Haec autem est dialectica, cui quidem omnis veritatis seu falsitatis dis-
cretio ita subjecta est ut omnis philosophiae principatum dux universae
doctrinae atque regimen possideat. ABELARD

Lockius aliique qui spernunt non intelligunt, LEIBNIZ
Neque enim leges intellectui aut rebus damus ad arbitrium nostrum; sed
tanguarn scribae fideles ab ipsius naturae voce latas et prolatas excipimus et

describimus. CANTOR

Inimicus Plato, sed magis inimica falsitas. TARSKI

THE
DEVELOPMENT

OF LOGIC

BY

WILLIAM KNEALE

F.B.A.
AND

MARTHA KNEALE

OXFORD
AT THE CLARENDON PRESS




44 ARISTOTLE'S ORGANON

1;::16 over his {n‘st{ attempt to bring order out of chaos. As part of
th e-Or'rg{am:)xn, the Topics continued to influence students of philo-
sophy untii the seventeenth century, but we cannot in retro t
sa’y tl}a't it has contributed much to the devei@pme;t of ;Op;if‘
ez:g_e}ZL indirectly through the impulse it gave to the elahoration
of the medieval theory of consequentiae.
’m‘vﬂgcreas in the Topics the word ‘syllogism’ was used in
;h;og tix;;c:«‘vlth 1‘ts ctymology fo/r any conclusive argument from
more | one premiss, in the Analytics it is used in a narrower
:;fl;\lt; qo{ifaap};c?d?{ reaﬂsor;mg that relates two general terms by
eans of a middle term; an(!i m scveral passages of the Prior
Anaiytics Avistotle claims that ail proof, properly so called, involv
such reasoning.’ His elaboration of the rules of s‘vﬁar;i“t’ s
Afzst?t%e's chief title to fame as a logician, but it must be recog.
nized that the development to which we have just drawn Z:t?rgg:
t;c:j {ﬁ‘?r?sm}ts a restriction of Interest. Aristoile came to think
s ;rcliud\ :i svﬂriglsms n s narrow sense was the central
‘ i the study of reasoning, because he came to believe that
in cvery statement worth serious consideration as a thesis of
5LA nee one general term was asserted or denied of another, either
;lnl ;"sai.i,, or in part. ‘Thus in the first of the passaqe; men-
Gy:ﬁ:salzo;}:;mﬁrc 1t ; A‘S to f:,x‘p‘lain the cent?ai‘impoki‘tancc of
OgIstc ne pegins by saying: ‘It is necessary that every demon-
7 syllogism should prove either that sémcthing
does not, and this either universally or in pa;t 2
at statements admissible as pfcmisseé must
roi, the rest tollows, as we shall see when
detail. But it may be asked why in his
ed 50 much Importance to general state-
e e, motio d trmrb bp‘f':‘(;iai at.tention to such state-
ent already in the doctrine of the predicables which
t roughout his Zopics, and it is implicit in the
¢ 01 the interconnexions of forms, from which we
at his inquiry began. When Aristotle asserted
d count as proof un established a proposi-
r dogmatically what
- But the hardening
onnexion with the work-
ence pr in the Posterior Analytics.
concerned chiefly with the doctrine
icn to consider
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4. Aristotle’s Theory of Meaning and Truth

The introductory chapters of the De Interprelaiione appear to
be closely linked with Plato’s discussion of truth and falsity in the
Sophist; for Aristotle begins by saying that the terms ‘moun’
(8voua), ‘verb’ {pfua), and ‘proposition’ or ‘statement’ {Aévos)
rmust be defined. Like Plato he considers both the spoken words
and the mental experiences (mafjpara) or thoughts {vofuara} of
which they are said to be the symbols. He implies that it is the
thoughts to which the predicates ‘true’ and ‘false’ primarly
belong, apparently on the ground that while the spoken words
are different for different peoples, the thoughts and the things of
which they are resemblances (Spowdpara) are the same for ali
alike. The truth or falsity of the spoken word is derivative.!

