of any explicit mention of truth or falsehood constitutes evidence
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that truth may not be among the topics dealt with in the remainder of
the Metaphysics."

That the problems canvassed in Metaphysics book B are related to
philosophical wisdom, on the other hand, is evident from the first sentence
of the book, at 995a24-25: “We must, with a view to the science which
we are seeking [i.e., philosophical wisdom], first recount the subjects
that should be first discussed” (trans., Ross). Immediately after prefacing
the problems in this way, at 995b5ff, Aristotle differentiates between the
main subjects of philosophical wisdom: the first principles of substance
and the principles on which all men base their proofs [mept T@v dpx@v
¢ Ov Seirkvvovol mavrec].

That truth is important for an investigation of the principles on
which all proofs are based is almost immediately apparent in Metaphysics
book B. For example, in the first chapter of book B, Aristotle offers as an
instance of a such a principle the Law of Non-Contradiction (LNC)—as
he formulates it there: whether it is possible at the same time to assert
and deny one and the same thing or not. (995b7-8) Then again, in the
second chapter of book B, he considers whether or not the principles on
which all proofs are based are proper objects of philosophical wisdom:

AANG pnv kol Tept TV AMOSEIKTIKDV ApXDY, TOTEPOV IS
¢0Tiv EmoTung fj TAeOVWY, dpgoBnthooy oty (Aéyw 8¢
amodektikdg Tag xowdg d6fag ¢€ Ov dmavteg Serkvbovory)
olov 611 mav dvaykaiov fj @avat 1 dmo@dvat, kai ddvvatov
dpo elvan kai pn eivar, kai doar GA . toladtar TPoTACELS,
TOTEPOV pia TOVTWV EmOTHUN Kal TG ovoiag fi £tépa, Kkdv
el uf pia, motépav xpr mpocayopevey TNV {NTovpévny VOv.

But then about the starting-points of demonstration too, and
whether there is one science of them or more than one, there
is dispute (by the starting-points of demonstration I mean the
common beliefs on the basis of which we all prove things,
such as that in every case it is necessary either to affirm or to
deny, and that it is impossible for something at the same time
to both be and not be, and any other propositions like that),
namely, about whether there is one science of these and of
substance or distinct ones, and, if it is not one science, which
of the two should be identified with what we are now inquir-
ing into? (996b26-33, trans., Reeve)
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Aristotle uses “principles of demonstration” in the passage to refer to the
principles on which everyone bases their proofs. He raises the question
as to whether the philosopher pursuing philosophical wisdom ought to
investigate these logical principles, and he concludes:

kaBohov yap pdhiota kal mavtwy dpxai Ta dfuopatd EoTwy, €
T 0Tl un 100 QLAocoPov, Tivog EoTal mept avT@V EAAoV TO
Oewpfjoal 10 aAndég kal yeddog;

For it is the axioms that are most universal and the starting-
points of all things, and if not the philosopher, then to whom
does it belong to get a theoretical grasp on what is true and
what is false about them? (997al12-15, trans., Reeve)

It is the business, then, of the philosopher to inquire about what is true
and untrue about the logical axioms. In the second chapter of Metaphysics
book B Aristotle offers as another example of such an axiom of the Law
of the Excluded Middle (LEM), which he formulates as “that everything
must be either affirmed or denied” (996b29). It is sufficient to note here
that Aristotle defines assertions and denials in terms of truth and false-
hood. As a consequence, in order to investigate the logical axioms, the
philosopher must investigate truth and falsehood. In part II of this book,
I address how Aristotle’s account of truth informs his arguments for the
logical axioms.

The majority of the problems in Metaphysics book B pertain to the
investigation into the first principles of substance. It is admittedly unclear
when we are first reading book B how the topic of truth fits into this
investigation, and were Metaphysics book B a digest of the results of his
investigation of philosophical wisdom, this might be thought to damage
the hypothesis that his account of truth is an important part of the inves-
tigation. Book B however is not at all a summary of Aristotle’s conclusions
about philosophical wisdom. Quite to the contrary. Book B is a survey of
the outstanding problems Aristotle thinks he must solve in order to give
an adequate account of philosophical wisdom. As such, Metaphysics book
B need not explicitly identify the concepts that he believes are crucial for
the solution of the problems. If he uses his account of truth to solve some
of the main problems raised in book B, then that diminishes the weight
of the fact that truth itself is not listed among these problems.
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Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that Aristotle needs to explain the nature
of truth if he hopes to solve the two main problems that arise for his
account of philosophical wisdom: What are the first principles of substance,
and how are we to vindicate the logical axioms on which all men base
their proofs? I hope to have made it clear not only that Aristotle himself
was aware of this need in books A, a, and B but that he also explicitly
announces these problems in advance of his investigation proper into the
logical axioms and the first principles of substances.
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Chapter 2

What “Truth” and “Falsehood” Signify

We have seen that for Aristotle philosophical wisdom is a state of the
psyche in which, by means of affirmation or denial, the psyche (1) com-
prehends and is never deceived about the first principles and causes of
the necessary beings that are by nature highest and (2) has the capacity
to demonstrate on the basis of these first principles. This is his explicit
definition of philosophical wisdom in Nicomachean Ethics book VI, and he
confirms it in his remarks about philosophical wisdom in Metaphysics A.

I argued in the last chapter that philosophical wisdom—as Aristotle
conceives it—essentially involves truth, ultimately aims at truth, and has
for its proper object truth about the things highest by nature. If Aristotle
is interested in explaining the nature of philosophical wisdom in the
Metaphysics, he is ipso facto concerned with the nature of truth.

If one had read all of Aristotle’s other works before reading the
Metaphysics, one would already understand most of the ideas involved in
his conception of philosophical wisdom. But not all. He discusses linguis-
tic and mental assertion, comprehension, demonstration, definition, first
principles, and indemonstrability in the Organon, in the De Anima, and in
the Nicomachean Ethics. He examines the concepts of nature and necessity
in the Physics and addresses the distinctions to be made among differ-
ent kinds of priority in the Categories.! He relies upon these discussions
in the Metaphysics as he develops his account of philosophical wisdom.

In treatises other than the Metaphysics, however, Aristotle leaves
undefined and largely unexplained two concepts essential to his account
of philosophical wisdom—the concepts of being and truth. As we saw in
chapter 1, he needs to elucidate both concepts in order to explain philo-
sophical wisdom. Of course, no one doubts that Aristotle expounds the
nature of being in the Metaphysics. Yet no one thinks he expounds the
essence of truth in the treatise.

43
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Aristotle has not presented his account of the essence of truth in any
treatise other than the Metaphysics. He offers no definitions of truth out-
side the Metaphysics, and there is no record of a missing treatise in which
Aristotle explained the nature of truth.? Since Aristotle has not explained
the nature of truth in any of the other treatises, either he explained it in
the Metaphysics, or he left it unexplained. The good news, I think, is that
that he did not leave it unexplained.

We saw in the last chapter that according to Aristotle the pursuit of
philosophical wisdom involves investigating the first principles of argu-
ment. He makes this plain, for example, at Metaphysics book I 3.1005b5-8:

6tL pgv odv tod QLAoodQoL, Kal ToD Tept TAONG TiG ovTiag
BewpodvTtog 1| MEPUKeY, Kal TiepL TOV CLANOYIOTIKDV dpXDV
éoTilv émokéyaoOat, Sfjhov.

That, therefore, the philosopher, who theorizes about the
nature of all substance, is also the one who inquires into the
starting-points of arguments, is clear. (trans., mine)

The philosopher—and no one else—must study the first principles of
argument, not only because nobody else will, not just because they are the
axioms of all rational inquiry, but also because defending them is neces-
sary in order to vindicate the very possibility of philosophical wisdom. As
Aristotle develops this point later in the same chapter—Metaphysics book
I' 3.1005a33-b8—he differentiates natural philosophy and first philosophy,
and argues that the first principles of argument fall within the purview of
first philosophy. The axioms are the first principles of all reasoning and
therefore must already be comprehended and defended prior to specific
rational inquiry of the sort natural philosophers undertake. All philoso-
phers must examine and justify their methods before employing them,
but that work is a part of first philosophy (i.e., part of the investigation
of philosophical wisdom).

Before he presents his theory of being insofar as it is being in
Metaphysics books A-N Aristotle prepares the way by vindicating the
possibility of such theorizing—he establishes the general terms on which
truths should be accepted. He vindicates thereby the basic logical methods
the philosopher should employ in pursuing philosophical wisdom. Part
of this preparatory work is defensive. Before he can legitimately employ
the first principles of argument, he needs to justify them. This last pur-
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pose—ijustifying the use of the logical axioms—is a crucial step in proving
that the investigation of philosophical wisdom is at least possible.> The
other part of this preparatory work is conceptual. He needs to present
and make sense of the logical concepts involved in or presupposed by
the first principles of argument themselves. Chief among these are the
concepts of contradiction, assertion, and truth.

In this chapter and the next I argue that Aristotle articulates and
makes use of nominal yet philosophically sophisticated definitions of the
terms “truth” and “falsehood” in his defense of the first principles of argu-
ment. More specifically, I defend the view that in book T, chapters 3-8,
Aristotle’s elenctic arguments for the axioms of demonstration presuppose
nominal definitions of the terms “truth” and “falsehood,” definitions pre-
sented by Aristotle in book I' 7.1011b26—27—the canonical definitions of
truth and falsehood usually attributed to Aristotle.

The Canonical Definition of Truth in Context

Aristotle not only recognizes different kinds of definition, he requires dif-
ferent kinds for different sorts of argument. “Real” definitions expressing
indemonstrable first principles function as basic premises in demonstra-
tive syllogisms; “nominal” definitions of what terms serve as agreed upon
premises in certain kinds of destructive dialectical arguments. Prima facie,
given that Aristotle deploys the canonical definitions of truth and false-
hood in Metaphysics book I' 7.1011b26—27 as premises in a destructive
elenctic argument for the Law of the Excluded Middle (LEM), it would
seem the definitions should be interpreted as nominal definitions of what
the terms “truth” and “falsehood” signify, definitions that might be accepted
by Aristotle’s presumed dialectical opponents.

I will make the case that this first impression is accurate. The defini-
tions at 1011b26-27 are best understood as nominal definitions express-
ing concepts of truth and falsehood that are anodyne but adequate for
Aristotle’s dialectical purposes in book I'. The definitions capture what
the terms “truth” and “falsehood” signify prior to sustained philosophical
investigation into the nature of what they signify. In particular, the definien-
tia of these nominal definitions do not express developed philosophical
conceptions that presuppose the full machinery of Aristotles—or any
other—philosophical system. They are not intended to express Aristotle’s
real definitions of the essence of truth and falsehood. These come later.*
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Rather, the definitions at 1011b26-27 express concepts Aristotle assumes
his opponents will grant in the context of his dialectical demonstrations
about the first principles of argument. Understood in this dialectically
neutral way the definitions nevertheless commit Aristotle’s opponents to
various semantic presuppositions—the nominal definitions provide the
general semantic framework within to pursue truth and falsehood, the
framework within which Aristotle expects his philosophical opponents
(and us) to judge his elenctic arguments for the logical axioms and all of
his subsequent claims in the Metaphysics.

Aristotle defines “aAn0¢g” (or “truth”) and “yeddo¢” (or “falsehood”)
in Metaphysics T 7.1011b26-27.° This much at least—and perhaps at
most—is uncontroversial. How should we understand these definitions?
There are various textual and exegetical issues to consider first.

Aristotle offers his definitions as premises in an argument for the
Law of the Excluded Middle from 1011b23-29. The following Greek text
for b23-29 has been adopted by Bekker, Jaeger, Ross, and Tredennick:®

b23 AA\& pny 008 petadd dvtipdoews’ eviexetan lvat

b24 000V, AN’ &véykn 1 eavar fj dropavar €ve kad’ evog 6TLodv.
b25 dijhov 8¢ mpdTov pev Optoapévolg T 10 dAndeg kal yeddog.
b26 O pEv yap Aéyewy 1O Ov ui eivat 1 TO pi) Ov'° elvar yed—
b27 §og, 0 8¢ 1O 6V elvan kai T0'? pi) 6v pi) eivar dAnbég, dote
b28 kai 6 Méywv'™ elvar fj pui'* dAnBedoet fj yevoetar GAN
b29 olite 0 Ov Aéyetan® un eivau fj elvan olite O i) Ov.

But then neither is it possible for there to be anything in the
middle between contradictories, but it is necessary either to
affirm or to deny one thing, whatever it may be, of one thing.
This will be clear if we first define what truth is and what
falsehood is. For to say of what is that it is not, or of what is
not that it is, is false, whereas to say of what is that it is, or of
what is not that it is not, is true. So he who says of anything
that it is, or that it is not, will say either what is true or what
is false. But it is said that neither what is nor what is not either
is not or is. (trans., Reeve)

First, with regard to 1011b23-25, the manuscripts differ on three points.
Whereas E, A®, Al!, Asc! have ‘avtipacewg at 1011b23, J records ‘amoga-
oewd. Bekker, Bonitz, Cassin and Narcy, Ross, and Jaeger retain “avtiga-
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olg”; Cassin and Narcy and Ross note the alternative in J. In the context
of Aristotle’s writings, “avtipaols” is used to denote a contradiction or a
contradictory assertion, whereas “amo@dotg” can be used either as a cognate
of “amogaivw” or as a cognate of “amdéenul” In the first case, “amo@dots”
can mean the same as “statement,” “assertion,” “judgment,” or “an affirmative
or negative predication” The second use of “ano@dois” is defined by Aris-
totle in De Interpretatione as “an assertion of one thing away from another”
and is opposed to the related use of “katagaots,” meaning “an assertion of
one thing with another” Given the immediate context (a claim at 1011b23
about intermediate assertions [peta&d] as part of an argument for LEM),
the broader context (an elenctic defense of the logical axioms in I' 4-8),
and Aristotle’s account of contradictory assertions and intermediate asser-
tions in the Organon and in the Metaphysics (in particular, in book I), the
sense of the phrase “AM\& ufv o0d¢ petald dvripacews évoéxetal eivar”
at 1011b23 will be the same whether we choose “avtipdoews” at 1011b23
or “amo@dacews’: “But on the other hand there cannot be an intermediate
between contradictories” (Ross).

Second, at 1011b24 E, J, T, Al5, and Asc? have ‘€v’; it is omitted in
A®. Bekker and Bonitz retain “€v,” noting the alternative in A®. Cassin and
Narcy, Jaeger, and Ross retain it. Given how Aristotle understands affirma-
tive and negative assertions, the sense of “avdaykn | @daval fj armogdval
&v kaB’ €vog” (“it is necessary either to affirm or to deny one of one”)
is basically the same as that of “avdykn 1§ dvat §j amogdvar ka®’ évog”
(“it is necessary either to affirm or deny of one”).

Third, “ti” at 1011b25 is omitted in A® and Asc), but found in E, J,
AP, and Ascc. Bekker, Bonitz, Cassin and Narcy, Jaeger, and Ross all retain
“t1” Bekker and Bonitz record “oploapévorg ti” without noting alternatives
and without comment (see Bonitz 1960, 212). Cassin and Narcy, Jaeger,
and Ross note that “ti” is omitted in Al® but ignore this alternative in
their commentaries. The difference at 1011b25 between “dfjhov 8¢ mp@TOV
uev oploapévolg Ti 10 dAndeg kai yeddog” (“This is clear first if we give a
definition of the true and the false”) and “opioapévorg 0 dAnBeg kai yed-
do¢” (“This is clear first if we define the true and the false”) is negligible.

None of these lexical variations entail important exegetical differences,
but Aristotle’s statement at 1011b25 (“8fjlov 8¢ mpdTOV pEv Optoapévolg
Tl 10 AAnB&g kai yeddoc”) is problematic. It can be taken to mean “it is
clear first of all if we define [what is] the true and [what is] the false,” but
it can also mean “it is clear first of all if we lay down criteria for [what]

the true and the false [are]” or “it is clear first of all if we differentiate
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[what] the true [is] and [what] the false [is]” “Opioapévoig” is the dative
plural masculine/neuter aorist participial form of “6pi{w” the root meaning
of which is to divide, in the sense of establishing boundaries between two
or more things. Perhaps, then, Aristotle isn’t defining truth and falsehood
at 1011b26-27. Perhaps, more modestly, he is offering distinguishing (but
not defining) marks of truth and falsehood. This is a serious issue. To
determine which of these uses of ‘0ploapévolg’ Aristotle had in mind at
1011b25, we will need to consider below the context of its use.

With regard to 1011b26-27, the manuscripts differ on two points.
On the one hand, at 1011b26, E, J, Al° have “todto” where A® has “10
uny 6v”; on the other hand, at 1011b27, E and A" have “kai 1o pf 6v
elval” where ] and Al° have “10 6¢ pn ov pn etvar” T will deal with the
variations at 1011b27 first, since they are easy to reconcile.

At 1011b27, E and A® have “koi t0 pfy 6v pry elvar” where J and Al°
have “t0 8¢ uf Ov uf elvar” Bekker, Bonitz, Jaeger, and Ross follow E
and A’. Ross does not address his decision in his commentary, nor does
Kirwan (who accepts Jaeger’s text) in his. Cassin and Narcy follow J an
Al° but also add a comma before “t6 6¢ ur 6v pn eivar” Given the con-
text of 1011b26-27, the force of the copulative “kai” at 1011b27 would
be the same as the force of an adversative “6¢” "Both would continue the
contrast begun earlier in 1011b27 by the adversative “8¢,” which relates
back to the antithetical “uév” at the beginning of 1011b26.

With regard to the variations at 1011b26, Bekker, Bonitz, Cassin and
Narcy, Jaeger, and Ross follow A in choosing “t0 uf| 6v” instead of “tovto.”
Smyth (sec. 1253) tells us that “rodto” may take up a substantive idea not
expressed by a preceding neuter word. “trodt0” seems to refer backwards
to a prior part of 1011b26 as opposed to some part of 1011b23—-25. For
example, it is hard to make sense of it referring back to the substantive
idea of a definition associated with (although not expressed by) “Opioapé-
voig Ti” at 1011b25 or to either “t0 dAn0eg” or “to Yeddog” at 1011b25,
and harder still to see how it might refer back to “o00¢v” at 1011b24.

If we take “toDdT0” to refer to a prior part of 1011b26, we have two
choices. The grammatically obvious alternative is to assume that “todt0”
refers back to “t0 6v” at 1011b26. Our other alternative is to assume that
“to010” refers back to the immediately preceding neuter phrase “pn eivat”

If we assume “todTto” refers back to “to 6v” at 1011b26, the conse-
quences are intolerable. For, on this reading, Aristotle would define (or
distinguish)'® falsehood at 1011b26 in terms of asserting of what is (1o
6v) that it is not (ur| efvaw) or asserting of what is (1o dv) that it is (elvau),
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and he would define truth at 1011b27 as asserting of what is (t0 6v) that
it is (elvat) and asserting of what is not (16 pf 6v) that it is not (un eivau).

I will focus first on how this proposed reading of “todto” at 1011b26
would affect the account of falsehood at b26. We would expect Aristotle
to say that it is false to assert of what is (16 6v) that it is not (uf elvau).
But the idea that it is false to assert of what is (10 0v) that it is (eivar)
flies in the face of everything Aristotle, his predecessors, and everyone
else says about falsehood—to wit: a true assertion either is or involves
asserting of what is (10 6v) that it is (eivat), and a false assertion is the
opposite of a true one.”” So far as I know, nobody denies these assump-
tions—not even contemporary dialetheists. Thus, assuming “todto” refers
back to “to 6v” at 1011b26 yields an account of falsehood that would be
repugnant to anyone familiar with the topic. This is especially problematic
given the immediate argumentative context: Aristotle is in the midst of
presenting an elenctic argument for LEM partly on the basis of his claims
about falsehood at 1011b26, and Aristotle needs to offer accounts of truth
and falsehood that his opponents are likely to have accepted. Who among
his opponents would go along with an account of falsehood according to
which it is false to assert of what is that it is?

Moreover, insofar as the accounts of truth and falsehood at
1011b26-27 function as premises in the argument for LEM at 1011b23-29,
the proposed reading of “rodto” at 1011b26 would complicate Aristotle’s
case in a peculiar manner.'”® On the standard reconstructions of Aristotle’s
argument, he aims to show that an assertion intermediate between a pair
of contradictory assertions is neither true nor false and, therefore, is no
assertion at all. Given any pair of contradictory assertions, he assumes that
one of the assertions involves predicating “is” of some subject—either “that
which is” or “that which is not”—and that the other assertion involves
predicating “is not” of that subject. The subject of these contradictory
assertions is either “that which is” or “that which is not” Were there to be
an intermediate assertion between the contradictory pair, Aristotle assumes
that neither “is” nor “is not” would be predicated of either “what is” or
“what is not” Since on the standard reconstructions, truth and falsehood
are defined in terms of predicating either “is” or “is not” of either “what
is” or “what is not,” the supposed intermediate assertion would neither be
true nor false. Hence, given that assertions are defined as accounts that are
either true or false, the supposed intermediate assertion would not be an
assertion. If, however, we assume the account of falsehood that emerges
when we take “todT0” to refer back to “16 6v” at 1011b26, then in order
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to prove that the supposed intermediate assertion is no assertion at all,
Aristotle would have to show that it is neither true nor false but also that
is not both true and false.

While Aristotle could show this, it is utterly implausible that he should
have to. For, if we assume that at 1011b26 “todt0” refers back to “10 6v;
then the proposed accounts of truth and falsehood at 1011b26-27 would
jointly entail that (i) to assert of what is that it is not is false, (ii) to assert
of what is not that it is not is true, and (iii) to assert of what is that it is,
is both true and false. (i) and (ii) are standard. (iii) is offensive, and not
just because asserting of what is that it is would be false. On the proposed
reading, the accounts of truth and falsehood at 1011b26—-27 would entail
the denial of the very axioms Aristotle is defending in book I'. The law of
the excluded middle would be violated whenever we assert of what is that
it is, since every such assertion would be both true and false, and being
true and false is one candidate for the intermediate state between being
true and being false. We would also violate the law of non-contradiction
with such assertions, since each would be true and false at the same time,
in the same respect, et cetera. All of this goes beyond the pale.

We also have to wonder why Aristotle would limit falsehood to
assertions about what is while allowing true assertions to range over both
what is and what is not. Given his Parmenidean and Platonic precursors,
we would expect him to go in the opposite direction—that true asser-
tions are only about what is whereas false assertions are either logically
impossible or are about both what is and what is not.

Thus, all things considered, I agree with Cassin and Narcy (1989,
259) that the first option—assuming “todto” refers back to “to 6v” at
1011b26—«ne donne pas le sens»: it does not make sense. Turning now
to the second option, “rodto” at 1011b26 may take up from the preceding
neuter phrase “pn eivar” the idea of that which is not, a substantive idea
which is not expressed by the phrase “ur eivat” itself but is expressed by
the phrase “16 uf 6v” commonly used by Aristotle and others in discussing
falsehood and truth. Adopting this interpretation of “todto” at 1011b26,
we reconcile the apparent difference between A® and E, J, and Al".

All of the manuscripts agree with regard to 1011b29. E and ] agree
with respect to 1011b28; Cassin and Narcy place a comma after “yeboe-
tou” instead of a colon, otherwise agreeing with E and J; Al® has “tobto”
after “kai 6 Aéywv”; A® replaces “kai 6 Aéywv” with “¢xeivo Méywv.” These
variations yield different reconstructions of the argument at 1011b23-29.

printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

What “Truth” and “Falsehood” Signify 51

There are two remaining exegetical issues to resolve: are the for-
mulae presented at 1011b26-27 intended to express definitions of truth
and falsehood, or were they intended to express distinguishing but not
essential characteristics of truth and falsehood? Contemporary com-
mentators generally accept that Aristotle is explicitly defining truth and
falsehood in the passage. The textual evidence supporting the claim that
the formulae express definitions is weighty. First, Aristotle explicitly
states at 1011b25 that he will define [6pioapévorg] “truth” [t0 dAnOeg]
and “falsehood” [10 yeddog].” Second, at 1012a3 Aristotle refers back to
the formulae at 1011b26-27, describing them as definitions [¢§ Opiopod].
Third, at 1012a21-24 Aristotle describes the general argumentative tactic
he is employing against those who deny LEM, positing an intermediate
between contradictories:

apxn 8¢ mpog dmavtag TovTovg €€ OpLopod. OpLopog 8¢ yiyvetat
¢k Tob onuaively T dvaykaiov eivar adTovg 6 yap Adyog od
T0 dvopa onuelov 6pLopOG EoTaL

In response to all these people the original [step] is from
a definition. Definition arises from the necessity that they
should themselves signify something, for the formula of [the
thing of] which the name is a sign will be a definition [. . .].
(trans., Ross)

Aristotle’s basic tactic in arguing against those who deny a logical axiom
is to get them to signify something. In book I' Aristotle repeatedly and
explicitly stresses the relationship between agreeing upon definitions of
terms and establishing that each of those terms signifies at least one
thing. In the preceding quote, he is claiming that the definition of “truth”
at b26-27 is a formula of the one thing signified by the term “truth”
It is plausible, then, that Aristotle is employing his preferred tactic at
1011b26-27, defining “truth” and “falsehood” and thus establishing the
formulae of each one of the things signified by the terms “truth” and
“falsehood” Given, therefore, the kind of argument in which the formulae
at 1011b26-27 function as premises, it makes sense to interpret them
as definitions. Fourth, at 1012b7 Aristotle again explicitly refers to the
formulae as definitions—“¢§ 0piopod Stakektéov haPovtag ti onpaiver T
yeddog 1) 10 aAnBég”—and relies upon them as such in the subsequent
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argument at 1012b8-11. It is of course possible that all of these uses of
“optoapévolg” and its cognates are intended to signify something other
than a definition, but it seems implausible.

The immediate argumentative context also supports the claim that the
formulae express definitions. There are four competing reconstructions of
Aristotle’s argument in the secondary literature. Two of these are based on
traditional readings of the Greek text. These two versions reflect different
readings of 1011b27-28. The first reading is defended by Alexander and
Bonitz, with an epanalectic “todt0” at 1011b26 referring to what is puta-
tively in the middle of a contradictory pair. The second reading is defended
by Asclepius, Ross and Kirwan. A third is a recent proposal by Cassin
and Narcy (1989) based on their novel reading of the Greek. A fourth is
a proposal by Cavini (1998) that attempts a rapprochement between the
traditional readings and that of Cassin and Narcy. This is not the place
to ask whether or not these proposed reconstructions of the argument
are sound. Nor is this the place to ask whether or not all of Aristotle’s
philosophical contemporaries would have embraced all of the premises
in the various reconstructions. What is crucial here is to recognize that
definitions of “truth” and “falsehood” are seen as essential to the success
of the argument on all of the leading interpretations. Each reading is
presented as valid only if the formulae at 1011b26-27 are understood as
definitions. The different analyses reflect different editorial decisions about
punctuation in 1011b26-29. While commentators disagree over the proper
reconstruction of the argument from 1011b23-28, all agree that Aristotle
is arguing on the basis of the definitions presented at 1011b26-27. If these
interpreters are correct and if we respect the principle of charity, then we
have a compelling reason for thinking the formulae express definitions.

Kinds of Definition

We may suppose, then, that Aristotle presents definitions at 1011b26-27,
and we can go on to ask what precisely Aristotle is defining, and what
kind of definition he is giving. The textual evidence just reviewed points
to what is being defined: the definitions at 1011b26-27 are formulae of
what the terms “t0 yeddog” and “10 dAnB&q” signify. It is clear from both
1011b25 and 1011b26-27 that the explicit definienda are “t0 4An0¢¢” and
“10 yeddog,” which are most naturally taken as substantive expressions
well translated by “truth” or “the true” and “falsehood” or “the false” Thus,
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we can imagine Aristotle posing the dialectical question to his opponent
in T 7: “What do you signify by the terms ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’?” To
which question Aristotle replies, on behalf of his opponents: “By ‘truth’ I
signify the same as ‘to assert of what is that it is, or of what is not that it
is not’ and by ‘falsehood’ I signify the same as ‘to assert of what is that
it is not, or of what is not that it is’”

It is not so clear how to interpret the defining phrases proposed
for these terms. The surface grammar of the definientia is well tracked
by Ross’s formulation “to say of what is that it is not, and of what is not
that it is, is falsehood, while to say of what is that it is, and of what is not
that it is not, is truth” Yet genuine textual and philosophical difficulties

» « N

arise when we attempt to interpret the mains terms: “t0 Aéyery;” “10 Ov;
“etvar, and “pn” And how we interpret these terms in part depends on
whether or not we think they express ordinary language concepts, com-
mon philosophical concepts, or technical concepts from one philosophical
school or another. In order to make this latter determination, we first need
to know the kind of definition Aristotle is presenting given the different
kinds of definitions he recognizes.

In Topics book A 4, at 101b19ff,, Aristotle introduces the notion of
a definition [6pog] as one of the two kinds of phrases that signify the
part of a thing that is peculiar to it—the kind of phrase that signifies
the essence of the thing as opposed to the kind that signifies one of its
propria. In Topics book A 5, he elaborates on this basic idea:

€0t & 8pog uev Aoyog 0 1o Ti v elvan onpaivwy, drodidotat
0t 1j Aoyog vt ovopartog fj Aoyog avti Adyov.

