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iime over his first attempt to bring order out of chaos. As part of 
the Organon, the Topics continued to influence students of philo-

until the se\·enteenth century, but we cannot in retrospect 
say that it has contributed much to the development of iogic, 
except indirectly through the impulse it gave to the elaboration 
of the medieval theory of consequentiae. 

\Vhereas in the Topics the word 'syllogism' was used in 
accordance with its etymology for any conclusive argument from 
more than one premiss, in the Ana[ytics it is used in a narrower 
sense for a piece of reasoning that relates two general terms by 
means of a middle term; and in several passages of the Prior 
Analrtics Aristotle claims that all proof, properly so called, involves 

reasoning. 1 His elaboration of the rules of svllogisric is 
Aristotle's chi~f title to fame as a logician, bur it mu~t b~ recog
nized that the development to which we have just drawn atten

,.",...,"'""P"'" ~ ~"°'~;~.;~~ of interest. Aristotle came to think 
in his narrow sense was the central 

reasoning, because he came to believe that 
worth serious consideration as a thesis of 

term \Vas asserted or denied of another ... either 
or in part. '"fhus in the first of the passages men

tioned above where he tries to explain the central .impo~·tance of 
he bel!ins bv : 'It is nccessarv that everv demon-

~ should either that s~mcthing 
or that it does noc and this universalJv or in part.' 2 

Ifit is assumed also that statements admissible as p;emisse; must 
be of the same general the rest follows, as we shall see when 
.. exami;1e his them} ~l _Bi.:t it may be asked >vhy in his 
iater 1,vorKs he attachect so n1uch imoortance to general state
ments of the kind noticed here. Soeci'a.l attention to such state
ments is evident already in rhe do~trine of the predicables which 
Aristotle used throughout his To/Jics, and it is implicit in the 
Platonic doctrine of th(~ inrFrcnnnPxlnn' rS fOrrnc fro1n \Vhich \ve 

asserted 
it established a proposi

dogmaticallv what 
assurncd at an date~ Bu't the hardening 

have occurred in C()nnexion Y\cith the \vork
of science presented in the Posterior 

-\vhat fOllo"tvS \.Ve shall conc_er1:,c? chiefly \V~th the doct~ine 
\.\T shall ha>..-·c occasion to consider Prior 
De TnfprJH·.of,., 

; L 29~ 30 ::45'..!23·); ii. :23 (6ff'8}. 
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4. Aristotle's Theo7J' of },1eaning and Truth 

The introductory chapters of the De Interpretatione appear to 
be closely linked with Plato's discussion of truth and falsity in the 
Sophist; for Aristotle begins by saying that the terms' 'noun' 
( ovoµ,a), 'verb' (pfiµa), and 'proposition' or 'statement' (Aoyos-) 
must be defined. Like Plato he considers both the spoken vvords 
and the mental experiences (-rralh)µ,u.rn) or thoughts (voc1),ua:rn) of 
which they arc said to be the symbols. He impiies that it is the 
thoughts to v.'hich the predicates 'true' and 'false' primarily 
belong, apparently on the ground that while the spoken words 
are difft:rent for different peoples, the thoughts and the things of 
·which they are resemblances (oµoiwµ,a.rn) are the same for all 
alike. The truth or falsity of the spoken word is derivative. 1 

Aristotle also follows Plato in two other contentions. First he 
says that every thought or part of discourse which is to be true 
or false must be composite. The noun or verb taken alone has 
significance (cnwacvEl n}, but is not true or falsc. 2 Secondly, he 
recognizes that spoken words arc significant by convention (Ka-rd. 
crvv8~KY)v).3 He distinguishes the noun from the verb by saying 
that the former is 'without time' (avEV xpovov)+ while the Jatter 
'signifies time in addition' (rrpauaY)µ,alVEl xpovoi·).5 It appears that 
he thinks of verbs as being always in some definite tense, past, 
present, or future, i.e. that he rejects the notion of timeless 
predication. This is not certain, however; for there is a distinc
tion at the end of chapter i of the De Interpretatione between the 
use of the verb 'to be' 'simply' and 'according to time' (~ ar,l.ws 
~ Ka-ra xpoi·ov) which might be interpreted as a contrast between 
tensed and untensed assertion.6 Possibly Aristotle wished to allow 
what has been called the omnitemporal use of the present tense 
(which covers the past and future as well as the present) but to 
deny any strictly timeless predication on the ground that this 
was bound up w-ith the Platonic metaphysics of the realm of 
timeless Forms, which he had abandoned. If so, this step had 
serious consequences for his philosophy of logic, as .,ve shall sec 
later. 

