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Alexander of Aphrodisias on the Principle
of Non-Contradiction: The Argument “from
Signification”

In Metaph. 44, Aristotle sets out to refute the views of those who deny the principle
of non-contradiction. The nature and scope of these arguments have been a matter
of scholarly controversy. Elizabeth Anscombe accurately described this text as
“long, difficult and bad-tempered” but pointed out that in it Aristotle was making
a connection between his ontology and the principle of non-contradiction." Some
prominent logicians questioned the status of PNC as an indemonstrable first
axiom.” Some leading Aristotle scholars saw his arguments in support of PNC in
Metaphysics as a sign of his departure from a demonstrative model of science de-
veloped in the Posterior Analytics.® Clearly this difficult text has been used to sup-
port several very weighty claims, and even this alone would make understanding it
important for students of Aristotle. Alexander’s interpretation has received some
critical attention in recent scholarship,* but many questions still remain.

In this paper, I would like to provide an outline of Alexander’s reading of Ar-
istotle’s argument which will allow us to see how his position stands in the light of
contemporary discussions of Aristotle’s argument. After a very brief summary of
the main points of Aristotle’s argument in I' 4 in § 1, I discuss (in § 2) Alexander’s
interpretation of elenctic demonstration (with special attention to his distinction
between the elenchos proper and the more general argument from signification),
and in § 3, I try to show that Alexander develops his own version of unrestricted
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essentialist interpretation of Aristotle’s argument which has some philosophical
merits.

1 Outline of Aristotle’s Argument

The discussion of the principle of non-contradiction is answering the question
raised in the second aporia of Metaph. 3.2: “Is it the task of a single science to in-
vestigate both the ultimate principles of being and the basic principles of reason-
ing (e.g., the principle of non-contradiction)? Or is it the task of fundamentally dif-
ferent sciences?” (996b26-997a15). In Metaph. 4.3, the question is reformulated to
ask whether it belongs to the same or different sciences to treat of what is called
in theoretical disciplines “axioms” and of being.® Aristotle’s answer supports the
first disjunct: it is the task of the single science, for these principles belong to
all the things that are rather than to some particular kind separate from others
(1005a22-23).

In the space of a dozen lines in Metaph. 4.3, we have several formulations of
the principle:®

PNC-I ([A] belonging and not belonging to [B]): 1t is impossible for the same thing both to be-
long and not to belong to the same thing at the same time and in the same respect—and let us
assume we have drawn all the further distinctions that might be drawn to meet logical com-
plaints (1005b19-20)

PNC-II (contrary attributes belonging to the same thing): It is impossible that contrary attrib-
utes should belong at the same time to the same subject (the usual qualifications must be pre-
supposed in this premiss too) (1005b26-27)

PNC-III (fA] being and not being [B]): It is impossible for anything at the same time to be and
not to be (F) (1006a3-4)

PNC-1V (veridical or semantic): It is impossible that it should at the same time be true to say of
the same thing both that it is man and that it is not man. (1006b33-34)

In Metaph. 4.3, Aristotle establishes that the PNC is the “firmest” principle about
which it is impossible to be mistaken. Aristotle’s goal, as he explains, is not to de-
monstrate (i.e., scientifically prove) the PNC: this is impossible as it would require

5 For a recent study of Aristotle’s overall strategy in Metaph. 4.3-6, see Crubellier (2008).

6 For a recent detailed study of these formulations and on relation of PNC to other logical prin-
ciples making up the Law of Contradiction in Aristotle and later tradition, see Cavini (2007 and
2008).
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a derivation of PNC from some prior principle. Rather, his goal is to show that
given that it is true, it is necessary to believe it and rejecting it is implausible.”

Aristotle’s argument in Metaph. 44 can be divided into three parts. The first
part (Aristotle, 1005b35-1006a28, Alexander’s commentary in Metaph. 271, 24-275,
20) opens with a methodological preamble, in which Aristotle tells us that there
are some people who deny the PNC in full earnest, and some others still who
ask for its demonstration. This latter query is, for Aristotle, a sign of poor educa-
tion (1005b35-1006a11).

Despite this disparaging remark, Aristotle still goes on to say that it is indeed
possible to demonstrate the PNC, not by an unqualified demonstration, which
would require deriving the PNC from a more fundamental principle, but by a
qualified one, which he calls “elenctic”, or “refutative”. This kind of demonstration
will be effective against those people who subvert the proof of the “firmest prin-
ciple” in Metaph. 4.3 by claiming that they are happy to deny its assumption, i.e.,
the truth of PNC, and so also on rational grounds deny it as the principle governing
their beliefs. Aristotle promises to show how they cannot avoid committing to PNC
on pain of being unable to engage in any rational discourse. (1006a11-28).

In the second part (Aristotle 1006a28-1007b18, Alexander 275, 23-290, 21), after
the introduction of the concept of elenctic demonstration and the general explana-
tion of the way it works, Aristotle sets out the details of the argument from signi-
fication. It is the longest single argument in this chapter. Its main line is punctuated
by a number of departures building up towards additional arguments that result in
several important points and distinctions which Aristotle uses to respond to possi-
ble difficulties or counterexamples and stave off any misreadings of the proposed
argument. I'll look at its main steps in the course of my discussion of Alexander’s
interpretation.

The third part contains six shorter arguments in which Aristotle goes on to
show further implausible consequences of the denial of the principle of non-con-
tradiction.®

My main focus in this paper is on the elenctic demonstration and the argu-
ment from signification which correspond to the first and second parts of the over-
all argument of Gamma 4.

7 This argument has been at the centre of controversy; see Lukasiewicz (1993), pp. 22-48, Barnes
(1969), and Wedin (2004).

8 Argument from monism (1007b18-1008a2, Alexander 290, 24-292, 21), argument from the law of
excluded middle (1008a2-7/292, 24-293, 32), arguments against partial and total denial of PNC
(1008a7-34/293,35-2976), argument from bivalence (1008a34-b2/2977-25), argument from truth
and pragmatic (1008b2-31, 297 28-300, 22), argument from the more and less (1008b31-1009a5/
300, 24-301, 25).
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2 Alexander on Elenctic Demonstration

Aristotle’s argument in Metaph. 44 starts with an explanation of the goals and epis-
temic status of his proofs in defense of the PNC. These proofs are addressed to
those opponents who would not accept the PNC and would ask for its demonstra-
tion. Aristotle indicates that although the principle does not need a demonstration,
there must be a rational way of establishing the truth of the principle for its op-
ponents, by showing that some of their assumptions depend on it, and so they can-
not deny it without denying also some of those assumptions.

(T1) (1) But it is possible to demonstrate by way of refutation also about this, that it is impos-
sible, if only the disputant says something. If he says nothing, it is ridiculous to look for a
speech® in response to one who has a speech of nothing, in so far as he has not; such a person,
in so far as he is such is similar to a plant. (2) I say that an elenctic demonstration differs
from a demonstration because someone who is demonstrating would seem to be begging
the question, whereas if another were to be responsible in such a way it would be refutation
but not a demonstration (1006a11-18)*°

This “demonstration by refutation” or “elenctic demonstration”** must be different

from both a standard demonstration and a standard elenchos. We already know
the reason why it cannot be a standard demonstration: a demonstration would
need an even more fundamental principle as its premiss, and this Aristotle will
not concede. It cannot be an elenchos propex because an elenchos is a reduction
to a contradiction,' but Aristotle’s opponents will not be taking a contradiction
in their claims as a sign of defeat, as it is their position that it is not problematic.

The logical structure of the elenctic demonstration of the impossibility of the
denial of PNC mirrors the dialectical reductio ad absurdum in the following way.

9 ‘Speech’ translates Adyog, the word that is rendered differently in different translations. In this
paper I largely follow Kirwan’s translation of Metaphysics Gamma and Madigan’s translation of
Alexander’s commentary. In both cases light modifications will be obvious (needed in part for
some consistency of vocabulary). Kirwan translates Adyog as ‘statement’, while Madigan prefers
‘speech’. There are many other possibilities. I will keep the translation ‘speech’ for both Aristotle
and Alexander, understanding by it a meaningful speech which can be used by the parties in a
dialectical argument rather than any utterance.

10 (1) €0t & AmoSel&at EAeyKTIKMG Kal Tept TOVTOL GTL ASVVATOV, &V HOVOVY TLAEYN O AUELGPNTOV:
v 8¢ unBev, yerolov 10 {NTeLV AGyov TIpoG TOV UnBevog £xovta Adyov, 1j Wi £xel dpolog yap eute o
70100706 f] T0L00TOg {N. (2) TO & EAeyKTIKDG AMOSETEaL Aéyw Stapépewy Kal T0 modeiEal, 6tL &o-
Setkviwy pev av 80getev aitelabat 0 €v apyfj, GAlov 8¢ Tod TolovToL aitiov Gvtog EAeyyog &v ein
Kal oUK amoSelELg.

11 Metaph. 44: 1006a15. See a fine discussion of this passage in Crubellier (2008).

12 An. Pr. 2.20, 66b11, 8. See also Soph. EL 9, 170b1.10, 171a2.4.
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While in the reductio, the respondent aims to hold on to his professed beliefs and
avoid the trap that will lead him to a contradiction, in our special case the respond-
ent is happily embracing any contradictory statement and the dialectician’s task is
to force him into making a statement that would prove that he cannot be commit-
ted to a contradiction.

Formalizing a standard dialectical discussion will give us something like this:

{l, {B €T| A&~A}} |- ~B"®

Here T stands for any beliefs the respondent may have, and B is a particular belief
that entails a contradiction. In order to avoid the contradiction, the respondent
must reject B (deriving ~ B).

Formalizing the elenctic demonstration will give us the following strange re-
sult:

{T, {B €T, (A&~A) | ~B}} |- ~(A&~A)

Here, T stands for any beliefs the respondent may have, and B is a particular belief
that is so important to the respondent, that whatever formula entails its denial
must be rejected, even if this leads the respondent to the denial of the contradic-
tion, to which he was committed to begin with.

P. Gottlieb has aptly called this proof “the elenctic demonstration turned up-
side down”."* The respondent is forced to deny the contradiction because denying
one of his other premisses, B, is still less acceptable to him. It is very hard to imag-
ine what kind of a dilemma could be so powerful as to force the denier of the PNC
to drop this commitment of his. As M. Crubellier has pointed out, it is the task of a
questioner to discover the kind of premiss that the respondent will not be able to
deny."

An important constraint for the questioner is that his proposed premiss can-
not involve any reference to the law of contradiction. Aristotle describes this step,
i.e., the premiss of the proof supplied by the opponent to make the refutation pos-
sible, as satisfying a condition “if only the disputant says something” (T1.1). The

13 I am grateful to Stephen Menn for discussing the formalism with me (he is not responsible for
the final version).

14 Gottlieb (2009).

15 Crubellier (2008), p. 391.
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meaning of “says something” has been controversial. We will take a look at
Alexander’s understanding of this condition.

Alexander generally seems to be treating Aristotle’s argument as dialectical,
because its main purpose is the refutation of those who object to the PNC, and be-
cause by refuting them and showing the reasons for accepting the PNC, one still
contributes to the elucidation of the principles of science, which is one of the
main tasks of dialectic outlined by Aristotle in Topics 1.2. *¢

Alexander begins his analysis of this proof by describing the difference be-
tween the demonstration simpliciter and the elenctic demonstration.