A definition is an account signifying the essence of something,
rendered either as a phrase instead of a name or a phrase
instead of a phrase. (trans., mine)

Every definition, according to this passage, is an account that is given in
place of some name or some phrase, and every definition signifies the
essence of something. A little further on in the same passage, at 101b36,
Aristotle claims that a definition is a A\oyog signifying the essence of some-
thing, asserted as a phrase used in place of a term or as a phrase used
in place of a phrase.”® Again, in Topics book E 1, at 130b25-26, Aristotle
claims that “it is necessary that nothing be involved in a definition apart
from the account which reveals the being of something” (trans., mine). In
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his fuller discussion of definitions in Topics book Z, Aristotle claims that
a definition is a phrase involving a term that signifies some genus and a
term that signifies some differentia of that genus. Throughout Topics Z
Aristotle discusses the construction and destruction of a definition with
reference to what is signified by the definiendum and what is signified
by the definiens, clearly assuming that the correct definiens signifies
the essence of the thing signified by the definiendum. Thus, according
to Aristotle in the Topics, every definition is an assertion involving a
definiendum that signifies some thing and a definiens that signifies the
essence of that thing.*

As in the Topics, in the Posterior Analytics Aristotle explicates the
nature of a definition [6ptopdg] in terms of what something is. He dis-
tinguishes among four kinds of definitions in the Posterior Analytics,*
introducing the first kind in book B, chapter 10, at 93b29-37:

Optopodg § émedi) Aéyetar elvar Aoyog tod Ti €0TL, Qavepov
6t O pév TG €otan Aoyog Tod Ti onpaivel O Svopa 1 Adyog
étepog dvopatwdng, olov Ti onuaivet [ti é0Tt] Tpiywvov. mep
gxovteg 811 €oTL, {nTodpev S ti EoTLv.

Since a definition is said to be an account of what something
is, it is apparent that some will be accounts of what some
name, or some other name-like account, signifies—e.g., what
‘triangle’ signifies. When we know that this very thing [tri-
angle] is, then we seek for why it exists. (trans., mine)

Aristotle describes the first kind of definition as an account of what some
name or name-like phrase signifies. As an example of this kind of defini-
tion, Aristotle says that the name “thunder” signifies a noise of fire being
extinguished in the clouds. This kind of definition—the definition of what
a name or phrase signifies—is traditionally called a “nominal definition”

At Apo. 93b39-40 Aristotle introduces a second kind of definition,
describing it as an account that reveals why something is; at Apo. 94a7-9
he introduces a third kind of definition, describing it as the conclusion
of a demonstration of the essence of something. He describes the fourth
and last kind of definition as an indemonstrable account of the essence
of something. The latter three kinds of definition involve definientia that
signify the essence of what is signified by the definienda. Each is a kind
of “real” definition, as this phrase is traditionally understood.”
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Aristotle explicitly asserts—Apo. B 10, 93b29—-30—that some defini-
tions are accounts of what some name or name-like phrase signifies. What
a given name signifies and what the nominal definition corresponding
to that name signifies may be such that it does not exist. This explains
Aristotle’s subsequent assertion at 93b32 that before we can seek to know
why that which is signified by the name exists we need to know that what
is signified by the name exists. We can possess a nominal definition of a
name—and thus we can complete Stage 1 of our inquiry into the nature
of something—before we know that what is signified by that name exists.

At Apo. B 1, 89b24-25, Aristotle asserts that we always seek to
understand one of four kinds of things: that it is, why it is, if it is, and
what it is. Aristotle explicitly identifies seeking to understand why it is
with seeking to understand what it is in Apo. B 2, at 90al4-15. Similarly,
Aristotle’s assertions and examples in Apo. B 1 and 2 imply that seeking
to understand that something is, is identical with seeking to understand
if something is. Aristotle’s fourfold distinction thus reduces to a twofold
distinction between seeking to understand that something is and seeking
to understand why something is.

This twofold distinction corresponds with the distinction between
nominal definitions and definitions that signify the essence of something.
At the outset, all we have is a nominal definition, and this is an account of
what some name signifies but not an account of the essence of something.
At this stage, we do not know except accidentally whether or not what is
signified by the name or phrase and its corresponding nominal definition
exists. Determining whether or not what is signified by a nominal definition
exists is a difficult task, as Aristotle notes at Apo. B 10, 93b32—-34. At the
stage where all we know is what a name and its corresponding nominal
definition signify, the only grasp we have of the thing signified is accidental
knowledge. (Aristotle discusses the nature of this accidental knowledge that
something exists in Apo. B 8.) According to Aristotle in Apo. B 10, at 93b32,
the first thing we need to do in such a situation is determine that what is
signified by the nominal definition is or is not. This implies that it is pos-
sible for a nominal definition to be an account of what a name or phrase
signifies and for that which the name or phrase signifies either to exist
or not. If it were always necessary for nominal definitions to signify what
exists, or if it were always impossible for them to signify what exists, then
we would not need to determine whether or not that what is signified exists.

The definiens of a nominal definition, therefore, need not signify
the essence of what is signified by the definiendum. In extreme cases this
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is because what is signified by the definiendum doesn’t exist and, hence,
cannot have an essence. In other, more ordinary cases the definiens fails
to signify the essence is because the nominal definitions of the terms
we use rarely capture the essences of the things signified by our terms.
In Aristotle’s example at 93b29-37 the definiens of the nominal defini-
tion of “thunder”—i.e., the phrase “a noise of fire being extinguished in
the clouds”—need not and likely will not signify the essence of what is
signified by the definiendum “thunder” As Aristotle might put it, the
nominal definition of a term is a definiens that signifies what is signi-
fied by the definiendum as that thing is better known by us and not as
it is better known by nature. We know thunder better as the noise that
accompanies lightning; thunder is better known by nature as the sound
of the compression wave caused by the rapid expansion and contraction
of air super-heated by a bolt of lightning. Put another way, the defining
phrase “a noise that accompanies lightning” may well signify the noise
signified by the term “thunder,” but it need not—and does not—signify the
essence of that noise, since the fact of mere accompaniment is not what
is essential to the noise of thunder being what it is. Aristotle’s example
makes the point even more strongly: the defining phrase “a noise of fire
being extinguished in the clouds” is serviceable enough as a definition of
what “thunder” signifies as long as we allow that lightning can be seen
as a kind of “fire” and we allow the supposition that the clouds through
which lightning arcs are moist and can extinguish such fire. Though
serviceable, the phrase “a noise of fire being extinguished in the clouds”
fails to signify the essence of thunder—the noise of thunder in fact has
nothing to do with clouds or with fire being extinguished. The essence
of what is signified by “thunder” is expressed by a quite different phrase
that accurately describes and signifies the essence of that kind of noise:
“the sound of the compression wave caused by the rapid expansion and
contraction of air super-heated by a bolt of lightning”

Once we know that what is signified by a nominal definition and
its corresponding name (or phrase) exists—thus completing Stage 2
of our inquiry—we can seek to understand why that thing is as it is.”
Given what Aristotle claims in Apo. B 8-10, this investigation into why
something is as it is involves proceeding through middle terms until we
have an indemonstrable definition that makes this clear. Since, according
to Aristotle, the essence of something makes clear why it is as it is, the
definition of why something is as it is, is a definition of its essence. Such
definitions are real definitions.
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Arguing for the Axioms

The definitions at 1011b26—-27 are presented as premises in an argument
for LEM at 1011b23-28. This argument is the first in a set of arguments
supporting LEM, a set that immediately follows an elaborate series of
elenctic demonstrations in support of the Law of Non-Contradiction
(LNC). We gain further insight into how we should interpret the defini-
tions at 1011b26-27 by understanding how they function within this larger
argumentative context. To this end we first need to grasp how Aristotle
understands the axioms of demonstration in general and how he imagines
he might defend them.

The axioms of demonstration—Aristotle also calls them “common
axioms” [t& kowvd dfiwpata]—occupy his attention in the Analytics. An
axiom [&€iopa] is an immediate proposition that one must grasp if one
is to learn anything. An axiom is a proposition [pdtaocigl; a proposition
is either an affirmative or a negative assertion (see, e.g., Apo. 72a8-9).
Hence every axiom is either an affirmative or a negative assertion. In De
Interpretatione Aristotle defined an assertion as an account [Aoyog] that
is either true or false. It follows that an axiom is essentially an affirmative
or negative account that is either true or false. He has also established in
De Interpretatione that an affirmative or negative assertion is either part
of a contradiction. The part of a contradiction asserting that one thing
belongs to another is called an affirmation [katagaoig]. The other part of
a contradiction asserts that one thing does not belong to another and is
called a denial [dmo@doig]. A contradiction, by definition, is an opposition
of assertions that excludes of itself any intermediate assertion. Aristotle
reiterates these points in the Posterior Analytics at 72al11-13.

On the basis of these distinctions we can see that an axiom of dem-
onstration is an immediate affirmative or negative assertion that one must
grasp if one is to learn anything. Aristotle distinguishes such axioms from
posits. A posit [Béoav] is an immediate proposition that is not a necessary
condition for learning in general. (Aee Apo. 72a14-16.) There are two
kinds of posits: hypotheses and definitions. An hypothesis [0n00e01ig] is
a posit that asserts either that something is or that something is not is.
(See Apo. 72a18-20.) A definition [6piopdg] is a posit that does not assert
that something is or is not. (See Apo. 72a20.) Rather, as we just saw above
at Apo. 72a21-24, a definition asserts what something is, not that it is.

The logical axioms are among the three kinds of primitive claims
involved in demonstration. The other two are, on the one hand, the
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supposition of the genus of study and, on the other hand, the posits
concerning the attributes of the supposed genus. According to Aristotle,
at Apo. 71b25-26, all such primitive [mpwtov] claims are true [aAn0i].
From these three kinds of primitive claims all demonstration proceeds.
(See Apo. 76b14-15.)

Aristotle claims at Apo. 72a7 that a principle of demonstration is an
immediate proposition [npotaocig dpecog]. An immediate proposition is
a proposition to which no other is prior. This means that the axioms of
demonstration cannot be inferred from other premises. (See Apo. 72a8.)
They are the first principles of arguments.”® To argue for them requires a
kind of argument that respects these facts.

When assessing the elenctic demonstrations in book I' in support of
the logical axioms, perhaps the most important fact to keep in mind is that
Aristotle assumes his elenctic demonstrations presuppose the norms govern-
ing philosophical inquiry. The opponents he has in mind are philosophical
opponents willing to engage in logical argument. He is not concerned with
ordinary conversation. It is important, therefore, to be clear about what he
thinks such philosophical inquiry can and cannot achieve.”

His elenctic defense of the logical axioms is constrained by the
norms of dialectical inquiry. Dialectic was a common form of logical
inquiry by the time Aristotle wrote his treatises on dialectic. The Topics
and the Sophistical Refutations proceed on the assumption that dialectic
is part of the normal philosophical curriculum.?® In defense of axioms,
according to Aristotle, there can be neither demonstration [&modeiig] of
the sort defined in the Posterior Analytics nor reasoning [ovAAoyLOpOG]
of the sort defined in the Topics. To defend a logical axiom, one must
refute the claims of those who oppose it. He calls this type of refutation
an elenctic demonstration [t0 é\eytik@g dmodei&at].”” He explicitly dis-
tinguishes elenctic demonstration from demonstration proper [dmodei§ic]
in .4, at 1006a15ff.

Aristotle differentiates elenctic demonstration and reasoning
[ovAhoyiopdg] at Sophistical Refutations 164b25ft. Reasoning, on the one
hand, involves positing certain assertions in such a way as “necessarily to
cause the assertions other than those assertions and as a result of those
assertions” (trans., mine). In an elenctic demonstration, on the other
hand, one employs reasoning of the same sort but in order to contradict
a conclusion offered by an opponent as opposed to positing something
oneself (for which claim see Sophistical Refutations 170a391t., 171alff,
174b191T., and 174b36fT.).
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Demonstration proper [dmodei§is] is a kind of reasoning [cuAAoytopdg].
If anything is obvious, it is that one cannot demonstrate the truth of an
indemonstrable logical axiom. Aristotle argues in Metaphysics book I' that
one cannot provide a demonstration of an axiom. For one’s opponent might
think that one assumes the very axiom one aims to prove: demonstration of
a logical axiom might be thought to presuppose the axiom in question. In
an elenctic demonstration, on the other hand, the opponent is responsible
for everything that is assumed.

In arguing for the logical axioms, then, Aristotle cannot assume them.
He is fully aware of this fact in book I'. He is quite clear that there can
be no “epistemonic” demonstration of the logical axioms. Hence, there
can be no constructive philosophical proof of a logical axiom. He does,
however, promise an elenctic demonstration [t0 é\eyTik@®g dmodeifal]
in T 4, at 1006al1ff. In making this promise, Aristotle has in mind the
distinctions noted above concerning dialectic in the Topics and Sophistical
Refutations. This is evident at 1006al11-27:

gotL § amodeifat eAeykTik®G Kal Tept TovTOL GTL AdhVaTOV, &V
povov Tt Aéyn 6 dupoPnt@v- dv 8¢ undév, yeloiov 10 {nteiv
Aoyov mpog Tov unBevog éxovta Aoyov, 1j un €xet- Gpotog yap
QUT® 6 ToloDTOG [ ToloDTOG Ti0n. TO & €AeykTiKdG Amodeiat
Aeyw Swagéperv kai 10 dmodeifal, 6t dmodeikvowv pEv &v
So6&etev aiteioBat 10 év apyii, &Aov 8¢ tod TotovTOL aitiov
6vtog Edeyxog &v €l kai ovk anodedis. apyn 8¢ mpog dmavta
& Totadta 00 O &&lodv fj eivai Tt Aéyew i pun eivan (TovTto pév
yap téy’ &v T bmoAdBot To €€ apyiig aiteiv), dANG onuaivery
Y€ Tt Kol adT® Kai GAAw- TodTO yap dvaykn, eimep Aéyol Tt. €l
Yap pr), ovk &v €in Td To100TW AdYog, oUT avTd TPOG AdTOV
obite mpoOG dANov. &v 8¢ Tig TodTo S10@, Eotau amodeidig §dn
yap T Eotat wplopévov. AAN aitiog ovy 6 amodetkvdg dAN O
DIOHEVWY- AvapdV yap Aoyov mopével Aoyov. €Tt 8¢ 6 TodTo
oVyXWpPNoaG oLYKeXwpNKE Tt AANOEC eivat Xwplg dmodeiewg
[DoTe ovk &v mav obTwg kal ovy obTwg €xol].

There is, however, a demonstration by refutation even that his
view [that we started with] is impossible, if only the disputant
says something. But if he says nothing, it is ridiculous to look
for an argument against someone who has an argument for
nothing, insofar as he has none. For such a person, insofar
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as he is such, is like a vegetable. And by “demonstrating by
refutation” I mean something different from demonstrating,
because in demonstrating we might seem to be assuming the
starting-point at issue, but if the other person is responsible
for an assumption of this sort, it would be refutation not dem-
onstration. The starting-point for all such arguments is to ask
the disputant not to state something to be or not to be (since
someone might take this to be assuming the starting-point
at issue), but rather to signify something both to himself and
to another person, either with himself or with another. But if
he does grant it, demonstration will be possible, since there
will already be something definite. The one responsible for it,
however, is not the one who gives the demonstration but the
one who submits to it, since in doing away with argument,
he submits to argument. Further, anyone who agrees to this
has agreed that something is true without a demonstration,
so that not everything will be so-and-so and not so-and-so.
(trans., Reeve)

In this passage Aristotle recognizes the need to avoid begging the ques-
tion in defending the logical axioms. The passage also indicates that, in
presenting his elenctic arguments, he plans to work with a small subset
of the concepts governing dialectical inquiry, a set disjoint from that con-
taining the logical axioms. In particular, he demands we accept two basic
semantic assumptions in arguing elenctically for the logical axioms. These
basic semantic assumptions inform the sort of definitions Aristotle has
in mind in Metaphysics book I' 7.1011b26-27 and will help us to decide
on the kind of definition he has in mind there.

Aristotles Fundamental Philosophical Semantics

Aristotle’s first semantic assumption in Metaphysics book T' 4 is that a dia-
lectical opponent must say something that is significant both for himself
and for another. According to Aristotle, the key to the sort of elenctic
demonstration needed to defend the logical axioms is that the opponent
“signify something that is significant for himself and for another” [onpaiverv
Y€ Tt kal avT®]. (See 1006a18-21.)
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Part of what this involves is, strictly speaking, exogenous to the
Metaphysics. Aristotle here relies upon very general claims derived from
his account of linguistic signification and thought in the Organon and
the psychological treatises. According to Aristotle’s considered view,
the linguistic terms and assertions of written and spoken language are
conventional symbols of the intensional contents of thoughts in the
psyches of language users and, by means of these intensional contents,
these linguistic terms and assertions also signify the real correlates of
the intensional contents.” For his purposes in book I' he need only
assume the much weaker assumption that either (i) the linguistic terms
and assertions of written and spoken language signify the intensional
contents of thoughts of both the opponent and her interlocutor or (ii)
they signify things in the world available to both the opponent and her
interlocutor.

But in signifying something significant to both herself and her
interlocutor, the opponent need not commit herself to one side or another
of a contradiction (see 1006a18—20), since this might again be seen as
begging the question about the axiom in question.® But if the opponent
need not posit a hypothesis, she must signify something both for herself
and for another. (See 1006a21.) Aristotle claims at 1006a21-22 that this is
necessary if the opponent is to say anything and if she is to reason with
herself or with another.

In the context of dialectical and philosophical debate, Aristotle tells
us that signifying something amounts to demanding that an opponent
define the term or terms she is using. If the opponent signifies something
both for herself and for another, then something will have been defined
[Tt plopévoy, at 1006a24—-25]. In Met. ' 7, at 1012a21-24, in reference
to those who “demand a reason for everything,” he recommends that:

apyxr) 8¢ mpog dmavtag ToUToug ¢§ OpLopod. OpLonog 8¢ yiyvetal
ék ToD onuaively Tt dvaykaiov givat adTovg 6 yap Adyog od
TO dvopa onuelov OpLopodg €oTaL

The starting-point in dealing with all such people is defini-
tion. Now the definition rests on the necessity of their sig-
nifying something; for the formula of that which the word
signifies will be its definition. (trans., mine, following Ross
1924)
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Following this at 1012b5-8, he urges that:

AANA TTPpOG TTAVTAG TOVG TOLOVTOUG AOyovg aiteioBat del, kabd-
nep ENEXON Kal €V TOIG €mdvw AdyoLs, ovxi elvai Tt fj uf elvat
AN onpaivey T1, dote €€ oplopod Stahextéov AaBovrag Ti
onuaivel 10 Yeddog 1 1 dAnOég.

Against all such arguments [i.e., arguments that either nothing
is true, everything is true, or both nothing and everything is
true] we must postulate, as we said above, not that something
is or is not, but that people signify something, we must argue
from a definition, having got what falsity or truth signifies.
(trans., mine, following Ross)

There are two ways to interpret this last passage.”? On the first interpretation,
Aristotle is asserting that every elenctic argument involves, as an explicit
step, getting the opponent to accept the proposed definitions of truth and
falsehood. If this is Aristotle’s claim, then the proposed definitions may
be seen as explicit premises in every elenctic argument for the logical
axioms. On the second interpretation, Aristotle is asserting (i) that every
elenctic argument presupposes but does not make explicit some defini-
tion of truth and falsehood or other and (ii) that every elenctic argument
involves some definition or other—perhaps even the definitions of truth
and falsehood themselves—as an explicit premise in the argument. If the
latter interpretation is correct, then the definitions of truth and falsehood
in the various elenctic arguments need not be explicit premises, but would
be implicit premises. Either way, according to the passage, some definition
or other of truth and falsehood are crucial to every elenctic demonstration.
And either way, every elenctic demonstration involves some definition or
other of some term. Although I cannot make the case here, for reasons
of space, it can be shown that each elenctic argument in book I' involves
the definitions of truth and falsehood presented at 1011b26—27 as either
explicit or tacit premises.

According to Aristotle, a definition is the starting point in arguing
against opponents who demand a reason for everything. At the very least,
a nominal definition is an account of what the name or names used by
an opponent signify. In such a case, the opponent need not postulate that
what the name signifies exists, or that it does not exist, only that the name
signify some one thing. She could, say, postulate that the name “Vulcan”
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signifies some one planet in the solar system. In establishing the signifi-
cation of “Vulcan,” our opponent need not commit herself to the claim
that the planet exists. The opponent could also offer a definition—a real
definition—that is supposed to actually signify one and only one essence
in the world. Diogenes, for example, might suggest that the term “human
being” actually signifies the species of featherless bipeds, which might
be thought to be the essence of what is signified by “human being” In
such a case, the opponent may offer a real definition that is supposed to
be an indemonstrable first principle, or she may offer an instance of one
of the two kinds of definitions mentioned in the Posterior Analytics that
involve demonstrating the essence in question. In either case, given how
Aristotle understands such posits, it follows that elenctic demonstration
begins with some sort of definition.

Every definition is itself an assertion and, as such, is either true or
false. Thus, if the opponent signifies something both for himself and for
another, he thereby admits that something is true [ovykexwpnke Tt AAn0ég]
independently of whatever else might be shown by means of the elenctic
demonstration.”® Thus, if an opponent offers a term d as the definiens of
a definiendum 7, then the opponent asserts that the definition “n =, D”
is true. There are two principal factors here, neither of which is inciden-
tal. First, the opponent must signify something. Second, he must signify
something both for himself and for another. Signifying even this much,
according to Aristotle, entails definition and truth.

If the opponent is to say something, then he must signify at least
one thing with the name he uses. (1006b12—-13) Thus, if d is the definiens
of the definition of a name n, then d signifies one and only one thing.
Aristotle is explicit in book I' about how to go about ensuring that this
constraint is respected. His explanation involves assertion about what it
is to be one, an argument about the presuppositions of thinking, and an
argument about the conditions for name giving. The claim about what it
is to be one comes at 1006b25-28. According to Aristotle, to be one thing
signifies that the definition [Adyog] of the thing is one. Aristotle insists,
and argues, that being and oneness are coextensive. Where there is being,
there you find some sort of oneness, and vice versa. In signifying one
thing by means of a name, one is signifying a being. In the case where
this is all the opponent offers—the admission that name signifies some
one thing—the assertion he makes has the logical form of a definition,
which entails that it does not involve assertorically combining or separat-
ing two distinct beings. Rather, a definition asserts, of some being, what
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it is to be that being. In other words, a definition asserts that a being is
itself. With regard to all other sorts of assertions, he presupposes that all
of these, regardless of their complexity and insofar as they are genuine
assertions, will succumb to an analysis that reduces them to simple asser-
tions involving one thing being combined or separated from another.

Aristotle explains having a definite signification in terms of signifying
one thing [onpaiver €v].** By “signifying one thing” he means: if y is x,
then if anything is x, y will be what being x is. (See 1006a32-34, where
he uses the example of being human.) Here y is what is signified by the
formula d expressing the definiens of x, which is what is signified by the
definiendum n. If a definiens d of the definition of a name # signifies one
and only one thing b, then if anything a is signified by #, being b is what
it is to be a. Thus, following Aristotle’s example, if the term “human” is
univocal and is defined by the univocal definiens “being a two-footed
animal,” then if 4 is signified by “human,” what is signified by the phrase
“being a two-footed animal” will be what h is. When we discuss Aristotle’s
account of measurement and number, we will consider with care Aristotle’s
account of what it is for something to be one thing and how this informs
his real definition of truth.

The argument about the conditions for thought comes at 1006b10-11:
It is not possible for our opponent to think of anything unless our oppo-
nent thinks of one thing. It is possible to think of something. Hence, it
is possible to think of one thing (1006b10). To this account of thinking,
at 1006b11-13, Aristotle adds an account of name giving: It is possible
for the opponent to assign one name to the one thing about which he is
thinking (1006b11). Suppose the opponent assigns a name, 7, to the single
thing o about which he is thinking. If so, then n signifies something and
signifies one thing for the opponent. Presumably this is not enough, for
Aristotle insists that the opponent must say something that is significant
for both himself and for us. This is why he adds, to the requirement that
each name signifies only one thing, that two names signify one and the
same thing just in case they signify “synonyms,” i.e., the things they signify
have the same definition [Adyog]. Two terms signify one and the same
thing if what they signify is synonymous. (See 1006b1-4 and 1006b11-18.)
Thus, suppose 7, signifies one thing o, and n, signifies one thing o,. If so,
then n, is associated with an account (a definition) d, that signifies the
being of o,. Moreover, 1, is associated with an account (a definition) d,
that signifies the being of o,. 0, and o, are synonyms, for Aristotle, just in
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case d = d,. If so, then n, and n, are synonymous names in the sense that
they have the same signification. This account of signifying one thing in
terms of Aristotelian synonymy makes it clear that signifying one thing [t0
&v onuaivetv] is not the same as being said of one thing [10 ka8’ &vog].

Aristotle is, therefore, rather laconic in claiming that, for an elenctic
demonstration, the opponent needs only say something. It is not as if
anything goes. The opponent needs to say something that conforms to
the rules of dialectical exchange. Minimally, the opponent must define
his terms and, in so doing, not only stake a claim to truth but assume
(at least implicitly) some definition or other of truth and falsehood. In
addition, he requires that the opponent, in saying something, uses at least
one word that signifies only one thing, the oneness of the signification
being a function of having only one definition.*

What if the opponent refuses to provide appropriate premises with
which to work? Aristotle dismisses such opponents as being no better than
plants, his point being that such opponents forego rational discourse and,
hence, are no better than vegetables in the context of dialectic.’® Indeed,
they may be worse than plants, since such opponents are nonsensical and
noisy. In refusing to say something definite, the opponent lacks argument
[AOyog] and is not capable of arguing either with himself or with another.

According to Aristotle, elenctic demonstrations are the only sort of
arguments that can be given in support of the logical axioms. We have
just seen that the terms involved in the elenctic demonstration must be
univocal. The second semantic assumption noted in 1006al1-27 (see
the passage above) is that the dialectical opponent is responsible for the
assumptions involved in the elenctic proof. That is to say, the opponent
is the one who asserts that some term or other has a definite signification
and “he who admits this has admitted that something is true” (trans.,
Ross). Therefore, for an elenctic argument to proceed, the opponent must
assert that some claim or other is true.” This is not to say that the oppo-
nent must assert one or another side of an opposed pair of assertions.
That this is not required is clear from 1006a19—-20. The opponent is not
required to affirm or deny that one thing belongs to another. Rather, the
opponent is simply required to assume that a given term signifies one
and only one thing, which assumption takes the form of a definition. The
asserted definition is assumed to be true for the sake of the elenctic argu-
ment. In providing the assumption, the opponent admits that something
is true independently of the logical axioms governing demonstration,
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LNC and LEM, because these axioms not only presuppose that the terms
involved signify something definite, but also that there are opposed pairs
of assertions. Thus, the assumed definition is made in a way relevantly
“apart from demonstration.”

One can imagine philosophical opponents who might balk at this
latter constraint.*® Aristotle evinces no worry over this practical problem.
Why is he optimistic in the face of this threat to rational inquiry?

First, engaging in argument essentially involves making assertions,
and assertions, by definition, are truth claims.*® If the opponent refuses
to make this initial move, if he refuses to make an assertion, then he
opts out of rational inquiry altogether. As Aristotle sees it, the opponent
chooses the life of a plant. Why a plant as opposed to a slug? Perhaps this
is because every animal at least has some capacity for sensation. There may
be some sense in which the capacity for sensation presupposes a capacity
for assertion (although, and quite obviously, not the capacity for the sort of
assertion involved in higher cognitive functions). This speculation cannot
be defended here. However, if it is at all plausible to think that sensory
perception involves some degenerate form of assertion, plants lack even
this. Plants, then, are like those opponents who refuse to assert anything.
Aristotle, therefore, is not engaged in wanton ad hominem argument.
He is pointing out that his opponent has resigned, altogether, his status
as a being capable of discriminating one thing from another. Of course,
the opponent remains capable of discrimination, and as a consequence
mischaracterizes his cognitive abilities in resigning his status. In much
the same way, the person who claims to be able to believe both sides of
a contradiction mischaracterizes his cognitive state.

If, however, the opponent is willing to make an assertion, and com-
mit to some account being true or false, then Aristotle presses his case.
By the definition of an assertion, in asserting that some claim is true, the
opponent is saying something the significance of which is agreed upon.
She also commits herself to some conception of truth or other. Having
elicited this much, Aristotle then proceeds to explain why the opponent
is, ipso facto, committed to the logical axiom she has denied.

In an elenctic demonstration, our opponent does not remain “indif-
ferent” to the truth or falsehood of the logical axiom in question. The
opponent emphatically denies the axiom is true. This makes it clear that
elenctic demonstrations differ from merely dialectical exercises, since
dialectical training involves entertaining dialectical premises without com-
mitting oneself to its truth or falsehood. Hence, unlike dialectical argu-
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ments pursued simply for the sake of training, the arguments in book I
for the logical axioms begin with an assertion that one or another axiom
is false. They are pursued in earnest in order to secure the first principles
of philosophical inquiry.*

Suppose, then, that someone denies one of the logical axioms. What
are we supposed to do next? First, we get the opponent to define her
terms, or at least one of them. Apparently, any definition of any term will
do. This is an innocuous demand because this sort of posit, as explained
above, does not commit our opponent to the assertion that something is
or is not. Rather, such a posit is a definition and commits the opponent
only to an assertion that some term signifies some one thing. Second, we
ensure that all of the terms in the definiens of the opponent’s definition
are univocal. This involves establishing that each term in the definiens
signifies one and only one thing in the context of the assertion. Having
secured these points, we proceed to demonstrate that the opponent’s
definition is true only if the logical axiom she denies is also true. Thus,
the opponent is refuted.*!