Aristotle distinguishes among sentences (Aoyot) a special class 
to which alone it belongs to be true or false. These are declarative 

·sentences as distinct from prayers and other utterances which are 
not true or false, although they have complete meaning. Aristotle's 
technical name for the declarative sentence is drro<fa.vcrt:; or AOyo:; 

1 De Interpretatione~ I ( 16.ag). 
3 Ibid. 2 (16a19,L Cf. Plato's Cratylus, 3B4n. 
• Ibid. 3 ( 16h6). 

" Ibid. 1 (16a13). 
atione 2 (16n19). 
Pr. i. 15 (34b7). 
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drrorfavnKo>. 1 It has been usual among logicians to follow 
Aristotle's lead here and to dismiss prayers, commands, &c., as 
having only rhetorical interest. \Ve shall see that there is some 
confusion in this attempt to dciimit the sphere of logic. 

Although the notions of truth and falsitv arc essential to his 
explanation of dr.orfavrtKoc; Aoyos, Aristotle does not commit him
self to any definition of these in his logical writings. In the Meta
p!~ysics, however, we find the following: 'For it is false to say of 
that which is that it is not or of that which is not that it is, and it is 
true to say of that which is that it is or of that which is not that it 
is not.'2 Here again Aristotle follows the doctrine of Plato's 
Sophist. 

The first four chapters of the De Jnterpretatione are perfunctory. 
Aristotle seems impatient to get on to his discussion of contradic
tory pairs and the formal classification to which it leads. Like 
others vvho have made logical discoveries of the first importance, 
he is somewhat impatient of the philosophy of logic; it is too 
troublesome to be really dear about the preliminaries. Unfor

the nq:;lcct of these can iead to some logical trouble. In 
the case of Aristotle the result is the very odd and puzzling thesis 
to which he commits himself in chapter 9 of the De Jnterpretaiione. 

Before l.!ivirnr an accoum of this. it is convenient to sav here 
which cam~ to be 

the Law of Excluded 
F'">,1ges of his Jfetaj;hysics 

one which contains the definitions of truth and falsity 
and nm as follows : 

of de1nonstration . ~ ~ as for example that it IS 

every case either to ~ffirrn or t~~ denv and that it is 
to be a.no not to be. j 

'The firmest of ail fast is that it is 
to tl1e same to belong and not to 

n1 the same respect. ~4 

'It is not possible that the,-e should be anything between the two 
but it is necessary either to affirm or deny 

one 

1"he first and third of these passages offer alternative for1nulations 
the Law of Excluded l\fiddlc, while the first and second give 

less and more elaborate forms of the l.,a".v of Contradiction. 
In chanter 9 of the J)e /\ristotlc questions the 

.\iffrijJi~ysita, r, 7 (10nb2G-27). 

' Ibid. r, 1 (iollb23-24). 
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assumption that every declarative sentence is true or false. It 
might seem that he is clearly committed to this thesis already, 
but this is not so; for when he says that to be true or false belongs 
to declarative sentences alone, this may be taken to mean that 
only these are capable of being true or false not that they all 
necessarily are. The principle that .every statement' is true or 
false is called the Principle ofBivalcnce and has been distinguished 
from the Law of Excluded Tv1iddle2 which is generally formulated 
'Either P or not-P', where 'P' marks a gap into which a declara
tive sentence may be inserted. Given the definitions of truth and 
falsity which we have quoted the principles arc, however, ob
viously equivalent; for if 'It is true that P' is equivalent to 'P' 
and 'It is false that P' is equivalent to 'not-P', 'P or not-P' is 
plainly equivalent to 'It is true that P or it is false that P'. It is 
important to make the distinction here for \vhat Aristotle appears 
to be doing in this chapter is to question the Principie of Bi valence 
while accepting the Law of Excluded Middle. It is not altogether 
surprising that he should do this for he approaches the main 
question of De lnterpretatione bY constructing the notion of a con
tradictory pair ( ai'Tlef>ams). This is defined as a pair of statements 
in which the same thing is respectivelv asserted and denied of the 
same thing.3 It is not obvious that in ,the case of every such pair, 
the one must be true and the other false. Aristotle finds one ex
ception to this rule in the case of indefinite statements for, he 
sa)'s, 'Man is white' and ':Yfan is not white' are both true.4 It is, 
therefore, quite conceivable to him that statements about the future 
should constitute another exception, although of a different kind. 