(T2) (1) The one who demonstrates something without qualification assumes certain things as
primary and more familiar than the thing to be demonstrated, and attempts in this way to
demonstrate the proposition. (2) But it is not possible to assume anything primary and
more familiar than this axiom, as has been said [1005b12-25], and so it is not possible to dem-
onstrate it either. (3) Further, one who assumes from himself'” and posits that everything ei-
ther is or is not what he says it is will seem to be begging the question, i.e., to be assuming in
advance the object of the inquiry, for this is what the inquiry was about. (4) Since, however,
the refutation is carried on in reply to someone else, i.e., is derived from what the respondent
posits (a refutation is a syllogism that leads by way of questioning to a contradiction), it can
also be carried on by way of such premisses. (5) For such a syllogism is not carried on by way
of premisses that are primary, nor will one appear to beg the question [by assuming this]
from himself, if the respondent agrees that everything either is or is not something which
it is said to be. (6) For it is he who is responsible for such a syllogism: the one who thinks
that things immediately familiar should be proven, and who is being forced out of shame
to grant these things; (7) if the one demonstrating posited these things from himself, he
would seem to be begging the question. (8) For as Theophrastus said in his On Affirmation,
demonstration of this axiom is forced and contrary to nature.'®

16 I have shown in Kupreeva (2017) that Alexander takes this task very seriously.

17 ‘From himself (¢’ éavtod) means from own decision rather than being proposed by the op-
posing party in a dialectical debate. This formula is standardly used by Alexander in this discus-
sion for this kind of signposting. Thanks to Stephen Menn for flagging and discussing this.

18 (T2) (1) 6 pev yap mA®G AmoSetkvig AaBwv TPOTA Tva Kal YvwpluwTepa 6vta To0 Setkvu-
pévou, 00Tw TO TPOKEiUEVOY QToSekvhvalL Tielpatat. (2) ovy olov Te 8¢ TPGOTOV TL Kl YVWPLUWTE-
pov T00TOL AaBely, (g TpoeipnTal, HoTe 008¢ AoSeIEaL avTo olov Te. (3) £Tt Ag’ £auTod AauBavwy
e Kal TI0eig tav elvat TodTo & Aéyel i i elvat §6&eL TO év dpyii aiteloBat kai To {nroduevov mpo-
Aappavew, énel mept TovTOL 1} {HTNOLS V. (4) 6 pévtol EAeyyog £mel pOg GANOV yivetal Kai € Qv O
TPOGSLOAEYOUEVOS TIONOWV (EaTL Yap EAeyX0G GUAAOYLOMOG SU €pwTHOEWS €ig AvTipaoy dywv),
Suvatat yivesbat xal 81 T@V TOLVTWV. (5) OUKETL yap 0UTE SLi TPWTWV O TOLODTOG GUAAOYLOUAG,
o0te 10 &V apxfj Aappavewy Tig Tap’ abTol §6EeL, &v 6 TPOGSIaAEYOUEVOS GLY WP TV A elvai Tt
0 Aéyetal fj pn elva. (6) £ketvog yap aitiog To¥ To100ToL 6 A€MV Seikvuabal Te Th avTdbey yvmpiua
kol St86vat Tadta avaykalopevag te kat Suowmovuevog, & el 6 anodekvig £tibet ag’ éavtod, £80-
KeL v 10 &v apyf] alteiodar (7) wg yap ele Oed@paotog év ¢ Iept katapdoews, Biatog kai mapd
QLG 1) TOUTOL TOD A&LWUATOg ATOSELELS. (273, 4-19)
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In (T2.1-2), Alexander follows Aristotle in seeing the PNC as the most primary and
best known, indemonstrable principle. He further explains (T2.3) that this princi-
ple cannot be taken for granted by a questioner in a dialectical debate against the
opponent of PNC, for this will be begging the question. But (T2.4) a valid refutation
can have its premisss posited by the respondent. Alexander points out that the
proof will be question-begging if the questioner “posits that everything is or is
not what he says” (T2.3), but not if the same assumption is made by the respondent
(T2.5). This expression “if the respondent agrees that everything either is or is not
something which it is said to be” (T2.5) seems to be Alexander’s paraphrase of Ar-
istotle’s “if only the disputant says something” (T1.1 above). So, Alexander’s inter-
pretation of this condition is not yet explicitly connected with the argument from
signification, but takes it to be the most general description of the respondent’s
role as a source of premisses in this dialectical exchange. The nature of the prem-
isses is not yet discussed." The report about Theophrastus’ appraisal of this dem-
onstration as “being against nature” at (T2.8) suggests that Alexander’s interpreta-
tion at this point might have as its source Theophrastus’ work On affirmation and
negation, which he seems to know well.*’

In a standard dialectical discussion, with both interlocutors recognising the de-
cisive role of the PNC in the argument, the questioner asks general questions, pre-
supposing “yes” or “no” answers, selecting these questions so as to challenge some
known stock beliefs of the respondent. In our case of elenctic demonstration, the
respondent denies the PNC. Therefore, the questioner can’t expect the respondent
to be impressed if a contradiction is discovered in his views: it was licensed by the
respondent to begin with, so having him reiterate it in his answers will not make a
refutation. The only way to produce a refutation is somehow to force the respond-
ent to give up on his denial of PNC without resorting to the PNC. In doing so, the
questioner has to ask a question so that the respondent in his answer must volun-
tarily give up on his denial of PNC without a standard reductio ad absurdum. This is

19 So, Kirwan’s analysis of the phrase at 1006a12-13 as presupposing not only the argument from
signification but in fact, the definitive formula as a part of the respondent’s speech is a bit far-
fetched from the point of view offered by Alexander’s interpretation. K. Flannery sees it as a
flaw of Alexander’s interpretation of Aristotle, attributing it to Alexander’s failure to appreciate
the difference between the semantic and the dialectical argument (Flannery (2003), pp. 121-123).
I am going to show that Alexander does indeed treat the elenctic refutation as a dialectical argu-
ment, but distinguishes it from the argument from signification which follows after the elenchos.
20 Fr. 68.3c and 85 A FHS&G and see next note.
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why, probably, Theophrastus called this a “forced” proof, going against the nature
of the proof.*

Aristotle gives us some more details about the nature of the premiss that can
be elicited from the respondent:

(T3) The starting point, in reply to all such arguments, is not* to insist that [the respondent]
say that something is the case or is not the case, but to signify something for himself and for
another: for this is necessary if he were to say something that is meaningful. (1006a18-21)

apyn 8¢ mpog dmmavta t@ TowadTa o0 TO AEDV f| elval TL Aéyew | wn elvat (tolto pgv
yap téy &v Tig VToAdBoL TO €€ dpyiig aiTelv), AAAd onuatvev yé TL kal avT® Kal GAAY-
70070 yap avaykn, einep Aéyol L.

The only request that comes from the questioner is that the respondent should
“signify something for himself and for another”, i.e., commit to some meaningful
speech. The option of not assigning any meaning to his own statements is ruled out
by Aristotle in strong terms: someone who does not “say something” is not entitled
to a search for the logos, as long as he has not got any logos himself, and this type
of interlocutor is similar to a plant. (T 1.1, 1006a13-16) Thus the respondent’s
choices are limited.

Alexander’s manuscript reading of Aristotle’s text at 1006a18-20 (T3) is differ-
ent from our received text in the crucial bit of missing the negative particle ov
where it is particularly important.’* So Alexander would have to comment on
the text which prima facie says that the starting point in such arguments is precise-
ly to insist that the respondent say that something is the case or not.”® Alexander
spends some time developing a tortuous interpretation of this reading that would
exempt the questioner from a charge of petitio principii. But Alexander is famously
good at developing tortuous explanations to save the right meanings, and in this
case, he gets the faulty text to say the same thing as the correct one. He explains
that Aristotle means: “i.e., he [the respondent] should be asked whether it does not
seem to him that everything that is said [to be something] is that or not, e.g.,
whether ‘man’ is or is not man, and likewise horse, dog, etc.”.?* Where the prob-
lematic text would have a yes-or-no question concerned with something being

21 Cf. Bochenski (1947), p. 46; Graeser (1973), pp. 66-67; Repici (1977), pp. 62—64; Huby (2006), pp. 44—
45.

22 Our Ross’ text has “is not” (on the basis of EJ, with Alexander being the only source to report the
reading without negation). See Kotwick (2012), pp. 130-134.

23 Flannery thinks Alexander is attracted to this reading; I don’t see any evidence for this in the
arguments.

24 273, 24-26: TOLTEOTY £PWTNTEOV AVTOV &l Wiy SOKET abT@ Tav f elvat ToTTo  Aéyetal ij wi elva,
olov avBpwmov fj elvat avBpwmov i N eival, opoiwg oy, Kova, T GANa.
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the case, Alexander’s interpretation renders it as the question concerned with the
use of language, asking whether the objects to which the names are applied are or
are not such as their names say they are.”

Alexander is still not too happy with this construal of the text*® and informs us
that some manuscripts have the reading which seems to him to make better sense
—this is the reading of the rest of our tradition of this text so far.*” On the basis of
this superior reading he develops an interpretation of what “saying something”
could mean as a step in a dialectical argument.

(T4) Alexander in Metaph. 274, 1-13

(1)And this way [i.e., with negation] the meaning is more perspicuous. (2) He thinks, then,
that one should ask the respondent whether, when speaking, he signifies anything, to himself
and to another, by the words he speaks and by the names he gives to things, and whether
there is something to which he applies the name, i.e., which he wishes to signify when he
speaks and produces the name. (3) For one who says that he signifies nothing by what he
says and the answers he makes could not be saying anything to himself or to another, (4)
nor will his thoughts which he uses [speaking] to himself in place of names and speech, be
signifying anything; (5) for if these were signifying anything, it would be possible to put
names on the things signified by the thoughts, and thus the spoken sound would also be sig-
nifying. (6) In this way the respondent would be agreeing that he was not using speech; for
speech is the significant spoken sound (7) But he would likewise destroy the speech (logos) if
he said that it no more signifies than does not signify. For if he did not signify whenever he
said something, he would not be in conversation: for this one again is like a plant.?®

25 273,22-26: Tod éAeyKTikoD cuAloylopod kal o0 mpog dAAOV yvouévou mepl Tiig T00 TPOKEL-
pévou auwparog Sei€ewg apyv enow elvat T A€oty OV Tpoadiadeyouevoy | evai Tt Aéyew §
un elvay, ToutéoTv EpwTnTéov avTov i | Sokel avtd Tav i elvat tobto & Aéyetal | wh elvay,
olov &vBpwmov f elvat GvBpwrov | Wi elvay, 6poing imov, Kova, T A

26 My interpretation here and in what follows differs from Flannery (2003). I think that Alexander
realises the impossibility of the position described by the transmitted text and when interpreting it
he uses the explanation he finds further down in Aristotle’s argument from signification to get the
right sense. He is not very happy with the reading he has, pace Flannery.

27 This reading is adopted by modern editions of the Metaphysics, see n. 22 above.

28 (1) xal €0t yvwpLuOTePoV T0 Aeydpevoy oOTwG. (2) aglol 81 €pwtdv Tov mpoaSlaieydpevoy, et
AEywv TL onuaivel U Gv Aéyel Te kal dvopddel kal EauTd kai dAw, Kal 0Tt TL Kad’0D PEpwv TO
Gvopa Kai 6 onpaively BouAdpevog AEyeL T Kal TPOPEPETAL AVTO. (3) 0 yap Aéywv undév onuaivewy
8U (v Aéyel e kal arrokpiveral, 00Tog 00T v TPOg avTov Aéyol Tt 0UTe TPOg dAAoV. (4) 008E yap T
vorjuata £6tal onuaivovta T, 0lg avtl T@v dvopdatwy Kai Tod Adyou xpiital Tpog avtov. (5) &t yap
v L tadta onpaivovta, {v &v Tolg anpawopévolg v adT@V Kal ovopara tibeobal, Kal obTwg &v
v kal i ewviy onuaivovoa. (6) obTw 8¢ avtdg &v duoAoyoin ur xpicdat Adyw 6 yap Adyog @wvi
oNUavTKy. (7) Opolwg 8¢ avatpel Adyov kv Aéyn undev uéiAdov onuatvety adTov i Ui onpaivety. et
o0V uij onuaivol étav Aéyol i, 00T &v Stadéyecdat gin: AW yap o00Tog dpolog yivetat QuTd.
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According to his explanation, the question asked by the dialectical questioner is
whether the respondent signifies anything, to himself and to another, by the
words he speaks and the names he gives to things. This is further paraphrased
as asking whether there is something to which he applies the name and which
he wants to signify when speaking and producing the name. We can now see
that this question is exactly the same as the one that Alexander teases out of
the incorrect MS reading, so there is no reason to think that he is somehow swayed
by the wrong text or otherwise biased.”® If the respondent answers this question
by “no, I don’t signify anything at all with what I say” or “I signify no more this
than that”, he will destroy the logos.