The general form of such an elenctic demonstration involves three
basic steps: First, a philosophical opponent denies the truth of some logical
axiom. Second, the opponent grants that some definition is true. Third,
Aristotle demonstrates that the definition assumed by his opponent is true
only if the logical axiom denied by his opponent is true. The first and
second steps require that the opponent commit himself to the truth or
falsehood of some assertion or other. (See Dancy 1975, 30.) The first step
requires that the opponent deny the truth of this or that logical axiom.
The second step ensures that the opponent grants that some definition
or other of some term is true. The final step describes the basic tactic
Aristotle employs once his opponent has taken the first two steps. When
combined with explicit statements of the semantic constraints placed upon
elenctic demonstrations, the general form of an elenctic demonstration
can be reconstructed as follows:

El: A philosophical opponent o denies the truth of some logi-
cal axiom A.

E2: o asserts that a definition n=, d is true, where d is the
definiens of the definiendum n.

E3: If d is the definiens of the definition of a name n, then d
and n signify one and only one thing b.
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E4: If a definiens d of the definition of a name # signifies one
and only one thing b, then if anything a is signified by N,
being b is what it is to be a.

E5: Demonstrate that n =  d is true only if A is true.

Aristotle’s Opponents

We now understand the general form of Aristotle’s elenctic demonstrations
in book I' 3-8 and how definitions of truth and falsehood are involved
at this general level. He is attempting to vindicate first principles which,
given their logical priority, cannot be justified by means of demonstrative
argument. If someone opposes this sort of principle, and we wish to engage
them in rational discussion, he tells us we need to argue using premises
provided by the opponent. The fundamental move is to get the opponent
to say something significant, which entails that they use a term that has
a definite signification (i.e., is explicitly defined for the sake of the argu-
ment). This is the kind of argument he undertakes in I' 3-6, considering
various premises an opponent might give for doubting this principle.
Importantly, in denying that a logical axiom is true and in granting
that some definition is true, our opponent at least implicitly acknowledges
and works with some conception of truth or other. Given what is known
about their divergent views, it is unlikely that Aristotle’s philosophical
opponents shared a common account of the essence of truth and falsehood.
It is plausible, for example, that Antisthenes, Plato, and Aristotle differed
about the exact nature of linguistic and mental assertion. It is also known
that none of Aristotle’s opponents maintained the same account of being.**
Thus, if a real definition of truth and falsehood presupposes philosophi-
cally sophisticated accounts of assertion and being, and if philosophical
and dialectical debate requires agreement on a real definition of truth and
falsehood, then it looks like such debate is practically impossible. Since
Aristotle clearly thinks such debate is possible—he is engaging in it—it
seems best to assume that such debate relies on nominal definitions of truth
and falsehood as opposed to real definitions. Is this assumption correct?
Returning to the immediate context in which Aristotle presents his
definition of ‘truth’ at 1011b23-29—the argument for LEM at 1011b23-28—
we can ask first of all to whom does Aristotle direct the argument? The
argument is part of the continuous series of arguments developed in book
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I' in support of the logical axioms. He has established that a reasonable
opponent may well submit to the proposed premises. The subsequent
arguments in book I' 7 and 8 make it clear that he continues to think of
his tactics in terms of the sort of destructive elenctic arguments that can
be employed in defense of the logical axioms. In addition, in arguing for
LNC in T 1-6, he presupposes the definitions of truth and falsehood in
I' 7. Thus, it seems that at 1011b23-29 Aristotle is engaging philosophical
opponents in an elenctic argument for LEM.

Quite generally in Metaphysics book I' Aristotle is addressing philo-
sophical opponents as diverse as those accepting Anaxagorean, Democri-
tean, Empedoclean, Heraclitean, Homeric, Parmenidean, and Protagorean
frameworks. At 1011b23-28 he does not indicate that he is limiting his
attention to any particular opponent among these likely opponents. It
would seem that he offers his argument at 1011b23-29 to all comers.
What sort of argument could he propose to such motley opponents with
a shred of optimism that he might persuade even a minority of them?

The argument at 1011b23-29 conforms to the type of argument Aris-
totle refers to as “t0 8’ éheykTikd¢ dnodeifar” earlier in book I' at 1006al1l
and 1006a15-16. The key to all such argument, again, is that our partner
in dialectic signify something both for herself and for another [onuaiverv
Y€ Tt Kal abT® Kai GAAw]. As noted above, at 1012a21-24, in reference to
those who “demand a reason for everything,” Aristotle recommends that
the starting point in arguing against all such comers is a definition [&pxn
8¢ mpog dnavtag Tovtoug ¢§ Oplopod]. And just after this, at 1012b5-8,
with respect to all arguments that either nothing is true, everything is true,
or both nothing and everything is true, Aristotle urges that we argue from
the definition, having established what “true” and “false” signify [. . . &
optopod Stalextéov AaPovrtag ti onuaiver to Yeddog 1| O dAnBég]. We
should expect, then, that the argument at 1011b23-29—a proof by refuta-
tion based on what “true” and “false” signify—would begin with nominal
definitions of truth and falsehood.

Given the kind of destructive elenctic argument Aristotle explicitly
claims can be wielded in defense of the principles at stake in book I, he
must be exploiting premises his opponents accept since they themselves
provide them. That Aristotle thinks his opponents might offer the prem-
ises with which he works does not commit him to the claim that in fact
they will. He leaves it open that his opponents might reject the particular
premises he considers. However, he insists that they must admit some
such premises, premises that are relevant to the truth or falsehood of
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the principles and that are consonant with the opponent’s philosophical
perspective, or they are not reasonable.

For these reasons, insofar as the definitions at 1011b26—27 play a
role in the arguments in book I, they are best understood as expressing
nominal definitions of the terms “truth” and “falsehood”” In particular, we
ought not to think they express Aristotle’s real definitions of the terms.
For, were we to do so, we would have to charge him with repeatedly
committing petitio principii.

Perhaps, though, the argument in I' 7 in which the definitions of
truth and falsehood are deployed is a properly Aristotelian argument, and
not an argument of the destructive sort just discussed? There is no good
reason for thinking so. It is of course possible that Aristotle develops his
arguments in book I' without concern for whether or not his opponents
would be persuaded by them. He often develops arguments marshalling
premises his opponents would reject. There is, however, textual evidence
that strongly suggests that in book I' he directs the arguments to his
opponents.”® If we assume, as seems reasonable, that a Protagorean, a
Platonist, a Heraclitean, and a member of the Lyceum would differ over
the exact signification of the philosophical terms “assertion,” “being,” and
“negation,” then it ought not be difficult to see that they would disagree
over the precise signification of the definientia of the definitions of “truth”
and “falsehood” presented by Aristotle at 1011b26—27.* Yet all might be
willing to grant that the definientia are the correct linguistic accounts of
what the terms “truth” and “falsehood” signify.**

Though the definitions presented at 1011b26—-27 are best understood
as nominal definitions, they nevertheless merit careful scrutiny. For, first,
they circumscribe the terms of the investigation into the real definitions
of the terms “truth” and “falsehood” As it turns out, the definitions are
crucial for Aristotle’s considered account of truth and falsehood. But
even if the definitions were largely irrelevant to his subsequent theoriz-
ing about truth and falsehood, they would still be important since they
play an important role in one of the few arguments Aristotle provides in
support of LEM. Second, the arguments in which they serve as premises
are among the most important philosophical arguments ever developed in
support of the most fundamental philosophical principles. Aristotle offers
the definitions of truth and falsehood at 1011b26-27 as premises in an
argument for LEM from 1011b23-29. The relation among the definitions,
LEM, and LNC, however, also illuminates Aristotle’s understanding of the
Principle of Bivalence, which in turn is critical to his rejection of Fatal-
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ism. There is, thus, a lot at stake in securing a proper interpretation of
the definitions in the local argumentative context at 1011b23-29. Third,
even if they are nominal definitions, they generate entailments we may
presume were shared by Aristotle and his philosophical contemporaries.

Supposing, then, that the argument at 1011b23-29 is a proof by
negation beginning with nominal definitions Aristotle’s opponents accept,
and given that Aristotle’s opponents are such a varied lot, what sense can
be made of the definitions?

The Nominal Definition of “Truth”

Aristotle’s formulae have a Platonic pedigree, and Plato’s use of these
concepts in the Cratylus and the Sophist suggests that they are generally
accepted and applicable. There is also a striking resemblance between the
proposed definitions at 1011b26—27 and Protagoras’s famous dictum, as
preserved by Plato:

[Mavtwv xpnudtwy pétpov £0Tiv AvBpwmog, TV HEV OVTOV g
goTy, TOV O0¢ 00K Ovtwv w¢ ovk £otv. (DK 80 Bl)

The human being is the measure of all things, of things that
are that they are, and of things that are not that they are not.
(trans., mine)

Plato’s character claims that this is a direct quote from Protagorass book
“Truth” Plato himself presents concepts of truth and falsehood in the
Cratylus (385b2—11). Socrates and Hermogenes agree that to say what is
true is to say of what is that it is, and that to say what is false is to say of
what is that it is not, which captures at least part of Aristotle’s formulae at
1011b26-27. Plato also discusses false beliefs and false statements in the
Sophist (240d1-241al). Here the analysis of falsehood presented in the
Cratylus is ramified, so that to say what is false is either to say of what is
that it is not or to say of what is not that it is, which exactly corresponds
with Aristotle’s formulation of the concept of falsehood at 1011b26-27.
And, again in the Sophist, Plato considers the nature of true and false
speech at 263all1-16. In this passage, Platos point seems to be that a
true statement says something about Theaetetus which captures the way
Theaetetus is, and that a false statement says something about Theaetetus
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which is different from the way Theaetetus is. Generalizing from the case
of Theaetetus, it is plausible that Plato intends us to understand that to say
what is true is to say of what is the case that it is the case, and that to say
what is false is to say of what is the case something different from what
is the case.*® Apparently, then, it is likely that the ordinary ancient Greek
philosopher would recognize Aristotle’s formulae as standard definitions
of the terms “truth” and “falsehood” How would they have understood
the proposed formulae?

Although common, it is somewhat misleading to translate “Aéyerv”
at 1011b26 by “to say” and to characterize truth and falsehood in terms
of “what is said”¥ I think the best choice is to translate “Aéyev” here with
the English verb “to assert” First, it is clear from 1012a2-5 that Aristotle
intends the definitions at 1011b26—27 to apply to mental acts as well as
speech acts. And in the Metaphysics, in book I but also quite generally, he
is chiefly—if not exclusively—concerned with true and false mental activity
as opposed to true and false linguistic activity. This will become evident
in subsequent chapters. We need to translate “Aéyerv” at 1011b26 with a
term that includes, and even privileges, the mental activity of affirmation
and denial as well as the analogous linguistic activities. Aristotle himself
uses the term “anogavoig” to denote this kind of mental and linguistic
activity. We might simply transliterate the term and talk about apophantic
activity had Husserl and Heidegger not secured already this locution for
their own purposes. Using “to assert” is a safer choice.

Second, “to say” and “what is said” are problematically ambiguous
between acts of saying themselves and what they express. Someone might
say, in German, “Gott is tot” If someone asks what was said, I might
answer “He said ‘Gott ist tot’” or I might answer “She said that God is
dead?” Or, in an ironical moment, I might say of a dullard “He’s a real wit”
I say these words, but what I am saying (in the sense of what I express)
is that the man is a peabrain. Although similar concerns arise in the case
of assertion with respect to the act and content distinction, at least we
are less likely—although we will still be prone—to restrict our attention
to linguistic activity in using “to assert” to translate “Aéyerv.”

Cases of irony point to another reason for avoiding “to say” and “what
is said” in translating “Aéyerv” and its cognates: What is said, in the sense
of what is expressed by a speech act, is ambiguous between the pragmatic
content and the semantic content of a speech act. To say something is to
perform a speech act. From the point of view of pragmatics, what is said
in a given speech act may be highly context dependent. From the point
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of view of semantics, however, what is said is a function of the conven-
tional semantic rules governing the expressions involved in the speech
act. Kahn, following Mourelatos, has argued that to interpret “Aéyewv”
pragmatically is to misconstrue ancient Greek usage.*® More specifically,
in the context of Aristotle’s treatises, translating “Aéyetv” by “to say” may
suggest that he is concerned primarily with pragmatics in defining “truth”
and “falsehood” in book T, whereas in fact he seems more interested in
what is expressed by linguistic symbols given the conventional rules of
signification that govern them.”

I will press these concerns further later, merely noting them here,
and will turn now to the grammatical construction “Aéyewv” + “10 6v”
+ “eivar” There is nothing unusual about this grammatical construction
per se. It is an instance of indirect discourse: the verb “Aéyerv” takes the
infinitive “eivar” for its object, and the supplementary participle “t6 6v”
completes the idea expressed by “elvau*

More serious difficulties arise with proposed interpretations of “to
6v” and “eivan” It will help to consider two recent and plausible analyses
to get a sense for the general problems. As a first example, Kahn proposed

the following interpretation of the definitions:

To say of what is (so) that it is not or of what is not (so) that
it is, is falsehood; to say of what is (so) that it is and of what
is not (so) that it is not, is truth. (Kahn 1971, 336n7)

Kahn explains the introduction of the parenthetical “so™:

I have introduced the “(s0)” to indicate the more strictly verid-
ical or semantic use of the verb, which occurs in Aristotle’s text
as the participle oln. The infinitive efvai, on the other hand,
in indirect discourse after Aéyew, represents the descriptive
content of what is said, precisely that repeated occurrence of
the verb which is usually zeroed even in the most explicit
colloquial examples [. . .]. (Kahn 1971, 336n7)

Thus, for Kahn:
Aristotle defines truth as saying of what-is that it is and of

what-is-not that it is not, and falsehood conversely: Here the
participial forms (“what is” and “what-is-not”) refer to states
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of affairs in the world, to positive and negative facts as it were,
while the infinitival clauses (“that it is,” “that it is not”) repre-
sent the propositional content asserted: what is said to be the

case. (Kahn 1981, 106)

Kahn notes here the two main semantical difficulties: First, with regard
to the infinitive “efval,” given that it is used in indirect discourse after
“Aéyerv” to represent the intentional content of the assertion, how should
we understand the intentional content of assertions in this context? Kahn
talks about the intentional content of assertions in terms of “descriptive” or
“propositional” content, but it is an open question, given only the grammati-
cal construction at 1011b26-27, how Aristotle understood the intentional
content of assertions. Second, with respect to the participial phrase “to ov,”
given that it is used in such constructions to represent the real correlates
of the intentional contents of assertions, what real correlates does Aristotle
posit? Kahn discusses these real correlates in terms of “states of affairs”
and “facts,” but again it is an open question given only the grammatical
construction at 1011b26-27, how Aristotle understood the real correlates.

Matthen proposed the following interpretation of the definition
of truth at 1011b27: for all propositions, p, there is an x such that p is
true if and only if x is (Matthen 1983, 16). Reconstruing this in terms
of assertion, we can get: for all assertions, p, there is an x such that p is
true if and only if x is. Here, by means of the quantifiers, Matthen too
makes explicit the two semantical concerns addressed by Kahn. First, the
universal quantifier ranges over propositions, which (whatever else they
might be) are, among contemporary semantic theorists, the paradigmatic
intentional contents of assertions. Although we may not wish to inter-
pret Aristotelian intentional contents in terms of propositions, Matthen
is surely right that some sort of intentional content is called for by the
construction. Again, it is an open question, given only the grammatical
construction at 1011b26—27, what these are for Aristotle. Second, the
existential quantifier ranges over objects in Aristotle’s ontology. Mat-
then argues—persuasively, I think—that we should include among these
objects what he calls “predicative complexes,” but his arguments for these
go beyond the grammatical construction at 1011b26-27. The definitions
themselves do not restrict the admissible real correlates, again leaving it
an open question what these are for Aristotle.

What can plausibly be inferred from the grammatical construc-
tion “Aéyerv” + “t0 6v” + “elvan” is (1) that “eivar” is used to signify the
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intentional content (however this is understood) of the act of assertion
signified by “Aéyerv,” and (2) that “t0 6v” is used to signify the real cor-
relate (however this is understood) of the intentional content signified
by “etvar” That is to say, as we might put it, truth and falsehood involve
asserting of some real correlate that it either is or is not. To go further
than this, we must attend to the likely meanings of the infinitive elvat
and its supplementary participle 10 6v.

The proper interpretation of the cognates “eivat” (“to be”) and “to
6v” (“being”)—as used by ancient Greek philosophers—has exercised
commentators. Vis-a-vis Aristotle we may ask:> First, how many different
senses of the verb “to be” does Aristotle recognize? This is a question about
the syntax and semantics of the verb in his treatises. Second, given that
Aristotle recognizes at least one objectual sense of the verb, expressed by
means of the participle “16 &V, does he distinguish among different sorts
of being? This is a question about Aristotle’s ontology. We confront both
questions interpreting the definitions at 1011b26-27, since he employs the
infinitive of the verb “to be” (“elvar”), and its participle “being” (“to &v”

Commentators argue over whether Aristotle distinguished among the
following senses of the infinitive “to be”: (v1) the existential sense: “to be”
means the same as “to exist,” (v2) the copulative sense: “to be” means the
same as “to be F” (where F is a predicate variable),® and (v3) the veridi-
cal sense: “to be” means the same as “to be true” It is less controversial
that he distinguished among the following senses of the participle “t0 6v”
(“being”): (n1) being in-itself, (n2) being as potentiality and actuality, (n3)
accidental being, and (n4) being as truth.*”

Now whatever else we might wish to claim about n1-n3, on the one
hand, and v1-v2, on the other hand, it is clear that all express objectual
senses of the verb. It is less obvious how to understand the sense(s)
expressed by n4 and v3, both of which are forms of the veridical sense of
being, a sense common among ancient Greek philosophers, which itself
has both an objectual and a semantic interpretation.* Aristotle, thus,
may have employed either the three straightforwardly objectual senses,
one of the two veridical senses, or some combination of all of these in
formulating his definitions. I will argue that he does not have either of
the veridical senses in mind, and that he is most plausibly interpreted as
working with a quite general objectual sense of the verb.

The argument that we cannot make sense of the definitions using the
veridical sense has two stages because, as Kahn has shown, the veridical

sense is ambiguous between a “worldly” sense that expresses, of some
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being described in a particular way, that it is as it is described to be (e.g.,
it is true that Homer wrote the poem) and a less common “linguistic”
sense that expresses, of some statement, that it is true (e.g., his statement
“Homer wrote the poem” is true). These variant senses, if used to interpret
the definitions, yield very different results.

Interpreting the definitions in terms of the linguistic veridical sense
of the infinitive and participle is, I think, hopeless. The linguistic variation
of the veridical sense expresses an attribute of statements: Statements can
be true. Were we to reformulate the definitions at 1011b26-27 in terms
of the linguistic variation of the veridical sense, we would get something
like the following:>

To assert of a true statement that it is not true, or of a state-
ment that is not true that it is true, is false, while to assert of
a true statement that it is true, and of a statement that is not
true that it is not true, is true.”

The formulations have the air of redundancy about them: Truth just is to
assert of a true statement that is true. They seem to capture a concept of
truth some contemporary theorists have in mind. For example, Horwich
defends a concept of truth exhausted by the fact that:

... for any declarative sentence ‘p’ we are provided with an
equivalent sentence ‘the proposition that p is true; where the
original sentence has been converted into a noun phrase, “The
proposition that p, occupying a position open to object vari-
ables, and where the truth predicate serves merely to restore
the structure of a sentence: it acts simply as a denominalizer.
(Horwich 1998, 4-5)

On such a view, Aristotle would conceive of truth and falsehood at
1011b26-27 as a kind of transformation relation for statements: Take any
statement you like, nominalize it somehow, and you may predicate “is
true” or “is not true” of it. Suppose the nominalized statement is true. If
you predicate “is true” of it, then the statement you generate is true, and
if you predicate “is not true” of it, the statement you generate is false.
Suppose the nominalized statement is not true. If you predicate “is true”
of it, then the statement you generate is false, and if you predicate “is not
true” of it, the statement you generate is true.
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This may be a coherent reading of Aristotle’s definitions, but I don’t
think it is the intended reading. In the first place, nothing in book T
thus far prepares us to interpret “eivou” and “to 6v” veridically. Aristotle
has established unequivocally at the beginning of T' 2, 1003a33ft, that
the primary sense of “being” (“10 6v”) is substance (ovoia), and in T' 5,
1009a32-35, closer to where he presents his definitions, he notes that
“being” is spoken of in two ways, as potentiality and as actuality. We have
every reason to expect he has an objectual sense of the terms in mind
in T' 7, here echoing Matthen (1983, 120). So, in particular, it would be
very surprising were Aristotle to formulate his definitions of truth and
falsehood in terms of the linguistic veridical sense of being.

Second, the argument exploiting the definitions at 1011b23-29—
difficult on any reading—becomes nearly incomprehensible when inter-
preted in terms of the linguistic veridical sense. On this interpretation
of the definitions, the argument would appear to go something like this,
modifying Ross’s version: (i) to assert of a true statement that it is not
true, or of a statement that isn’t true that it is, is false; (ii) to assert of a
true statement that it is true, or of a statement that isn’t true that it isnt,
is false; (iii) therefore, to assert of any statement that it is true or that
it is not true is either true or false; (iv) the opponent, in asserting that
the intermediate of a contradictory is true, is not asserting either of a
true statement or of a statement that is not true that it is true or is not
true; (v) therefore, the opponent’s statement is neither true nor false. (vi)
therefore, the opponent’s statement is not a statement, which is absurd.
(iv) is false. Given the interpretation we are considering, if Aristotle has
the opponent asserting that the intermediate of a contradictory is true,
then he must mean that the opponent is asserting of a statement that it
is true. But that is what (iv) denies. To avoid this problem, we might say
that the opponent asserts, of a statement that is itself neither true nor not
true, that it is true. But (iii) follows only if we assume the principle of
bivalence, otherwise there may be statements that are neither true nor not
true to which the definitions in (i) and (ii) don’t apply. So, the opponent’s
statement must itself be either true or false. The argument makes much
more sense if we interpret the terms objectually.

Third, on the linguistic veridical interpretation, the definitions appear
viciously circular: we would have Aristotle defining truth in terms of truth,
which would either be a sophomoric error or sophistry. An unlikely error.
But suppose it is not an error—the sense of “is true” being defined must
differ from the sense of “is true” in the definiens. But they dont appear
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to differ: By hypothesis, the linguistic veridical sense of “to be” expresses
an attribute of statements, i.e., being true; Aristotle uses this linguistic
veridical sense of “to be” to define truth at 1011b26-27; so defined, truth
would appear to be the very attribute of statements by means of which it
is defined. I see no reason for thinking that he uses the linguistic veridical
sense of “to be”—instead of simply using “is true”’—in order to mask the
fact that the definitions are circular.

Fourth, if the definitions aren’t circular, and the linguistic veridi-
cal sense of “to be” differs from the sense of “is true” introduced at
1011b26-27,” we are totally at a loss as to the nature of the attribute
expressed by the linguistic veridical sense. We cannot explain why state-
ments are true or false, and must treat the concept of truth as an unde-
fined primitive.*®

Lastly, all of these difficulties vanish, and we can make ready sense of
the definitions and related passages, when we reverse the order of explana-
tion and explicate the veridical sense of “to be” in terms of the definition
of truth at 1011b26-27. So, we can rule out the linguistic veridical sense.

Kahn has argued that Aristotle’s definitions “make explicit what
was given in the idiomatic form of the veridical construction,” where the
idiomatic form for this is “things are just as you say they are”® Accord-
ing to Kahn, then, Aristotle’s definitions are explicit definitions of the
worldly veridical sense of the verb “to be” In other words, they are explicit
definitions of the ordinary philosophical concepts of truth and falsehood,
presupposing a longstanding philosophical usage and making it explicit.
If Kahn is right about this (and I think he is), then we can’t interpret the
verb “to be” in the definitions at 1011b26-27 using the worldly veridical
sense itself—such a reading would be viciously circular.

Turning now to the various objectual senses of the verbs, it would
be uncharitable to interpret the definitions at 1011b26-27 in any of the
peculiarly Aristotelian senses of v1 and v2 that might be captured by
nl-3. As noted above, given the argumentative context, Aristotle cannot
beg too many questions in arguing for the Law of the Excluded Middle.
A narrow technical objectual sense of the verb would restrict the applica-
tion of the definitions and unhappily diminish their argumentative force.
We ought to expect that Aristotle is using senses of the infinitive and the
participle that have the broadest scope possible, preferably senses that
allow for any common philosophical usages that makes sense and for
any proposed ontology that distinguishes between being and not being.
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So, he needs a generic objectual sense of “being” if he has an objectual
sense in mind.

Scholarly consensus has more or less emerged that the ancient Greek
philosophers, and Aristotle in particular, used the verb “to be” to express
a sense involving both senses captured by vl and v2. As Kahn puts it,
for the ancient Greek philosopher, an apparently existential use of the
verb “to be” implicitly entails a copulative complement, and an appar-
ently copulative use of the verb entails existential commitment.®® Thus,
for the ancient Greek philosopher, “to be” means the same as “to exist
as something or other” or “to exist as a y** For example, were Aristotle
to assert “Man is a rational animal” this would mean the same as “Man
exists as a rational animal”

It seems plausible, then, that this inclusive sense captures the gen-
eral objectual notion appropriate for the argument in I' 7. So, the most
plausible choice is to interpret the definitions in terms of the inclusive
sense of the infinitive and participle. Ross—translating the infinitive with
“that it is” and the participle with “of what is”"—made the most elegantly
unassuming choice, and we needn't balk at it. Given the inclusive sense
of “is)” Ross’s phrase “of what is” (i.e., in the Greek, the participle “t0
6v”) in the definitions would mean the same as “of what exists as a y” It
is worth repeating that “what exists as a y” (10 6v) doesn’t presuppose a
particular metaphysical framework. If the ancient Greek philosophers gen-
erally expressed their metaphysical views by means of the inclusive sense
of the verb “to be,” then we should expect Atomists and Parmenideans
as well as Platonists and Peripatetics to paraphrase “t6 6v” in their own
terms. Similarly, given the comprehensive sense of “is,” Ross’s phrase “that
it is” (i.e., in the Greek, the infinitive eival) means the same as “that it
(i.e., what exists as a y) exists as a y,” where the nature of the intentional
content is left undefined and open to various specifications.

On the basis of these considerations, and taking into account the fact
that dialectical assertions conform to the fundamental semantic assump-
tions discussed above, we can reformulate Aristotle’s definitions as follows:

For one and only one thing x and one and only one thing y,
falsehood is (ia) to assert of x, which is a y, that x is not a y,
or (ib) to assert of x, which is not a y, that x is a y, while truth
is (iia) to assert of x, which is a y, that x is a y, and (iib) to
assert of x, which is not a y, that x is not a y.*
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What the Nominal Definitions Entail

What do these nominal definitions entail? It is often claimed that Aristotle
has a correspondence conception of truth,* yet a number of distinguished
contemporary philosophers have noted the deflationary character of his
definitions at 1011b26-27.* And do his nominal definitions express Real-
ist conceptions?*® How much can we hope to squeeze from the nominal
definitions themselves?

I will now argue that the definitions impose relatively weak philo-
sophical commitments. I will argue that Aristotle’s nominal definitions
presuppose that there are assertions, intentional contents of assertions, cor-
relates in the real world of these, and a very weak relation of what Pitcher
has called “correspondence-as-correlation,” but they do not presuppose
philosophical conceptions or theories of any of these. Thus, construed as
nominal definitions of truth and falsehood, the definitions do not pre-
suppose robust philosophical commitments and are neither Realist nor
Nonrealist, but they do express a kind of correspondence conception of
truth and falsehood—they do presuppose a correlation among assertions,
the intensional contents of assertions, and the real correlates of these.

We saw above that Aristotle’s nominal definitions aren’t deflationary
in Horwich’s sense—Aristotle uses the infinitive and participle of “to be”
with their objectual senses in the nominal definitions, not their veridical
senses.®® Hence, the nominal definitions of “truth” and “falsehood” denote
attributes that intrinsically involve metaphysical commitments. On the
other hand, Aristotle’s conceptions are deflationary if we follow Wright
(1992, 21n15) in thinking that the root idea of deflationary conceptions
is “that truth is not intrinsically a metaphysically substantial notion” For,
even though the nominal definitions presuppose some sort of real correlate
to the intentional contents of assertions, we have seen that no particular
ontology is presupposed. Again, robust metaphysical commitments would
unduly restrict the application of the definitions in general and would
undermine the argumentative role the definitions play in the passage in
which they appear. Interpreting the metaphysical commitments weakly,
the nominal definitions are consistent with any proposed ontology that
acknowledges a distinction between what is and what is not—that is to
say, any ontology worthy of the name. Indeed, the ontology associated
with the conceptions is minimally constrained, allowing anything what-
soever to count as an instance of what exists as an F, and in this sense
the conceptions are deflationary.
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The metaphysical presuppositions of Aristotle’s nominal definitions
are too weak to be either Realist or Nonrealist conceptions. According
to a Realist:

A concept of truth, T, is a Realist concept if and only if,
according to T, an assertion is true only if the very same state
of affairs that the assertion expresses exists independently of
any mind or with only derivative dependence.

If a concept of truth isn’t a Realist concept, it's a Nonrealist concept. I
leave aside for the moment whether or not it makes sense to talk about
the nominal definitions in terms of states of affairs. Crucial here is that
they are silent about whether or not the real correlates of the intentional
contents of assertions are mind-independent. It may be that Aristotle
develops a Realist theory of truth and falsehood, but his concepts leave
this undetermined.