Aristotle also follows Plato in two other contentions. First he
says that every thonght or part of discourse which is to be true
or false must be composite. The noun or verb taken alone has
significance (onpaive ¢}, but is not true or false.? Secondly, he
recognizes that spoken words are significant by convention { KoTd
owixqy).3 He distinguishes the noun from the verb by saving
that the former is “without time’ (dvev ypdvov)* while the latter

‘signifies time in addition’ ( mpoconpelve xpdvov).s 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 1 of the De Interpretatione between the
use of the verb ‘to be’ ‘simply” and ‘according to time’ (3} amAids
Hxard ypévor) which might be interpreted as a contrast between
tensed and uniensed assertion.t 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 with the Platonic metaphysics of the realm of
timeless Forms, which he had abandoned. If 50, this step had
“serious consequences for his philosophy of logic, as we shall see
later.
Aristotle distinguishes among sentences {Adyor) 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

_ nottrue or false, although they have complete meaning. Aristotle’s
technical name for the declarative sentence is dwépavois or Adyos

2 Ibid. 1 {16%13).
D¢ Interpretatione 2 {16219},
f.

Y Dg Interpretations, 1 (1679).
o .
6 Cf, also An. Pr. i 15 {34"7)-

37 0bid. 2 (16719). Cf. Plato’s Cratlus, 384D,
5 Thid, 3 (16%6).
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srodayrixds.t 1 ici
dmodavrixds.t 1t has been usual among logicians to follow

,;Arxsitotie’s lead here and to dismiss prayers, commands, &c., as
having only rhetorical interest. We shall see that there is sgn:e
confusion in this attempt to delimit the sphere of logic.
Although the notions of truth and falsity are essential to his
cxglanatmn of dmodarrikds Adyos, Aristotle does not commit him-
S.t;l! to any definition of these in his logical writings. In the Meta-
physics, 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 tflgt it
is not’2 Here again Aristotle follows the doctrine of Plato’
Saphist. / S
e B :
N <1hr3‘ first four chapters of the De Inierpretatione are perfunctory.
for“st:vde Seefﬁ? lmpz}flcnt to get on to his vdiscus'sion'of contradic-
ry pairs and the formal classification to which it leads. Like
others who have made logical discoveries of the first importance
he is somewhat impatient of the philosophy of logic it s too
roublesome to be really clear about the pz"ciimin?trie:s Unfor-
nately the neglect of these can lead to some logical trouble ‘In
the case of Aristotle the result is the very odd and puzzlin Eil‘csis
o whﬂzch he commits himselfin Cha)tcrl(} of the De Interprftaiia;rze
~ Before giving an account of this, it is convenient to say heré
EaE ~‘x’1sto‘tnm accepts : ge}qcrai the principles which came to be
xnown later as the Law of Contradiction and the Law of Excluded
’\ iddle. These are ctdfcd in several passages of his Metaphysics
L S

et et p

S

{including one which contai
quoted above) and run as follows:

. . . as for example that it is
‘m or to deny and that it is

t Dr}r}cn-l“c is that it is impossible for the same
o belong to the same thing at the same time

thing to belong and no

n same respect.’t
is not possible that
a contradiction, but

hould be anvthi
should be anything between the two

er alternative formulations
ile the first and second give
w of Contradiction,

> Arnistotle questions the

g

iea, I, 7 (1oriPe6-27).

s Ibid. I, 5 (1011%23-24).
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assumption that every declarative sentence is true or false. It
might seem that he 1s 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? 1§ true or
false is called the Principle of Bivalence and has heen distinguished
from the Law of Excluded Middlez which s generally formulated
‘Fither 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 are, 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*. Itis
important to make the distinction here for what Aristotle appears
to be doing in this chapter is to question the Principle of Bivalence
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 Interpret tione by constructing the notion of a con-
tradictory pair (duridaccs). This is defined as a pair of statements
in which the same thing is respectively asserted and denied of the
same thing.’ It is not obvious that in the case of cvery 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
says, ‘Man is white’ and “Man is not white’ are both true. It s,
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 of Excluded Middle we can say today :

(1) Either there will be a naval battle tomorrow or there will
not be a naval battle tomorrow.