In his summary of the elenctic demonstration, Alexander gives us two differ-
ent versions of the argument:

(T5) Alexander in Metaph. 274, 13-20

(1) [First version] But if he grants and agrees that he signifies something by what he says, it
will be possible for us to assume this and carry out a refutation of his proposition. He uses
“demonstration” for “refutation”. (a) For the one who grants this is by that very fact treating
something as definite. (b) For he grants that what is signified by each speech is something
definite. (c) For what is no more this than that is indefinite. (2) [Second version] (a) Or the
statement “there will, then, be something definite” [1006a24-25] is this very thing that is
granted, that the respondent signifies something. (b) This being granted, then, “there will
be demonstration” [1006a24], that is, refutation, of which refutation the cause will be not
the refuter but the one being refuted, for he will be refuted on the basis of what he grants.*

Both versions presuppose that the respondent grants that he “signifies something”
with his speech. What is different is the explanation of how the elenchos is ach-
ieved in the two cases. According to (T5.1), the respondent grants that he signifies
something by what he says. It is then possible for the questioner (“us” in the sen-
tence) to proceed with the refutation from this assumption. “We” will establish
that the respondent by granting us that he signifies something treats this some-
thing as definite. At (T5.1b) the proof moves from “granting that he signifies some-

29 The only difference between the two readings, on his presentation, is that the incorrect reading
without o0 formulates the question about meaning as a dilemma: something that the correct read-
ing purports to be avoiding.

30 (1) av 8¢ 818® kai cuyywpfl onuaivev 8U v Aéyel, to0To Aapovtag Suvatov éotat EAeyyov 100
TPOKELUEVOL TToujoacBal avtl yap tod éAéyxou Tij anodeiget xprioato. (a) 6 yap todto 8oUg f{dn Tt
opiCet (b) 8i8wal yap Oplopévov Tt elval T0 VE’ £KAGTOL AGYoL oNUAVOUEVOV (c) AOpLaTOV Yap TO
008&v pdAAov todto fj Tolto. (2) () i T0 oTal 81 TL wpLouEvov avTo TodTo Sedopévov To anuaively
7t (b) To0TOL 81} §00£VTOG EoTal AndSElElg TOVTESTLV £AeyX0G, 00 EAEYXOL aiTLOg OUY 6 EAEYYWY GAN
0 EAeyyOpEvVog €K yap v Sidwotv EAéyyetal.
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thing by what he says” and that thing being definite to a universal claim that every
logos signifies something that is definite. It is not clear whether we get an assent of
the respondent to this move: this could be a part of this interpretation, or this gen-
eralisation could be derived by the questioner as a consequence of the single as-
sumption granted at the beginning. The final step (T5.1.c) “but what is no more
this than that is indefinite” entails that the denial of the claim that any x is no
more this than that must now be given up by the respondent because it does
not satisfy the condition on every logos that follows from the assumption he has
earlier granted. This seems to be the rough idea of the first explanation. Alexander
may be not totally happy with it, because it is not clear whether it is dialectically
effective: what if the respondent only grants the signification claim but denies a
more general claim and any further derivations?

On the second version (T5.2), the very thing that is granted, namely that the
respondent signifies something, is understood to be “something definite” men-
tioned by Aristotle.** Once this response has been obtained, there will be a “dem-
onstration, i.e., a refutation” of the denial of the PNC, for which the respondent
and not the questioner will be responsible.

Alexander seems to make use of both interpretations in his commentary. The
first interpretation based on the idea that the respondent must signify something
definite is at the foundation of Alexander’s interpretation of the argument from
signification, as we shall see in § 3. It aims to give universal, or “global”, refutation
of PNC-denial. This interpretation has its difficulties. We already mentioned the
need for justification of the generalised premiss (T5.1.b): it may be dependent on
the argument from signification, but in this case the elenctic refutation as a
whole will depend on this argument, which has not yet been fully explained at
this point. Alexander may think that taken in a narrow exegetical sense, this un-
derstanding does not do justice to Aristotle’s idea in this text.

The second interpretation, on the other hand, seems to be in better agreement
with Aristotle’s claim that the respondent, the denier of PNC, is responsible for this
proof. While on the first version, the conclusion that something definite has been
granted is derived from the initial concession by the respondent that he signifies
something and then considered in a generalised form that is applicable to any sim-
ilar objection, on the second version this conclusion that there will be something
definite is seen as a part of what is being granted, so that the “demonstration” is
taken to be produced by the respondent himself rather than derived by the ques-

31 Unless this is a paraphrase, we seem to have a different reading at 1006a24-25: where the MSS
have 1i8n yap Tt éotal wplopévov, Alexander reports éatat 81 Tt wplopévov (274, 18).
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tioner from his concession about signifying.** This argument lacks a generalised
premiss which the first version has, so this refutation will have a “local” rather
than “global” scope. But its merit is that it raises no questions about the prove-
nance of the generalised premiss, and it agrees better with the terms of the discus-
sion described by Aristotle so far. The fact that in Alexander’s interpretation this
version is given as the last one may indicate that Alexander himself prefers it to
the first one.*

(T6) Alexander in Metaph. 274, 20-32

(1) And the one responsible for the refutation will be the one refuted, not the one refuting; for
he is refuted out of what he himself grants. (2) For if [the one refuting] tried to argue from
himself* that to be the case and not to be the case cannot be both true of the same thing at
the same time, and assumed that speech signifies something and treated this as definite, he
would appear to beg the question; (3) but since it is the one who supports that thesis who is
forced to agree to this position, he is responsible for the refutation, because he does away
with speech. (4) For one who says that everything is not more so than not so (this was to
do away with [the notion of] contradiction) does away with speech. But in doing away
with speech he makes use of speech. This is [the meaning of] “he abides by the speech”
[1006a27]. (5) Aristotle proves by what he says that (i) one who says that speech signifies
nothing says that speech has been done away with. (ii) Or if there is speech, there is also
something posited as definite, and it is not true in every case that nothing is this rather
than that. (6) And he was wary of appearing to be producing a demonstration in a strict
sense because he set it out as indemonstrable and the principle of all the axioms.*

Alexander here explains how the refutation depends on the respondent. Alexand-
er takes the structure of the refutation to be summarized in Aristotle’s statement

32 Alexander appears to be drawing this distinction between the two arguments at 276, 3-6 (T10.1
below, discussed in section 3.2 below; pp. 305-307).

33 It may also indicate (although we have no evidence for this) that Alexander finds the first ver-
sion in an earlier commentary which he is using while writing his own (e.g. by Aspasius, or his
teacher Aristotle, sometimes identified as Aristotle of Mytilene, or some other earlier commentator
on the Metaphysics)

34 “From himself” (4@’ ¢avtod): see n. 17 above.

35 (1) 0D éAéyyou aiTiog ovy O EAEYXWV GAN O EXeyxOUEVOG €K Yap GOV SiSwaotv éAéyyetal. (2) el pév
Yap 4@’ avtod Sewvig To | SuvacBat £ni T avtol dua To eivai te kal wy elvat dAndeveadat
E\duBave 0 OV Adyov onuatvewy L kal Gpile To0to, ESOKEL &V TO €v apyf Aaupavewy: (3) émel
8¢ 0 Tij B¢oeL TaploTapevog ékeivy abTOg £0TLY 0 AvaykaoBelg cuYYWPR oL TOTTO, EKETVOC TOD EAEY-
X0V aiTLog, avatp®dv Adyov. (4) 6 yap AEywv Tiv 0088V uddiov 00Tw vy 00TwWG £xeLy (Toto yap AV
TO AVALPEY TNV AVTIPacLY) avalpel Adyov. avatpdv 8¢ Adyov xpitat Adyw: ToUTo yap T0 UIoUEVEL
AG6yov. £8ei&e 8¢ SU v eltev dTL avnpiicdat Aéyet Adyov 6 undév onuaivev avtov Aéywv. (5) | &t
£€0TL Adyog, €0TL TL Kal WPLopEvoy TIBEUEVOY, Kal oUK ént mavtog dAnBeg 0 ovdév udiAdov tolto
i} T0070. (6) EPUAGETO 8¢ TO SOKEWV KLPiWG aOTOT GTOSELEWY Temotfjabat, 6Tt Ekelto avTod elval ava-
TOSEKTOV TE KAl WTAVTWY TOV AELWUATWY ApYN.
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at 1006a26: ‘for even doing away with the speech he abides by the speech’ (dvaip®dv
yap A6yov vrouével A6yov).* (T6.2) may be directed against the proof at (T5.1),
where what is granted by the respondent is clearly separated from the demonstra-
tion conducted by “us” on behalf of the questioner. It is clear from these texts and
from what follows that Alexander has no quarrel with the nature of the moves
made by “us” in that demonstration. However, because it is not clear how the ac-
ceptance of these further moves is secured in our elenchos, he probably sees these
details as obscuring the general form of elenctic argument at this stage. What is
important at this point is to show that the PNC-denier himself accepts the key
premiss that leads to the refutation, on pain of being excluded from the rational
conversation, rather than granting a neutral point from which a refutation can
be derived by his questioner defending the PNC.

In (T6.4), Alexander explains why denying the PNC puts one outside rational
discourse. The PNC-denier holds that everything is no more thus than not thus, no
more F than ~F, where F is any predicate. This does away with contradiction, not by
reducing it to a further contradiction, but by denying its very concept, so that there
is no work for the PNC to do. This position lacks consistency in a way more funda-
mental than could be acceptable for a respondent with inconsistent opinions: in
this latter case the discovery of inconsistency by registering a contradiction does
not need to annul the respondent’s participation in the dialogue at least up to
this point, whereas the PNC-denier who admits to not signifying anything locks
himself out of rational discourse. Yet somebody who in this way destroys meaning-
ful speech must still use meaningful speech to do so.

In (T6.5) Alexander summarizes Aristotle’s refutation in the form of a dilem-
ma which faces the PNC-denier: “Accept that you are not making any statements
and take your exit, or agree that you signify something with your statements,
and then you've lost”. The first horn (T6.5i) corresponds to the “exit” option: if
the respondent does not signify anything, he confirms that he makes no statement,
and the discussion is over. The second horn (T6.5ii) corresponds to the “staying”
option: the denier agrees that he signifies something and stays in the discussion,
sticking to his denial of PNC, only to be forced to give up on it.*” The following pas-

36 The expression translated here as ‘abides by the speech’ (Umouévet A6yov) is rare and occurs in
rhetorical and polemical contexts in the meaning of countenancing or tolerating somebody’s
speech (e.g, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiquit. Rom. VIII. 711.3, X40.2.1, X41,2,3) Alexander
seems to take logos here as speech or account in general rather than the adversarial speech of
the opponent more specifically (so too Asclepius in Metaph. 260, 33-34)

37 This passage has been analyzed differently by Madigan, who saw (i) and (ii) as two different
interpretations of the refutation (Madigan 1993, p. 56 and n. 341), and Flannery, who took (T6.5ii)
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sage confirms that this is Alexander’s understanding of the overall structure of the
argument and gives us a new version which more fully illustrates how the re-
spondent, the PNC-denier, is in charge of his own refutation:

(T7) (1) This person is responsible for his own refutation: not the one asking questions (if he
who assumes this had assumed it from himself,*® he would have appeared, as Aristotle said
[1006a16-17, 20-21] to beg the question), but rather the respondent, who is forced either to do
away with speech or to give answers that conflict with his own thesis. (2) And he adds the
explanation. “While, then, he completely does away with speech” by his thesis* ((i) For one
who says that in every case nothing is any more this than the opposite of this does away
with speech. (i) For he will say, as he says about other things, that speech too is no more
than it is not. (iii) But this is [the stance] of one who does away with speech, because speech
is significant vocal sound, and one who says that speech no more signifies than it does not
signify would also do away with speech; (iv) but this is what one who says that in every
case a contradictory pair can be true at the same time would say.) (3) While he indeed does
away with speech by his thesis, he agrees to it by his answers; for when he says that speech
signifies, he posits that there is speech, positing by his answer what he destroyed by his thesis
(275, 8-20).*

In (T72 (1)—(iv)), we have the position of the PNC-denier presented as a reasoning
concluding that speech is neither signifying nor not signifying, the claim that does
away with speech (T72iii). So, the step whereby the respondent admits to signifying
something supports rational discourse and destroys his own reasoning that nulli-
fied it.

to be a third version of the argument (Flannery 2003, p. 129). Neither construal seems to me to be
borne out by the text.