Are his nominal definitions correspondence conceptions of truth
and falsehood? It is obvious that they make no explicit mention of a cor-
respondence relation. However, they do presuppose a relation of some sort
between the intentional contents of assertions and their real correlates,
but the nature of this relation (if, indeed, Aristotle assumed there is only
one such relation) is left unspecified. Following Pitcher (1964, 9-11), we
may distinguish between correspondence-as-correlation and correspondence-
as-congruence. A relation of correspondence-as-correlation is any cor-
relation of the members of two or more groups of things.®® This is the
weakest requirement we might place on a correspondence relation—any
correlation among the members of the groups will suffice. A relation of
correspondence-as-congruence is any correlation of the members of two
or more groups where the correlation is governed by an isomorphism
between or among the members of these groups. Isomorphism is a fairly
stringent condition to place upon a correspondence relation, requiring
some sort of structural identity among the correlated members. Pitcher
(1964, 10) develops his notion of correspondence-as-congruence is terms
of agreement. I follow Kirkham (1995) in developing the notion in terms
of isomorphism.

Aristotle’s nominal definitions do not suggest anything like an iso-
morphism. Perhaps a fuller account of the relation between Aristotelian
truth-bearers and Aristotelian truth-makers would reveal that the inten-
tional contents of assertions and their correlates in the real world are
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related isomorphically, but this would import materials extrinsic to the
definitions at 1011b26—27. I argue below that his theory of truth is best
understood as a correspondence-as-congruence theory, agreeing on this
general point with Crivelli (2004, 129ff) although differing with him in
respect to the details. So, Aristotle’s nominal definitions do not entail a
correspondence-as-congruence relation.

They do entail a correspondence-as-correlation relation, agreeing
with Kirkham (1995, 119). They presuppose that the intentional content
of an assertion is correlated either with what exists as an F or what does
not exist as an F. How this correlation is determined is left open by the
nominal definitions, but the correlation is essential—truth and falsehood
so conceived are “seriously dyadic” relations. But, supposing the nominal
definitions do entail a correspondence-as-correlation relation, is this enough
to claim that they are correspondence conceptions?

Davidson (1996, 266 and 268) has claimed that Aristotle’s definitions
do not presuppose an ontology of states of affairs or facts or any other
special sort of real correlate to which assertions and their intentional
contents must correspond. Davidson does not consider whether or not
the definitions at 1011b26-27 are nominal definitions, and it seems he
interprets them as expressions of Aristotle’s real definitions. If states of
affairs or facts or the like must be presupposed by a correspondence con-
ception of truth—and it does seem that states of affairs, at least, play an
essential role in almost every contemporary correspondence account of
truth—and if Aristotle’s nominal definitions do not presuppose these (or
rule them out), then they are not correspondence conceptions.

Whether or not we agree with Davidson’s claim depends on what is
meant by “states of affairs” If, for example, we adopt David Armstrong’s
(1997, 20 and 122) conception, according to which a state of affairs is a
unit composed (non-mereologically) either of a particular and an attribute
or of two or more particulars and a relation, then Davidson is surely
right that Aristotles nominal definitions don't presuppose anything of
the sort. (Strictly speaking, this is how Armstrong understands atomic
states of affairs, but since molecular states of affairs are conjunctions of
atomic states of affairs, if Aristotle’s definitions don’t presuppose the lat-
ter, the latter are moot.) More generally: If states of affairs are cashed out
in terms of a specific metaphysical theory, then the nominal definitions
don’t presuppose them. However, following Kirkham (1995), if we define
“states of affairs” to mean all and only those things the existence of which
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can be asserted, Davidson is incorrect—the nominal definitions obviously
presuppose things the existence of which can be asserted.

Conclusion

To recapitulate the course of my reasoning in this chapter, I have argued
that the definitions presented at Metaphysics book I' 7.1011b26-27 are
best understood as nominal definitions of the terms “truth” and “false-
hood?” So understood, the definientia express concepts Aristotle expects his
philosophical contemporaries will accept. They entail minimal metaphysi-
cal commitments and are in that sense deflationary; they are not Realist
definitions, but neither are they Nonrealist; and if we claim they express
correspondence conceptions, we must make it clear that they presuppose
the weakest sort of correspondence relation (i.e., that of correspondence-
as-correlation) and a thoroughly anodyne notion of states of affairs (i.e.,
anything the existence of which can be asserted).

In subsequent chapters I will explain how Aristotle analyzes the
nominal definitions presented at 1011b26-27 in terms of his own philo-
sophical system in order to establish his real definitions of truth and
falsehood. I will also explain how the concepts defined at 1011b26-27
relate to the other concepts of truth and falsehood recognized by Aristotle
in the Metaphysics. In the next chapter I inspect how the nominal defini-
tions function inferentially in the elenctic arguments in order to reveal
additional and important semantic assumptions bearing on the contexts in
which he thinks it makes sense to apply concepts of truth and falsehood.
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Chapter 3

The Nominal Definition of
“Truth” and the Axioms

The conceptions constitutive of the definiens of the nominal definitions
of “truth” are among the basic ideas driving the elenctic arguments for
the logical axioms in Metaphysics book I'. They are also the ideas driving
the development of Aristotle’s account of the essence of truth. When we
combine these ideas with the additional notions involved in the logical
axioms themselves—the conception of a simple assertion, the conception
of a contradictory pair of simple assertions, and the conception of an
intermediate assertion between opposed simple assertions—we exhaust
the ideas Aristotle uses to explain the essence of truth. In books A-N
Aristotle develops his analyses of these conceptions on the basis of his
own philosophical system, differentiating his account of the essence of
truth from alternatives.

In the preceding chapter I discussed Aristotle’s understanding of the
common axioms and the general semantic constraints he places on elenctic
demonstrations. I argued that every elenctic demonstration involves the
following basic premises:

El: A philosophical opponent o denies the truth of some logi-
cal axiom A.

E2: o asserts that a definition n = ,d is true, where d is the
definiens of the definiendum n.

E3: If d is the definiens of the definition of a name n, then d
and # signify one and only one thing b.
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E4: If a definiens d of the definition of a name # signifies one
and only one thing b, then if anything a is signified by N,
being b is what it is to be a.

E5: Demonstrate that n = . d is true only if A is true.

I also argued that the definition of truth presented by Aristotle in T
7.1011b26-27—the canonical definition which, as Kiinne (2005) has noted,
is “almost obsessively quoted” in philosophical discussions of truth—is best
understood as a nominal definition expressing a conception of truth that
Aristotle thought his dialectical opponents would have accepted.

I will now focus on the arguments Aristotle presents in support of
the logical axioms in book I'. These arguments are interesting for their
own sake, of course. They aim to prove important conclusions. They are,
however, particularly important for understanding Aristotle’s nominal
definitions of truth and falsehood in book T. In part this is because, as
we have seen, Aristotle explicitly defines the terms “truth” and “false-
hood” in the midst of these arguments. But more to the point, because
the nominal definitions are made explicit in these arguments, they provide
us with contextual clues about how best to understand the conceptions
expressed by the definientia of the nominal definitions." Understanding
the nominal definitions as well as we can is germane, since in subsequent
chapters it will become clear that Aristotle’s real definitions are particular
ways of elaborating each of the concepts in the field picked out by the
nominal definitions.

Truth and the Law of the Excluded Middle

Aristotle includes the Law of Non-Contradiction (LNC), the Law of the
Excluded Middle (LEM), and the Law of Identity (LI) among the logical
axioms.” He conceives of these axioms as assertions that are either true
or false. In Metaphysics book T he argues that the axioms are true if any
assertion is true. To this end, he offers first a constructive demonstration
that LNC is the most certain of all assertions, and then he presents a
series of elenctic arguments in support of LNC and LEM. Each kind of
argument presupposes concepts of truth and falsehood. Given that all of
the arguments are elenctic arguments, none succeeds if the concepts of
truth and falsehood involved beg questions from Aristotle’s opponents.
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It is plausible, therefore, for the reasons given in the preceding chapter,
that Aristotle has in mind the nominal definitions of truth and falsehood
presented at 1011b26-27 in presenting his elenctic arguments for LNC
and LEM.

The elenctic demonstrations in book I' can be grouped as follows:
(1) those from 1006a18—1007b18 based on the semantics of definitions;
(2) those from 1007b18—1008b2 based on the semantics of affirmations
and denials; (3) those from 1008b2—-31 based on the relationship between
what an opponent says and what he does; (4) those from 1008b31-1009a5
based on claims about degrees of truth and falsehood; (5) those from
1009a5-1009a16 based on the semantics of true and false assertions;’ (6)
those from 1011a13-1011b12 based on the claim that not all things are
relative; (7) one from 1011b12-22, based on LNC itself, which Aristotle
has established already, for the claim that contraries cannot belong at the
same time to the same thing; (8) those from 1011b23-1012al17 based on
explicit definitions of truth and falsehood and on the nature of intermedi-
ates; and (9) those from 1012a17-1012b31 based on explicit definitions of
truth and falsehood and marshaled against the claims that (i) all things
are true and (ii) all things are false.* Even this outline of the arguments
reveals that definitions of truth and falsehood are at least implicitly involved
in many of Aristotle’s elenctic demonstrations.

Aristotle presents eight elenctic demonstrations in support of LEM
in book I. Each is an elenctic demonstration conforming to the general
pattern described above. In each case, it is assumed that the philosophical
opponent denies LEM. The first elenctic demonstration of LEM is presented
at 1011b23-29. Analyzing it leads us to discuss all of the conceptions
relevant to the nominal definitions of truth and falsehood at 1011b26-27.
The passage, again, in which the argument appears follows:

AMG pipv 0088 petald avtipacews évoéxetat givat o0BéV, AN
avaykn fj gava fj drogdvat €v kad €vog otiodv. SfjAov 8¢
TP@OTOV eV Optoapévols Ti 10 dAndég kal Yyeddog. 16 pev yap
Aéyew O Ov uf elvar § TO pi Ov elval yeddog, O 6& 1O OV
elval kai tO pn 6v ui elval dAnBég, dote kai 6 Aéywv elvat i
un dAnBevoet §| yevoetar GAN obte TO Ov Aéyetar pn elva i
elvat obte TO pry Ov.

But then neither is it possible for there to be anything in the
middle between contradictories, but it is necessary either to
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affirm or to deny one thing, whatever it may be, of one thing.
This will be clear if we first define what truth is and what
falsehood is. For to say of what is that it is not, or of what is
not that it is, is false, whereas to say of what is that it is, or of
what is not that it is not, is true. So he who says of anything
that it is, or that it is not, will say either what is true or what
is false. But it is said that neither what is nor what is not either
is not or is. (trans., Reeve)

The conclusion—asserted at 1011b23-24, with respect to which lines
the manuscripts largely agree—is an explicit statement of LEM.> There
are two claims, each of which is an expression of LEM. The first can be
translated by:

[LEM,] It is not possible that there is an intermediate between
contradictories,

and the second by:

[LEM,] But of one subject we must either affirm or deny one
predicate.

Although Aristotle typically formulates LEM along the lines of [LEM,],
[LEM,] and [LEM, | make the same claim.®

Simple Assertions and Contradictory Pairs

LEM, at 1011b23 squarely situates Aristotles elenctic argument in the con-
text of contradictory pairs of assertions. This is no surprise, as all of his
elenctic arguments for LNC in I' concern contradictory pairs and assume
that his philosophical opponents are familiar with the rules of dialectical
arguments. Aristotle’s understanding of contradictory pairs and the rules
dialectical argument are conceptually tied to the nominal definitions of
“truth” and “falsehood” offered at T' 7.1011b26-27. Reminding ourselves
of the basic rules of dialectical argument and analyzing Aristotle’s concept
of a contradictory pair will give us insight into the nominal definitions.

According to Aristotle’s account of dialectic in the Topics and his
account of contradictory pairs in De Interpretatione, in the context of
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dialectical inquiry we aim to secure the truth or falsehood of one of the
simple assertions constituting a contradictory pair of simple assertions.”
Aristotle articulates his account of simple assertions and contradictory pairs
in De Interpretatione. Every assertion, for Aristotle, is either a linguistic or
a mental assertion, and every simple assertion is either an affirmation or
a denial. Aristotle develops his account of assertion in terms of linguis-
tic and mental assertions. Although he never severs the two dimensions
of his theory, he is primarily concerned with linguistic assertion in De
Interpretatione and with mental assertion in De Anima III 3-8.

An affirmation asserts of one and only one thing y that it is combined
with (or belongs to) another thing x that is one and only one thing. A
denial asserts of one and only thing y that it is separated from (or does
not belong to) another thing x that is one and only one thing.® A linguis-
tic affirmation immediately signifies a mental assertion and purports to
mediately signify some real correlate. Similarly, a linguistic denial imme-
diately signifies a mental denial and purports to mediately signify some
real correlate.” Given these ditsintctions, we can reformulate [LEM ] and
[LEM,] in terms of linguistic assertions as follows:

[LEM, ] For every subject expression n that signifies one and
only one thing x, for every predicate expression p that signi-
fies one and only one thing y, for every linguistic predica-
tive relation + that denotes the real predicative relation of
belonging, for every linguistic predicative relation - that
denotes the real predicative relation of not-belonging, and
for any linguistic predicative relation ¥, it is not possible
that there is a linguistic assertion n * p that is intermediate

between n + p and n — p.

[LEM,, ] For every subject expression n that signifies one and
only one thing x, for every predicate expression p that sig-
nifies one and only one thing y, for every linguistic pred-
icative relation + that denotes the real predicative relation
of belonging, and for every linguistic predicative relation
- that denotes the real predicative relation of not-belonging,
it is necessary to assert either n + p and n — p.

Alternatively, [LEM ] and [LEM,] can be reformulated in terms of mental
assertions as follows:
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[LEM ] For every subject concept c that signifies one and
only one thing x, for every predicate concept p that signifies
one and only one thing y, for every conceptual predica-
tive relation + that denotes the real predicative relation of
belonging, for every conceptual predicative relation - that
denotes the real predicative relation of not-belonging, and
for any conceptual predicative relation *, it is not possible
that there is a mental assertion ¢ * p that is intermediate
between ¢ + p and ¢ — p.

[LEM,,,] For every subject concept c that signifies one and
only one thing x, for every predicate concept p that signifies
one and only one thing y, for every conceptual predica-
tive relation + that denotes the real predicative relation of
belonging, and for every conceptual predicative relation -
that denotes the real predicative relation of not-belonging,
it is necessary to mentally assert either ¢ + p or ¢ —p.

To see that these are proper interpretations of Aristotle’s claims at
1011b23-24, and that they are equivalent formulations of LEM, it will help
to clarify the constituent notions of a contradictory pair of assertions, an
intermediate assertion, and a single simple assertion. Aristotle introduces
the notion of a contradictory pair of assertions in De Interpretatione, at
17a31-37:

®ote SfAov GTL A0 KATAPAOEL £0TLV ATOPACLG AVTIKELUEVT
Kal TAon AmoQAcEl KATAPAOLS. kal €0Tw AvTigacls todTo,
KATAPAOLS Kal Amogaoctg ai avTikeigevar Aéyw 8¢ avtikeioBat
TV 10D avtod Katd ToD avToD,—uf OpwVOHwG 8¢, kal oa
dAa TV TolovTwv TPoodlopllOpeda TPOG TAG COPLOTIKAG
évoyAnoeig.

Thus it is clear that for every affirmation there is an opposite
denial, and for every denial an opposite affirmation. Let us call
an affirmation and a denial which are opposite a contradiction.
I speak of assertions as opposite when they affirm and deny the
same thing of the same thing—not homonymously, together
with all other such conditions that we add to counter the trou-
blesome objections of sophists. (trans., mine, following Ackrill)
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Thus, a contradictory pair of assertions is constituted by two assertions.
One of these affirms that one thing y belongs to one thing x. The other
denies that the very same thing y belongs to the very same thing x.

In the Prior Analytics, at 24al7, Aristotle relates his conception of a
contradictory pair to his theory of deductive inference: “A premise, then,
is an account affirming or denying something of something” [mpotaoig
HEV 00V €0Ti AOYOG KATAQATIKOG fj ATMOPATIKOG TIvog Katd Tvog]. This
is a claim about premises—the proper parts of Aristotelian syllogisms—
according to which a premise either affirms something of something
or denies something of something.!® Taken by itself, the claim at Apr.
24al7 isn't equivalent to LEM, nor does it entail LEM." However, if the
opponent of LEM were to assert that he expresses a premise but neither
affirms something of something nor denies something of something,
Apr. 24al7 is the basis for an argument against him. Given Aristotle’s
definition of premises in terms of affirmations and denials, it makes no
sense to say that—as it is assumed the opponent of LEM does say—a
premise neither affirms something of something nor denies something of
something.

If we consider Apr. 24al7 in light of the immediately subsequent
discussion in the Prior Analytics and another passage from the Posterior
Analytics, it becomes clear that Aristotle understands premises in terms of
contradictory pairs of assertions. The passage from the Posterior Analytics
comes at 72a8-14:

npoTacts § €0Tiv AmoPAvVoewg TO £TepOV HOpLoY, €v kad’ Evog,
OtaekTikn pEv 1) opoiwg AapPdavovoa omotepovody, dmodel-
KTIkN 8¢ 1] wplopévwg Batepov, Tt dAnbég. andgavolg 8¢ avti-
QACEWG OTIOTEPOVODV HOpLoY, dvTigaots 6¢ avtifeoig g odk
gott petald kaf avtry, poplov § avtipaoews TO pév Ti Katd
TVOG KaTdaots, T 8¢ Ti Amd Tvog dndgaoig.

A premise is one part of a contradiction, one thing said of one;
it is dialectical if it assumes indifferently either part, demon-
strative if it determinately assumes the one that is true. An
assertion is either part of a contradiction. A contradiction is
an opposition which of itself excludes any intermediate; and
the part of a contradiction saying something of something is
an affirmation, the one saying something from something is a
denial. (trans., Barnes)
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Perhaps the most important thing to note here is that Aristotle defines a
contradiction in terms that bear directly on LEM: a contradiction is “an
opposition which of itself excludes any intermediate”

According to this passage, a contradictory pair has two parts, each
of which is a premise. For Aristotle, a premise is an assertion. In the
context of the passage, an assertion may be understood as a kind of lin-
guistic entity, but it also may be interpreted as a kind of mental entity.
Whether linguistic or mental, every assertion involves either one thing
being asserted of another. One thing may be asserted to belong to another,
in which case it is an affirmation, or one thing may be asserted not to
belong to another, in which case it is a denial. A contradiction, then,
is defined as a pair of assertions p and q such that, with respect to one
thing x and another y, [1] p asserts y belongs to x, [2] g asserts y does
not belong to x, and [3] p and g are opposed such that there can be no
assertion r intermediate between them. Using Aristotle’s technical notions
of predicative combination and separation, an equivalent formulation is
to say that p and g constitute a contradictory pair of assertions just in
case there is one thing y and another thing x such that (1) p asserts that
y is combined with x, (2) g asserts that y is separated from x, and (3)
p and q are opposed such that there can be no assertion r intermediate
between them. It is assumed here that (i) y does not belong to x iff y is
separated from x, and (ii) y belongs to x iff y is combined with x. Thus,
Aristotle’s definition of a contradictory pair may be provisionally inter-
preted as follows:

p contradicts g just in case [1] p = (y belongs to x), [2] q =
(y does not belong to x), and [3] it is not possible that there
is an assertion r that is intermediate between (y belongs to x)
and (y does not belong to x).

Clause [3] here is another way of asserting [LEM ], and Aristotle appears
to be quite careful in formulating LEM at 1011b23-24."> Aristotle argues
for LEM from within the dialectical context of making simple assertions,
where the live options are either affirmation or denial. When Aristotle
claims that “Everything is affirmed or denied,” he means that, in the context
of philosophical dialectic, and given any one subject and any one predi-
cate, either one says that the predicate belongs to the subject (in which
case one affirms something of it) or one says that the predicate does not
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belong to it (in which case one denies something of it). Therefore, LEM
precludes saying of one thing that some other thing either (1) belongs
and does not belong to it or (2) neither belongs nor does not belong to
it. These middle “possibilities” are excluded. Thus:

[LEM,.] In the dialectical context of making simple assertions,
it is necessary that there is no intermediate between con-
tradictory assertions, and

[LEM,,] In the dialectical context of making simple assertions,
of one subject it is necessary that we either affirm or deny
any one predicate.

[LEM, ] is an explicit denial of the possibility of an intermediate assertion
between two contradictory assertions.

Given the larger context of book I', and Aristotle’s general account
of assertion, Aristotle is concerned with contradictory assertions at
1011b23-24. It follows that an intermediate between contradictory asser-
tions would itself be an assertion, were it to exist."* Thus, [LEM,.] claims
that it is impossible that there is an intermediate assertion between con-
tradictory assertions. On the basis of the distinctions just made, we can
restate [LEM ] as follows:

[LEM,..] For all simple assertions p and g, if p and g are con-
tradictories, then it is not possible that there is a single
simple assertion r such that r is intermediate between p
and gq.

[LEM,..], then, is a claim about the impossibility of a certain kind of
assertion—assertions intermediate between contradictory assertions. While
[LEM,..] makes no overt reference to assertions intermediate between
contradictory assertions, it makes the same claim.

Aristotle claims that “a contradiction is an opposition which of itself
excludes any intermediate” Given the preceding, this means that there is
no intermediate assertion r between a contradictory pair of assertion p
and q. Aristotle thinks that such intermediate assertions are impossible.
As a consequence, it is unreasonable to expect an actual example of one,
at least from Aristotle. What would such an intermediate assertion r be
like if—as the opponent of LEM urges—it were to exist?
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Intermediate Assertions and LNC

First and foremost, one should look to Aristotle’s various formulations
of LNC, since in effect he specifies what an intermediate between a
contradictory pair would be, were it possible. As Lukasiewicz has noted,
Aristotle expresses LNC in various ways. At 1005b19-20, he formulates
LNC metaphysically as follows:

The Metaphysical Formulation of LNC: The same real predi-
cate cannot both belong and not belong to the same real sub-
ject at the same time, in the same respect, et cetera."

Here the claim is that “the same real predicate” (which is one thing, y)
cannot both belong to and not belong to “the same real subject” (also one
thing, x). Following Lukasiewicz (1971), this version of LNC is formu-
lated in terms of one thing belonging or not belonging to another thing.
Ignoring the complications introduced to meet sophistical objections, it
can be stated as follows:

Metaphysical LNC: For every real subject x and every real
predicate y, it is not possible that [y belongs to x A y does
not belong to x].

Assuming standard transformation rules—which, of course, are in ques-
tion in book I'—this is logically equivalent to a metaphysical version of
LEM: It is necessary either for y not to belong to x or for y to belong to
x. This can be put more formally as follows:

Metaphysical LEM: For every real subject x and every real
predicate y, it is necessary that [y does not belong to x v y
belongs to x].

At 1007b18 Aristotle claims that © . . contradictories cannot be predi-
cated at the same time,” [d00vatov dpa katnyopeicBat 1aGg AvTipaoeg]
and at 1006a3—4 he states another metaphysical version of LNC:

It is impossible for anything at the same time to be and not
to be. [&Suvatov 6vtog dpa eivan kal ur givai]
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This claim may be interpreted narrowly as the assertion that one and
the same subject cannot both be and not be, where being is treated as
an attribute and, as LNC specifies, cannot both belong and not belong to
the same subject at the same time. This would be to interpret the claim as
an instance of the more general formulations of LNC already considered.
Or, if being should not be treated as an attribute in Aristotle’s system, one
could interpret the verb “to be” aspectually and as implicitly involving some
predicative adjective “to be an E yielding the assertion that, for any real
subject x and any real attribute y, it is impossible for x at the same time
to be y and not to be y. For Aristotle, this is equivalent to saying that,
for any real subject x and any real attribute y, it is impossible at the same
time for y to belong to x and for y not to belong to x. That is to say: for
every real subject x and every real attribute y, it is not possible that (y
belongs to x) A (y does not belong to x). Either interpretation conforms
to what Aristotle claims at 1006b18-22:

Kai ovk €oTat efvan kal pry eivan 1O adtO AN 1} kKB’ dpwvopiav,
womep &v el Ov Nueig dvBpwmov kakodpey, dAlot pry dvBpw-
nov kaholev- 10 §” dmopovpevov ov ToUTO €0TLy, &l EvOéxeTal
TO adTO dpa eivat kal uf etvon &vBpwmov tO dvopa, dAAL TO
Tpayua.

And it will not be possible for the same thing to be and not to
be, except in virtue of an ambiguity, just as one whom we call
‘man, others might call ‘not-man’; but the point in question is
not this, whether the same thing can at the same time be and
not be man in name, but whether it can in fact. (trans., Ross)

From the sequel to this claim, it is clear that an attribute and its negation
are contradictories. As a consequence, Aristotle asserts here that, given a
real subject x and a real attribute y, it is not possible at the same time to
predicate y of x and not-y of x. In other words, it is not possible at the
same time that y belongs to x and not-y belongs to x. If we assume that
not-y belongs to x just in case y does not belong to x, which seems to be
his point in the passage, then again he is claiming that it is not possible
at the same time that both (y belongs to x) and (y does not belong to x).

Aristotle also expresses doxastic and logical formulations of LNC.
At 1005b23-24, he states the doxastic version: no one can believe that
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the same thing can (at the same time) be and not be. Lukasiewicz (1971)
expresses the doxastic version as follows: “Two acts of believing which
correspond to two contradictory propositions cannot obtain in the same
consciousness.” This should be revised to reflect the fact that he is prin-
cipally concerned with the sorts of simple mental assertions appropriate
to dialectic, as follows:

Doxastic LNC: It is not possible for someone to assert mentally
that y belongs to x and, at the same time, to assert mentally
that y does not belong to x.

Then, at 1011b13-14, Aristotle expresses the logical version: the most
certain of all basic principles is that contradictory assertions are not true
simultaneously. Lukasiewicz (1971) expresses the logical version as fol-
lows: “Two conflicting (contradictory) propositions cannot be true at the
same time” Again, this should be crafted in terms of simple linguistic
assertions: It is not possible for someone to assert linguistically that one
thing y belongs to another x and, at the same time, to assert linguistically
that y does not belong to x:

Logical LNC: It is not possible for someone to assert linguis-
tically that y belongs to x and, at the same time, to assert
linguistically that y does not belong to x.

The metaphysical version of LNC is obviously different from the doxastic
and logical formulations. The former is about things in the world, whereas
the latter two are about mental and linguistic assertions about things in
the world.”

At 1011b13-22, Aristotle concludes his extended argument for LNC.
He then uses LNC to defend the claim that contrary predicates cannot
belong at the same time to the same thing. The argument not only pro-
vides insight into the distinction between the logical and metaphysical
formulations of LNC, but also illustrates how the nominal definitions of
“truth” and “falsehood” are employed in the context of arguing for the
axioms. The argument is worth quoting in full:

‘Ot pgv odv Pefatotdtn §6&a macdv 16 pn eivan dAndeic dua
TAG AVTIKELUEVOG QAOELS, Kal Ti ovpPaivel Toig obtw Aéyovat,
Kai O ti obtw Aéyovot, Tooadta eipnobw- €mel § advvartov
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v avtigaowy dpa dAnBevecBat katd tod avtod, Qavepov
6t o0dE TavavTia dpa mapxety évoExeTal TO AT TOV pev
yap évavtiov Bdtepov otépnoic éoTiv ovyx fTTOoV, oboiag 8¢
otépnols 1 8¢ oTéPNOLg AndPacic €0TY &md TIVOG WPLOUEVOL
yévoug- el obv advvatov dpa kata@dval kal aro@avat dAn-
0@g, advvatov kal Tavavtia Omapyxev dua, AAN §j T duew §
Batepov pev mf Batepov 8¢ AmAdg.

The fact that the most secure belief of all is that opposite affir-
mations are not true at the same time, what the consequences
are for those who say that they are, and why it is that they say
this, may now be regarded as adequately discussed. But since it
is impossible for contradictories to be true of the same thing
at the same time, it is evident that contraries cannot belong
to the same thing at the same time either. For one of a pair
of contraries is a lack no less [than a contrary], or a lack of
substance, and a lack is the denial [of a predicate] to some
definite kinds (genos). So if it is impossible at the same time to
affirm and to deny truly, it is also impossible for contraries to
belong at the same time, unless either both belong in a certain
way or one in a certain way and the other unconditionally.
(trans., Reeve)

Here the concepts of truth and falsehood expressed at 1011b26-27 are
presupposed by the shift between premises about contradictory and contrary
assertions and premises about the real correlates of these. The following
reconstruction of the argument makes this clear:

P1: Assume, for a linguistic subject term #, a linguistic predi-
cate term p, and a time ¢, that it is impossible that “p
belongs to s” is true at t and that “p does not belong to
s” is true at t.

P2: Hence, given the definition of assertoric truth at 1011b26-27,
for a linguistic subject term 5, a linguistic predicate term p,
a time t, and real subject x and a real predicate y, if (1) n
signifies x and p signifies y and “belongs to” and “does not
belong to” signify respectively the real relations of belonging
and not belonging, then it is impossible that y belongs to x
at t and that y does not belong to x at .
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P3: Given the definition of contraries at 1005b26-27, for real
subject x, real predicates y and z, and time ¢, if y and z are
contraries, then (i) y belongs to x at t iff z does not belong
to x at t and (ii) y does not belong to x at ¢t iff z belongs
to x at t.