He is puzzled by an argument which may be set out as follows. 
In accordance with the Law ofExcluded Middle we can say today: 

( r) Either there will be a naval battle tomorrow or there \\'ill 
not be a naval battle tomorrow. 

And this seems to be equivalent to the assertion: 
Either the statement 'There will be a naval battle to
morrow' is true and its negation false or vice versa. 

But it seems reasonable to say also: 
If it is true now that there will be a naval battle tomorrow. 
it is necessary in relation to this fact about the present that 

1 \Ve use the word ~staternent' here as conveniently arnbiguous bet\veen the 
noti"'.:>n of a declarative sentence and another notion \Vhich will be explained below . 

2 By J. LtLk~icwicz, appendi...x to "Philosophische Be:rne-rkungen zu mchrwertigen 
Systernen des Aussagenkalki.lls~ ~ Comptes nn.dus des stances de la Sociitt des sciences et des 
lettres de Varsouie, 1930~ and Aristotle's S,yllogistic, p. 82. 

3 De Interpretatioru:} 6 (I ti34). 4 Ibid. 7 ( 17b30). 
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there should be a naval battle tomorrow; and 
if it is true now that there ·will not be a naval battle to
morrow. it is necessarv in relation to this fact about the 
present that there sho~ld nor be a naval battle tomorrow. 

__ -\.nd frorn and taken there follows the conclusion; 
happen tomorrow is determined already in 

from anything we may do, and so aii de
useless* 

\Vhat is to 
any case 
liberation 

taken 
he asserts that everytnmg must 

be or not about to be or not to he'. 1 he also savs: 'It 
is not necessary that of every affirmation and denial of opposed 
statements one should be true and the other false. For in the casr 
of that \vhich exists not~ntiaHv bur nc~t actu.1 llv che rule vvhich 

good. ' 2 This 
statement and its 

;.vherc .,-\ristotle has 
that reveal the source of the 

held in anriquitv that 
of Bivai~nc~ and 

held strongly 
, ~ • • , l. -_ -- ~·,. ---_._~ ...... 6 ~ .... _!_!,\__,~.!..lad to d;ny it 

•;;'der to mamtam the aoctnne 01 free-will.4 Thoug-h Aristotle 
be that \vhen he wrote there ~,as already 

to deliberation such as these later 
the name of 'the lazy argumem 

for fatalisn1 s-~t out above is 
The mistake 

nature of truth and 

Ibid.~ 9 (18a39~18b:i). 
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falsity. V\' c have already seen in discussing Plato's views that there 
is a natural tendency to suppose that the predicates 'true' and 
'false' can properly be applied to sentences or forms of words, i.e. 
to ,.\6yoi in Plato's terminology, which is followed by Aristotle. 
This springs naturally from language; for we say that what 
people say is true or false, and \vhat they say (in one sense of 'say') 
is obviously a sentence. This way of thinking and speaking leads 
us to talk of something 'becoming true', 'remaining true for some 
time', or 'being true at one time but not at another'. For if we 
consider such a sentence as 'I am sitting by a stove', it is 
to say at a given time that it is true at that time, but v~'as not true 
earlier and will not be true later. Aristotle himself notices and 
explicitly adopts the usage in another place.' 

A little reflection shows that this account of the proper subject 
for the predicates 'true' and 'false' is unsatisfactory. Two persons 

utter the above sentence simultaneously, one speaking 
the other falsely. This fact had already puzzled the author 

of the oiaaoi A6c1oi. It is not the sentence or form of words which 
is true or false, ~ut what is expressed by it. The word 'proposition' 
has often been used in modern times to convev this notion and it 
is, on the whole, the most convenient for the ' 
avoid all confusion it is necessary, however, to 
a number of interrelated notions. 

( 1) A token-sentence is a sentence in that sense in which we mav 
sav 'He hesitated in the middle of his first sentence' or 'The sen'
tc~ce on the blackboard is badiv written' .2 A sentence in this sense 
is a particular set of sounds or'marks occurring at a definite time 
or existing for a definite period. 