38 As before: i.e. as his own premiss (see nn.17, 34 above)

39 Alexander paraphrases and explains Aristotle’s claim at 1006a26: avaip®dv yap Adyov UTopével
Adyov.
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Bavwv 0070, (G elmtev, £80Eev avTO TO £V Apyf) AapBaveLy), GAX O ATToKpLVOUEVOG, AvayKalOuEVog i
avatpelv Adyov i paydueva anokpibijvat tfj B¢oel tfj avtod. (2) kal mpoatibnot Tv aitiav. avapdv
yap 6Awg Adyov Sta Tiig 6€aewg (() 6 yap Aéywv €Ml TavTog 0V8EV UiAAov TOTTO 1 TO AVTIKEIPEVOY
avTod A6yov avatpel (i) ¢pel yap Ouoiwg Tolg GAAOLG Kal TOV AGyov undev puddrov eivat i py eivat
(iii) Tol70 8¢ Avalpotvtog Adyov, 6TL O PV AGY0g YWV GNUAVTIKY, 0 8¢ UndEV udAlov onuaivewy iy
un onuaivey Aéywv avtov avatpol &v kai 00tog Adyov-(iv) Aéyol & &v todto 6 Aéywv dua Thv avti-
Qaov GAnBevew £t Tavtog Suvachay) —(3) avatp®dv 81 Adyov Sii Tiig Béoewg, SU OV amokpivetal
OLYXWPEL Aéywv Yap TOV Adyov onuaivew, tidnow gvat Adyov, & St tiig Béoewg avijpet, ToTTo St
700 amokpiveadal TIBe(C.
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3 Argument from Signification

This section of Chapter 4 (1006a28-1007b18) is devoted to the explanation of the
way in which signification depends on the PNC. This has to do with the notion
of signifying and Aristotle explains the way it works using many examples.

3.1 Signifying Something: An Instance of Elenctic Reasoning?

Aristotle begins by explaining what he means by “signifying something” and why
signifying nothing makes any discussion impossible.

(T8) (1) First of all, it is clear that this itself is true, that the name signifies “being an F” or
“not being an F”, so that it is not the case that everything is so-and-so and not so-and-so. (2)
Further, if “man” signifies one thing, let that be “biped animal”. What I mean by “signifying
one [thing]” is this: if that thing is a man, then if anything is a man, that thing will be to be a
man. (3) But it makes no difference even if someone were to assert that it signified more than
one thing, provided that these were definite; for a different name could be assigned to each
formula: I mean, for instance, if one did not say that “man” signifies one, but many, of which
one would have one formula “biped animal”, and there were several others, but limited in
number, he could assign a peculiar name for each formula. (4) But if, instead of so assigning,
he were to assert that it signified infinitely many things, it is obvious that there would be no
speech. (5) For not to signify one thing is to signify nothing, and if names do not signify, dis-
cussion with others is eliminated; and, in truth, even with oneself, since it is not possible even
to think of anything for someone who is not thinking on one thing, and if it is possible, one
name could be assigned to the object [of thought] (1006a28-b11).*!

41 (1) mpdTOV Pév oLV SHAoV (G TODTO Y’ avtd GAndég, dTL onuaivel 0 Gvopa To elvat fj ui elvat
708, HoT 0K Av TV 00TWE Kal oLy oUTWG Exou (2) £TL el T0 dvBpwTog anuatvel &v, E0tw TolTo TO
{®ov Simovv. Aéyw 8¢ 10 &v onuaivew Todto- &l 00T EoTv EvBpwtog, &v f Tt kvBpwmog, ToUT Eotal
70 avBpTw elvat (3) (Slaeépet 8 00OV 008’ el TAelw TG Pain onuaivew povov 8¢ wplopéva, Te-
Oein yap Gv £’ &kdotw Aoyw £tepov Bvopa: Aéyw & olov, i i eain 0 &vlpwmog &v onuatvely,
TOAA 8¢, GV £vO¢ ugv elg A6yog T {@ov Simouy, elev 8¢ kal Etepot TAeiovg, wpLopévol 8& TOv apto-
uov tebein yap v iStov dvopa kad’ Ekaotov Tov Adyov: (4) el 8¢ un [tebein], AN dmelpa onpaivey
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0 mpdypatt €v).
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Aristotle’s first sentence (T8.1) is difficult: both what is taken to be true and the
inference from it allow for several different interpretations.** As a further difficul-
ty, Alexander’s commentary here reports a different text: where the received text
of Aristotle has “or” (fj) Alexander’s lemma at 1006a28 has “and” (kai).** Whether
or not this different reading influenced his interpretation of the passage is hard to
say, but his interpretation differs from all others that have been offered.**

(T9) (1) First, he says, given that things said signify something, it is true that the one who says
that something “is” signifies something, and likewise the one who says that something “is
not”, but not that he signifies and does not signify. (2) And he referred to “being” and “not
being” as the names. (3) If it is true of them that they signify and not true that they do
not signify, then it is no longer the case that both the affirmation and the negation are
true of everything. (4) For since “not signifying” is the negation of “signifying”, it is not
true of that which has been conceded to signify something. (5) For even if it does not signify,
signifying would not be conceded, and so there would not be any speech. (6) And when he
says “first of all, it is clear that this itself is true, that the name “being” signifies”, having
said this, he has added “a this”, which indicates that the signifying [expression] signifies
some definite nature. (7) For someone who signifies something for himself or for another al-
ways signifies a this or a that; namely, he signifies some of the things that are and something
that differs from other things that are not signified by the same [expression]. For it is not the
case that all [expressions] signify the same [things], nor are all things signified by one expres-
sion (275, 23-31).*°

Alexander seems to take Aristotle’s argument in (T8.1) as a concluding round of
the elenctic demonstration. In what has been seen as a problematic move, he

42 Kirwan, in his commentary (ad loc.), lists three interpretations different from Alexander’s: (1)
‘The name chosen signifies e.g. “(to be) man” or “not (to be) man” but never both [‘or’ exclusive]; so
it is impossible to be both man and not mar’....(2) ‘One who says that x is e.g. a man signifies that x
is, or is not, something in particular; so it is not everything whatever (whatever you like)'...(3) ‘The
name chosen signifies being or not being something; and that is the starting point from which we
proceed to prove PNC’. (Kirwan 1971, p. 93)

43 TTpGTOV Uév 00V 8LV (G ToTTO ahTO AANBEG, dTL onuaivel TO Gvopa T elvat kai ur eival [Tosi]
(275, 21-22). This reading does not seem to be attested in other sources; see Kotwick (2016), p. 290.
44 Kirwan attributes two different interpretations to Alexander: ‘(4) ‘The name chosen signifies to
be or not to be something and does not also not signify that; so at least one predicate, ”signify” does
not share its contradictory with any of its subjects’. (5) ‘the name “to be” or “not to be” signifies this
particular thing’ (Kirwan 1971, p.93) He considers both to be unsuccessful.
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takes 70 elval and 0 i elvat in Aristotle’s text to be names (T9.2).*° Alexander
may be relying on De interpetatione 3, 16b19-22, where Aristotle says that verbs
pronounced by themselves are names, so there is nothing to forbid ur eivat to
be a naming and signifying expression.*’ It is perhaps important to see that Aris-
totle in the De int. 3 passage says that verbs spoken by themselves are names be-
cause they ’signify something’ (onuaiver t1) insofar as ‘the speaker arrests his
thought and the hearer pauses’,*® but they do not yet signify whether something
is the case or not.*® This latter clause defines the force of his claim that follows,
that taken separately, “being” or “not being” do not signify “the thing” (70
nplypa). “Signifying the thing” involves signifying whether or not something is
the case, whereas “bare” substantivated infinitives or participial constructions can-
not do this latter job.>® Aristotle here does not retract what he said in lines 16b19-
21 about the verbs spoken by themselves being names. In Ammonius’ commentary,
we find the explanation of this point according to which the ‘name’ here stands for
a signifying expression (54, 24 Busse) which may be going back to Alexander’s lost
commentary.*!

Alexander explains in (T9.3) that each of these names does signify, and there-
fore the affirmative statement which says that “being” signifies is true, as is the
similar affirmative statement about “not being”. Both the negative statements
which deny signifying to each of these two names, respectively, are false. Thus
(T9.4) for each of these names we have a contradictory pair of affirmation and
negation such that when one of the pair is true, the other is false. This would pro-
vide us with a position that differs from the total denial of PNC. We have to under-
stand that these truth values underlying this position have also been granted by
the opponent of the PNC. Avoiding the petitio principii, Alexander points out
that, on the other hand, the case when the affirmation of signifying of either of
these two names is taken to be false (T9.5) and the respective negation true will
amount to the respondent’s refusal to grant signifying in the elenctic demonstra-

46 Kirwan has this worry about Alexander’s reading, pointing out a possible inconsistency with De
int. 16b22-25, and he seems to be seconded by Whitaker, who does not name Alexander (Whitaker
1996, p.190, n. 11).

47 See further and n. 51 below.

48 16h20-21: foTnot yap 0 Aéywv Vv Savolay, kat 6 axovoag npéuncev (Ackrill trans.)

49 16b21-22: AN el éoTwv ij N, oUMwW onuaiveL

50 o0 yap T elvat f ui elvat onpelov ¢ott ToD Tpaypatog, ovs £av o 6v eing Yrdv (1006a22-23)
51 Alexander reiterates this point shortly in our text arguing that all the names according to Ar-
istotle are by convention: T4 te yap elval kai o Wy elvat ovopata adTod. 0v8Ev yap KwAveL Kal
to070 yivesbatl Gvoua, 6vTwv Katd ouverkny tdv ovopdtwy (280, 30-31). For Alexander’s view
on the nature of names, see also his Quaest. 311.
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tion, thus closing the rational discussion in line with Aristotle’s dialectical frame-
work discussed in the previous section.

So, this argument is taken by Alexander as the application of the argument
“from signifying” to the case of our denier of the PNC. Perhaps it has to be read
as supporting his interpretation of the nature of elenctic refutation in (T5.2)
abhove.

Modern interpretations of this passage differ on how to take the expressions
70 () elvat To8i in (T8.1). Anscombe translates t0 elvat To8i or T0 uf elvat todi,
“to be (or not to be) a this” and argues that the expression 70 eival T08{ means the
formula of essence, taking it to be in the category of substance.”* Whitaker more
recently has argued that 7o8( need not be a substance and stand for a particular
(t68¢ 1), as well as quality, quantity, etc.>® On his reading, the requirement of def-
initeness does not seem to entail any essentialist interpretation.

Now, despite an altogether different construal of the text, Alexander’s interpre-
tation of this passage seems to have something in common with both these ap-
proaches, but as I will try to show below it is distinct. Alexander in (T9.6) does
read its account of signifying along essentialist lines, agreeing in this with An-
scombe. He says that the names “being” and “not being” signify “a this”, which
in turn refers to “some definite nature” that differs from all other things. The mean-
ing of this “definite nature” is not specified any further, and moreover, Alexander
does not tell us what the nature signified by “being” and “not-being” is on his read-
ing of the argument, postponing this explanation till the next step in Aristotle’s ar-
gument. We will see in § 3.3 that his essentialist interpretation of the expression
does not entail a substantialist interpretation of the category of todi: on this, he
agrees with Whitaker.