And this seems to be equivalent to the assertion:

(2) 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:

(3) Ifitis true now that there will be a naval battle tomorrow,
it is necessary in relation to this fact about the present that

T We use the word ‘statement’ here as conveniently ambiguous between the
notion of a declarative sentence and another notion which will be explained below.
2 By ], Lukasiewicz, appendix to *Philosophische Bemerkungen zu mehrwertigen
Systemen des Aussagenkalkiils’, Comptes rendus des séances de la Société des sciences et des
lettres de Varsovie, 1930, and Arisiotle’s Syllogistic, p. B2.

3 De Interpretatione, 6 {1734} + Ibid. 7 {17"30}.
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therce should be a naval battle tomorrow ; and similarly
i it is true now that there will not be a naval battle to-
morrow, it is necessary in relation to this fact about the
present that there should not be a naval battle tomorrow.,

sether there follows the conclusion :
{4) W hut 13 to happen tomorrow is dettrmmcd already in
any case apart from any (hmc’ we may do, and so all de-
izbfra*zon is useless.
rei (:Lean} somiething wrong in
ristotle does right to reject it
t dH cle T, He seems

thisshort proofof fatalism,
; but his solution of the puzzie
o admit {1} and (3) and the fact
(3) taken t gct ner but to deny thas
( For while he asserts that ‘e"ewthmv must
r notbe, be about to be or not to he’ ! .1 he also says: ‘It
;‘s not ncuwar\: that ofa ery aflirmation and denial of opposed
§ ments one should be true and the other false, For in the case
at which exists ’)Ot&l’xt 'ﬁy t not actually the rule v hic‘r:
$ to that whi uold good.’ Thxs
nt and its

to mean
can be true
! belng true. In othe '\\ordq /
v of I\uudcrE :v?wf?die
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: thought he had to deny it
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eration such as these later
name of ‘the fazy argumens’

g with the argume nt for{ La{ansm R‘"’t out abave is
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falsity. We have already seen in discussing Plato’s views that there
15 a natural tendency to suppose that the predicates ‘true’ and
‘false’ can properly be applied to sentences or forms of words, 1.e.
to Adyo: in Plato’s terminology, which is followed by Amtotls.
This springs naturally from language; for we say that what
people say is true or false, and what they say (in one sense of ‘say’)
18 obviously a sentence. This way of thinking and speaking leads
us to talk of something bewmmg 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’, 1t is templing
to say at a given time that it is true at that time, but was not true
earher and will not be true later. Aristotle himself notices and
explcitly adopts the usage in another place.?

A Jittle reflection shows that this account of the proper subject
for the predicates ‘true’ and ‘false’ is unsatisfactory. Two persons
may utter the above sentence simultaneously, one speaking truly
and the other falsely. This fact had already puzzled the author
of the 8looor Adyoe. It is not the sentence or form of words which
1s true or false, but what is expressed by it. The word “proposition’
has often been used in modern times to convey this notion and it
is, on the whole, the most convenient for the purpose. In order to
avoid all confusion it 1s necessary, however, to distinguish here
a number of interrclated notions.

{1} A token-senience is a sentence in that sense in which we may
say ‘e hesitated in the middle of his first sentence’ or “The sen-
tence on the blackboard is badly written’.2 A sentence in this sense
1s a particular set of sounds or marks occurring at a definite time
or existing for a definite period.

{2) A Iype-sentence is a sentence in that sense in which the same
sentence may be said to occur many times. When 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 1s not the sounds or marks in absiraction 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 la.n.gruagesp but
only of corresponding sentences,

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

. Peirce’s distinction between token-word and type-word in Collected
o
i

E
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atements arc distinguished from prayers, commands,
jus ;‘ 'fX ristotle dl\ungu‘shed asr O@(IJTL‘(O“ AoyoL from aH
OthCl Xoyot
To make a statement 1s to utter an indicative sentence for
the purpose of asserting somcthmg and the meanlng of ‘state-
ment’ 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 necessarily make the same statement,
and one person may make different statements by uttering the
same indicative sentence on different occasions, e.g. by saying
on different days “Today I am siiting in front of a stove’ On the
other hand, a man may utter two different indicative sentences at
different times and therem make the same statement twice, €.g.
by saying on suu:essne days ‘I am sitting by a stove today’ and
pg by a stove '\LS[L‘"du\ Moreover, it is not the case
iking or writing of an indicative semenc always
g of a statement. Actmw fiction- wntmg. and hp ortng
le’s statements are obviously excsptlon\ It sh ould
iced tha L\mmxwmdhcdcomn ex {e.g. conditional}
statements which we
make by using !;‘ e S ubordm:nc ﬂ uses alone as co
es. Thus so who says ‘If Charles entered foz
lidn’t come in last” does not state that Charles en-
mes came in last, although there is certainly
ed by each of