P4: Therefore, given the definition of contraries at 1005b26-27,
for real subject x, real predicates y and z, and time ¢, if y and
z are contraries, then if y belongs to x at t and z belongs to
x at t, then (1) y belongs to x at t and y does not belongs
to x at t and (2) z belongs to x at t and z does not belong
to x at f.

P5: P4 is impossible, given P1 and P2.

P6: Therefore, it is impossible that y belongs to x at t and z
belongs to x at t.

It is instructive to reconstruct the argument solely in terms of linguistic
assertions and the logical version of LNC:

PL1: Assume, for a linguistic subject term n, a linguistic predi-
cate term p, and a time ¢, that it is impossible that the
linguistic assertion “p belongs to n” is true at ¢ and that
the linguistic assertion “p does not belong to #n” is true at ¢.

PL2: Given the definition of contraries, for a linguistic subject
term n, linguistic predicate terms p and k, and time ¢, if p
and k are contraries, then (i) “p belongs to n” is true at ¢
iff “k does not belong to n” is true at t and (ii) “p does not
belong to n” is true at ¢t iff “k belongs to n” is true at t.

PL3: Therefore, given the definition of contraries, for a lin-
guistic subject term n, linguistic predicate terms p and k,
and time ¢, if p and k are contraries, then if “belongs to n”
is true at t and “k belongs to n” is true at ¢, then (1) “p
belongs to n” is true at t and “p does not belong to n” is
true at ¢t and (2) “k belongs to n” is true at t and “k does
not belong to n” is true at t.

PL4: The consequent of PL3 is impossible, given PLI.
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PL5: Therefore, it is impossible that “p belongs to n” is true
at t and “belongs to n” is true at t.

This reconstruction should be compared with a reconstruction developed
solely in terms of real complexes and the metaphysical version of LNC:

PO1: Assume, for a real subject x, and a real predicate y, and
time f, it is impossible that y belongs to x at ¢ and that y
does not belong to x at t.

PO2: Given the definition of contraries, for real subject x, real
predicates y and z, and time ¢, if y and z are contraries, then
(i) y belongs to x at ¢ iff z does not belong x at ¢ and (ii) y
does not belong to x at ¢ iff z belongs to x at ¢.

PO3: Therefore, given the definition of contraries, for real sub-
ject x, real predicates y and z, and time ¢, if y and z are
contraries, then if y belongs to x at t and z belongs to x at
t, then (1) y belongs to x at t and y does not belong to x at
t and (2) z belongs to x at t and z does not belong to x at ¢.

PO4: The consequent of PO3 is impossible, given PO1.

PO5: Therefore, it is impossible that y belongs to x at t and z
belongs to x at t.

The symmetry of reasoning between the logical and the metaphysi-
cal reconstructions is evident. The conceptions of truth and falsehood
expressed at 1011b26-27 bridge the gap in the original formulation of
the argument, which clearly differentiates the logical and metaphysical
formulations of LNC. Given that the doxastic and the linguistic formu-
lations are respectively about mental and linguistic assertions, it is not
clear that they are importantly different: they are only as different as are
linguistic and mental assertions.'s

Aristotle claims that there is no intermediate assertion r between a
contradictory pair of assertions p and q. Having investigated Aristotle’s
understanding of a contradictory pair, we are gaining insight into what
such an intermediate assertion might look like—it will look like a simple
assertion about a real subject x and a real predicate y. An intermediate
assertion, were it to exist, would assert that y is related to x by means of
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a real predicative relation that is intermediate between the real predicative
relation of belonging and the real predicative relation of not belonging.

Aristotle rejects the possibility of the latter real predicative relation.
He thinks that the real predicative relation of belonging is opposed to the
real predicative relation of not belonging such that there can be no inter-
mediate relation between them.'” If one takes the relations of belonging
and not belonging as primitive binary relations, then one can conceive
of the relations as complements: for every x and y, either (y belongs to
x) or (y does not belong to x). Surely this is conceivable.

One might think that Aristotle defines the relations of belonging and
not belonging in terms of more primitive binary relations—the obvious
choices being either [1] the relations of being-said-of and being-present-
in, particularly as these are used in the Categories, [2] the relations of
essential and accidental predication as these are used in the Analytics, the
Metaphysics, and elsewhere, or [3] the relations of definitional, essential,
proper, and accidental predication as these are used in the Topics. It still
seems clear that Aristotle can conceive of the derived binary relations
of belonging and not-belonging as complementary. For example, define
the relation of belonging so that: y belongs to x just in case either y is
essentially predicated of x or y is accidentally predicated of x. Define
the relation of not belonging so that: y does not belong to x just in case
neither y is essentially predicated of x nor y is accidentally predicated of
x. So defined, it is logically possible that the relations of belonging and
not belonging are complements.

Return, now, to the putative intermediate assertion r.!* It is most
plausible to assume that r would assert that some relation or other obtains
between x, the subject of the contradictory assertions p and g, and y,
the predicate of both p and q. Presumably, r would not be intermediate
between p and g were any of the following to obtain:

1. ris about things wholly other than x and y,
2. ris only about x or only about y,

3. ris about a relation between x and something other than
¥y, or

4. ris about a relation between y and something other than
X.
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Moreover, it seems clear that p and g are not opposed insofar as they are
both about x and y. p and g are clearly opposed in virtue of the different
relation each asserts obtains between x and y. The linguistic assertions
“p” = the linguistic assertion “y belongs to x” and asserts that the real
predicate signified by “y” belongs to the real subject signified by “x.” The
linguistic assertion “q” = the linguistic assertion “y does not belong to x”
and asserts that the real predicate signified by “y” does not belong to the
real subject signified by “x.” The real predicative relation of belonging,
signified by the linguistic predicative relation “belongs to,” is obviously
different from its contradictory opposite the real predicative relation of
not belonging, signified by the linguistic predicative relation “does not
belong to”

As a consequence, for r to be intermediate between p and g, it would
have to posit a real predicative relationship * between x and y that is
intermediate between the real predicative relations of belonging and not
belonging. That is to say, using another way of characterizing the situation,
it would have to assert a real predicative relationship * between x and y
that is intermediate between y belonging to x and y not belonging to x.

Aristotle thinks such an intermediate relationship is impossible. Why?
Because that is the way things are, given the nature of the predicative rela-
tion of belonging. For any two real single things x and y, it is necessary
either that y belongs to x or that y does not belong to x. Could Aristotle
be wrong about this? On the one hand, perhaps his conception of these
binary predicative relations is incoherent. In short, not only might he be
mistaken about the relation of belonging, he may not be making sense.
Surely, however, he is at least making sense in thinking that, for any two
real single things x and y, it is necessary either that y belongs to x or that y
does not belong to x. On the other hand, making sense differs from getting
it right about the world. Perhaps Aristotle’s conceptions are coherent but
nevertheless mischaracterize the real predicative relations of belonging and
not belonging. The opponent of LEM might press this objection. He might
argue that his concept of predicative belonging does not apply accurately
to things in the world. I cannot vindicate here Aristotle’s account of the
real predicative relations of belonging and not belonging, but suffice it
to say that he thinks they are real and complementary opposite relations.

The discussion, thus far, has focused on LEM insofar as it presup-
poses Aristotle’s account of assertions. Given the preceding, we can restate
[LEM,.] as follows:
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[LEM,..] For any two linguistic terms n and p, if n signifies
one and only one being x, and if p signifies one and only one
being y, then it is necessary either to assert “p belongs to »n”
or “p does not belong to n”

To complete our discussion of LEM and LNC, it remains to address the
modal status of LEM.

From the modal point of view, [LEM,..] and [LEM,, ] are claims
about what is not possible and what is necessary.'” What type of necessity
is this? In Met. T 4, at 1006b32-35, Aristotle claims:

To0To yap onuaiver tO avdykn elval, tO ddvvatov eivat i
elvat [&vBpwmov])- odk dpa évOéxetar dpa dAnOEg eivau eimetv
10 avTo dvBpwmov eivan kai un eivat &vOpwmov.

[...] for ‘to be necessary’ signifies this: to be incapable of
not being. Consequently, it is not possible that it should be
simultaneously true to say that the same thing is a man and
is not a man [. . .]. (trans., Ross)

This account of necessity mirrors that given in A 5, at 1015a33-36:

€Tl TO un €évdexopevov dAwg €xetv dvaykaiov @apev obTwg
Exelv- kai Katd To0To TO Avaykaiov kal TaAAa Aéyetai mwg
damavta dvoykaia:

[. . .] when it is not possible for a thing to be otherwise, we
assert that it is necessary for it to be so. Indeed the others
are all in some way called necessary by virtue of this [. . .].
(trans., Ross)

Thus, it is necessary that p, just in case and because, it is not possible for
p to be otherwise.” As a consequence, it is possible to reformulate and
combine [LEM,..] and [LEM,.] as follows, privileging the case of mental
assertions:

Pr

[LEM] For every thought c¢ that represents one and only one
thing x, for every thought i that represents one and only one
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thing y, and every thought r that represents a real relation *
between the real relations of belonging and not belonging:

i: It is not possible that there is a mental assertion i*c that is
intermediate between the mental assertions i belongs to ¢
and 7 does not belong to ¢, and

ii: It is not possible for it to be otherwise than to assert either
(i belongs to ¢) or (i does not belong to ¢).*

The various contexts in which LEM is presented by Aristotle make
it plain that, on the one hand, the universal quantifier “every” is unre-
stricted—all things are affirmed or denied—but that, on the other hand,
LEM is employed in the context of philosophical inquiry. Therefore, Aris-
totle is not issuing the howler that everything is actually either affirmed
or denied. Rather, with respect to whatever one considers in the context
of philosophical inquiry, either one affirms it or one denies it. Thus, for
example, at Posterior Analytics 71al4, Aristotle notes that in order to
teach or learn, a person must believe LEM. That is to say, teachers and
students must believe that everything taught or learned is either asserted
or denied truly.?

The Elenctic Argument at 1011b23-29
and the Nominal Definitions

Given how Aristotle formulates LEM, and given how he understands the
opponent’s proposal that there is an intermediate assertion between con-
tradictorily opposed simple assertions, it may be assumed safely that the
elenctic demonstrations in defense of LEM are meant to apply to linguistic
and mental assertions of two types: (1) to definitions of terms having the
logical form “n = ,.d,’” where n and d each signify or represent one and
only thing and where “= " is the linguistic or mental predicate signifying
or representing the real relation of numerical sameness, or (2) to simple
assertions having the logical form “d belongs to n” or the conceptual
form <d belongs to n> or the logical form “d does not belong to n” or
the conceptual form <d does not belong to #n>, where “n” or <n> and
“d” or <d> are univocal terms or concepts and “belongs to” or <belongs
to> and “does not belong to” or <does not belong to> are the linguistic
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and conceptual predicates signifying or representing, respectively, the real
relations of belonging to and not belonging to. As a consequence, the
elenctic demonstrations are not meant to vindicate LEM for all contexts.
Aristotle’s arguments are limited to cases of simple assertions having the
form of a definition, an affirmation, or a denial as these are defined in
De Interpretatione. He thinks that this is enough for dialectical purposes.

We can glean from the foregoing that Aristotle expects his philosophi-
cal opponents to respect the norms of philosophical dialectic in arguing
about the logical axioms. He assumes that all of the terms involved in
an elenctic demonstration are, or at least ought to be, univocal. He may
have equivocated in presenting one or another of his arguments, but it
would be uncharitable to assume that he intended to equivocate. We may
also assume that in presenting the elenctic demonstrations, at each step
in the argument he aims always to assert only one of the simple asser-
tions constituting a contradictory pair of assertions. And he expects his
philosophical opponents similarly to respect this dialectical requirement.

It is within these dialectical constraints that he deploys the nomi-
nal definitions of “truth” and “falsehood” explicitly presented at Met. T
7.1011b26-27 but implicitly involved in all of the elenctic arguments.
This is not to say that the nominal definitions themselves are limited in
application only to definitions and simple assertions. That is a separate
question to be addressed later. Rather, in the context of the elenctic
demonstrations of LEM, the terms are employed only with respect to
definitions and simple assertions.

Let us now instantiate the nominal definitions of “truth” and “false-
hood” to the cases of simple affirmations and denials. Similar consider-
ations apply to definitions, but I will set aside these considerations until
we discuss Aristotle’s claims about definitions in the middle books of
the Metaphysics, in particular book ©. The linguistic affirmation “Being
rational belongs to Socrates” signifies the mental assertion <Being rational
belongs to Socrates>. Likewise, the linguistic denial “Being rational does
not belong to Socrates” signifies the mental assertion <Being rational does
not belong to Socrates>.

Suppose Diotima mentally asserts <Being rational does not belong to
Socrates>. If so, and if in fact the real predicate represented by the con-
cept <being rational> does not belong to the real subject represented by
the concept <Socrates>, then what Diotima asserts is true. She makes an
assertion about the real subject Socrates, the real predicate being-rational,
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and the real relation of not belonging to. She asserts that they constitute
the real complex being-rational-belonging-to-Socrates, and in fact, Socrates
+ rational obtains. If, alternatively, Diotima mentally asserts <Being ratio-
nal belongs to Socrates> and in fact the real predicate represented by the
concept <being rational> does belong to the real subject represented by
the concept <Socrates> does not obtain, then what Diotima asserts is false.
She makes an assertion about the real subject Socrates, the real predicate
being-rational, and the real relation of belonging. She asserts that they
constitute the real complex being-rational-belonging-to-Socrates, but in
fact this real complex does not obtain. However, if it is not the case that
the real predicate being-rational belongs to the real subject Socrates, then
according to Aristotle being-rational belongs to Socrates.

Generalizing, one can instantiate the nominal definitions in the cases
of mental affirmations and denials as follows:

For every conceptual subject expression n that represents one
and only one real subject x, for every conceptual predicate d
that represents one and only one real predicate y, for every
conceptual relation + that represents the real predicative rela-
tion of belonging to, and for every conceptual relation — that
represents the real predicative relation of not belonging to:

[F] Falsehood in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a)
to mentally assert that d + n and y does not belong to x or
(b) to mentally assert d — n and y belongs to x.

[T] Truth, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
mentally assert that d + »n and y belongs to x or (b) to
mentally assert that d — n and y does not belong to x.

And one can instantiate the nominal definitions in the cases of linguistic
affirmations and denials as follows:

For every linguistic subject expression n that signifies one and
only one real subject x, for every linguistic predicate d that
signifies one and only one real predicate y, for every linguistic
relation + that signifies the real predicative relation of belong-
ing to, and for every linguistic relation — that signifies the the
real predicative relation of not belonging to:
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[F] Falsehood, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
linguistically assert that d + n and y does not belong to x
or (b) to linguistically assert that d — n and y belongs to x.

[T] Truth, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
linguistically assert that d + n and y belongs to x or (b) to
linguistically assert that d — n and y does not belong to x.

Synthesizing these, we get:

For every linguistic or conceptual subject n that signifies or
represents one and only one real subject x, for every linguistic
or conceptual predicate d that signifies or represents one and
only one real predicate y, for every linguistic or conceptual
relation + that signifies or represents the real predicative rela-
tion of belonging to, and for every linguistic or conceptual
relation — that signifies or represents the real predicative rela-
tion of not belonging to:

[F] Falsehood, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
linguistically or mentally assert that d + n and y does not
belong to x or (b) to linguistically or mentally assert that
d — n and y belongs to x.

[T] Truth, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
linguistically or mentally assert that d + n and y belongs to
x or (b) to linguistically or mentally assert that d — n and
y does not belong to x.

On the basis of these analyses and taking the liberty of adding implicit
lemmata, the first elenctic demonstration can be restated rigorously as
follows:

LEMO: A dialectical assertion is a simple linguistic or mental
assertion.

LEM1: Suppose the opponent of LEM asserts an affirmation or
denial; i.e,, for some linguistic or conceptual subject # that
signifies or represents a real subject x, for some linguistic
or conceptual predicate m that signifies a real predicate y,
for some linguistic or conceptual relation + that signifies or
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represents the real predicative relation of belonging to, and
for some linguistic or conceptual relation — that signifies or
represents the real predicative relation of not belonging to,
our opponent linguistically or mentally asserts the simple
assertion m + n or she linguistically or mentally asserts the
simple assertion m — n.

LEM2: Suppose the following nominal definitions of truth and
falsehood:

[F] Falsehood, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a)
to assert that m + n and y does not belong to x or (b) to
assert m — n and y belongs to x.

[T] Truth, in the case of a simple assertion, is either (a) to
assert that m + n and y belongs to x or (b) to assert m — n
and y does not belong to x.

LEM3: In fact, either y belongs to x or y does not belong to x.

LEM4: Hence, our opponent—in linguistically or mentally
asserting the simple assertion m + n or in linguistically
or mentally asserting the simple assertion m — n—asserts
either what is true or what is false.

LEMS5: It follows that someone linguistically or mentally
asserts m + n or m — n if, and only if, she asserts what is
true or false.

LEMBS: In the putative case where our opponent linguistically
or mentally asserts what is intermediate between the con-
tradictory pair of simple assertions m + n and m — n, nei-
ther [1] our opponent asserts m + n and y belongs to x, nor
[2] our opponent asserts m + n and y does not belong to x,
nor [3] our opponent asserts m — n and y belongs to x, nor
[4] our opponent asserts m — n and y does not belong to x.

LEM?7: Suppose that m + n and m — n are a contradictory
pair of assertions.

LEMS: If LEM?7, then [1] either m + n or m — n and [2] there
is no real predicative relation between the real predicative
relations belonging to and not belonging to.
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LEMO9: Hence, there is no linguistic or conceptual predicative
relation * that signifies or represents a real predicative rela-
tion between the real predicative relations of belonging to
and not belonging to.

LEM10: Thus, it is not possible to define a linguistic or con-
ceptual predicative relation * that signifies a real predicative
relation between the real relations of belonging to or not
belonging to.

LEMI11: So, our opponent asserts nothing when she utters
m * n.

LEM12: Therefore, neither [1] our opponent asserts m + n and
y belongs to x, nor [2] our opponent asserts m + #n and y
does not belong to x, nor [3] our opponent asserts m — n
and y belongs to x, nor [4] our opponent asserts m — n and
y does not belong to x, nor [5] our opponent asserts m * n.

LEM13: Therefore, someone who asserts what is intermediate
between a contradictory pair of simple assertions asserts
neither what is true nor what is false.

LEM14: However, a simple assertion, by definition, is either
true or false.

LEM15: Hence, our opponent asserts nothing at all.
LEMI16: Thus, the putative case in LEM6 is absurd.
LEMC: Therefore:

[LEM] For every linguistic or conceptual subject n that signi-
fies one and only one thing x, for every predicate term m
that signifies one and only one thing y, and every assertoric
predicative relation * that signifies a real relation between
the real relations belonging to and not belonging to:

i: It is not possible that there is an assertion m * n that is
intermediate between m + n and m - n, and

ii: It is not possible for it to be otherwise than to assert
either m + n or m - n.
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With regard to the premises, the assumption LEMO is basic to the
practice of dialectic. LEM1 relies upon Aristotle’s definition of a simple
assertion in De Interpretatione. It may be that the opponent of LEM denies
Aristotle’s way of understanding simple assertions. It is unclear to what
extent his account of assertion differs from Platos account. It is unknown
whether or not Aristotle’s account differed from those defended by his
other philosophical contemporaries.

LEMS3 is a basic metaphysical claim driving all of Aristotle’s reason-
ing in book I'. As was noted above in the discussion of the relations of
belonging and not-belonging, he can make sense of the idea that there
are binary real predicative relations that are complements. Moreover, he
can, and does, insist that proper dialectical reasoning involves only simple
assertions about things related by means of these complementary binary
predicative relations. If the philosophical opponent refuses to engage in
dialectic reasoning so understood, then he holds them in contempt.

Given the definition of a simple assertion and the common philo-
sophical conceptions of assertoric truth and falsehood, LEM6 analyzes the
opponent’s proposed intermediate simple assertion. LEM8 follows from
the concept of a contradictory pair of assertions. LEM9 captures the fact
that the binary real predicative relations of belonging and not-belonging
are complements. LEM10-15 reflect the facts that every term in a dialec-
tical argument must signify only one thing and that every term must be
significant for all the interlocutors involved in the argument.

This reconstruction of the argument reflects the insights of the two
most longstanding interpretations of Aristotle’s argument at 1011b23-29,%
and it depends upon the following assumptions:

1. The definitions of truth and falsehood at 1011b26-27,

2. The semantic assumption that every term in a dialectical
argument is univocal,

3. The semantic assumption that every simple assertion
asserts either that one and only one thing y belongs to
one and only one thing x or that y does not belong to x,

4. The metaphysical assumption that there is no real predica-
tive relation between those of belonging and not belonging,
and

EBSCChost - printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://wmv ebsco. coniterms-of -use



EBSCOhost -

110 Truth and Falsehoods in Aristotle’s Metaphysics

5. The metaphysical assumption that there is no intermediate
metaphysical status between being nothing at all and being
one thing.

My reconstruction—sensitive to the interpretive difficulties posed by the
Greek texts—leaves it open that the opponent is making an assertion
about an intermediate between contradictories while denying LEM or is
making an assertion about some one thing or other while denying LEM.

This is not the place to ask whether or not the argument is sound.
Nor is this the place to ask whether or not all of Aristotle’s philosophical
contemporaries would have embraced all of the premises in the argument
and all of the assumptions just noted. What is crucial here is to recognize
that the nominal definitions of “truth” and “falsehood” are essential to the
success of the argument: The definitions are doing all the heavy inferential
lifting in the elenctic argument. The definitions are not only necessary, they
are crucial. Although I cannot make the case here, for reasons of space,
similar considerations apply to the other elenctic arguments presented by
Aristotle in support of LEM in book T.

And now, before concluding this chapter, let me briefly consider
Aristotle’s strategy for defending LNC in book I', which differs slightly
from his strategy for vindicating LEM.** Aristotle’s arguments for LEM
immediately follow his extended defense of LNC. Before marshaling elenctic
arguments in support of LNC, Aristotle first argues that LNC is “the most
indisputable of all principles” at 1006a3. He had just described LNC as
“an ultimate belief” [¢oxdtnv 66&av] and “the starting point for all other
axioms” [apyf) TV dAwv aflwpdtwv] at 1005b32-34. The conclusion
of the argument, then, is not the bald assertion of LNC but, rather, the
claim that LNC is the most indisputable of all principles. Aristotle stresses
that he has posited [eidfjpapev] LNC—not argued for it—and shown
[¢8ei&apev] that it is the most indisputable of all principles, at 1006a3ff. He
infers this from premises showing that various epistemic predicates—most
certain, free from the possibility of error, and best known—are properly
predicated of LNC. For my purposes here, it is important to stress the fact
that Aristotle describes LNC in terms of these epistemic characteristics,
and that he understands each of these in terms of truth and falsehood.
In demonstrating that each belongs to LNC, he is presupposing concepts
of truth and falsehood.”

Aristotle does not think he has argued for LNC in demonstrating that
it is the most indisputable of all principles. He has posited it and argued
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that it is the most indisputable posit anyone might make. Aristotle notes
at 1005b35—-1006a2 that some think they can both say [@dot] and suppose
[OmoAapPavewv] that it is possible for the same thing to be and not to be,
and that some even demand that LNC be demonstrated. He presents two
constructive arguments against this demand, both of which rely upon the
concept of demonstration and, hence, presuppose the concept of truth.

Some conceptions of truth and falsehood are, thus, presupposed by
Aristotle’s constructive arguments concerning the attributes possessed by
LNC. Unless he presupposes concepts his dialectical opponents are likely
to accept his opponents are unlikely to be persuaded by these constructive
arguments. It seems plausible that he presupposes the concepts expressed
by the nominal definitions presented at Met. book I' 7.1011b26-27. Since
I have already argued that Aristotle employs the nominal definitions, at
least implicitly, in all of his elenctic arguments for the logical axioms, it
follows that he relies upon the nominal defintions in all of his arguments
for LNC in T.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have evaluated how the conceptions constitutive of the
definiens of the nominal definition of “truth” (the conceptions of asser-
tion, being, and non-being) relate to the notions involved in the axioms
of demonstration themselves (the conception of a simple assertion, the
conception of a contradictory pair of simple assertions, the conception of
an intermediate assertion between opposed simple assertions) in the context
of Aristotle’s elenctic arguments for the axioms in Metaphysics book T. I
have argued that these conceptions are tightly linked. In book T', Aristotle
expects that the nominal definitions of “truth” and “falsehood” are being
applied in the context of dialectical inquiry, which inquiry requires that
the opponent always asserts one and only one of the simple assertions
involved in a contradictory pair of assertions. Aristotle precisely speci-
fies what counts in dialectic as a simple assertion, a contradictory pair
of simple assertions, and an intermediate assertion between a contradic-
tory pair of simple assertions. He seems to think that his philosophical
opponents will grant these dialectical assumptions. He places very weak
constraints on the signification of “being” and “oneness” in the elenctic
arguments in book T, constraints he thinks are essential for all thought
and communication.
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Before presenting his own accounts of the essence of truth, being,
and oneness in the Metaphysics, Aristotle defends the basic philosophical
principles he will employ in such theorizing. To this end he argues for the
logical axioms in book I'. The nominal definitions of “truth” and “false-
hood” presented at 1011b26-27 are crucial premises in all of Aristotle’s
arguments for the logical axioms. In the next part of this book I present
Aristotle’s account of the essence of truth and falsehood—his real defini-
tions of truth and falsehood—as he develops these on the basis of the
nominal definitions presented in I' and as part of his theory of being in
books A-N of the Metaphysics.
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Chapter 4

The Being of Truth

In the previous two chapters I have argued that—contrary to what is ordi-
narily thought—Aristotle’s definition of truth at Met. I' 7.1011b26-27 is a
nominal definition of the term “truth,” one his philosophical opponents
would grant. He deploys it in the context of arguing elenctically for the
logical axioms. We ought not think it expresses Aristotle’s considered
account of the essence of truth.

We have analyzed the nominal definitions of “truth” and “false-
hood,” assessed their inferential roles in the elenctic arguments in book
I', and explored how the concepts in their definiens relate to the concepts
essential to the Law of Non-Contradiction and the Law of the Excluded
Middle. So conceived, truth and falsehood are characteristics that belong
to linguistic and mental assertions. Specifying more fully what this kind
of truth involves consumes Aristotle’s attention throughout the rest of the
Metaphysics: what is being, what is non-being, what is it to assert about
one and only one being that it is or it is not, what is it to assert about
non-being that it is or it is not. Among other concerns, books A—N focus
on the various problems that must be solved in order to answer these
questions.

Aristotle’s account of the essence of truth in the Metaphysics relates
in four principal ways to his theory of philosophical wisdom and his
investigation into the first principles and causes of substance. First, truth
is fundamental to the ontology in the Metaphysics. He recognizes it as one
of the four basic kinds of being. I will make the case for this claim in this
chapter. Second, in explaining the first principles and causes of substance,
Aristotle systematically presents his account of the essence of truth. He
articulates his account of the first principles and causes of substance in
the brightening light of his developing real definition of truth. His real
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definition of truth informs and is informed by his accounts of definition,
activity, and oneness presented as part of his theory of being insofar as it
is being in the Metaphysics. I defend this reading of the text in chapters
7, 8, and 9. Third, Aristotle explains the proper object of philosophical
wisdom—God—in terms that require us to comprehend his account of
the essence of truth. I return to this topic in the concluding chapter of
the book.

In chapter 1 I said that Aristotle systematically defines the essence of
truth in the Metaphysics, defining “systematic definition” in terms of what
David Charles (2000, 241t.) has called “the three-stage view” of inquiry:

[Stage 1] Knowing an account of what a term ¢ signifies.
[Stage 2] Knowing that what ¢ signifies exists.

[Stage 3] Knowing the essence of the kind signified by ¢.

Given the arguments in the preceding chapters of this book, Aristotle
has established Stages 1 and 2 of his systematic inquiry into the nature
of truth in Metaphysics book I'. He has explicitly stated an account of
what the term “truth” signifies, and he has established that what is sig-
nified by the nominal definition of “truth” exists for anyone willing to
say something significant in the context of philosophical dialectic and,
thereby, to satisfy the minimal semantic requirements of dialectical and
philosophical inquiry. Those who have rejected the existence of truth as
described by the nominal definitions in book I' have thereby rejected the
very possibility of rational inquiry and have resigned their status as beings
capable of discriminating one thing from another.

What remains to be shown, then, is that Aristotle completes Stage
3 of his inquiry into the nature of truth in the Metaphysics—knowing
the essence of the kind signified by “truth” In this chapter, I argue that
Aristotle identifies truth as a kind of being in Met. book A, chapter 7.
More specifically, I argue that he identifies the kind of truth that belongs
to assertions as one of the four kinds of being he takes seriously in his
mature ontology.! A number of contemporary commentators disagree.
They claim that Aristotle posits an objectual kind of truth among the four
kinds of being in his ontology. On their view, therefore, when Aristotle
includes truth among the four kinds of being under investigation in the
Metaphysics he is concerned with a kind of truth other than the kind
introduced by him in Metaphysics book T, chapter 7.
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Truth is a Kind of Being

Having vindicated the first principles of argument in book I, Aristotle
begins his investigation into the principles and causes of being insofar
as it is being. He pursues this investigation throughout the rest of the
treatise. He recognizes different kinds of being [t0 6v] in the Metaphys-
ics: coincidental being, being in-itself (which coordinates with the vari-
ous categories of beings), being true, and potential and actual being. He
explicitly addresses these different kinds of being for the first time in A 7.2

In Metaphysics A 7, at 1017a31-35, Aristotle claims that truth is a
kind of being and that falsehood is a kind of non-being:

€11 10 elvar onpaivel kai 0 ot T GAnBég, TO 8¢ i eivat
6Tt ovk &AnB&g AANa yeddog, opoiwg émi kata@doews Kai
anoacews, olov 6t ot Twkpdtng povowkds, 6Tt dAndig
00710, 1] &1t é0TL ZwkpdTtng o0 Aevkdg, 6Tt dAnBég- 10 & ovk
€oTv 1 Stapetpog oOUHeTPOG, 6Tt Yeddog.