A type-sentence is a sentence in that sense in which the same 
sentence may be said to occur many times. \\Then grammarians 
talk of sentences, they commonly refer to type-sentences. A sen
tence in this sense is a complete pattern of sounds or marks having 
meaning. It is not the sounds or marks in abstraction from the 
fact that they have meaning; for we should not call a set of 
sounds or marks a sentence unless we at least believed that it had 
meaning. Nor, on the other hand, is it a meaning or content con
sidered in abstraction from all determinate marks: for we cannot 

.. speak properly of the same sentence in different languages, but 
only of corresponding sentences. 

(3) A statement in the grammarian's sense is an indicative or de
clarative sentence, where 'sentence' n1eans 'type-sentence'. In 

Cat. 5 (43 ::::3). 
Cf.. C. S. Peirce's distinction between token-\vord and type-word in Collected 

lV. § 537· 
E 
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this sense statements arc distinguished from prayers, commands, 
&c., j~i~t as Aristotle distinguished dr.oc/;avrnw1 Aoyoi from all 
other .~oyoc. 

To make a statement is to utter an indicative sentence for 
of asserting something and the meaning of 'state

in this context is not the same as the grammarian's sense 
noticed above. For, as we have seen, persons who utter the same 
indicative sentence do not neccssarilv make the same statement, 
and one person may make different. statements by uttering the 
same indicative sentence on different occasions, e.g. bv saving 
on different days 'Today I am sitting in front of a st~vc': 01; th~ 
other hand, a man may utter two ditfrrent indicative sentences at 
different rimes and thereby make the same statement twice, e.g. 

on successive days 'I am sitting by a stove today' and 
a stove vesterdav'. :\foreover. it is not the case 

,_JL<-<-.<"1..u1g or \Vri!ing of a~1 indicative ~entence is 
of a statement. Acting, fiction-writing, and 

sraten1ents are obviously exceptions. It 
noticed that \vhen vve n-1ake a co1nplex (e.g. conC11uu11(.a 

make all the statements which vve 
uordinate clauses alone as complete 

savs 'If Charies entered for the 
didn)t corne in lasf does not state that Charles cn

although there is 

without assertion in 
of a subordinate clau~e such as those we 

DOSitions that the predicated 't~ue' 
For in order that these words 

is not necessary that any particular 
sentence shou!d have been snoken or written nor vet that anv 
statement should haw been ~1ade previously. What is expressed 

t~ie prota~is c:r apodosis of a co~dition3:1 statement may .rightly 
cnaractenzea as true or false, l he notion of a proposit10n has 

rise to some philosophical difficulties which will be noticed 

tic 

be no serious doubt of the facts of usage 
propositions 
In medieval 

and 
nas tn1s mean1nl: in 01aer ..t~nf!llsn. but 

devices 
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logician if he is to discuss propositions, \vhich he plainly must 
in order to elucidate the notion of validity. In modern European 
languages the device of inverted commas is sometimes used as a 
means of designating the proposition which could be expressed 
bv the use of the indicative sentence inside the inverted commas. 
e.g. 'He said, "I didn't hear you", which was true enough'. Thi~ 
use of inverted commas is to be distinguished from their use to 
form the designation of a type-sentence, e.g. 'He said, "Ah've 
not 'cerd thi", which she didn't understand'. The distinction is 
made clear bv the consideration that in translating the first 
Sentence, WC can translate the part inside inverted con'l'mas With
out altering the sense, or affecting the point, of the whole, whereas 
we cannot do this with the quotation in the second sentence. 

Having made these distin'ctions, it is possible to show clearly 
where Aristotle made his mistakes in the De Interpretatione. The 
argument in chapter g is faulty because he thinks of the predicates 
'true' and 'false' as applicable to something ! probably a sentence) 
at a eertain tin1e. \\'hat puzzles him is the fact that WC can say, 
'It is now true that there will be a naval battle tomorrow'. But 
the 'now' is superfluous. It may seem at first sight peculiarly 
uninformative to say, as Aristotle himself does in his :\1etap!rysics, 
'He speaks truly who says of what is that it is and of what is not 
that it is not'. But it is just this feature that has commended 
Aristotle's definition to later logicians who are anxious to avoid 
unnecessary metaphysical puzzles concerning the nature of truth. 
And their approval is justified; for Aristotle's definition gives the 
most important fact about the predicate 'true', namely that, if 
'P' is any propositional sign, the proposition that-P and the 
proposition that it is true that-P mutually entail each other. 
This holds also when the propositional sign is a sentence in the 
future tense. For it is true that there will be a naval battle 
tomorrow if, and only if, there will be a naval battle tomorrow. 
By introducing the phrase 'it is true that' we make no assumption 
about determinism which is not made by use of the simple sentence 
. the future tense. vVe mislead ourselves, however, when we 