the subordinate clauses.
, af content is that which 1s asserted
a statement or expressed without assertion in
2 subordinate clause such as those we hav eJmt
Wude cariy 1t 35 G proposition: fhat the predicated ‘true’
and falsé; ﬂppi fundamentaily, For in order that these words
should ha ap’mcq tion 1t is not nec CbSdT‘)"' that any particular
sen ence should have been spoken or written nor yet that any
ent should have been made previously. What is expressed
pmtams or apodosis of a conditional statement may 11ght1v
racterized as true or false. The notion of a proposmon has
se to some philesophical difficulties which will be noticed
t. there can-be no senom doubt of the facts of usage
re. Sentences and clauses which express propositions
1 as propositional signs. In medieval
used 1n th 1€ sense of D“Op(‘Slth"l’ﬂ sign’ and
I i ining in older Eng 1sh; but
: ‘propositional content.’
1isa ‘that” ciause or some linguis-
levices must be aliowed to the
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logician if he is to discuss propositions, which he plainly must
in order to clucidate the notion of validity. In modern European
languages the device of inverted commas 1s sometimes used as a
means of designating the proposition which could be expressed
by the use of the indicative sentence inside the inverted commas,
e.g. ‘He sald, “I didn’t hear you”, which was true enough’. This
use of inverted commas is to be dxstmgulshed from their use to
form the designation of a type-sentence, e.g. ‘He said, “‘Ah’ve
not ’eerd thi”, which she didn’t understand’. The distinction is
made clear by the consideration that in translating the first
sentence, we can translate the part inside inverted commas 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 distinctions, 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 Llpphcab‘u: to something {probably a sentence)
at a certain time. What puzzles him is the fact that we can say,
‘It is now true that there will be a naval battle tomorrow’. But
the ‘now’ is superflucus. It may seem at first sight peculiarly
uninformative to say, as Aristotle himself does in his Metaphysics,
‘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
Auistotle’s definition to later logicians who are anxious to avoid
unnecessary metaphysical puzzles concerning the nature of truth.
And their approval is justified ; for Axistotle’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 1t 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
“in the future tense. We muslead ourselves, however, when we
speak, as Aristotle does, of its being true now that there will be a
naval battle tomorrow, for we thereby induce ourselves to sup-
pose that #Ais will not be true tomorrow evening, when the battle
is over, but something else will, i.e. “There has been a naval battle
oday’. Two different sentences are plainly invelved here, but they
both express the same proposition in the sense that to convict
“any person who uitered either of error would also be to convict
“of error 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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mdicate 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 tensc is, therefore, like the demonstratives, a “token-
reflexive” 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 on. Tenses or
some similar device are therefore indispensable for the complete
expression of singular propositions, 1.e. those about unique events;
for any systern of dating which may be offered as an alternative
must be explained by reference to the time of the utterance
through which it is introduced.

The phrase “to be true’ is used in all tenses and there ase 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 batile’, and ‘It is true that there will be
a naval battle’. The important thing to note is that in all cases
the verb to be” with ‘true’ can be climinated in such a way as to
leave a sentence expressing a proposition which entails and is
entailed by the proposition expressed by the original sentence.
Thus the first of the sentences above can be replaced either by
“There s a naval battle’ or by was a naval battle’,
according to circumstances, the second by ‘There has been a
naval battle’, and the third by “There will be a naval battle’,
The use of “Is true’ or ‘was true’ 1s determined by conditions of
appropriateness osther than the truth of the proposition designated
by the “that’ clause. It adds no further information. Consequently,
‘It is true that there will be a naval battle’ does not refer to the
time of utterance in any way in which “There will be a naval
battle’ does not. In short, no argument for determinism can be
drawn from this form of expression, and Aristotle is not obliged
to find here any exception to the Principle of Bivalence.