“To be” and “is” signify that [something] is true, “not to be”
that it is not true but false,—and this alike in affirmation and
negation; e.g., that cultured Socrates is [signifies] that this is
true, or that Socrates not white is [signifies] that this is true;
on the other hand the commensurate diagonal is not [signifies]
that it is false. (trans., mine, following Ross)

According to some commentators—Halper, Whitaker, and Crivelli—the

n_ »

use of “t0 6v” considered at 1017a31-35 by means of its cognates “10
elval” and “10 otv” is equivalent to a use of “4AnBég” that signifies an
attribute of mind and language independent objects (“real” objects), an
attribute Aristotle discusses in Metaphysics A 29 and © 10.> Call this
“the objectual reading”* According to other commentators—Alexander,
Aquinas, Ross, Kirwan, De Rijk, and Charles and Peramatzis—1017a31-35
is about a use of “being” equivalent to a use of “truth” that denotes an
attribute of linguistic and mental affirmations and denials.> Call this
“the assertoric reading” I will defend a version of the assertoric reading
against the objectual reading. (As a reminder, I use “assertion” to denote
the sorts of items Aristotle includes among the things denoted by his
technical terms “anogaocts,” “katdeaotc,” “anogavols,” and “Aoyog.” Aris-
totle’s terms denote mental and linguistic truth-bearers, including: uttered

printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

118 Truth and Falsehoods in Aristotle’s Metaphysics

and written statements, perceptions, imaginations, opinions, beliefs, and
thoughts.® In contemporary parlance, we would describe some or all of
these as “propositional items.”)

The arguments considered in this chapter are important for vari-
ous reasons. First, agreeing with Charles and Peramatzis (2016) and with
Menn (n.d.), we should take seriously Aristotle’s remarks about “being”
and “truth” in Met. A 7. Yet there has been little discussion of 1017a31-35
in the literature on Aristotle’s theory of truth, and no intensive analysis.®
Second, on the reading defended here, attributes of assertions—not attri-
butes of objects, as posited by the objectual reading—are among the things
denoted by “being” and “non-being” in A 7. This suggests that Aristotle
included the attributes of assertoric truth and falsehood among the kinds
of being posited in his mature ontology, a suggestion borne out by his
claims in E 4 and © 10. Third, on the assertoric reading of 1017a31-35,
Aristotle’s veridical use of “being” in A 7 is similar to the existential use
of “is” developed by Kant and Frege, according to which “exists” denotes
a second-order attribute of thoughts or judgments and not an attribute of
things.’ In the context of understanding the importance of true assertions in
the Metaphysics, this veridical sense of “being” serves to focus metaphysical
inquiry by making explicit the putative ontological commitments posited
in the first-order simple assertions of which the veridical sense of “being”
is predicated. Fourth, the assertoric reading of 1017a31-35 promises to
square the veridical use of “being” in A.7 with other important passages
on truth in the Metaphysics: T 7, A 29, E 4, and © 10.

Aristotle recognizes different kinds of being [16 6v] in the Metaphys-
ics: coincidental being, being in-itself, being true, and potential and actual
being. He explicitly addresses these different kinds of being for the first
time in Met. A 7. At the outset of A 7, Aristotle notes that “being” is said
in one way about the coincidental—the use he dilates at 1017a8-22—and
in another way about the in-itself, which use he discusses at 1017a22-30.
He considers another use of “being” at 1017a31-35 that signifies that
something is true. Finally, at 1017a35-b9, he explores a use of “being”
that signifies potentiality and actuality. As the argument in the Metaphys-
ics develops Aristotle defines each kind of being, indicating which is the
more fundamental. He considers coincidental being in E 2-3, considers
various dimensions of being-in-itself—chief among them substance-in
Z,H, ©,1, A, M, and N, and defines the being of truth (and relates his
other concepts of truth to this kind of truth) in A 29, E 2 and 4, © 10,
and I 1-2. ®1-9 deals with potential and actual being. Aristotle thus

printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

The Being of Truth 119

includes truth among the others sorts of being relevant to the study of
being insofar as it is being, i.e., his general ontology.'

There is no reason to doubt that Aristotle is identifying and attempting
to elucidate a use of “being” when, in A 7, he considers a use of “being”
that signifies that something is true. Throughout Met. A he distinguishes
among various ways in which key philosophical terms are used.! Although
he need not be committed to every use of every term he considers, it is
reasonable to assume that he is committed to the different uses of “being”
and “not-being” in A 7. The concepts distinguished in A are plausibly
interpreted in terms of his philosophical system which, barring strong
reasons to the contrary, are best understood as concepts he embraced.
He begins the chapter at 1017a7 by claiming that “being” is said with
respect to the accidental and with respect to the in-itself [t0 6v Aéyetau
TO pév katd ovpPePnrog 1o 6¢ kad avto]. It is typical, especially in A,
for Aristotle to use “is said” to signify that he is distinguishing among
different uses of a term.'?

It is reasonable to assume, then, that at 1017a31-35 Aristotle is
concerned with a use of “being” that signifies that something is true and
a use of “not-being” that signifies that something is false.”® The passage
is widely recognized as among the more important concerning truth in
the treatises. It apparently establishes some kind of equivalence between
“being” and “true” and between “not-being” and “false” One can discern
the following two claims:

1. “To be” and “that which is” signify that something is
true.

2. “Not to be,” signifies that something is not true but false."
If one assumes that “to be” [t0 eivai] and “that which is” [t0 otwv] are
used in apposition at 1017a31, and likewise with regard to “not true” [0k
aAnbéc] and “false” [yeddog] at 1017a32, then one gets:

D1: “To be,” signifies that something is true.

D2: “Not to be,” signifies that something is false.

There are two leading interpretations of D1 and D2. On the one

hand, they can be interpreted in terms of logical equivalence. On this
approach, Aristotle is claiming that there is a use of “being ” that is
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logically equivalent with a use of “being true” and that there is a use of
“not to be.” that is logically equivalent with a use of “being false.” This
is the common way of interpreting the passage, and the objectual and
assertoric readings represent two ways of developing this interpretation.
On the other hand, the clauses can be understood in terms of a material
equivalence. On this approach, defended recently by Matthen, Aristotle
is expressing the fact that the semantic predicate “is true” holds of a
sentence or judgment just in case (and because) the predicate “is,” holds
of what is signified by that sentence or judgment, and similarly that the
semantic predicate “is false” holds of a sentence or judgment whenever
(and because) the predicate “is not.” holds of what is signified by that
sentence or judgment. Call this the “explanatory reading”

Without deciding yet among the objectual, assertoric, and explana-
tory alternatives, we can assume that the first two clauses at 1017a31-32
establish the following two claims:

D1*: “To be,” is equivalent to “to be true.

D2*: “Not to be,” is equivalent to “to be false”

That Aristotle recognizes such a use of “to be,” and “not to be.” in Met.
A.7, may not be surprising.”” In the Prior Analytics 1 36, at 48b1-3, in
the midst of a discussion of how the middle terms of a deduction are
predicatively related to the extreme terms, he notes:

AN’ 6oaxd¢ To eivau Aéyetat kai O dAn0g eimelv avTd TODTO,
TooavTax®g olecOat xpn onuaively kai O HLTAPYELY.

But we must suppose that “to belong” has as many meanings
as the ways in which “to be” and “it is true to say this is that”
are used. (trans., Jenkinson)

Aristotle establishes here some sort of equivalence among the predicates
“10 dmdpyewv” [“to belong”], “t0 elvar” [“to be”], and “16 dAnBég eimeiv”
[“it is true to say”], such that the verb “to be” is said in as many ways as
the verb “it is true to say;'® Also, in Apr. I 37, at 49a6-10, he relates his
technical notion of predicative belonging to the concept of truth and the
divisions among predications:
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To & dmapxewv 160 T@Se kal TO AAnBevecou T0de Kata ToDSE
TooaUTaX®G Anmréov Ooay®s ai katnyopiat Sujpnvral, kai
tavtag § 7 fj amA@g, £t 1 anAdg 1 ovumemAeypévag: opoiwg ¢
Kal 1O ) drapyetv. Emokentéov ¢ Tadta Kai SloploTéov PEATIOV.

That this belongs to that or that this is true of that must be
taken in as many ways as the predications have been divided,
and these either in some respect or without qualification, and
furthermore either simple or complex. The same holds for not
belonging as well. But these things must be better investigated
and determined. (trans., Striker)

In this passage, Aristotle reasserts the equivalence claim at Apr. 48b1-3 and
extends it to include the logical complements of the relevant predicates:
the predicates “t0 ur vmapxetv” [“not to belong”], “t6 un etva” [“not to
be”], and “t0 pr dAnBevecBar” [“it is not true to say”] are asserted to be
equivalent. Again, in Apr. I 46, at 52a24-38, while discussing differences
in how to prove affirmations and negations, he suggests that there is a
use of “to be” that is equivalent to a use of “it is true to say that”’” Thus,
although one might balk at the idea that Aristotle is concerned with the
same concepts in the Prior Analytics and Metaphysics A 7, there is clearly
precedent for his claim in A 7, that “to be” is equivalent to “truth”

Focusing on the claims at 1017a31-35, it is worth noting that the
third clause (Opoiwg émi katapdoews kal drogdcews) allows for transla-
tions compatible with all of the proposed readings. One may translate
the third clause either by:

[a] [. . .] equally in the case of affirmation and denial [. . .],
or

[b] [. . .] alike in the manner of affirmation and denial [. . .]
On either reading, Aristotle is somehow qualifying the scope of D1* and
D2* in terms of affirmations and denials.

In the case of [a], the idea is that D1* and D2* are about affirma-

tions and denials themselves. On this interpretation, 1017a31-32 is to be
understood as follows:
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[. . .] Again “to be” and “that which is " signify that an affir-
mation or a denial is true, “not to be,, that an affirmation or
a denial is not true but false, [. . .]

D1* and D2*, in turn, may be understood along the lines of the assertoric
reading as follows:

D1A: “To be.” is logically equivalent to “to be true,” where
both terms denote an attribute of simple assertions.

D2A: “Not to be,” is logically equivalent to “o be false,” where
both terms denote an attribute of simple assertions.

Case [a] also allows us to interpret D1* and D2* in terms of the explana-
tory reading:

D1Exp: “To beT” is coextensive with “to be true,” where “to
be ” denotes an attribute of real things and “to be true”
denotes an attribute of assertions.

D2Exp: “Not to be.” is coextensive with “to be false,” where
“not to be,” denotes an attribute of real things and “to be
false” denotes an attribute of assertions.

Alternatively, one may interpret the dependent clause at 1017a32-33
along the lines suggested by an objectual reading, which is the purport
of case [b]. D1* and D2, adopting an objectual reading, are not about
affirmations and denials themselves but, rather, are about things in the
world conceived in terms of affirmations and denials. There is clear prec-
edent for this approach. In Categories 10, Aristotle discusses four kinds
of opposition, one of which is the opposition between an affirmation and
a negation. At Cat. 11b23, he gives as examples the opposition between
“He is sitting” and “He is not sitting,” and at Cat. 12b5-16, he makes the
following claims:

ovk ot 8¢ ovOE TO VMO THV KATAQAOY Kai AmOPACLY
KATAQAOLG Kol AmOQactg: 1 HEV yap Katagaocts Aoyog £0Ti
KATAQATIKOG Kai 1 4mdeactg Adyog dmoatikdg, tdv 6¢ vmo
TV Katdeaoty fj dndégacty o0d€v 0Tt Aoyos. Aéyetat 8¢ Kai
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Tadta avtikeioBat dAAARAOIG 1§ KATAPAOLG Kal AMOQAOLG: Kal
Yap €mi TovTwV O TPOTOG THG AvTIfEcEWS O AVTOG WG Ydp TTOTE
1 KaTaQaoig mpodg Ty andgaoty avtikertal, olov & kafntou—
oV kdOntal, olTw kol TO VY’ EkATEPOV TIPAYHA &VTiKeLlTal, TO
kaBfioBai—ur kabioOal.

Nor is what underlies an affirmation or negation itself an
affirmation or negation: For an affirmation is an affirmative
statement and a negation a negative statement, whereas none
of the things underlying an affirmation or negation is a state-
ment. These are, however, said to be opposed to one another
as affirmation and negation are, for in these cases, too, the
manner of opposition is the same. For in the way an affirma-
tion is opposed to a negation, for example “he is sitting”—“he
is not sitting,” so are opposed also the actual things underlying
each, his sitting—his not sitting. (trans., Ackrill)

Cat. 12b5-16 is situated in a discussion of privation and possession and
is an argument for the claim that what underlies an affirmation and its
negation, while neither affirmations nor negations themselves, are opposed
to one another in the way that an affirmation and its negation are opposed
(and not as privation or possession are). Thus, the opposition between
the statements “He is sitting” and “He is not sitting” is the same as the
opposition between an actual man combined with the actual position of
sitting and an actual man separated from the actual position of sitting.

On this objectual interpretation, 1017a31-32 is to be understood
as follows:

[. . .] Again “to be ” and “that which is,” signify that an actual
thing is a true thing, “not to be,” that an actual thing is not
a true thing but a false thing, [. . .]

D1* and D2*, in turn, are modified as follows:

D10bj: “To be,” is equivalent to “to be a true thing,” where
both terms denote a kind of actual things.

D20bj: “Not to be.” is equivalent to “to be a false thing,” where
both terms denote a kind of actual things.
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The objectual reading of the passage may seem puzzling. How can an
actual thing be true or false? As we will see, proponents of the objectual
reading can make ready sense of their proposal.

In summary, at Met. A 7.1017a31-32 Aristotle recognizes a use of “to
elvar” that is equivalent to a use of “a@Anfég” and a use of “10 pn eivar”
equivalent to a use of “yeddog,” but it remains an open question what
concepts of truth and falsehood he employs in the passage. Assertoric,
explanatory, and objectual readings of the passage are possible. To make
further progress, it is necessary to examine each interpretation in light
of the examples at 1017a33-35.

Being True is not Being a Kind of Object

It will help to reiterate why it is important to demonstrate here that the
objectual reading fails. First, the objectual interpretation has implications
for how one reads the subsequent discussions about truth and falsehood
in books E and ©. In demonstrating the poverty of the objectual read-
ing, the importance of true assertion as a kind of being is emphasized,
and the way is cleared for interpreting books E and ® in terms of true
assertion. Second, a number of contemporary interpreters have defended
the objectual interpretation of Met. A 7.1017a33-35. If they are correct,
then Aristotle does not include true assertion among the four kinds of
being in A 7, as is argued here. Rather, he is including another sort of
objectual being explained in terms of real analogues of assertoric belong-
ing and not belonging.

The most promising way to develop this objectual reading of 1017a31-
35 is in terms of the uses of “falsehood” denoting attributes of real objects
explicitly discussed by Aristotle in Metaphysics A 29, at 1024b17-26, and
in Metaphysics ® 10, at 1051b33-1052al. In A 29, at 1024b17-26, Aristotle
introduces two uses of “nmpaypa yeddog” (“false thing”):

To yeddog Aéyetal ANov pév tpomov ¢ mpdypa yeddog, kai
TobTOL TO P&v T@ pi ovykeioBat fj d&dvvatov eivat ovvtedivat
(domep Aéyetau TO TNV Sidpetpov eivar odppetpov fij 10 ot
kaBfioBal: tobtwy yap yeddog TO pév det 10 8¢ moté: obtw
Yap ovk dvta tadta), Td 08 doa E0TL uEV dvTa, TEQUKE PEVTOL
@aivesBar fj ui old éotwv §f & pi) éotwv (olov 1y oxlaypagia kai
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& évomvia- tadta yap ot pév TL, AAN ody @OV éumolel TV
eavtaciav)—mnpdypata pEv odv yevdij obtw Aéyetal, fj 1@
uf elvatr adtd § T@ TV & adTtdv gavtaciov pn dvtog eivad

We call false (1) that which is false as a thing, and that (a)
because it is not combined or cannot be combined, e.g., that
the diagonal of a square is commensurate with the side or that
you are sitting; for one of these is false always, and the other
sometimes; it is in these two senses that they are nonexistent.
(b) There are things which exist, but whose nature it is to
appear either not to be such as they are or to be things that
do not exist, e.g., a sketch or a dream; for these are something,
but are not the things the appearance of which they produce
in us. We call things false in this way, then—either because
they themselves do not exist, or because the appearance which
results from them is that of something that does not exist.
(trans., mine, following Ross)

In A 29.1024b17-26, Aristotle distinguishes between (1) a use of “false
thing” that denotes predicative combinations that do not, in fact, exist
and (2) a use of “false thing” that denotes actual things that are usually
taken to be something other than what they are. It is plausible to suppose
that for each use, Aristotle acknowledged a correlated use of “mpaypa
An0ég” that would denote either (1) predicative combinations of real
things that, in fact, exist or (2) actual things that are usually taken to be
what they are. We shall focus here only on the uses of “false thing” that
denotes predicative combinations that do not, in fact, exist and the use
of “true thing” that denotes predicative combinations that do, in fact,
exist.

Aristotle explicitly differentiates between two sorts of real predica-
tive combinations denoted by “false thing” in A 29.1024b17-26: (a) real
things that are not combined, but could be (16 t@t pn ovykeioBat) and
(b) real things that cannot be combined (16 ddvvatov elvar cuvteBdijvar).
At 1024b25, summarizing the general characteristic of these combina-
tions, Aristotle emphasizes that they themselves are not (1@ pn elvat
avta).’® These uses of “false thing” and “true thing” are not local to A
29.1024b17-26. Aristotle appears to make use of them in his discussion
of truth and falsehood in Met. ® 10.1051b33-1052al:
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70 8¢ eival wg O dAnBEg, kal TO pny elvat 10 WG 1O Yeddog, év
uév €otwy, el ovykettal, dAn0ég, to & ei pny ovyketrtal, yeddog:
10 8¢ v, einep v, oVtwG €0Tiv, €l 8¢ un oVTwG, ovk E0TLV.

As regards being in the sense of what is true and not being
in the manner of what is false, in one case [the case of com-
posites] there is truth if the subject and the attribute are really
combined, and falsity if they are not combined; in the other
case [the case of simples], if the object is, it exists as such [in
the sense that it is true], and if the object [is] not as such
[in the sense that it is false], it is not; (trans., mine, following
Ross)

In © 10.1051b33-1052al, read objectually, Aristotle again acknowledges
the uses of “false thing” and “true thing” that denote nonexistent and
existent real predicative combinations.” If a putative real combination
of a subject and its attribute are, in fact, not combined, then that puta-
tive real combination fails to exist and is a false thing. If a putative real
combination of a subject and its attribute are, in fact, combined, then
that putative real combination is an actual real combination and is a true
thing. Of note, Aristotle also posits uses of “false thing” and “true thing”
that denote nonexistent and existent real metaphysical simples.

Looking more closely at 1051b33-35, it is arguable that Aristo-
tle is concerned with the uses of “false thing” and “true thing” in A
29.1024b17-26.° Read in relation to 1024b17-26, 1051b33-35 augments
Aristotle’s discussion of the uses introduced in A 29—which explicitly
deals only with false composite things involving real predicative combina-
tion—with a use of “being ” that signifies real and existing simple things
and a use of “non being.” that signifies real simple things but does not
exist. Read this way, he is claiming that a true composite thing involves
the real combination of its constituent things, a false composite thing
involves the real division of its constituent things, a true simple thing
exists as a simple thing, and a false simple thing doesn’t exist at all. Sup-
posing, then, that ® 10.1051b33-1052al is about the uses of “true thing”
and “false thing” introduced in A 29.1024b17-26, the things denoted by
“true thing” are either composite or simple. In the former case, two real
things are combined in the real world; in the latter case, a simple thing
exists. The things denoted by “false thing” are either composite or simple.
In the former case, two real things are divided in the real world; in the
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latter case, the simple thing doesn't exist at all (“false thing” in such cases
signifies nothing real).

There are two interpretations current in the literature concerning
the false objects in A 29.1024b17-24 and in ® 10.1051b33-1052al, a
traditional interpretation that goes back at least far as Alexander and a
recent interpretation proposed by Crivelli. I will argue that neither inter-
pretation provides the basis for a plausible reading of the examples in A
7.1017b33-35.

In both A 29.1024b17-24 and in ® 10.1051b33-1052al, with respect
to the things denoted by the uses of “false thing” and “true thing,” Aris-
totle uses the terms “ovykeioBou” and “ovvtedijvar” Both of these terms
may be translated by “combined” The terms denote the real predicative
relation of combination between a real subject and an attribute. Aris-
totle is using “ovyxeloBar” and “cvvtedfjvar” in A 29.1024b17-24 and
in ® 10.1051b33-1052al in contrast to his use of “SupficBar” and “un
ovykeioBar,” which denote the real predicative relation of division between
a real subject and an attribute. These contrasting uses of “ovykeioBar” and
“Oinpfiofar” are evident in Aristotle discussion of true and false assertions
about composite things in ® 10.1051a34-b13:

‘Emel 8¢ 10 Ov Aéyetar kal TO ui OV TO péEV KATA OXHUATA
TOV Katnyopdv, T0 8¢ katd Shvauy § évépyelav TovTWY 1
Tdvavtia, 10 8¢ [kupuwTata 6v] dinbig fj yeddog, todTo &
éml TOV mpaypdtwv €oTi 1@ ovykeioBat 1 dnpfioBal, dote
aAnBever pev 6 1O dinpnuévov oidpevog OupfioBat kai TO
ovykeipevov ovykeloOal, Eyevotar 8¢ O €vavtiog Exov
& Tpdypata . . . €l ON T& pEV del obykertaw kai advvata
Satpedijvar, ta § dei dufjpnrar kai advvata ovvrebijvar, Té
& évdéyetal TavavTia, TO pEv elvai £0TL T0 ovykeloBat kai &v
elval, T0 8¢ pn eivat To iy ovykeioBat dANG mAeiw elvat.

The terms “being” and “non-being” are employed firstly with
reference to the categories, and secondly with reference to
the potentiality or actuality of these or their opposites, while
being and non-being in the strictest sense are truth and falsity.
The condition of this in the objects is their being combined
or divided, so that he who thinks the divided to be divided
and the combined to be combined has the truth, while he
whose thought is in a state contrary to that of the objects is
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in error. . . . If, then, some things are always combined and
cannot be divided, and others are always divided and cannot
be combined, while others are capable either of combination
or of division, being is being combined and one, and not being
is being not combined but more than one. . . . (trans., mine,
following Ross)

Here Aristotle explains the truth conditions for assertions about real objects
that are either combined or divided: If we assert of two objects that they
are combined, and they are combined, then our assertion is true; if we
assert of two objects that they are divided, and they are divided, then our
assertion is true; if we assert of two objects that they are combined, and
they are divided, then our assertion is false; if we assert of two objects
that they are divided, and they are combined, then our assertion is false.”!
We saw above in Categories 10.12b5-16 that Aristotle acknowledges two
basic real predicative relations each of which is analogous to the two basic
assertions, affirmation and denial. The need for Aristotle to posit both real
predicative relations cannot be overstated as they serve as the basis for
his theory of contradictory opposition (a theory with logical, conceptual,
and metaphysical dimensions). A clear statement of Aristotle’s position is
found in De Interpretatione 7, at 17a23-34:

"Eott & 1N uév amhi 4ndeavolg gwvi) onpavTiki mept Tod i
OIdpyeL Tt 1} pf) Vmapxet, wg ol xpovor Sujprvral katagaotg 8¢
£0TLV AMTOQAVOLG TIVOG KATA TIVOG, AtOPAOLS O £0TLV AOPavolg
TIVOG Ao TvoG. émel 8¢ 0Tt kal 10 DdpYoV dnogaivecOal wg
ur dmapxov kai TO pn dmdpxov wg vmapxov kal TO LmApYoV
¢ VdpyoV Kal TO pf) VIAPXOV WG Uy DapxoV, kai mepl TOLG
¢kT0G 8¢ ToD VOV Xpovoug woavtwe, drav dv évdéxolto kal &
KATEPNOE TIG dmo@fioat Kai 6 dméenoe katagiioat dote SAov
1L mdon KataQAacel 0TV AMOPAOLG AVTIKELWNEVT Kal Tdon
ano@aocel Katd@aols. Kol €0Tw AvTigaolg TodTo, KATAPaolg
Kol AmOQaot§ al AVTIKEIPEVAL.

The simple assertion is a significant spoken sound about
whether something does or does not belong (in one of the
divisions of time). An affirmation is an assertion affirming
something of something, a negation is an assertion denying
something of something. Now it is possible to state of what
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does belong that it does not belong, of what does not belong
that it does belong, of what does belong that it does belong,
and of what does not belong that it does not belong. Similarly
for times outside the present. So it must be possible to deny
whatever anyone has affirmed, and to affirm whatever anyone
has denied. Thus it is clear that for every affirmation there
is an opposite negation, and for every negation an opposite
affirmation. Let us call an affirmation and a negation which
are opposite a contradiction. (trans., mine, following Ackrill)

In this passage, real predicative combination is expressed in terms of
belonging, and real predicative division is expressed in terms of not
belonging. Compare these claims with the nominal definitions of “truth”
and “falsehood” at Metaphysics I' 7.1011b25-27:

OfAov 8¢ mpdToV UEV Optoapévolg Ti T dAnBeg kai weddog.
TO pév yap Aéyew 1o v pn elvat fj 0 pn v etvan yweddog, 1O
0¢ 10 OV eivat kal TO W Ov pry elvar GAnbég . . .

This is clear, in the first place, if we define what the true and
the false are. To assert of what is that it is not, or of what is
not that it is, is false, while to assert of what is that it is, and
of what is not that it is not, is true. . . . (trans., mine, follow-
ing Ross)

Given the nominal definitions at 1011b26-27, it is reasonable to think
Aristotle is describing in De Interpretatione 7.17a23-34 the logical pos-
sibilities of true and false assertion in terms of predicative combination
and division along the following lines: it is possible to assert of what is
combined that it is divided, and of what is divided that it is combined,
and to do so would be to assert what is false; and it is possible to assert
of what is combined that it is combined, and of what is divided that it
is divided, and to do so would be to assert what is true. These logical
possibilities track Aristotle’s basic assertions (affirmations and denials) in
relation to his basic real predicative relations (combination and division).

Returning now to Met. A 29.1024b17-24, Aristotle offers 10 o¢
kaBfjobatl (you sitting down) as an example of something that is not
combined in the real world but could be. We may assume, for the sake of
the example in A 29.1024b17-24, that you are a real subject, that sitting
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down is a real position, that you could sit down, but that you are not in
fact sitting down. In the language of De Interpretatione 7.17a23-34, it is
possible for the real sitting position to belong to you, but in fact (in the
example) the sitting position does not belong to you at the time in ques-
tion. The predicative combination sitting-belongs-to-you does not exist.

The example offered in A 29.1024b17-24 is similar to the examples
Aristotle offered in Categories 10.12b5-16 of 10 ka8fjocOai—un kadfjcOa
(his sitting and his not sitting). In Categories 10.12b5-16 we have two pos-
sible real relations between the real man and the attribute of sitting: either
sitting belongs to him or sitting does not belong to him. The latter case is
an example of a false thing, as the use of “false thing” is explained in A
29.1024b17-24. The former case is an example of a true thing, according
to the implicit use of “true thing” in A 29.1024b17-24.

It is crucial to recognize that the first use of “false thing” in A
29.1024b17-24 must be interpreted as denoting cases of nonexistent real
predicative combinations between a real subject and a real attribute. Such
real predicative combinations, were they to exist, would involve the real
attribute belonging to the real subject. For an example of a real thing that
cannot be combined, in A 29.1024b17-24 Aristotle offers 16 trv Siapetpov
elval ovupetpov (the diagonal being commensurable with its side). We
may assume that, in the example, the diagonal is a real subject and that
being commensurable with a side is a real predicate. In this case, using the
language of De Interpretatione 7.17a23-34, it is impossible for the predicate
being-commensurable-with-one-of-the-sides-of-a-triangle to hold of the
diagonal of that triangle; the two cannot be predicatively combined in
this way. The predicative combination being-commensurable-holds-of-the
diagonal does not obtain. In both examples offered in A 29.1024b17-24,
what is at issue is whether or not some real subject is predicatively com-
bined with some real predicate.

With regard to true things, in the case that would be analogous to
case (a) above, some real subjects need not be, but are, combined with
certain real predicates. For example, the White House need not be in
Washington, DC, but currently it is. The White House is a real subject;
Washington, DC, is a real place; and although the White House could be
near the Tuileries in Paris, being in Washington, DC, currently holds of
the White House. Still other real subjects must be combined with certain
real predicates. For example, a horse must be an animal. Being an animal
holds necessarily of being a horse. Thus, Aristotle’s first concept of a false
thing subsumes pairs of real subjects and predicates that are not predica-
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tively combined (whether contingently or necessarily): they are separated
predicatively. The correlated concept of a true thing subsumes those pairs
of real subjects and predicates that are predicatively combined (whether
contingently or necessarily).?” This is how interpreters have understood
Aristotle’s use of “false thing” A 7.1017a33-35, and they are correct.