3.2 Signifying One Thing vs. Many

In (T8.2), Aristotle introduces a further requirement for a signifying expression: it
should signify “one thing” (£v). In order to explain what he means by “signifying
one thing” Aristotle introduces a stipulative definitional formula of a thing being
signified in this way. When our respondent agrees that he signifies something by
“man”, for instance, he has to accept that the name “man” in all its occurrences
stands for such a formula, e.g., “animal biped”. In the case where a name is
used homonymously (T8.3), a different formula and a corresponding name can

52 Anscombe (1961), p. 39.
53 Whitaker (1996), p. 191.
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be assigned to each different use to avoid saying that such-and-such a name signi-
fies indefinitely many things. In this latter case, i.e., when a name signifies indef-
initely many things (T8.4) there will be no rational discourse, and even thought
itself will be eliminated (T8.5).

The exact force of this unity requirement has been a matter of controversy,
and the example of “man” (&vBpwmog) does not make things clearer: are we to un-
derstand that this requirement can be met only by substances?** In order to see
what Alexander’s position is, it will be good to study his reading of Aristotle in
some more detail.

Alexander provides us with his take on Aristotle’s argument in the following
summary. It is worth citing in full despite its length because Alexander himself in-
troduces it as his synopsis of Aristotle’s argument from signification.

(T10) Alexander in Metaph. 276, 3-28 (ad 1006a31-b11)

(1) Having assumed that the names signify and each of them signifies something definite, and
having proved on this basis that someone who has granted this will no longer be able to state
that this is no more than its opposite, (2) now using this he proves that the contradictory pair
(avtipaotg) can in no case be jointly true (cuvainBevew). (3) But he states and proves what
he set out to prove by means of many arguments. The reason for this is that he takes instead
those [premisses] through which he proves what he wants to prove and establishes them as
the ones that must be assumed; this is why the text (A¢€Lc) is less clear. (4) But for someone
who has grasped it, the sense of the reasoning is as follows. (5) If each name signifies, it sig-
nifies some one thing. For that which signifies, signifies something, and what is something is
one. For even if homonyms are said of several things, one who uses them and signifies some-
thing by them is not signifying all these things at the same time. (6) (i) The names that are
different and do not signify the same thing as the name that was posited as signifying one
thing clearly will not be said of that thing. (ii) For otherwise that [thing] would no longer
have the one nature, if the names that are signifying different things were true of it. (7)
(a) “Man” and “not-man” are different names, and not the names of one thing, (b) for they
will be neither predicated of the same (émti Tavtod), (¢) nor will that which is signified by
“not-man” be true of that which is signified by “man”, (d) given that the names themselves
differ from one another, and the different names express different [things], and each name
expresses one [thing], i.e., one nature (e) For that which is signified by “man” will no longer
be one, as has been said, if “not-man”, which signifies another object, were also true of it. (The
same argument as applies in the case of “man” and “not-man” applies in all other cases as
well.) (8) But if the things revealed by these names do not belong together, then neither

54 Some commentators took it this way raising worries about a potential petitio principii commit-
ted by a questioner on this scenario and about potential confusion of sense and reference by Ar-
istotle himself. This is an influential reading defended by Anscombe (1961). Other scholars have re-
sisted this approach arguing for the unrestricted scope of signifying one thing in Aristotle’s
argument. More on this point below in § 3.3.
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would the affirmation saying that so-and-so is a man have as simultaneously true together the
negation saying that so-and-so is not a man.*

Alexander first (T10.1) outlines the general structure of Aristotle’s argument.*® As
already pointed out in the previous section,’” he seems to take Aristotle’s explana-
tion at (T8.1) as an instance of elenctic demonstration against someone who denies
the PNC but concedes to signifying something with his speech. The denial of this
concession will exclude the respondent from rational discourse. So, on pain of
that, the questioner can elicit from the respondent a concession of signifying
and the rejection of non-signifying, which together can give us a position different
from the denial of PNC. As Alexander is aware, this position is forced upon the op-
ponent by the elenctic demonstration and it does not amount to establishing the
PNC. It is not even an instance of PNC. The logical form of the outcome of this elen-
chos would be:

Sa & ~~Sa,

55 (1) AaBwv 6Tt onuaivel T 6vopata Kal Ekaotov avt®v Todl, kal Seigag 8U avTod OTL pnKéTL
Suvioetal Aéyewv 0 T00T0 cuyxwprRoag 0 oL8EV HaAAov To0T0 fj TO AvTikelpevoy avtod, (2) viv
T00TW TPOOYPOUEVOG Seikvuoty 8Tt éml undevog olov te TV avtipaoty ouvaAnBevewy. (3) Sii Thel-
Ovov 8¢ Aéyel Te kal Seikvuot T0 mpokeiuevov. aitiov 8 TovTou 6Tl ueTahapPavet T 8 (v Seikvu-
o 0 BovAeTal, Kal KATAOKELAEL AT (G S€0VTWG Aaupavopeva: 810 Kal aoapeatépa i) AEEL. (4)
EKAABOVTL 8¢ 0 voig TiG EmLxelpnoews Tolodtog. (5) i ékaotov Gvoua onpaivel, kal €v Tt onuaiver
70 Yap onuaivov Tt onuaivel, o 8¢ Tl kal év: kal yap el Katd TAELOVWV Td OUWVLUA, GAN 0VY Gua ye
TAVTA onuatvel 6 Xpwuevos adTolg Kal onuaivwv Tt 8L avt®v. (6) () ta Stagépovta 8r dvopata kat
un TadTov onpaivovta @ Kelévy &v anuaivety fjlov wg ov pndioetal kat éxetvour (ii) ein yap av
oUKETL Uia QUOLG eketvou, el T SLaYePOVTWY TPAYUATWY CNUAVTIKA Ovopata dAndevolto katd To0
avtod. (7) Slapépovta 8¢ dvopata T6 Te GvBpwog Kal To ok &vBpwTog, Kat oUK £0TLY €vog OVo-
pata TpAyuaTog o yap £l TavTod Katnyopndnoetal, ov8e Eotal GAnBeLOEVOY KaTd TOD onuat-
vouévou Umo o0 avOpwmov T0 onpavopevov UIo 00 oVK avBpwToy, €l ye Stapépel Te avTA TA
ovopata AAARAWY, Kal Ta Slagépovta SlapepovTwy 0Tl SNAWTIKE, Kal £vOg EKaaTov Kal PUOEWS
Ul o yap v €t eln 10 LTIU AVBPWTOL CNUALVOUEVOV &V, WG Eppéln, el dAnbevolto én’ avTol
Kol 70 0UK (vBpwmog, €AXoL TTPAyratog 6V onuavtikov. 6 6& avtog Adyog 0¢ Em’ avBpwmov Kal
oUK avBpwmov, kat £l TOV EAAWY TAVTWY. (8) el 8¢ un T@ VIO TAV OVOUATWY TOVTWV SnAoueva
GUVLTTAPYEL, 0UK GV Tf) Kataedoel T Aeyovon elvat &vepwmov to8e, dua cuvaindevoLTo 1} ATOPa-
olg N Aéyovoa wi elvat avBpwrov t08e. (276, 17-27)

56 This part is skipped by Mignucci in his discussion and therefore he does not sufficiently appre-
ciate that Alexander distinguishes between the elenctic refutation in a dialectical exchange as set
out by Aristotle in 1006a18-31 and the argument from signification in 1006a31-b34 (which may be
seen as directed against the strong form of the denial of PNC). See Mignucci (2003), p. 112.

57 See pp. 302-303 above.
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where a is a respondent and S stands for ‘signifies something with his speech’. The
resulting statement is not logically equivalent to PNC, even though it provides a
sort of case against the denial of PNC by showing the statement that such a denial
is not true as conceded by the opponent of PNC.

At the next step, according to Alexander, Aristotle wants to prove that in no
case can hoth parts of a contradictory pair be true together (T10.2). Aristotle con-
ducts this next proof “making use” (mpooypwpevog) of what has been established
in the elenctic refutation. Alexander tells us that this second proof is conducted 8t
TAELOVWY, probably referring to a complex structure of the argument from signifi-
cation. In the sentence that follows in (T10.3) he says that the reason for this more
complex structure of the argument is that Aristotle additionally adopts, uetoray-
Bévewy, those premisses ‘through which he will prove what he intends to prove’
and establishes them as necessary assumptions, which gives an impression of un-
clarity. MetaAapBdavewy can also mean ‘take instead’ and in this meaning it may be
a reflection on the use Aristotle makes of the elenctic demonstration, to which
Alexander refers in the previous sentence (T10.2). While in the elenctic demon-
stration we have the main premiss provided by the respondent, and the conclusion
has the force within this very narrow, “local” scope, the task of the argument from
signification is to show that it is possible to have this kind of proof for a general
case, starting from the premiss that each name signifies something. This kind of
argument requires a more detailed discussion of the nature of signifying. Estab-
lishing these new assumptions ‘as necessary’ means showing that they are true
and that the conclusion follows from them. This involves further additional
steps in the argument.

In (T10.4) Alexander signals the opening of a “synoptic” argument which will
provide the proof of the PNC based on the agreed assumption about signification,
in its universal version, i.e., where the impossibility of contradiction depends al-
ready not on one “forced” quasi-counterexample, but on some universal feature
of signification. The overall schema of the argument seems to be as follows:

If each name signifies, it signifies some one thing (T10.5)

The names that are different and do not signify the same thing will not be said
of that thing. (T10.6)

‘Mar’ and ‘not-man’—and all the other names of this form (F and not-F)—are
different names, and not the names of one thing (T10.7)

But if the things revealed by these names do not belong together, then neither
would the affirmation saying that so-and-so is a man (x is F) have as simultaneous-
ly true together the negation saying that so-and-so is not a man (x is not F) (T10.8)

Each of these claims is established by means of clarifying arguments. So the
proof ‘by means of several arguments’ refers to both several inferences involved
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and several clarifications which establish the key concepts and show how inferenc-
es work.

In (T10.5) Alexander follows Aristotle as he explains what “signifying one
thing” means by drawing a contrast between univocal and multivocal (homony-
mous) expressions. This contrast is helpful because it gives us an idea of what is
ruled out by the requirement of the unity of the signified object. Homonyms
share the same name but have different definitional formulae associated with
these names, e.g., the name “bank” can signify a financial institution or a land-
scape feature (as in ‘the left bank of the Forth’) or a piece of garden furniture.
This multivocity can be disambiguated if we assign a different name to each defini-
tional formula (e.g., bank;, bank, bank,). If the same name, as a linguistic item,
signifies more than one definitional formula, this will still not create a multivocity
as long as the formulae are definite in number (T8.3) Aristotle in this whole argu-
ment seems to have in mind the opponents who will be looking for different meth-
ods of mitigating their concession of signifying one thing by making its scope more
“Inclusive”, so as to include, ultimately, some possibility for deriving a contradic-
tion. One of such moves towards a more “inclusive” treatment of the one is to
say that each name signifies something one, but also many other things, as in
the case of homonyms. Aristotle posits a limit to such an inclusion by demanding
that the number of different things signified by one name be finite.

Alexander devotes a small digression to the question: “Why if each name were
to signify more [things] that are definite, the rational discourse is not destroyed,
even though the signified thing is not one, and if it were to signify unlimited
[things], it is destroyed?” (278, 21-23). His discussion has a structure characteristic
of some short treatises preserved in Alexander’s school collections, Mantissa and
Quaestiones, where we have the main question based on Aristotle’s claim and dif-
ferent types of answer that could be given to this question.*® Alexander gives five
different arguments to explain and support Aristotle’s position.>

(T10.5 A) Either [1], first, everything definite and comprehensible is in a way one, so that even
[a name] that signifies more things [than one], but a limited number, in a way signifies one
thing. It is possible to circumscribe them, i.e., to separate them from the things that are not
being signified, and to say that these are the things that are being signified, whereas with
those that are unlimited this is impossible.