Having made a distinction between sentences and propositions,
also see wi was unnecessary for Aristotle to exclude

yers, commands, &c¢., from logical consideration. The lingustic
expressions for these are not statements in our first sense of the
d, nar do we in uttering them make statements in the second

- of the word. But we cannot formulate a prayer, command,
c., without expressing a proposttion, and that proposition must

false. Thus in the commmand ‘Shut the door’ there is
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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. If
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, they contradict each other. Similarly, there may be
conditional requests, e.g. ‘Please come, if it is fine’, existential
questions, e.g. ‘Are there people on Mars?’, &ec.

Statements, commands, requests, & ., are to be distinguished
by their different functions in social life. The function of state-
ments is mainly, although not solely, to convey information, that
of conmumands 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 we manifest
belict in the propositions expressed; when we 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 said 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.

{2) Token sentences are truc when they express true proposi-
‘tions.

{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
ontext a true, and at another time or in another context, a false-
Droposition, which led to the puzzle of the 8izool Adye: and also
o that of chapter g of the De Interpretatione. It should be noticed
hat a sentence containing a token-reflexive taken out of context
expresses no proposition at all and should not be called true or
alse, e.g. the sentence “There will be a naval battle tomorrow’
sused in this chapter, being purely illustrative, does not express
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w

any proposition. Such sentences arc 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
situation is such that the sentence then expresses a true proposi-
tion.

{4) A person makes a true statement when he utters a declara-
tive sentence which expresses a true proposition. He need not be
sincere: for it is oosszbm to make a true statement by mistake,
Dchcvmg oneself to be lying.

{5) Beliefs, thoughts, or opinions are true when their expres-

ons would be the expressions of true propositions.

Frmr this account 1t will be seen that Aristotle made two mis-
takes in the De Inierpretatione. In the first place, he was misled by
the confusion of sentence and statement on the one hand with
it i the other into a faulty argument about deter-

0 an unnecessary ilmitation of the pdndple of

onfining his attention to declars
d wsely that there cannot be logical 1
s between utterances of other types. These mistakes are of
i Eosophlca interest, but fortunately not of great

. The fir st is of no importance to Aristotle,
ve noticed in cur consideration of the Topics,
> o confine his attention to general sentences. The puzzles
co,icerning tenses aﬁd token-~reflexives do not arise in connexion

i 1] ences of science, Whmh if they ever express true

proposuions, provided only
ent symbols remain unaltered.
hapter g of the De Inter-
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> and in the Prior Analytics.
dkc has alsf‘ no serious consequences, since logic
sncerned with the relations between propositions, and once
e are worked out, the resulis can be applied to sentences
than statements.

we have seen ;,Jt alw ays, Lhu one w‘ll also be
¢ other in tpe sense that one must be true
dubious case of statements
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about the future, the obvious exception to this rule is the n-
definite statement, e.g. ‘Man is white’. The only way to deny
this is to say “Man is not white’, but as Aristotle points out these
two statements may be true together.! The indefinite statement
now drops out of logical consideration. Aristotle says in the Prior
Analytics 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
particular and so equivalent in inferential force to the latter. This
provides some justiﬁc&tion for treating it as existential.

Pumng aside the indefinite statement, Aristotle recognizes three
forms of statement which affirm a prudlcatc of a subjeu; the
singular, the universal, and the particular. In a singular state-
ment the subject term is the name of an individual that cannot
itself be predicated of anything else, ¢.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 all instances of humanity, 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
vields a fourfold classification of general statements according
to the following scheme, in which each type is illustrated by
Aristotle’s own example:

Universal Negative (E)
No man is white

Universal Affirmative (A)
Every man is white

contrary

~. 0
~Pn <
%‘ \\C\Q /
» / NS
o e,

/

Particular Affirmative (I Particular ’v'ggzzz‘z'va {0}
Some man is white Some man is not white

© De Interpretatione, 7 (17°30). * An. Pr.oi 7 (29727)s
3 Topica, iii. 6 {120%15-17}.