Now, on the traditional interpretation, Aristotle uses “false thing”
to denote either (1) a possible predicative combination of real things
that are in fact separated predicatively or (2) an impossible predicative
combination of real things. In (1) and (2), “false” is logically equivalent
to “in fact not predicatively combined.” The correlated use of “true thing”
denotes either (1) a possible predicative combination of real things that
are in fact so combined, or (2) a necessary predicative combination of
real things. Here, in (1) and (2), “true” is logically equivalent to “is in fact
predicatively combined”” This analysis yields the following provisional
conceptions of true and false objects:

TrF: For all x and y, the predicative combination of x and y
is a false object if, and only if, it is not the case that x is
predicatively combined with y.

TrT: For all x and y, the predicative combination of x and y
is a true object if, and only if, x is predicatively combined
with y.*

If one reads the examples in A 7.1017a33-35 in the light of TrF and TrT,
Aristotle is introducing a sense of “being ” that denotes the kind of real
object involving predicative combination and a sense of ‘non-being_’ that
denotes the kind of real object involving predicative division.

The traditional interpretation can make ready sense of the idea that
there are false objects. Aristotle acknowledges real relations of predicative
combination and division, relations he often denotes using his technical
notions of predicative belonging and not-belonging. All real things are
either actually combined or actually divided, from a predicative point of
view. On the traditional interpretation of A 29.1024b17-26, a real false
thing involves a real subject and a real predicate that are predicatively
divided—the real predicate does not belong to the real subject—and that
circumstance explains why we might say of the putative contradictory
opposite circumstance that it is a false object: it is a possible object that
does not in fact exist. Similarly, a real true thing involves a real subject
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that is predicatively combined with a real predicate—the real predicate
belongs to the subject—and that circumstance explains why we might say
that the object in question is true: it is a possible object that in fact exists.

Crivelli has recently proposed an alternative reading of the false
objects introduced in A 29.1024b17-26. According to Crivelli (2004),
Aristotle adopts the Fregean strategy “of explaining the truth and falsehood
of certain mental states and certain sentences by appealing to the truth
and falsehood of propositions (abstract entities whose nature is neither
mental nor linguistic)” (2004, 7). Crivelli claims that 1024b17-26 “is the
most unequivocal testimony of Aristotle’s commitment to states of affairs
as bearers of truth and falsehood” (2004, 46). States of affairs are defined
by Crivelli as “objects of a ‘propositional’ nature of which it is sensible to
say both that they obtain and that they do not obtain at a time” (2004,
4n4). He claims that “a state of affairs, as it is conceived by Aristotle, is
best understood as being an object corresponding to a complete present-
tense affirmative predicative assertion, and as being “composed of” the
real beings signified by the assertion’s predicate and subject.” (5) According
to Crivelli (2015), states of affairs are mind-dependent composite objects
that are either true or false,” and Aristotle posits only “affirmative” states
of affairs, rejecting “negative” states of affairs (2004, 5 and 2015, 200-02).
All states of affairs are “composed” by means of acts of judgment out of a
real subject and a real predicate. However, and importantly, the mode of
composition constitutive of a state of affairs differs from the various modes
of metaphysical composition familiar from Aristotle’s treatises: the said-of
relation, the inherence relation, the kath auto or the kata sumbebekos rela-
tions, the relations of belonging to and not belonging to, and the relations
of real predicative combination and division we have been discussing above.
None of these familiar Aristotelian modes of metaphysical composition
is the same as Crivelli’s proposed mode of composition that constitutes a
state of affairs. A state of affairs is “composed” of a real subject and a real
attribute and is true or false, on Crivelli’s view, in virtue of whether or not
the real subject and the real attribute out of which they are composed are
actually metaphysically predicatively combined or divided.*

Following Crivelli, for the sake of the current argument, we will
assume that a state of affairs has a “propositional nature” in the sense
that it has a structure that “corresponds” to the structure of a complete
present-tense affirmative linguistic assertion. For example, assuming that
a complete present-tense affirmative linguistic assertion has the logical
form “n is m” (where “n” is a linguistic subject expression, “m” is a lin-
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guistic predicate expression, and “is” signifies predicative combination)
the corresponding state of affairs would have the metaphysical form x +

@, M «_»

y (where “x” is the object signified by “n,” “y” is the object signified by
“m,” and “+” is the metaphysical relation of composition signified by “is”
and essential to Crivelli’s states of affairs). Every such state of affairs has
the same basic structure x + y. This will suffice as a sketch of Crivelli’s

states of affairs. On Crivelli’s view:

CrF: For all x and y, the state of affairs x+ y is a false object
if, and only if, it is not the case that x is predicatively com-
bined with y.

CrT: For all x and y, the state of affairs of x + y is a true object
if, and only if, x is predicatively combined with y.

Crivelli’s view can also make sense of real false objects and real true
objects. The relevant objects, on Crivelli’s accounts, are the affirmative
states of affairs “composed” (in Crivelli’s sense, see above) of real subjects
and real predicates. These composite objects are real in the sense that
they do not depend for their existence on minds or languages, and they
are true or false in virtue of the actual real predicative combinations and
separations that in fact exist.

We can assess now whether or not the examples in A 7.1017a33-35
make sense given the two competing objectual interpretations. According
to the traditional interpretation of false objects in A 29, Aristotle’s examples
in A 7.1017a33-35 are to be understood as follows:

[a,] “OTt ot Zwkpdtng povoikds, 6Tt dAnbég” = “that the
predicative combination of Socrates and being cultured is,
that (i.e., the predicative combination of Socrates and being
cultured) is a true object”

[b, ] “6T1 €0t Zwkpatng oO Aegvkdg, OTL AAnOec” = “that the
tr patn n
predicative separation of Socrates and being pale is, that
(i.e., the predicative separation of Socrates and being pale)

is a true object”

[c,] “T60 870Uk EoTv 1§ SidpeTpog oVpETPOG, OTL Yebdog” =
“that the predicative combination of the diagonal and being
commensurable with one of its sides is not, that (i.e., the
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predicative combination of the diagonal and being com-
mensurable with one of its sides) is a false object”

[d,] “16 6 ok EoTtv 1) Siapetpog ob dobupeTpog, 8Tt Yeddog”
= “that the predicative separation of the diagonal and being
incommensurable with one of its sides is not, that (i.e., the
predicative separation of the diagonal and being incom-

mensurable with one of its sides) is a false object”

Adopting Crivelli’s understanding of false objects in A 29, Aristotle’s
examples at 1017a33-35 would be understood as follows:
[a] “0TL 0TI ZwKpdTng povoIKOG, dTL AANOES” = “that the state
of affairs Socrates + cultured is, that state of affairs is a
true object”

[b] “6tt g0 Zwkpdtng o0 Aevkog, 0Tl dAnbég” = “that the
state of affairs Socrates + non-pale is, that state of affairs
is a true object”

[c.] “16 8 ovk EoTwv 1) Siapetpog oVUUETPOG, OTL Yeddog” =
that the state of affairs diagonal + commensurable is not,
that state of affairs is a false object”

[d_] “16 6 ok EoTv 1} S1dpeTpog 00 AobupeTpOg, 0Tt Yeddog”
= “that the state of affairs diagonal + non-incommensurable
with one of its sides is not, that (i.e., the predicative separa-
tion of the diagonal and being incommensurable with one
of its sides) is a false object”

Before addressing particular concerns about the examples, let me
address two general concerns. The first has to do with the supposition of
a fourth example ([d, ] and [d ]), which is based on a suggested interpola-
tion by Ross (1924, 308-09) and which is intended to serve as an example
of a false thing analogous to the case of a false denial. The second has
to do with how we take “o0” in the [b ], [b_], [d, ], and [d ], for in each
case “o0” may operate on the copula (generating a negative assertion) or
it may operate on the predicate adjective (generating what Aristotle calls
“an indefinite name”).

Why suppose a fourth example ([d, ] and [d]) that serves as an
example of a false object analogous to the case of a false denial? After
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all, none of the surviving manuscripts provide this case. The first argu-
ment for supplying a fourth example depends on parity of reasoning
and Aristotle’s claim at Met. A 7.1017a32-33 that “being,” signifies that
something is true and “non-being.” signifies that something is false, alike
with respect to affirmation and denial. Aristotle’s point seems to be that
“being,” and “non-being.” apply either to affirmations and denials (on
an assertoric reading) or to the real analogues of affirmations and deni-
als (on the objectual readings). He then gives two examples of the use
of “being,” one of which applies to the affirmation or its analogue, the
other to the denial or its analogue, and he gives one example of the use
of “non-being.” By parity of reasoning, we expect an example of “non-
being.” applied to the denial or its analogue. Thus, on both objectual
readings, case [a] provides an example of a true object analogous to a
true affirmation. Case [b] provides an example of a true object analogous
to a true denial. Case [c] in turn provides an example of a false object
analogous to a false affirmation. By parity of reasoning, we should expect
an example of a false object analogous to a false denial.

There is a second and more compelling argument for supposing a
fourth example ([d, ] and [d ]), one of a false object analogous to the case
of a false denial. If it turns out that the objectual readings cannot makes
sense of false objects analogous to false denials, then this is a prima facie
objection to the objectual readings. For, there is no doubting that Aristotle
acknowledges false denials, and Met. A 7.1017a32-33 strongly supports the
view that “non-being ” applies to the case of a denial. It seems reasonable,
therefore, to consider whether or not the objectual interpretations can
make sense of false objects analogous to false denials. Hence, [d, ] and [d ].

Turning now to the Aristotle’s use of “00” in [b, ], [bc]t,r [d, ], and
[d_], we noted above that in each case “00” may operate on the copula
(generating a negative assertion) or it may operate on the predicate adjec-
tive (generating what Aristotle calls “an indefinite name”). Greek grammar
allows for either decision. Aristotle, however, specifies at 1017a32-33 that
the uses of “being ” and “non-being.” apply to affirmations and denials
(or their objectual analogues). The examples that follow this specification
at 101733-35 are therefore most naturally understood as examples of affir-
mations and denials (or their objectual analogues).” As a consequence,
unless there are overriding reasons to the contrary, we should interpret
Aristotle’s use of “ov” in [b_ ], [b ], [d ], and [d ] as operating on the copula
and not on the predicate adjective. Prima facie, then, [b ], [b_], [d ], and

C tr

[d_] should be taken as examples of denials (or their objectual analogues).

>
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We can now address the individual cases, to see how the objectual
readings fare. With regard to case [a ], on the traditional reading, one
may easily suppose that Socrates is predicatively combined with being-
cultured, and hence that the two constitute a true object. Moreover, case
[a,] is an objectual example that can be described in terms analogous to
those used by Aristotle to describe the corresponding true affirmation:
Being-cultured is predicated of Socrates in the case of the true thing, and
analogously “being cultured” is predicated of “Socrates” in the case of the
true affirmation. On Crivelli’s reading, too, case [a ] is unproblematic. One
may suppose that the state of affairs composed of Socrates and being-
cultured obtains, and that it is a true thing, presumably because Socrates
is in fact cultured.

Case [b ] is damaging to the traditional reading. This is because,
according to Met. A 29.1024b17-26, ® 10.1051b33-1052al, and TrF (for
all x and y, the predicative combination of x and y is a false object if, and
only if, it is not the case that x is predicatively combined with y), the real
predicative division between the real subject Socrates and the real attribute
being-pale constitutes a false object. However, on the objectual reading
of A 7.1017a33-35, at 1017a34 Aristotle is explicitly giving an example
of a true object. The traditional reading gets the example wrong. A pro-
ponent of the traditional reading might reply that the example should be
understood in terms of the predicative combination constituted by being
non-pale belonging to Socrates, taking “ov” to operate on the predicate
adjective “Aevkog” This predicative combination would at least appear to
conform to the concept of a true object according to A 29.1024b17-25, ®
10.1051b33-1052al, and TrT (for all x and y, the predicative combination
of x and y is a true object if, and only if, x is predicatively combined with
y). It generates an objectual example that can be characterized in terms
used by Aristotle to describe an affirmation: the real attribute being-non-
pale is combined in the real world with the real subject Socrates in the
case of the true thing, and “being non-pale” is syntactically combined with
“Socrates” in the case of the linguistic affirmation. Note, however, that if
we adopt this tactic, then on the traditional reading we cannot understand
the pair [a ] and [b ] as offering examples of a true affirmation and a
true denial, which is what one expects given A 7.1017b33-35. One expects
that “is” will signify the same as “is true” in the cases analogous to an
affirmation and a denial. Instead, on the proposed reading, both [a] and
[b] offer examples of true things analogous to two affirmations. Moreover,
adopting this tactic seems ad hoc, interpreting the use of “o0” in a man-
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ner that is grammatically possible but contextually forced. The traditional
objectual reading flouts our reasonable expectations and undermines the
natural sense of the passage.

Case [b ] also poses a difficulty for Crivelli’s view. As with the tradi-
tional objectual reading, the straightforward interpretation of the example—
that the real attribute being pale is divided in the real world from the real
subject Socrates—vyields a false object according to A 29.1024b17-25, ®
10.1051b33-1052al, and CrF (for all x and y, the state of affairs x + y is
a false object if, and only if, it is not the case that x is predicatively com-
bined with y). Again, given the sense of the passage, we expect an example
of a true object. Indeed Crivelli, even more so than the proponents of
the traditional objectual reading, must understand case [b ] as involving
a use of “o0” that operates on the indefinite predicative adjective “pale”
For Crivelli only allows for affirmative states of affairs. Now, if Crivelli’s
affirmative states of affairs cannot be constituted out of what is signified
by indefinite names, insofar as such names are themselves quasi-negative
in nature, then case [b_| would count firmly against his reading. If, how-
ever, Crivelli’s affirmative states of affairs can be composed of the beings
signified by such quasi-negative predicates (in the example, what would
be signified by “being-non-pale”), then we may suppose that the state of
affairs composed of Socrates and being-non-pale is affirmative and exists
and that it is a true thing, presuming that Socrates is in fact non-pale.
Case [b_] might thus serve as an example of a true object on Crivelli’s
reading, but with these costs. Even so, it is clear that case [b ] cannot be
interpreted as an object analogous to a denial, for that would entail that
the object be a negative state of affairs. This is itself a considerable cost,
both because we expect the use of “o0” in the example to operate on the
copula and because we expect that the example serve as a case analogous
to a denial and not an affirmation involving an indefinite name.

Cases [c_| and [c ] are examples of false objects analogous to a false
affirmation. Both are straightforward on the objectual readings. On Crivelli’s
view, the affirmative state of affairs—the diagonal being commensurable—
never obtains. The real diagonal and the real attribute of being-commen-
surable are always predicatively divided in the real world. The Crivellian
state of affairs constituted out of the real diagonal and the real attribute of
being commensurable is, therefore, always a false object. Similarly, on the
traditional objectual reading the real diagonal of the square and the real
attribute of being-commensurable cannot be predicatively combined, and
thus their predicative combination is necessarily a false object.
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Cases [d ] and [d ] should provide examples of false objects analo-
gous to false denials. The logical pattern for such an example is: 16 §’obk
g€oTv S ob A, 011 yebdog. We expect, therefore, examples of false objects
involving a real attribute that is not predicatively combined with a real
subject. The putative object in the example will be false because, in fact,
the real attribute in question is predicatively combined with the real
subject in question. The putative predicative division does not exist and
is, therefore, false. In such an example, the false object would involve a
real attribute that is predicatively combined with a real subject. According
to A 29.1024b17-26, ® 10.1051b33-1052al, TrE, and CrE, however, the
objects denoted by “false thing” essentially involve a real attribute that is
not predicatively combined in the real world with a real subject. A false
object cannot involve a real attribute that is predicatively combined in
the real world with a real subject. Prima facie, both objectual readings
fail to explain how there can be false objects analogous to false denials.

As with cases [b ] and [b ], proponents of the objectual reading
can argue that the examples [d ] and [d ] are not intended as examples
analogous to false denials and, rather, involve uses of “o0” that oper-
ate on the predicative adjectives as opposed to the copulas. This would
entail that Aristotle offers no examples of uses of “being,” or “being.” in
A 7.1017a33-35 that apply to a case of a denial (or its objectual analogue).
All of the examples at 1017a33-35 must be interpreted as objectual analogues
of affirmations. This is an untoward consequence, for reasons given above.
Nevertheless, interpreting “ov” in the examples in this way, on Crivelli’s
reading [d ] would involve the affirmative state of affairs constituted of the
diagonal of a triangle and the attribute of being non-incommensurable. That
state of affairs would be false, and necessarily so, because every diagonal
is predicatively combined with being incommensurable with its sides. This
seems to make sense on Crivelli's view if, again, his affirmative states of
affairs may involve what is signified by indefinite names. Matters are much
worse for the traditional objectual reading, for even if we interpret the
example in [d ] as an objectual analogue of an affirmation, the traditional
objectual reading gets the example wrong. On the traditional reading, the
example would be interpreted as a false object involving a real diagonal
of a triangle being predicatively combined with the real attribute of being
non-incommensurable. But, given A 29.1024b17-26, ® 10.1051b33-1052al,
and TrE no false object can involve a real attribute being combined with
a real subject—those sorts of composite objects are true objects.

Perhaps these objections to the objectual readings of A 7.1017a33-35
can be overcome, but the task is daunting. Suppose, then, that the most
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likely candidates for the objectual readings—the objectual notions of
truth and falsehood introduced by Aristotle in A 29.1024b17-25 and ®
10.1051b33-1052al—are not what Aristotle had in mind at 1017b33-35.
The objectual notions of truth and falsehood introduced in 1024b17-25
and 1051b33-1052al are the only concepts of objectual truth and falsehood
explicitly introduced by Aristotle. What other objectual concepts of truth
and falsehood might be proposed by the defender of the objectual reading?

Recalling the passages Prior Analytics 1 36. 48b1-3 and I 37.49a6-10
discussed above, one might suggest that in 48b1-3 and 49a6-10 Aristotle
establishes that “is true” and “is false” are used in as many ways as “is”
and “is not,” thereby positing as many objectual uses of “true” and “false”
as there are objectual uses of “is” and “is not” Suppose one adopts this
approach. It follows that in Met. A 7.1017a33-35, he is noting that “being”
and “not being” are logically equivalent to “truth” and “falsehood” when
these are used in the various ways that “being” and “not being” are used.
The rest of A 7, presumably specifies these various uses of “being” and
“not being” He would be explaining uses of “being,” and “non-being”
in terms of the other uses of “being” and “not being” introduced in A
7. This would surely be an unnecessarily indirect and obscure approach
for him to take in explaining the uses of “being ” and “non-being.” But
the telling objections to this suggestion are (1) that the uses of “is true”
and “is false” in Prior Analytics 1 36. 48b1-3 and APr. I 37.49a6-10 are
correlated only with uses of “is” and “is not” denoting members of the
categories and (2) that it cannot make sense of Aristotle’s usage of “being ”
and “non-being " in Met. A 7.1017a33-35 in terms of affirmations and
denials, nor can it make sense of the examples he gives there.

Matthen’s Proposal

Consider now a proposal by Matthen according to which, at Met. A
7.1017a31-35, Aristotle explains the truth and falsehood of statements
and beliefs by means of a use of the verb “to be” According to Matthen,
Aristotle is proposing the following explanatory schema:

The statement or belief p is true (false) just in case, and because,
the predicative complex signified by p is (is not).

On Matthen’s account, the right-hand side of the schema is not only
materially equivalent, but also explains why the left-hand side obtains. In
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support of his interpretation, Matthen introduces a monadic use of “is”
and argues that it is possible to explain the truth conditions of statements
involving dyadic (copular) uses of “is” in terms of this monadic use. Thus,
for example, statement or belief “Socrates is sitting” is true (false) just in
case “Sitting Socrates is” is true (false). The “is” in “Socrates is sitting” is
copular; the “is” in “Sitting Socrates is” is monadic. Matthen also claims
that Aristotle explains the truth conditions of assertions in terms of the
simples and predicative complexes signified by the subject expressions in
statements involving the monadic use of “is” For example, the truth value
of the statement “Dog is” is a function of whether or not the simple signi-
fied by “Dog”—presumably the essence of doghood—is or is not, whereas
the truth value of the statement “Sitting Fido is” depends upon whether
or not the predicative complex signified by “Sitting Fido” is or is not.

There is solid textual evidence beyond A 7, for attributing this view—
or something very much like it—to Aristotle. At Categories 12, 14b14-23,
he makes claims that seem to entail the material equivalence of a use of
the verb “to be” and the semantic predicate “is true” as applied to asser-
tions and that also entail the explanatory relation between being and truth
proposed by Matthen. Crucial here is Aristotle’s explicit claim that man
is [Eotv GvBpwmog] just in case the assertion “man is” is true [aAnOng
6 Aoyog @ Aéyopev &t oty &vBpwmog]. In Cat. 12, the larger context
in which the passage is found, he discusses different kinds of priority. In
the passage he is considering the case of things that “reciprocate as to
implication of existence” (Ackrill’s phrasing) and claims that “that which is
in some way the cause of the other’s existence might reasonably be called
prior by nature” He then seems to make the following argument: If there
is a man, then the statement whereby we say that there is a man is true.
If the statement whereby we say that there is a man is true, then there is
a man. Hence, there is a man if and only if the statement whereby we say
that there is a man is true. It is because the actual thing exists or does
not that the statement is called true or false. Hence, a true statement is
in no way the cause of the actual things [10 mpdypa] existence, but an
actual thing is in some way the cause of a statements being true. More-
over, at Metaphysics T 5.1009a6-15, Aristotle clearly presupposes that “is”
is materially equivalent with “is true” and “is not” with “is false.’*® There
is, thus, strong evidence for thinking that he is committed to Matthen’s
explanatory schema.

However, Met. A 7.1017a31-35 is not an expression of this commit-
ment. First, there is Matthen’s claim about the relationship between the
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monadic and dyadic first-order uses of “is” and “is not” Again, even if
one is sympathetic to Matthen’s proposal, the relationship between these
alternative first-order uses of “is” and “‘is not” has no bearing on the
proposed equivalence at 1017a31-35 between a first-order use of “being ”
and “not being.” and a second-order use of “truth” and “falsehood.” The
preceding arguments against the objectual interpretation show that Aristotle
is not concerned with a first-order objectual use of “truth” or “falsehood”

Moreover, Aristotle clearly isn’t identifying a dyadic use of “truth” in
the passage. Nor is he arguing that a dyadic use of “is” may be explained
in terms of a monadic use of “is” And Matthen clearly recognizes that
he is working with a second-order use of “is true” and “is false” that
applies to assertions. That is to say, then, on Matthen’s own account, at
Met. A 7.1017a31-35, Aristotle identifies a first-order use of “is,” that is
equivalent with a second-order semantic use of “is true.” It follows that he
is not expressing the aspect of Matthen’s account related to the different
first-order uses of “is” and “is not”

The central question is whether Aristotle is proposing an explanatory
schema according to which the truth-values of assertions of the form “p
is true” are explained by the predicative complexes signified by p. While
he may embrace this view, it is difficult to think that this is his point at
1017a31-35. When, at 1017a31-32, he claims that there is a use of “is”
and “is not” that signifies that something is true or false, he seems to be
saying that there is a use of “is” such that when someone predicates “is” of
some subject he is saying that that thing is true. So, on the proposed use
of “is,” if someone were to assert “p is,” one would be asserting “p is true,”
and similarly with “is not” and “false” On Matthen’s reading, on the other
hand, Aristotle is claiming that when someone asserts “Socrates sitting
is” he signifies a predicative complex—sitting Socrates. If that predicative
complex obtains, then the assertion “Socrates sitting is” is true, and the
truth of that assertion explains the truth of another assertion, namely the
assertion “‘Socrates is sitting’ is true”

More generally, on Matthen’s interpretation, at 1017a31-32 Aristotle is
not claiming that there is a use of “is” that signifies that something is true.
Rather, he is asserting that there is a use of “is” that signifies something
(a predicative complex) which, if it obtains, explains why something else
is true (the first-order assertion about the predicative complex), which in
turn explains why yet another thing is true (the second-order assertion
about the first-order assertion about the predicative complex). This is a
tortuous line given the text. In addition, it is implausible that at 1017a31-35
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Aristotle is arguing for a specific ontology of predicative complexes, and
there seems to be no reason for him to presuppose a particular explanation
of predicative complexes. Any account of real predicative combinations
will serve his purpose in the passage.”

Being a True Assertion

Having rejected the objectual reading and Matthen’s recent and novel
interpretation of Met. A 7.1017a31-35, consider now the interpretation
according to which Aristotle identifies in this passage a use of “being,”
that is logically equivalent to the nominal definition of “truth” presented
at I 7.1011b26-27.%° 1t is not far-fetched that, in A 7, Aristotle is working
with the conceptions of truth and falsehood defined at 1011b26-27. It is
worth repeating some salient facts about these common concepts. First,
contemporary commentators generally accept that by means of them Aris-
totle is explicitly defining truth and falsehood. Second, the definitions have
a Platonic pedigree, and Plato’s use of these concepts in the Cratylus and
the Sophist presupposes that they are generally accepted and applicable.
Hence, apparently, the ordinary ancient Greek philosopher would recognize
Aristotle’s proposed nominal definitions of truth and falsehood. Third,
since he explicitly defines these concepts in Met. book T, it is reasonable
to think that he might have them in mind in Met. book A.*

If, in Met. A 7, Aristotle is concerned with the semantic concepts
of truth and falsehood in Met. I 7, then he is identifying a use of “to be”
and “not to be” that signifies a kind of mental and linguistic assertion. If
one asserts that species evolve and, in fact, species evolve, then one has
an instance of truth—one asserts of species evolving that species evolving
is; one has asserted of what it is that it is. If species don’t evolve, and one
asserts that species evolve, then one has an instance of falsehood—one
asserts of species not evolving that species evolving is. A virtue of this
interpretation is that it immediately makes sense of the apposition, in
the second clause at 1017a31-32, of “not truth” [o0k &An0ég] and “false-
hood” [yeddog].

Assuming, then, that Aristotle has in mind the nominal definitions of
truth and falsehood offered in I' 7, how are we to understand the veridi-
cal use of “being” in A 7? How does one interpret the use of “that which
is” and “that which is not” at 1017a33-35? There are various possibilities.
The following paraphrase of the passage is defended here:
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Again “to be . and “that which is . signify that some simple
assertion is true, and “not to be,, that some simple assertion
is not true but false, equally in the case of affirmation and of
denial; for examples, that Socrates is cultured is , in the sense
that this affirmation is true; or that Socrates is not pale is , in
the sense that this denial is true; or that the diagonal is com-
mensurable is not, in the sense that this affirmation is false.

First, on this reading, the clause “equally in the case of affirmation and
of denial” defines the subject of the verb “to be ™ when it is used to
signify that something is true. There is a use of “to be ” that signifies of
an assertion, equally in the case of affirmation and denial, that it is true.
Similarly, there is a use of “not to be,,” equally in the case of affirmation
and denial, that signifies of an assertion that it is false. That is to say, the
verb signifies that some affirmation or denial is true or false.

So, second, if one assumes that Aristotle is working with the nomi-
nal definitions from Met. T' 7, then to say that an affirmation or denial
is true or false is to predicate “is true” or “is false” of some assertion,
which generates a higher-order assertion the truth of which is a func-
tion of whether or not the embedded assertion says of what is that it is,
et cetera. In the cases under consideration in I' 7 and A 7, these are in
every instance simple assertions.”? The logical form of such uses will be
[(A + B) is] or [(A - B) is not], et cetera, which are to be understood
as logically equivalent to assertions of the form [(A + B) is true] or [(A
- B) is false], et cetera. Thus, the import of the first sentence: there is a
use of “to be” or “being,” that signifies that something (namely some
assertion) is true and a use of “not to be,” or “not being " that signifies
not that some assertion is true but that it is false.”

Now turn to the examples in A 7. One should complete Aristotle’s
examples at 1017a33-35 as follows:*

a. The affirmation “Socrates is cultured” is true.
b. The denial “Socrates is not pale” is true.
c. The affirmation “The diagonal is commensurable” is false.

d. The denial “The diagonal is not incommensurable” is false.

With regard to the subordinate clauses “6t1 4An0ég” and “611 yeddog,”
these are used in apposition in order to clarify how “¢o11” and “ovk €o11”
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are used in the preceding independent clauses. In light of the first claim
that there is a sense of “is” that signifies that an assertion is true, this is
the most natural way to read the examples. Thus, the subordinate clauses
make explicit that “is ” signifies the same as “is true” and “is not,” signi-
fies the same as “is false” So, one can construe the examples as follows,
producing versions that remain distant from English:

a. “That it is, Socrates cultured, that this assertion is true.”
b. “That it is Socrates not pale, that this assertion is true.”

c. “That it is not, the diagonal commensurable, that this
assertion is false”

d. “That it is not, the diagonal non-commensurable, that this
assertion is false”

One can interpret the Greek “¢éo1(” in the independent clauses in at
least two ways, corresponding to two standard ways of understanding the
veridical sense of the verb “to be” in semantic terms.*® On the interpreta-
tion of the passage defended here, first, one can assume that the use of
“¢0t11” and “ovk £oTl” is monadic and takes for its argument the phrases
that follow, “Socrates cultured” and so on. This interpretation makes the
best sense of the passage. According to the account in De Interpretatione,
these phrases may be interpreted as affirmations and denials involving
implicit copulas, understanding these in terms of the &v kata &v (repre-
sented by m + n) and the &v dno &v (represented by m — n) constructions.
The subordinate clauses then refer to these affirmations and denials. Read

this way, the examples run as follows:
a. “That ‘Socrates + cultured’ is , that ‘Socrates + cultured’ is
true”
b. “That ‘Socrates — pal€’ is,, that ‘Socrates - palée’ is true”

c. “That ‘the diagonal + commensurable’ is not, that ‘the
diagonal + commensurable’ is false”

d. “That ‘the diagonal-non-commensurable’ is not,, that ‘the
diagonal-non-commensurable’ is false”
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Here, it is transparent how “is.” means the same as “is true” equally in
the case of affirmations and denials, and how “is not,” means the same
as “is false” equally in the case of affirmations and denials.