58 This type of a question belongs to vera problemata in Bruns’ classification, where we have the
statement of the puzzle and the arguments for proposed solutions (see Bruns 1892, pp. V-VII and
Sharples 1992, p. 4).

59 Madigan notes arguments (i) and (ii) as two different explanations, but it its clear that the three
short arguments that follow respond to the same question and all five form a single small treatise
suitable as a basis for classroom discussion.
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Or [2] [Aristotle says] “to signify more [things], but a definite number” because it is possible
for all those things that are taken as signified to be distinguished from each other and made
definite by distinctive names, in this way [the names] would be signifying something.* But if
each of the names signified an unlimited number of things, none of the things signified by a
name could have a distinctive name or sign. But in this way even the names given to them
could not be signifying anything, as they could no more be predicated of the things to
which they are given than of those to which they were not given.

Further, [3] if each of the names signifies an unlimited number of things, then each of the
names would signify the same things. But if all names signify the same things, discussion
and signification are destroyed. For no name signifies one thing if it is posited that all
names signify the same things as each other. For to say that each name signifies all things
is equivalent to saying that each name signifies nothing.

1t is also possible for someone who proceeds methodically to show in the following way that
the things expressed by each name are not unlimited in number, though the proof is more
dialectical. [4] If “man” signifies an unlimited number of things, then either [i] “man” also
signifies “notman” (for this too is included among the unlimited number of things), so that
one who says “man” would also have signified “notman”; or, if this is absurd, [ii] there
will be some thing over and above the infinite number of things; the addition of notman
to the infinite number of things that “man” signified makes the things even more numerous;
and thus the infinite number will be less than some higher number.

Further, [5] either [i] the name “infinite” signifies non-infinite as well, and thus each name no
more signifies an infinite number of things than it signifies a non-infinite number of things;
or [ii] if it does not signify this as well, then, first, (a) it will not be possible [in that case] for
the negation also to be true of that of which the affirmation is true; and further, (b) that
which is signified by the name “non-infinite” will be outside the infinite number of things;
the infinite number of things will be more numerous with the addition than they were by
themselves. (278, 24-279, 14).

Alexander elucidates Aristotle’s point that homonymy cannot be used by the oppo-
nents of PNC as a legitimate case to argue that a thing can be an F and not an F
because a bank can be a financial institution and not a financial institution (inso-
far as we mean a riverbank). Aristotle resolves this problem explaining that any
homonymy could be disambiguated and presented as a finite series of unambigu-
ous (non-homonymous) names, each with its own signified object.

Alexander considers the question why such a series should be finite or limited.
In the first argument the main reason he gives is that there should be a definite
number of different signified things for each name, so that it would be possible
to separate what is signified by this name from what is not signified by it. The con-

60 The text at 278, 27-30, is uncertain. I read: fj 70 ‘mAelw onuaivew, wplopéva §& 1@ SVvacbat
TAVTA TO onuawoueva Anedévta Swakpbijval te WrdAAnAwv kal idlolg ovopact oplabijval,
ToUTW v €ln onuaivovta TL.
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trast seems to be not with the case when we have an infinite number of signified
objects, i.e., definitional formulae, corresponding to one ambiguous name.*" The
claim is not that even if this original ambiguity is resolved in a distinct way by
each of these formulae, we cannot say the same with regard to the original ambig-
uous term on the whole. Rather the claim seems to be that in the case of infinite
number of significata, it will be impossible to assign a distinct name to each of
them, and the original term will be permanently ambiguous.®*

This point seems to be spelled out more clearly in the second argument, where
Alexander says that if each name signified an unlimited number of things, it would
be impossible to have a distinct name for any of those things. The limit on the num-
ber of “things” signified by a name is imposed by the definitional formula whose
negation serves as a definitional formula for those things that are not signified by
this name.

What is being resisted in both this and the previous argument is an attempt to
introduce the concept of signifying bypassing the question of how this signification
is fixed. As soon as we have an Aristotelian answer to this question, namely, that it
is fixed by means of a definitional formula, it becomes impossible for the name so
defined to signify an infinite number of things. In the argument [3] Alexander
points out that signifying an infinite number of things means that all names
will signify the same things, and this will destroy the signification.

These three short arguments are distinguished by Alexander from the follow-
ing two, which are described as “more dialectical”: this striking description imme-
diately precedes argument [4], but the nature of the proof in both arguments seems
very similar and most likely the description is intended for both. While the argu-
ments [1]-[3] are directly showing how taking the object of signification to be un-

61 In this sense, Alexander agrees with Kirwan and Dancy that the unlimited in question is not an
infinite series but lack of definition in the case of each signified object, i.e., each definitional for-
mula. Neither Aristotle nor Alexander say much about what provides such a formula with unity
and limitedness, but it is clear from counterexamples that a formula must answer stronger criteria
than just any syntactically well-formed combination of names. See Kirwan (1993), p. 94, and Dancy
(1975), pp. 83-87

62 The case where we could have an infinite number of finite well-formed definitional formulae
does not seem to be considered by either Aristotle or Alexander. The reason may be once again that
Aristotle’s concern is to rule out the case where accepting an indefinite number of names as a po-
tentially infinite series (in accordance with Aristotle’s own definition of the infinite in Physics 3.6,
as that of which some part is always beyond), leaves open a possibility that at one of the future
assignments of meaning to an ambiguous term will bring about an ambiguous or, worse, contra-
dictory definitional formula. The actually infinite multiplicity of good formulae is much less prob-
lematic in this respect (this agrees with the argument about Aristotle’s actual infinities developed
recently by Jacob Rosen in Rosen 2021).
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limited leads to the impossibility of signifying and rational discourse, in the two
last arguments, [4] and [5], the discourse is destroyed by the absurd consequences
of the assumption that a name can signify things without a limit. In the argument
[4], the first absurd consequence [i] is that “man” signifies the same as “not-man”,
and that is described as absurd. But of course, it is absurd for Alexander and his
students, whereas for Aristotle’s opponents this is exactly a desideratum as a po-
sition to take in the elenctic demonstration. So, this particular reduction to absurd-
ity by Alexander cannot be very strong because it begs the question. The second
consequence [ii] is based on a familiar kind of reduction to what is greater than
infinity.

Argument [5] treats “infinite” as a name and shows that it either [i] does not
properly signify “infinite” in that it also signifies the “finite” or [ii] if the opponent
denies that it signifies the finite, this will (a) amount to his denial of his rejection of
PNC and (b) lead to the thing “greater than the infinity”, because if what is finite is
outside the scope of what is infinite, the two together would make something that
is greater than the infinite.

The names that are different and do not signify the same thing as the name
that has been posited as signifying one thing will not be spoken of that thing
(T10.6): e.g., bank, will not be spoken of a financial institution, nor bank, of a
piece of garden furniture. Alexander explains the reason for this: the nature of
that thing would not be one, or single, if the names that were signifying different
things were true of it. It is clear from our text that (T10.6) continues the discussion
of the possible counterexample of homonyms started in (T10.5).%

In order to understand these arguments, it is good to keep it in mind that by
“things signified” Alexander, following Aristotle, means not the extensions of the
predicates or formulae used to explain the signification but the objects as specified
by stipulative definitional formulae. “Circumscribing” definite names is thus done
by these definitive formulae—and also, as we can see from some of these argu-
ments, by their negations, which too, in their turn, have the function of circum-
scribing and will thus “signify something one”.

Two problems have been raised in connection with this view. The first was
originally a question for Aristotle, which we can now forward to Alexander: are
the things signified by names only substances? The second was raised recently
by Mario Mignucci and had to do with the coherence of this argument and the ac-
count of signification that underlies it.

63 Mario Mignucci in his reconstruction of Alexander’s argument omits the discussion of homo-
nyms and takes (T10.6) as a separate self-standing premiss (y) which he considers to be false or at
least in need of a supplement. But his reconstruction omits some crucial parts of the context. More
on this in § 34. See Mignucci (2003), pp. 112-116, with a reconstruction of premisses on p. 112.
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Mario Mignucci argued that the fact that two different names may have no sin-
gle nature does not forbid us to predicate them of the same subject: e.g., the names
“man” and “white” can be both truly predicated of Callias without any contradic-
tion. The suggestion he makes is that Alexander should distinguish between the
predicate which expresses the signified relatively to the subject (“identifying pred-
ication”), and the predicate which does not express the signified relatively to the
subject (“non-identifying predication”). In the former case, the predicate will ex-
press the nature of the subject and in the latter case not: e.g., “man” expresses
the nature of the subject (Callias) and “white” does not express the nature of
the subject.’* In this way, presumably, it will be possible to derive the PNC for
both the identifying and non-identifying predication by reasoning about significa-
tion.

In order to see how this argument works, it will be useful to take into account
a further distinction drawn by Aristotle, between “signifying one thing” and “sig-
nifying about one thing”. Alexander presupposes it in this argument.

3.3 Signifying One Thing vs. Signifying About One Thing

For his conclusion in this argument, Aristotle still needs a further distinction be-
tween signifying one thing and signifying about one thing. This distinction will
allow him to establish that what is signified by a name cannot be signified by
its negation, a key step in deriving the PNC “from signification”.

This is a complex argument, and before reading it with Alexander, it will be
good to have a general outline of its structure. In doing so, I will not discuss in de-
tail the problems of each step in order to keep the overall framework clear.

(T11) (1) Let the name, then, as was said originally, signify something and signify one thing.
(2) “To be man” cannot signify the same as “not to be man”, if “man” signifies not just about
one thing, but signifies even that which is one. For we do not consider that as signifying one
thing, namely that which signifies about one thing, since in this way also the “musical”, the
“white”, and the “man” would signify one thing, so that all will be one: for they would be syn-
onyms. (3) And it [“to be man”] will not be to be and not to be the same thing, except homon-
ymously, as if, for instance, what we were calling “man”, others would be calling “not-man”.
But the question is not whether something can be the same and not the same in respect of
name, but in respect of the thing. (4) (a) And if “man” and “not man” do not signify different
things, (b) it is clear that there will be no difference between “not to be man” and “to be
man”, (c) so that “to be man” will be “not to be man”; (d) for they will be one. For being
one means this: as in the case of garment and cloak, if their definition is one.(e) And if

64 Mignucci (2003), pp. 115-116.
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[“man” and “not man”] are one, (f) then “to be man” and “not to be man” will signify one
thing. (g) But it has been shown that they signify different things. (5) [Concluding argument]
(a) Therefore it is necessary, in order to make a true statement that something is a man, to
say that it is a biped animal (for this was what “man” signifies). (b) But if this is necessary,
then it cannot fail to be the biped animal (for “necessary” means “impossible not to”). (c)
Therefore it is impossible to say that it is true that the same thing simultaneously is and is
not a man (1006b11-h34).®

In (T11.1) Aristotle restates the assumptions of his argument. (T11.2-4) provides us
with the claim that “to be man” and “not to be man” signify different things (T11.2);
the expression of the form “to be man” will not signify being and not being the
same thing, except by homonymy (T11.3); (T114) proves that “man” and “not-
man” signify different things.

The concluding argument (T11.5) is: (a) if it is true to say of something that it is
a man, then it must be a biped animal (the signified of the name “man”); (b) if this
is necessary, then it is impossible for it not to be a biped animal. (c) Then it is im-
possible to say that it is true that the same thing simultaneously is and is not a
man. I'll consider the concluding argument (T11.5) in the next section. Now, let
us concentrate on the distinction between the two types of signifying.

The distinction between signifying one thing and signifying about one thing is
drawn as an auxiliary step in the proof of the claim that “to be man” cannot signify
the same as “not to be man” (T11.2). Without this distinction, the names “musical”,
“white”, and “man”, when signifying about one thing, will all be signifying one
thing.