as Aristotle does, of its being true now that there will be a 
battle tomorrow, for we thereby induce ourselves to sup

pose that this \\!'ill not be true tomorrow evening, when the battle 
is over, but something else will, i.e. 'There has been a naval battle 
today'. Two different sentences are plainly involved here, but they 
both express the same proposition in the sense that to convict 
anv oerson who uttered either of error would also be to convict 
of ~r;or any person who uttered the other at the appropriate time. 

The system of tenses in a language is a device whereby we 
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indicate the temporal relation of our spoken or written sentence 
(i.e. token-sentence) to the events of which we speak or write. 
A verb with a tense is, therefore, like the demonstratives, a 'token
refiexive' word, i.e. on each occasion of use it indicates the object 
of discourse by relating it to the token of itself which is then 
uttered or written.' To say 'He walked' is to indicate that the 
walking occurred before the utterance of the sentence. while 'He 
walks' indicates that it is contemporaneous, and so or~. Tenses or 
some similar device are therefore indispensable for the complete 
expression of singular propositions, i.e. those about uniq uc events; 
for any system of dating which may be ottered as an alternative 
must be explained by reference to the time of the utterance 

which it is introduced. 
The phrase 'to be true' is used in all tenses and there a~ some

what complicated rules which govern its combination with the 
tenses of the subordinate clause. Thus we have, for example, 
'It was true that there would be a naval battle', 'It is true that 
there has been a naval battle', and 'It is true tl~at there will be 
a naval battle'. The important thing w note is that in all cases 

in such a wav as to 
which entails ~nd is 

, . . . . original sentence. 
Thus the first of the sentences above can be replaced either by 

a naval battle' or bv 'There was a naval battle', 
'There has been a 

naval battle', and the 'There v;ill be a naval battle'. 
The use of 'is true' or "was true' is determined bv conditions of 

nDropriateness other than the truth of the proposition designated 
the 'that' clause. It adds nofurtherinformation. Consequently, 
is true that there will be a n;JYai battle' does not refer to the 

time of utterance in anv wav in which 'There will be a naval 
' ' for determinism can be 

nor do \Ve in uttering them make statements in the second 
sense of the word. But Y\re ~annot fiJrn:1ulate a prayer, corr1n1.and;' 

v;ithout expressing a proposition, and that proposition must 
there is 

and that is 
p. 284. 
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in fact true or false. This consideration explains the fact, which is 
obvious on reflection, that commands or prayers may stand in 
logical relations to each other and be of various logical forms. Ir 
one person says 'Shut the door' and another says 'Don't shut 
the door', both speaking to the same hearer and in quick suc
cession, thev contradict each other. Similarlv, there mav be 
conditi~nal 'requests, e.g. 'Plea.se come, if it is' fine', existe~tial 
questions, e.g. 'Are there people on 1vfars?', &c. 

Statements, commands, requests, & _., are to be distinguished 
by their different functions in social life. The fonction of state
m'.ems is mainly, although not solely, to convey information, that 
of commands and requests to induce people to do things, and 
so on. Connected with the fact that a given type of utterance has 
a certain function is the fact that an utterance not only expresses 
a proposition but also manifests or evinces an attitude towards 
the proposition expressed. ·when we make statements vve manifest 
belief in the propositions expressed; when vv·e give orders we 
manifest a wish that the propositions expressed should be true. 
We may be insincere in manifesting any of these attitudes. If we 
evince belief insincerely we are sail to lie, but the notion of lying 
is not extended to other forms of utterance, except doubtfully to 
promises. It is because the function of statements is mainly to 
convey information, i.e. to induce others to accept certain pro
positions as true, that they are evaluated mainly as true or false, 
whereas commands are evaluated as wise or unwise, and not 
solely by consideration of whether or not they are fulfilled. For 
this reason it is usual to characterize statements in both senses as 
true or false. 

It will be convenient here to enumerate various different uses 
of 'true' and 'false' and to explain how they are related: 

( 1) Propositions are true or false in the basic sense. 