Second, the Greek also allows that one interpolate an implicit
copula in the phrases “Cultured Socrates” [Xwkpdartng povoukdg], “Not
pale Socrates” [Zwkpdtng ov Aevkog], “the commensurable diagonal”
[1] Sdpetpog obppetpog], and “the incommensurable diagonal” [1) Sapetpog
o0 &ovupetpog]. Reading the passage this way, the explicit uses of “is.”
and “is not,” are equivalent to the use of “is true” and “is false.” Thus,
an assertion of the form “S is P” (where the explicit “is” is used in the
veridical sense) asserts “is true” of the affirmation “S [is] P” (where this
second and copular use of “is” is implicit), and it means the same as “The
affirmation ‘S is P’ is true” A denial of the form “S is_ not P” (where the

«s »

explicit “is” is used in the veridical sense) asserts “is true” of the denial “S
[is] not P” (where, again, this second and copular use of “is” is implicit),
and it means the same as “The negation ‘S is not P’ is true” With regard
to the veridical sense of “is not,,” an assertion of the form “S is not P”
(where “is not” is used in the veridical sense) asserts “is false” of the
affirmation “S [is] P” and means the same as “The affirmation ‘S is P’ is
false” An assertion of the form “S is not, not P” (where “is not” is used
in the veridical sense) asserts “is false” of the denial “S [is] not P, and
it means the same as “The denial S is not P’ is false” Thus, the reading
defended here makes ready sense of the examples on either the monadic
or implicit copular readings of “is” and “is not”

The version of the semantic reading argued for here differs from the
two leading recent interpretations, those defended by Ross and Mansion.
Ross proposed the following interpretation of the examples in A 7:

a. “Socrates is cultured” = “‘Socrates is cultured’ is true”
b. “Socrates is not-pale” = “‘Socrates is not-pale’ is true”
c. “The diagonal is not commensurate” = ““The diagonal is

commensurate’ is false”

d. “The diagonal is not not-commensurate” = “ “The diagonal
is not-commensurate’ is false”
While this proposal captures the veridical uses of “is.” and “is not,,” it
entails transforming the denial “S is not P” into an affirmation of the
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form “S is not-P” where “not-P” is an indefinite verb. However, Aristotle
clearly differentiates denials of the form “S is not P” from affirmations
involving indefinite verbs of the form “S is not-P” He rejects the claim
that they are logically equivalent; that is to say, they have different truth
conditions. Given Aristotle’s claim at 1017a31-33 that “is” signifies that
an assertion is true both in the case of an affirmation and in the case
of a denial, one would expect that he would give examples involving
both an affirmation and a denial. On the reading defended here, this is
exactly what Aristotle provides. On the contrary, on Ross’s interpretation
of the passage, Aristotle gives two examples of true affirmations and two
examples of false denials.

In a note, Halper (2009) addresses Ross’s interpretation of the

examples:

Worried about how a sentence could be a per se instance of
being when some sentences are accidental, Ross claims that
Aristotle is referring to sentences about sentences, Ross, Aris-
totle’s Metaphysics, 1:308-09. It is not clear how he thinks this
solves the problem, it leaves first-order being sentences unac-
counted for, and Ross’s application to Aristotle’s examples is
confused.

First, Ross is not worried about how sentences involving the veridical
sense of “being” might be instances of “a per se instance of being” Ross
is interested in discovering a kind of sentence that differs from ordinary
sentences in which either accidental or per se uses of “being” are expressed.
Second, Ross’s analysis does not leave first-order sentences unaccounted
for. There just are no first-order sentences involving the veridical sense
of “being” For Ross, every sentence involving the veridical sense of
“being” is a second-order statement attributing a semantic attribute to a
first-order statement.

Mansion (1976) seems to adopt the following view: ““To be ’ and
‘is, signify that an assertion is true, ‘is not.’ that it is not true but false,
equally in the case of the affirmation and the denial” This use of the verb
“to be,” expresses a monadic predicate of assertions. As such, “is,” would
signify that an assertion is true equally in the case of the affirmation and
the denial, and “is not.” would signify that an assertion is false, equally
in the case of an affirmation and a denial. It appears, however, this is not
how Mansion understands the use of the verb, since she clearly takes the
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use of the verb to be copular. This is the thrust of her claim “Cest donc
la copule elle-méme qui a le sens de ‘vrai’ ou ‘faux’ puisque dans le cas
d’'un jugement négatif la copule affectée d’'une negation signifie ‘faux’”
Moreover, on Mansion’s reading, it would appear that only assertions
having the logical form “S is, P” involve the use of “is ” that signifies
that an assertion is true, and only assertions having the logical form “S is
not, P” involve the use of “is not.” that signifies that an assertion is false.
This seems to be the substance of her claim that “affirmer un prédicat
d’un sujet, cest déclarer la liaison de I'un a l'autre conforme au réel, nier
un prédicat d’un subjet, cest déclarer leur union non conforme au reel,”
which claim appears to be the basis for her reading of the examples.

Hence, assessing Mansion’s reading of the examples, the preceding
claim is the most obvious explanation for why she interprets the second
of Aristotle’s examples in terms of an affirmation in which an indefinite
verb “non-pale” is predicatively combined with the subject Socrates. Pre-
sumably, she interprets it this way in order to preserve the claim that the
copular “is,” here signifies the truth of an affirmation, whereas on the
view defended here, the second example is an instance of “is,” signify-
ing that a denial “Socrates is not pale” is true. Similarly, she interprets
Aristotle’s third example as having the logical form “S is not, P”—which
is the normal form for an Aristotelian denial—but she interprets this
as logically equivalent to the claim that the affirmation “S is P” is false.
On the view defended here, this is straightforwardly the case, since the
claim in the example is taken to have the logical form “The affirmation
‘the diagonal is commensurable’ is false” and at no point is the example
interpreted as having the form of a denial.

A more serious problem with Mansion’s approach is that the use
of “is” in question does not apply equally to affirmations and denials.
It applies only to affirmations. Nor does the use of “is not.” in question
apply equally to affirmations and negations. It, too, applies only to denials.
This is odd, since both “is true” and “is false” apply to both affirmations
and denials when used in the semantic sense defined at I' 7, and this is
the sense of “is true” and “is false” that Mansion must have in mind here.
So, one needs an explanation as to why this restriction is now in place.

Yet another problem with Mansion’s interpretation, related to the
last point, is that she needs to interpret two of Aristotle’s three examples
in terms of indefinite verbs. This is, of course, possible, as Aristotle
clearly recognizes such verbs and makes use of them in various contexts.
However, simple assertions involving indefinite verbs are not Aristotle’s
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preferred examples of affirmations and denials. Moreover, according to
Aristotle, the truth conditions for an affirmation of the form “S is non-
P” differ from those for a denial of the form “S is not P” Similarly, the
truth conditions for a denial “S is not non-P” differ from those for a
denial of the form “It is not the case that S is not P” Prima facie, when
Aristotle claims that the use of “is ” applies equally to affirmations and
denials, one would expect Aristotle to address the case where a denial
of the form “S is not P” is true, as opposed to addressing an affirmation
of the form “S is non-P” Worse still, it is not clear that Aristotle can
formulate claims of the form “‘S is not P’ is true” using the sense of
“is,” in question, as understood by Mansion. Similarly, although it may
not be as obvious, we would expect Aristotle to address the case where
a denial of the form “It is not the case that S is not P” is false prior to
considering when denials of the form “S is not non-P” are false. This
latter complaint may not seem pressing to those who think that Aristo-
tle can only make sense of negation as qualifying the copula, since the
complaint presupposes that Aristotle has a sense of negation that operates
on assertions (which arguably he does).

A final problem with Mansion’s approach is that it presupposes that
the use of “is,” in question signifies both [1] that a predicate predicatively
belongs to a subject and [2] that the resulting affirmation is true and, simi-
larly, that the use of “is not,” in question signifies both [3] that a predicate
does not predicatively belong to a subject and [4] that the resulting denial
is false. This would be fine if Mansion were explicitly endorsing the claim
that in A 7 Aristotle is concerned with a use of “is ” that is semantically
complex in this fashion. However, the first sentence of the quote does not
suggest that this is how she understands the use of the verb. The rest of
her discussion indicates that she identifies the copular use of the verb
with this veridical use. Some explanation is needed.

Truth and the Other Kinds of Being

Thus far, I have argued that in Metaphysics A 7, Aristotle identifies a use
of “being ” that is logically equivalent to a predicate “true” that takes
assertions as subjects. I have argued that this use of “being,” denotes an
attribute of assertions, and have suggested that the attribute in question
is the attribute of assertions denoted by the nominal definition of “truth”
presented by Aristotle at Metaphysics T 7.1011b26-27—the attribute of

printed on 2/12/2023 2:36 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

The Being of Truth 149

asserting of what is that it is or of asserting of what is not that it is not.
In this section I will argue that, so interpreted, Aristotle’s veridical sense
of “being” serves to focus metaphysical inquiry by making explicit the
putative ontological commitments posited in the first-order simple asser-
tions of which the veridical sense of “being” is predicated.

If we assume that the nominal definitions in I' 7.1011b26-27 establish
uses of “truth” and “falsehood” that denote attributes of assertions, then
to say that an assertion p is true or false involves predicating “is true”
or “is false” of p. If, then, we assume that p is an n-order assertion, the
assertion “p is true” is a n + l-order assertion, the truth of which is a
function of whether or not the embedded assertion says of what is that
it is, et cetera. This has interesting implications.

As noted above, Aristotle recognizes three other uses of “being” [10
6v] in A 7: a use that denotes coincidental beings, a use that denotes per
se beings in the various categories of beings, and a use that denotes per
se potential and actual beings.*® Throughout the corpus he understands
assertions involving these three uses of “being” as first-order claims about
coincidental beings, beings in the various categories, and potential and
actual being. Thus, the assertion " Socrates is human 7 is a first-order
assertion about the real predicative combination of the real substantial
attribute being-human and the real subject Socrates.”” It may be properly
paraphrased, employing the use of “being ..~ in A 7 that denotes per
se beings in the categories, by the first-order assertion ™ Socrates —
human ™. If this assertion is true, it is in virtue of the fact that the real
subject Socrates has an essence of the sort that belongs per se to the
substantial species being-human. " Socrates is cultured 7 is a first-order
assertion about the real subject Socrates, the real quality of being-cultured,
and their coincidental real combination. It may be properly paraphrased,
employing the use of “being . . ”in A 7 that denotes coincidental beings,
by the first-order assertion " Socrates is_, .. . cultured 7. If the asser-
tion is true, it is because the non-substantial attribute of being-cultured
is coincidentally predicatively combined with the real subject Socrates.
So, too, employing the uses of “being” in A 7 that denote potential and
actual beings, we can paraphrase the first-order assertions " Socrates is
potentially sick "and " Socrates is actually wise "as"” Socrates is sick 7

potential
and " Socrates is ,  wise . If the former is true, it is virtue of the fact
that the real subject Socrates has the potential to become ill. If the latter
assertion is true, it is in virtue of the fact that the real subject Socrates

is predicatively combined with the real attribute being wise. Each of
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these three uses of “being,” then, is a first-order predicate denoting a real
predicative relation of combination between different kinds of real beings.

In contrast to these uses of “being,” assertions involving “being ”
are either second-order assertions about first-order assertions involving
the other three uses of “being” or higher-order assertions that, ultimately,
terminate in first-order assertions involving the other uses of “being” than
the veridical use. There are various apparent consequences of this fact. The
first consequence of the use of “being ” is that it offers a metaphysically
innocent starting point for the pursuit of knowledge about being insofar as
it is being. With regard to any assertion, we can ask “Is the assertion true
or false?” With respect to every general metaphysical assertion involving
a use of “being” other than the veridical use, if one asks “Are assertions
involving that use of ‘being’ true?” one is forced to clarify the intensional
content of the assertion and then directly to investigate the world to see
if what is asserted obtains. For example, when we ask “Is_ . Socrates
human?” at the very least we need to determine what we have in mind
when we use the “is ” This raises the associated general questions

categorial.
bl

“How is ‘is ., used?” and “Are assertions involving the use of is_, .,
true?” To answer the first of these questions, we would need to establish
the philosophical usage of “is_, ., and Aristotle is engaged in that
effort in various treatises. To answer the second question, we need to
figure out whether or not there are real categories of beings. Maybe the
world is categorially structured, maybe not. Aristotle thinks it is. Having
answered these questions, we can address the more parochial concern
about whether or not Socrates is, in fact, human in the way demanded by
uses of “is ..~ This requires that we investigate the world to see if the
real subject Socrates is predicatively combined with the per se real sub-
stantial attribute being-human. Similarly, when we consider the question
“Is_,. ..oy Diotima cultured?” we confront immediately the associated more
general questions “How is is_, .. " used” and “Are assertions involving
such uses of ‘is .. ' true?” At the very least we need to make sense
of the use of “being . . * and discover whether or not there are any
coincidental beings. It seems there are such beings, but appearances may
prove deceptive—witness Aristotle’s worry over how Antisthenes handled
this issue in Metaphysics A 29. And then we can investigate whether or
not Diotima herself is, in fact, musical in the way demanded by uses of
“is . ... This requires empirical inquiry. And the same sorts of general
metaphysical and particular empirical questions arise with regard to asser-

tions involving the use of “being .~ and “being .~

»

otential actual”
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On the interpretation of “being, ” offered here, assertions involving the
use of “being ” are evaluated differently. Such assertions are second-order
assertions about first-order assertions (or n-order assertions about n — 1
assertions). Thus, when we ask “The assertion ™ Diotima is human ™ is ?”
on my interpretation of I' 7.1011b26-27, we know that we are asking the
equivalent question “Is the assertion ™ Diotima is human ™ true?” and our
first task is to investigate the truth conditions for the assertion. Given that
" Diotima is human 7 is a first-order assertion, in part our investigation
will involve determining if the first-order assertion ™ Diotima is human is
logically equivalent to ™ Diotima is human ™ or " Diotima is

categorially coincidentally

human ™ or © Diotima is .., human "or " Diotima is , , human " In
part our investigation will involve empirical inquiry, figuring out whether
or not the real subject Diotima is predicativly combined with the attribute
being-human in the way specified by the use of “is” in question. Uses of
“being ” are, thus, metaphysically innocent in comparison with the other
uses of “is” in A 7. All uses of “is” in A 7 presuppose the significant use
of language and true and false assertions. But whereas “is,” presupposes
only the significant use of language and the existence of true and false
assertions, the other three uses of “is” in A 7 presuppose in addition
the existence of particular and philosophically sophisticated ontological
structures (categorial structures, coincidental structures, the relationship
between potential and actual beings).

A second consequence of the use of “being ” in I' 7.1011b26-27 is
that, on pain of a regress, assertions involving the use of “being, ” ultimately
depend for their truth values on the truth values of assertions involv-
ing the other uses of “being” discussed in A 7. Adapting an idea from
contemporary philosophical semantics, Aristotle can say that assertions
involving the use of “being ™ must ultimately be grounded in first-order
assertions that do not themselves involve the use of “being,.” For example,
suppose " Diotima is human is_ " is an affirmation involving the use of
“is,,;” Then " Diotima is human is, " is paraphrased by the second-order
assertion " The assertion " Diotima is human 7 is true . Suppose, now,
that the use of " is 7 predicating " human ™ of " Diotima ™ is veridical.
In this case, the affirmation ™ The assertion " Diotima is. human 7 is
true " would be paraphrased by the third-order affirmation ™ The asser-
tion " " The assertion " Diotima is human 7 is true " is true . Suppose,
again, that the use of " is 7 predicating " human 7 of " Diotima ™~ in the
third-order assertion is veridical. The regress has begun. It appears to be
vicious. Unless the use of " is 7 predicating ™ human ~ of " Diotima ™ in
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one of the generated assertions is not veridical, there is no stopping the
regress, and the assertion will not be grounded.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that in Metaphysics A 7, at 1017a31-35,
Aristotle identifies a use of “to be” that is logically equivalent to a predi-
cate “to be true” that takes assertions as subjects. This use of “to be”
denotes an attribute of assertions, namely the one defined by him in T
7, at 1011b26-27—the attribute of asserting of what is that it is or of
asserting of what is not that it is not.

A number of other concerns relating to the use of “being ” can only
be addressed on the light of Aristotle’s fuller account of this kind of truth
in the Metaphysics. First, it is unclear in A 7 to which category of being in-
itself one should assign this kind of truth, nor is it obvious how this kind
of truth is related to coincidental being. Aristotle addresses this question
in Metaphysics E 4. I will argue in chapter 7 that in E 4 Aristotle claims
that truth and falsehood are per se affections of thought that depend for
their existence on beings in the categories.’® Second, from what he says
about potential and actual being in A 7, at 1017a35ff, one can infer a dis-
tinction between potential and actual truth, but Aristotle’s explanation of
the basis for this distinction is put off until Metaphysics ® 10. I will argue
that in ® 10 Aristotle ramifies the use of “being ” in terms of potential
and actual beings, both simple and composite, articulating his view in
terms of the distinction he has made in ® 1-9. Before turning Aristotle’s
fuller account of the kind of truth that belongs to assertions, however, it
will be important to differentiate it from, and compare it with, the other
kinds of truth Aristotle explicitly acknowledges in Metaphysics book A 29.
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Chapter 5

Aristotles Homonymous Truth Bearers

It was shown in part II of this book that Aristotle articulates and employs
a nominal definition of “truth” in his defense of the logical axioms in
Metaphysics book T, chapter 7. The sort of truth denoted by the nominal
definition purports to be an attribute of assertions. In the last chapter, it
was argued that true assertion is among the basic kinds of being Aristotle
acknowledges in Metaphysics A 7. There, he identifies a use of “being,”
that logically equivalent to the nominal definition of truth presented in
Metaphysics T’ 7.1011b26-27.

In Metaphysics A 29, Aristotle distinguishes explicitly among two
kinds of truth and falsehood understood as attributes of objects, a kind of
truth and falsehood understood as attributes of assertions, and two kinds
of truth and falsehood that are properly predicated of persons. Are these
various kinds related, and if so, how are they related?

Among leading contemporary commentators, Crivelli, De Rijk, and
Whitaker have argued that there is a systematic relationship among the
kinds of truth and falsehood differentiated by Aristotle, claiming that one
kind of objectual truth is the most fundamental kind, the other kinds
of truth being defined in terms of it.! Following Brentano and Modrak,
in this chapter I argue that the assertoric kind of truth and falsehood is
basic to Aristotle’s system of homonyms. More specifically, I argue that
a number of the kinds of truth and falsehood presented by Aristotle in
the Metaphysics are homonyms.

The relationship among the various kinds of truth and falsehood
Aristotle recognizes will be approached here in terms of his distinction
between synonyms and homonyms. This is how he himself typically evalu-
ates the relationship between things that are signified by the same term.
Exploring the question in terms of synonymy and homonymy also yields
interesting results. Insofar as there is a systematic relationship among these

153
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homonymous kinds, the assertoric kind is shown to be the “core” kind
on which the others depend. In other words, among those kinds of truth
that are denoted by the term “truth,” but not by the same definition of
“truth,” all of the kinds other than the assertoric kind depend upon the
assertoric kind. It turns out that the objectual kind of truth often taken to
be the core kind of truth is not fundamental to the system of homonyms.
Either it is disjoint altogether from the system of homonyms or it, too,
depends upon the assertoric kind of truth.

The Homonymous Kinds of Truth and Falsehood

Metaphysics A 29 explicitly concerns falsehood [16 yeddog]. Aristotle does
not have a separate entry for “truth” in his philosophical lexicon, but he
has one for “falsehood” This might seem odd, until one recalls that he has
defined truth and falsehood in Met. I' 7 and introduced truth as a kind
of being explicitly in Met. A 7. Nor is there any reason for thinking that
he divorces the concepts of falsehood and truth such that it would make
sense to interpret A 29 as not having to do with truth. As a consequence,
it is plausible to assume that, in A 29, he is concerned as much with truth
as with falsehood, and that he implicitly recognizes for each concept of
falsehood a correlated concept of truth.?

Met. A 29 breaks down into three parts: 1024b17-26 concerns false
things, 1024b26-1025al concerns false accounts, and 1025al-13 concerns
false human beings.’ Since it is obvious that the different kinds of truth
and falsehood in A 29 share the same name, they might be synonyms or
homonyms. To begin with, it is fairly straightforward to show that the
various kinds are not synonyms.

True and False Assertions

At the end of A 29, at 1025al1-13, Aristotle distinguishes between true
and false persons as follows:*

0 pév odv oltw Aéyetar yevdi, dvBpwmog 8¢ Wevdng O
€VYEPTIG Kal TPOALPETIKOG TOV TOOVTWV Adywy, uf 8 €te-
pov Tt &AAd O adTo, Kal O dAAOLG EUTTONTIKOG TAV TOLOVTWY
Aoywv, domep kal T& Tpdypata eapev yeudi elvan Goa Eumotel
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eavtaciav yevdij. 610 6 év 1@ Tnmia Adyog mapakpoveTal WG
O avtog Yevudng kai aAndng. tov duvapevov yap yeboaoHat
AapBaver yevdi (obtog & 6 €idwg kai 6 @poOVIHOG)- ETL TOV
ékovta @adlov Peltin. todto 8¢ yeddog AapPdver i Tiig
EMaywYfiG—0 yap kv XwAaivwv ToD KOVTOG KPEITTWV—TO
xwhaiverv 1O ppeioBo Aéywv, €mel €l ye xwAog ékwv, xelpwv
fowg, domep €mi tod fBovg, kai odtog.

A false man is one who readily and deliberately makes such
statements, for the sake of doing so and for no other reason;
and one who induces such statements in others—just as we call
things false which induce a false impression. Hence the proof
in the Hippias that the same man is false and true is mislead-
ing; for it assumes (a) that the false man is he who is able to
deceive, i.e., the man who knows and is intelligent; (b) that
the man who is willingly bad is better. This false assumption
is due to the induction; for when he says that the man who
limps willingly is better than he who does so unwillingly, he
means by limping pretending to limp. For if he is willingly
lame, he is presumably worse in this case just as he is in the
case of moral character. (trans., Tredennick)

The first kind of false person is defined as someone who readily and
deliberately makes false assertions for the sake of making false assertions
and for no other reason. In contrast, the true person would be someone
who readily and deliberately makes true assertions for the sake of making
true assertions and for no other reason. The second kind of false person
is defined as someone who induces false assertions in other people. In
contrast, this sort of true person would be someone who induces true
assertions in other people. These concepts may properly be considered
ethical concepts of truth and falsehood and may be defined as follows:

EF1: x is a false person just in case x is someone ready to use,
and fond of, false assertions.

ETI: x is a true person just in case x is someone ready to use,
and fond of, true assertions.

EF2: x is a false person just in case x induces false assertions
in other people.
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ET2: x is a true person just in case x induces true assertions
in other people.

It is quite clear from the text that Aristotle explains both kinds of true
and false persons in terms of true and false assertions. So, attention can
be turned directly to this other sort of truth and falsehood.

At 1024b26-1025al, Aristotle acknowledges a conception of a true
and false sentence or account [A0yog yevdng]. This kind of truth clearly
applies to assertions, but it is not obviously the same as that defined in
Metaphysics T 7:

ANoyog 8¢ yevdng O T@V pi Svtwy, 1§ yeudng, 810 mag Adyog
Yeudnig £Tépov 1j 00 éotiv dAnOng, olov 6 ToD KVKAOL Yevdiig
TPLywvov. €kaoTtov 8¢ Aoyog 0Tt uEv wg €lg, 6 Tod Ti N eival,
ot & wg moAoi, émel TavTd Mwg adTO Kai avtd TMEMovOOG,®
olov Zwkpdtng kal Zwkpdtng Hovotkog (0 8¢ yevdilg Adyog
o00evog oty AmA®dG A6Y0g).. 810 AvtioBévng deto evnbuwg
unbev &&lov AéyecBau mANY @ oikeiw AOyw, &v €@’ £vog: é§
@V ouvéParve pn eivat avtidéyery, oxedov 8¢ unde yevdeobal.
g0t & €xaotov Aéyewv o0 povov T® avtod Aoyw dAAd Kai
@ £Tépov, YevdWG pEv Kai mavtedds, €0t & wg kai AAnddg,
womep & OkT® StmAdota @ Tiig dvadog Aoyw.

A false formula is the formula of nonexistent objects, insofar as
it is false. Hence every formula is false when applied to some-
thing other than that of which it is true, e.g., the formula of a
circle is false when applied to a triangle. In a sense there is one
formula of each thing, i.e., the formula of its essence, but in a
sense there are many, since the thing itself and the thing itself
modified in a certain way are somehow the same, e.g., Socrates
and musical Socrates. The false formula is not the formula of
anything, except in a qualified sense. Hence Antisthenes fool-
ishly claimed that nothing could be described except by its
own formula, one formula to one thing; from which it followed
that there could be no contradiction, and almost that there
could be no error. But it is possible to describe each thing not
only by its own formula, but also by that of something else.
This may be done altogether falsely indeed, but in some ways
it may be done truly, e.g. eight may be described as a double
number by the use of the formula of two. (trans., Ross)
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The claims in the passage may be understood as follows, leaving “Adyog”
untranslated: A false Adyog, insofar as it is false, is a Adyog of beings that
are not. Every false Adyoq is false of every being other than that of which
it is true (as, for example, the Aoyog of a circle is false of a triangle). In
one sense, there is one Adyog of each being—namely, the Adyog of what
it is to be it. A false Adyog of what it is to be some being is a Adyog of
nothing at all. In another sense, there are many Aoyot for each being,
since each being is in a way the same as itself-with-an-attribute. In this
other sense, it is possible to describe each being not only by the Adyog
of what it is to be that being, but also by the Adyog of what it is to be
some other being. In describing a being B by a Adyog of what it is to be
some other being, either the description is altogether false of B or it is
true because it describes some non-essential predicate of B. Unless one
allows for the latter sense of a Aoyog for a being, one cannot make sense
of contradiction or, practically, of falsehood.®

If one assumes that Aristotle uses Aoyog throughout the passage to
denote assertions about beings, one gets the following:” A false assertion,
insofar as it is false, is about something other than what is. Every asser-
tion is a false assertion about everything other than that which it is about
(as, for example, the assertion “a circle is a triangle” is false of everything
other than the circle that is a triangle, which is what it is about). In one
sense, only one assertion is an assertion about any given being—namely,
the assertion that defines the essence of that being. In this first sense, a
false assertion is an assertion about nothing at all, since it cannot be an
assertion that defines anything else than the essence that, by hypothesis,
it doesn’t define. But in another sense, many different assertions are asser-
tions about the same thing, since each thing is in a way the same as itself
combined in the real world with or separated from its predicates. Hence,
the assertion about a thing combined in the real world with or separated
from its predicates is about that thing. In this second sense, it is possible
to make assertions about the essential predicates of something and, also,
to make assertions about the coincidental predicates of that thing. In
making an assertion about a being and the predicates with which it is
combined or separated in the real world, either the statement is false or
it is true because it describes some predicate of that thing. Unless one
allow for this latter kind of assertion, one cannot make sense of contra-
diction or of falsity.

On this interpretation of 1024b26-1025al, Aristotle is specifying
more completely the nominal definition of assertoric truth and falsehood
presented in I' 7 and A 7. He is distinguishing carefully between assertions
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about the essences of things (i.e., the definitions of things) and assertions
about one thing belonging or not belonging to another thing (i.e., simple
affirmations and denials about things). Aristotle is thus explaining the
truth conditions of assertions in A 29. This is a significant fact. A 29 is no
oddity with respect to Aristotle’s theory of truth. Quite the contrary, it fits
well with the nominal definitions presented at 1011b26-27, makes sense
of the relation between A 29 and I' 7 (and later passages, as we shall see),
integrates the preceding discussion of false things in A 29 at 1024b17-26,
and helps one to see how Aristotle’s account of the semantics of predicative
statements relates to his account of the semantics of definitions.®

We can develop the nominal definitions presented in I' 7, in the
light of 1024b26-1025al along the following lines:

For every linguistic or conceptual subject n that signifies or
represents one and only one real subject x, for every linguistic
or conceptual predicate d that signifies or represents one and
only one real predicate y, for every linguistic or conceptual
relation + that signifies or represents the real predicative rela-
tion of belonging to, and for every linguistic or conceptual
relation - that signifies or represents the real predicative rela-
tion of not belonging to:

[F] Falsehood is either (a) to linguistically or mentally assert
that d + n and y does not belong to x or (b) to linguistically
or mentally assert that d — n and y belongs to x.

[T] Truth is either (a) to linguistically or mentally assert that
d + n and y belongs to x or (b) to linguistically or men-
tally assert that d — n and y does not belong to x or (c) to
linguistically or mentally asserts that # is definitionally the
same as d and x = y.

True and False Things

In chapter 5, we discussed the two kinds of two false things introduced by
Aristotle in Met. A 29.1024b17-26. Let me rehearse some of the main ideas
developed there. Aristotle identifies two uses of “t0 yeddog” having the
sense of “mpdypa yeddog” (“false thing”). “mpayua yedSog” means either
(1) a combination of real things that, in fact, does not obtain or (2) an
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