The one thing these three different names are signifying about is taken to be
an individual, e.g., Socrates, of whom all these three predicates are true. This is

65 (TID(1) €otw &Y, Oomep EAEXON kAT apydg, onpalvov Tt 0 dvopa kal onpaivov év: (2) ov &)
gv8éxetal T0 AvBpdmy elval onuaivel émep avOponwy W evay, & 0 GvBpwmog onuaivel uy
u6vov Ka® €vog aAAQ xal év (ov yap To0Tto aflodpev TO &v onuaivew, To Kad €vog, émel obTw ye
KV TO HOLGIKOV Kal TO AELUKOV Kal T0 davBpwmog &v éonuatvey, (MoTe &v dmavta €éotar cLVEWVLUA
yap). (3) kai ovk £otal eivat kal py elvat 0 avTO AN fj Ka®’ duwvopiav, Gomep v e 6V UEg
avBpwmov karolpev, GAloL i dvBpwmov kaolev: 0 § aropouevov ol ToUT 0Ty, el EvEéyeTal
70 abTO dua elvat kal i elvat avBpwmov o dvopa, AL TO Tpdypa. (4)(@) el 8¢ wi onuaivel Etepov
70 GvBpwrtog kal To i &vBpwrog, (b) iAo Tt kail o w) elvat avOpwiw Tod evat avOpwiw, (c)
OoT £otat 10 avBpTw elvat wi avBpwrw etvac (d) &v yap Eotal. TodTo yap onuaivel o ivat &, 0
0OG AoV Kal ipatiov, el 6 Adyog eig (e) el 8¢ otat £v, (f) &v onuavel 10 avBpomny elval kal wn
avBpwnw. (g) GAN €8¢8ewkto 6Tt €Tepov anuaivel (5) (a) avaykn Toivuv, el Tt €oTv GAnOEG eimelv
otL &vBpwrog, {Hov elval Simovv (tolto yap Fv 6 €ofuawve to GvBpwmrog)- (b) el & avaykn
0070, 0UK &v8éxeTal un elvat <tote> T0 avtod {Hov Simouv (tolto yap onuaivel T avaykn evay,
70 G8vvatov elval pn elvat [EvBpwrov]): (c) ovk Gpa &véyetal dua GAnBg elvat einelv 10 adTod
GavBpwrov elvat Kal pn elvat avpwmov.
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suggested by Aristotle’s own use of an example of an individual,®® and Alexander
understands this example in the same way.®” This understanding of the subject of
predication as an individual has led some scholars to identify an individual with
an individual substance of the Categories and thus to an interpretation of the
scope of the argument “from signification” as restricted to substances only. On
such a view, of our three names, “man”, “white”, and “educated”, only “man” sig-
nifies one thing when thus signifying about one thing, whereas the other two ex-
pressions signify something about one thing, but do not signify one thing in the
sense required by Aristotle.

The argument to this effect, connecting this passage with Aristotle’s discussion
of substance in the Categories and Metaphysics Z, has been given by Elizabeth An-
scombe.®® In relation to our text, the reasoning behind such a reading would go as
follows: “man” is the most important of all the names predicated of Socrates, be-
cause it expresses what Socrates is as an individual, and it must hold of Socrates
as long as Socrates exists. The expressions “white” and “musical”, although true of
Socrates, do not express what he is and must not hold of Socrates always in the
same way as “man”, but sometimes their negations can also be true of Socrates,
such as “not-white” and “not-musical”. Even if we assume that “white” can signify
as “something one”, the individual white colour that is “in” Socrates as “in a sub-
ject”, in the sense of the Categories 2, there exists an insoluble ambiguity about
whether in “signifying one thing that is white” the “one thing” is to be understood
as (a) a white colour present in Socrates as in a subject—if so, our signification
would be per se, having as its object a per se existent which is not said of anything
further (Cat. 2, 1a25-29), or (b) a thing which has white colouy, as in the reading of
our example mentioned above, e.g., “white man”, where the signified of a name
“man” does not possess an attribute “white”, but can have it accidentally—this
meaning of a white thing (td0 Aevkdév) will not satisfy the criteria for Aristotle’s
“one thing” because it belongs to an entity of which the predicate “not-white”
can also truly hold.*® This ambiguity cannot be clarified in the case of such pred-
icates as “white” and “educated” because the presence of a subject in which the per
se existents they signify (i.e., the individual properties of being white and educated
“owned” by a given individual substance) must always be presupposed in their sig-
nification. Anscombe thought we could get support for this interpretation—or evi-
dence of Aristotle’s confusion on this point—by clarifying the scope of the modal

66 In the argument “from substances”, 1007b5-15.

67 See T12 below.

68 Anscombe (1961); a similar view is expressed by Lear (1980), pp. 106-110 and Furth (1986), pp.
376-381.

69 Anscombe (1961), pp. 41-43.
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operator of necessity in the concluding argument where Aristotle derived an in-
stance of the PNC for “man” (1006b28-34). But she admitted that prima facie the
concluding derivation permits a construal that accounts for the unrestricted
scope of the whole argument.”

Several more recent works argue for the unrestricted scope of PNC in the argu-
ment from signification but do not address the role of the distinction between “sig-
nifying about one” and “signifying one” in their interpretations.”

What about Alexander? He sees the distinction between signifying one and sig-
nifying about one thing as implicit in Aristotle’s account of signification which he
uses in his “synoptic argument” (in (T10)). Explaining the concept of “signifying
one thing”, he says:

(T12) (1) What the signified object is, he defines and makes known by means of showing that
it is not the case that if something is said about something, this already signifies one thing, as
he will also say further down. (2) For it is not the case that if “white” is said about Socrates,
then Socrates and “to be Socrates” are also signified by the white. (3) As for all those things
that are predicated so as to signify nature and essence, as is the case with those predicated in
“what it is”, they are taken as signifying one thing, and in this way something one is signified
by each of the names. (4) And he explained in what sense he said “signifying one thing” lest
someone should think that he means one numerically, nor that a numerically one thing
should be called one, as he will say, but a certain one nature. (5) For if “man” signifies a
biped animal, then “to be man” will consist in being a biped animal (276, 37-277, 9).”*

In (T12.1), the formula “something is said about something” from Aristotle’s defini-
tion of premiss’® refers to any well-formed statement, such as “Socrates is white”
(T12.2) which is contrasted with predication in the genus “what is it?” (T12.3)
Alexander points out in (T12.2) that in the ordinary predication, the name that ex-

70 Anscombe (1961), p. 44.

71 The “unrestricted” reading is supported, on different grounds, by Dancy (1975), Kirwan (1993),
Whitaker (1996), and Wedin (1999). Kirwan and Wedin argue for it on the basis of the logical struc-
ture of the concluding argument (1006b28-34). Whitaker’s unrestricted interpretation seems to be
based on the view of Aristotle’s signification according to which words pick out things (Whittaker
1996, p. 195), but the role of essence in the process of “picking” does not seem to be very important.
72 (1) Tl 8¢ éoTL TO onpawvopevoy, opietatl kal yvwpluov motel mép Tol Sel&at dtL un, el Tt Katd
Tvog Aéyetal, §6n todto kal &v onuaivel, wg kal mpolwv €pel. (2) oL yap el T0 Aevkov Katd Tod
LwKPAToug Aéyolto, 0 Zwkpatng kol t0 elval Twkpdtel vnd To0 Aevkol onuaveioetal (3) oa
81 0UTw KaTyopelTal WG YUOLY Te Kal ovolav onuaivey, wg £xel Ta €v Td Tl €0TL KATNYopovpEVa,
Tadta wg &v onuatvovta Aappavetal, kal o0Twg VE' £kdoTov TOV Ovouatwy €v TL onpaivetal. (4)
gEnyfnoato 8¢ meg elte O v onuaivew, tva i &v katd TOV APOUOY TIg avTov \yftat Aéyew,
un&g &v 10 xa® €vog @ aplopd Aéyeabal, wg Epel, AAAG piav Tva eUoLv. (5) el yap 6 dvBpwrog
{®ov Simovv onuaivey, xai 0 AvBpOTw elvat &v TovTw Eotal &v @ (W Sinodt glvat.

73 An. Pr. 11, 24a16-17.
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presses the predicate does not necessarily signify the subject of the statement. By
contrast, in the case of the predication “in what-it-is”, the predicate expression will
signify the subject of the statement (e.g., “Socrates is a man”). (T12.3) This distinc-
tion is introduced in order to make it clear that “signifying one thing” should not
be taken as referring to the thing which is one numerically (T12.4). “Signifying one
thing” means signifying nature and essence (ousia) rather than something that is
numerically one (T12.3-4).

The terminology of “ousia”, “nature”, and “things predicated in what it is” in
(T12.3) might suggest that Alexander takes “signifying one thing” to be restricted to
the category of substance, along the lines of Anscombe’s reading above. Therefore,
it is important to show that this is not the case.

As we can see in (T12), Alexander relates the distinction between the two kinds
of signifying to the difference between two types of predication. Signifying about
one thing is what a name is doing as a standard predicate of one thing about an-
other, ti kata tinos (T12.1) Signifying one thing, which means signifying nature and
substance (ousia), characterizes the predicates in “what it is” (0g &xeL Ta év @ Ti €071
Katnyopovpeva) (T12.3).

One way of understanding the latter kind of predicates would be indeed to
take them to be substances, the first of the ten highest genera of being: in his
list of ten categories in the Topics 1.9 Aristotle uses the expression ti €01t instead
of ovota for what we translate as “substance” (103b20), a variation duly noted by
Alexander in his commentary who, however, remarks also that ti éott is used in
many ways.”*

The weakness of this interpretation of the predicates ‘in what it is’ (from
T12.3) is that it reduces the difference between the two kinds of signifying to
the categorial difference between the predicates in the category of substance
and the predicates in the non-substantial categories. But there is nothing in either
Aristotle or Alexander to suggest such a reduction. In Metaphysics T, Aristotle does
not exclude substances from “signifying about one thing”: in his example, “man”,
as well as “white” and “educated”, can signify “about one thing”, e.g., individual
Socrates. “Man” is then taken as an example of “signifying one thing”, but this
is not enough to suggest that such signifying is reserved for the class of sub-
stance-predicates.” If this example entailed that the names “white” and “educat-

74 Alexander in Top. 65, 17-19: “Instead of ‘substance’ Aristotle adopts the phrase ‘what-it-is’: for
substance is what is in the strict sense, and the ‘what it is’ and the definition are strictly of sub-
stance, even if ‘what it is’ is used in more than one way” (trans. Van Ophuijsen).

75 Marco Zingano is one of very few authors who discusses this problem and correctly rejects this
version of “essentialism” (Anscombe-style; see Zingano 2008, p. 409 n. 5). But Zingano treats in the
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ed” do not signify, respectively, one thing each, Aristotle probably would have in-
dicated this, as this would be an important exception to his argument from signi-
fication. It is more promising therefore not to stick with substantialist interpreta-
tion of signifying one thing, but to see if we could make any sense of “signifying
one thing” as a property of any predicate, not alternative to, but distinct from “sig-
nifying about one thing”. What exactly might be this property?

We know that “man”, according to the Categories, is “said of” “this man, e.g.,
Socrates” as “man” and “Socrates” share a definitional formula (“biped animal”).”®
This would be a special way in which “man” is said of Socrates, but “white” and
“educated” are not. On the other hand, “white” and “educated” could conceivably
be predicated in a similar way, as “being said of something”, of an individual taken
to be “this white” and “this educated thing”. We have indirect evidence that Aris-
totle sees it this way in the Categories 2, where Aristotle distinguishes the class of
things that are in a subject and are said of the subject.”” And there is more direct
evidence in Topics 1.9, where Aristotle uses the expression ti éo7t in a sense differ-
ent from the above mentioned’® but also technical, as signifying any one of the ten
highest kinds, namely, the one to which the predicate expressed in the predication
belongs. "

(T12 A) Aristotle, Topics 1.9, 103b27-(1) It is clear from this that he who signifies the “what-it-is”
signifies sometimes substance, sometimes quantity, sometimes quality, and sometimes some
of the other categories. (2) For when about a given man he says that the given one is a man or
an animal, he says what it is and signifies substance. (3) When about a given white colour he
says that the given is white or a colour, he says what it is and signifies quality. (4) Similarly, if
about a given length of a cubit he says that the given is a cubit long in respect of magnitude,
he says what it is and signifies quantity. (5) And similarly with the rest. (a) For each of such
[things], if it is said either about itself or about the genus of it, signifies what it is. (b) But

same way a different kind of essentialism, the one that seems to be closer to Alexander’s version
that I am exploring here.