Token sentences are true when they express true proposi-

(3) Type-sentences of the statement variety are true when they 
express true propositions. It is the fact that a given type-sentence 
containing a token-reflexive may express at one time and in one 
ccontext a true, and at another time or in another context, a false 
proposition, which led to the puzzle of the 8iaao1 Aoyot and also 

that of chapter 9 of the De lnierpretatione. It should be noticed 
a sentence containing a token-reflexive taken out of context 

expresses no proposition at all and should not be called true or 
false, e.g. the sentence ·There will be a naval battle tomorrow' 

'as used in this chapter, being purely illustrative, does not express 
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Such sentences are puzzling because we can say 
of them that they 'become true', 'remain true for some time', 
and 'cease to be true', e,g. 'The reigning British monarch is a 
Queen' has been true at various times in history, is now true and 
will again cease to be true. This means that at certain times the 
s~tuatlon is such that the sentence then expresses a true proposi-
tion. 

A person makes a true statement when he utters a declara
tive sent~nce which expresses a true proposition. He need not be 
sincere: for it is possible to make a true statement by mistake, 
believing oneself to be lying. 

Beliefs, thoughts, or opinions are true when their expres
sions would be the expressions of true propositions. 

From this account it wili be seen that Aristotle made two mis
takes in the De Intaprelatione. In the first place, he was misled 
the confusion of sentence and statement on the one hand 

on the other into a faulty argument about deter
to an unnecessarv limitation of the Princinle of 

Bivalence. by confiniiig his attention to decia~ative 
there cannot be logical rcla

These mistakes are of 
not of great 

no importance to Aristotle, 
consideration of ~:ie Topi_cs, 

sentences. 1 ne puzzles 
do not arise in connexion 

hev ever exDress true 
propositio~s, prov.i'ded only 

constituent symbols remain unaltered. 
mistake in cliapter q of the De /nter

consequences for'. his l~gic as developed 
other parts of the De lnterpretatione and in thr- Prior Anafytics. 

:rhe second _rni~take, has als~ no ~erious consequ~~ces, since logic 
1s concerned \Vlth tne relations netween propos1t1011s. and once 
th:--sc a~rc >.vorked out, the results can be applied t~ sentences 
other than statements. 

5. The Four Forrns General Statement 

concerned in the De to group state-
sueh that the second is the denial of the first. 

the one 1Nill also be 
one must be true 

case of statements 
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about the future, the obvious exception to this rule is the in
definite statement, e.g. 'Man is white'. The only way to deny 
this is to say '.l\'1an is not white', but as Aristotle points out these 
two statements may be true together.' The indefinite statement 
now drops out oflogicai consideration. Aristotle says in the Prior 
Ana!ytics that for purposes of syllogistic it is equivalent to the par
ticular statement,' i.e. he treats it, according to the doctrine 
foreshadowed in the Topics,' as a disjunction of the universal and 

and so equivalent in inferential force to the latter. This 
provides some justification for treating it as existential. 

Putting aside the indefinite statement, Aristotle recognizes three 
forms of statement which affirm a predicate of a subject, the 
singular, the universal, and the particular. In a singular state
ment the subject term is the name of an individual that can11ot 
itself be predicated of anything else, e.g. 'Callias'. In a general 
statement, on the other hand, the subject term is said to be a 
symbol for a kind, e.g. 'man' and such that it may be predicated 
of many individuals. Further, statements which concern kinds 
may be. distinguished according as they are or are not universal 
in scope. Thus 'Every man is ·white' is universal because it is 
about ail instances ofhumanitv, and it must be distinguished from 
the particular statement 'Some man is white'. The most important 
and influential part of his theory is concerned with the opposition 
of universal and particular statements. 

Combination of the distinction between universal and par
ticular with the distinction between affirmative and negative 
yields a fourfold classification of general statements according 
to the following scheme, in which each type is illustrated by 
Aristotle's own example: 

Universal Affirmative 
Every man is white 

contrary 

Universal Negative (E) 
No man is white 

~~:?-'?t . ~ ·'"'v ~~;;~s,/ 
,,,,:/"-Qf' 

cC-:;,..Y 'C't0 

/ ~· 
, ~' 

Particular Afjirmalii'e 
Some man is white 

De Interbretatione, 7 (I 7b30). 
3 'Topica:iii. 6 (120"15-17;.' 

Particular ]{egative ( 0) 
Some man is not white 

• An. Pr. i. 7 (29'27), 