76 Categ. 2,1a20-22.

77 Categ. 2,1a29-b3. This example is much discussed in connection with the problem of the onto-
logical status of non-substantial individuals, especially with the problem of recurrence. For the cur-
rent discussion, it is important that Aristotle has room for the case where X is legitimately ‘said of”
Y, where Y is a non-substantial individual, no matter how clear or felicitous this particular example
is, and no matter what we think of the recurrence of Y. What is important is that there are non-
substantial universals and they are said of their corresponding individuals.

78 Top. 103b20 and n.64 above.

79 This text, and the exact ontological status of 70 t{ éott has been much discussed. See, in par-
ticular; Michael Frede’s paper on the nature of the categories in Aristotle (Frede 1981). My task
here, though not unrelated to the problems discussed by Frede, is more narrowly circumscribed:
to find some support for non-substantial predication in ‘what-it-is’ (proposed by Alexander) in the
texts of Aristotle.
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when it is said about another thing, it does not signify what it is, but quantity or quality or a
certain one of the other categories.*

Aristotle distinguishes two types of categorial predication: one when the subject
and the predicate are in the same category (say, “man” is predicated of this
man, e.g., Socrates, or “colour” of this white colour) and another when the subject
and predicate are in different categories (e.g., “Socrates is white”).

When predication is in the same category its predicate signifies the “what-it-is”
and the category in question. Thus, if we say “the white of this page is white” we
signify the “what-it-is” of the white of this page and its quality: both are expressed
by “[colour] white”. If we say “the white of this page is a colour”, we signify the
“what-it-is” of the white of this page and its quality: both are expressed by “colour”
(the genus of white and a kind in the highest genus of quality).

When subject and predicate are in different categories, the predicate does not
signify the “what-it-is” but signifies only its own category. Thus, if we say “Socrates
is white”, “white” signifies a quality (of whiteness or colour white), but does not
signify any “what-it-is”.

Alexander, in his commentary on this Topics passage, explains that the cases of
predication in the same category, when the predicate signifies this category and
“what-it-is”, include: predication of a thing of itself, predication of a genus of a
thing, and predication of the definitional formula of a thing:

(T12B) Alexander in Top. 67, 3—(1) That the what-it-is is given in each category, and that what
is predicated in the what-it-is can be obtained for each category, this, as I have said, Aristotle
shows by induction. (2) For each of the things under each category, whether the thing is itself
said of itself, as e.g., that the man is man or the white is white, and so with the other cate-
gories, <or whether> it gives the genus appropriate to it, “signifies what-it-is”. (3) Similarly,
when someone gives the definition of each thing, he too states the what-this-thing-is: for it
is equivalent to pronounce the man man or biped land animal, for in both expressions it
is said about itself, and both have the same extension, which is why he has taken the
name instead of a definition. (4) But when the thing predicated is not of the same genus
as the subject but is said of another thing (for this is the sense of “but when one thing is
said of another thing”), then the genus of the problem will be from the same category as

80 (1) 8fjAov & £¢ avT®V 6TL O TO Tl €0TL onUaivwy 6Te Pév ovatav onuaivel, 6t¢ 8¢ moadv, 6T¢ 6¢
TOLOV, OTE 8& TV AWV TVA KATNYOPL&V. (2) 6TV PéV Yap EKKELLEVOL AvBPWTOL Off TO EKKeiuevoV
avBpwtov etvat fj {®ov, Ti 0Tl Aéyel kal ovaiav onuaiver (3) dtav 8 xpHUatog AeUKoD EKKEUEVOL
of] T ékkelpevov Aeukov elvat i xpOua, Tt 0Tt Aéyel kal ooV onuaivel. (4) duoing 8¢ kal &av
myvaiov peyéBoug Ekkewévou Off TO éxkeluevov mnyvaiov elval péyebog, T 0Tt Aéyel Kal
1000V onpaivel. (5) opoiwg 8¢ kat ént T@V GAAWV: EKaaTov yap @V ToUTWY, ¢4v Te avTO mepl
avtod Aéyntat ¢dv te 0 yévog mepl TovTov, Ti €0TL onuatver dtav 8¢ mepl £tépov, oL Tt 0Tt onual-
VEL GAAA TTOGOV || TTOLOV 1 TLva TOV EAAWY KATNYOPL&V.
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the thing predicated. (5) It then no longer signifies the what-it-is, for a thing from one cate-
gory is not predicated of a thing in another category as what-it-is; one thing is stated of an-
other in those in which the thing predicated is an accident (trans. Van Ophuijsen, modified).*"

Alexander takes Aristotle’s examples in (T12 A2-5) to be parts of an inductive proof
showing that each category has its own frame for signifying “what-it-is”. He spells
out the results of Aristotle’s argument by stating the types of predication in each
category which correspond to signifying “what-it-is”. In ordinary predication,
where subject and predicate are in different categories, there is no predication
in “what-it-is”.

Moreover, every category also has its own qualified ovoia. In the Metaphysics
A, explaining the senses of ovaia, Aristotle mentions the meaning which he de-
scribes as the substance of each thing (oUoia ékaotov): “also the what-it-was-to-
be, whose formula is a definition, and this is said to be the substance of each
thing”.®* Aristotle devotes just a line and a half to this meaning of ovcia as
ovola ékaotov, but Alexander’s commentary elaborates on it and allows us to
see that Alexander takes for granted the essences that correspond to non-substan-
tial categories:

(T12C) Alexander in Metaph. 374, 37—375, 9 (1) In addition to the above-mentioned meanings,
Aristotle says, they call substance (ovota) the ‘essence whose formula is definition’. For when
asked what essence is we say that it is definition (and he uses a more general expression ‘for-
mula’ (Adyog) for definition (0ptopdc)).(2) He says in fact that substance (ovaia) is also the def-
inition of each thing, namely of that of which it is the definition, not without qualification. In
this way there could be the substance (ovciq) of a quality, a quantity, and likewise all the rest.
(3) This would be different from the enmattered form which he mentioned shortly before
[1017b14-16] as the cause for each of the substances to be the one it is, because that one is
in things put together naturally and is a natural form and is substance (ovoia) in a strict
sense, whereas that which is discussed now is the form according to which each thing has

81 (1) 6TL xa® ExdoTny KaTnyopiav 10 Tt oTv amodidotat, kal 6TL T0 €v T¢) T{ E0TL KATYOPOVUEVOV
Ka®’ kaotnv Aaupavetay, Ti) Enaywyf, kg eltov, eikvuoty. (2) EKaatov yap TV VY’ EKAGTNY KaTn-
yopiav, &v te adTod mept £avtol Aéyntat, olov 6Tt 0 Gvepwmnog GvBpwmdg £0TYV  TO AEUKOV AEUKOV
€0TL (kal €ml T®V GAAWY Opoilwg), <dv Te> 10 oikelov yévog avtod amodis®, Tt €ott onuaivel. (3)
opoiwg 8¢ kév TOV OpLoudv TIG TOV EKAGTOL AmodL8®, T0 Tl €0Ty avTod Aéyel (oov ydp €0t TOV
avBpwmov dvBpwmov elnelv i {Hov meCov dimovv: €v AuPoTéPoLg yap avto mepl éavtod Aéyetal,
Kol & {ong aueotepa: 810 avtl tod oplopol 0 dvopa ElaBev. (4) dTav 8¢ TO KATNYOPOVUEVOV
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Tepl £TEPOV), € g &v Katnyopiag j T Katnyopovuevoy, £€ ékeivng Kal T0 yévog Tod TpoBARUaTog
£otal. (5) kal oUKETL TO Tl €0TL TO Lmokeiuevov onuaiver oL yap év @ Tl €0TL Katnyopeltal 0 ¢
Mg xatnyopiag tod £€ GAANG. mepl €tépov 8¢ Etepov Aéyetal, év alg ouuBePnkog éotl TO
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its essence (t0 i fv elva) even if it is not in substances: for essence (o ti {v lvay) is not only
of substances. (4) Therefore such forms are not substances without qualification, but they are
substances of those things whose essence they express. This is why it is said that each thing
has some substance. (5) Someone can also understand this so that the form is said in many
ways: in one way, as the cause of being for that in which it is, as the soul, about this way he
said before, and another as the being itself** whose cause was perceiving soul, which is not
the same as the soul, but soul is its cause. (6) And he would be mentioning this now, not the
external form and shape, which is somehow a limit of each thing and defines it.**

In (T12C2) Alexander explains the ovoia éxdaotov as a qualified definition distin-
guishing it from an unqualified definition, which he seems to posit as a default
case, and which allows us to speak of essences and definitions not only of substan-
ces, but also of qualities, quantities, and other categories. The difference of unqua-
lified essence is that it corresponds to the enmattered form which has a causal role
in relation to the substance in which it is present (T12C3).

The default case Alexander describes here is in agreement with his reading of
Topics 19 passage (T12 A2-5, T12B) according to which ‘signifying what-it-is’ charac-
terises predication in the same category. From the three kinds of such signification
considered there, the relevant one here is ‘when someone gives the definition of a
thing’ (T12B3).

This seems to be the sense of ousia that Alexander is using in his unrestricted
interpretation of ‘signifying one thing’ in Metaphysics T 4 (T12 above).

It is remarkable that the distinction between the two types of essence is fol-
lowed in T12C3-5 by the distinction between the two senses of ‘form’. Standard en-
mattered form (Form-1) corresponds to the unqualified essence, which is a formal
cause of a hylomorphic compound. Another sense of form (Form-2) picks out the

83 ‘The being itself: reading avto¥ 100 elvau at 375, 12, following, with Dooley, Bonitz’s conjecture
from Sepulveda’s translation.
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characteristics of a hylomorphic composite that are caused by the Form-1. Form-2 is
not to be taken in the sense of shape contrasted with body, rather it seems to be an
ensemble of all the properties that are causally dependent on Form-1. With this dis-
tinction Alexander signals a very important exegetical presupposition in his inter-
pretation of Aristotle’s hylomorphism.®® The important point for the current argu-
ment is that Alexander sees the ‘qualified’ essence, which is the definition of a
property in any category, including all non-substantial categories, as fully under-
written by his version of hylomorphic theory of substance.

So, Alexander’s interpretation of “signifying one thing” seems to be essential-
ist in so far as “one thing”, the definitional formula of a thing, is understood as the
nature and essence of the thing, but it is not substantialist, because a thing in ques-
tion can belong to any of the ten categories. Next, we will see how this distinction
works and whether it really can support the concluding argument.

3.4 Negated Names and Two Types of Negation

The distinction between “signifying one thing” and “signifying about one thing” is
important in disambiguating certain expressions with negation, of the form “not-
man”. This is how Alexander explains the use of “signifying one” commenting
on Aristotle (T11):

(T13) Alexander in Metaph. 279, 32-280, 20 (1) [Aristotle] teaches us how one should under-
stand “signifying one”. For “man” is one [thing] because it signifies some one nature, not be-
cause it is said of one thing. (2) But as it signifies one nature it would not signify also simul-
taneously some other nature. (3) He shows that not everything said about one thing is one.
For “man”, “the white”, and “the educated” can be truly predicated about one thing, but it
is not the case that because of that they are one. (4) And he arrived at proving this because
it seems that “discussing” can be predicated about one and the same thing as “man” [signi-
fies], e.g., about Socrates; yet “discussing” is not “man”. (5) For in this way, of that about
which (xa®’ o0) “man” is predicated, the “not-man” would also be predicated accidentally,
but it is not the case that thereby already that which is signified by “man” and “not man”
are the same. (6) For “signifying one thing” is not defined in the same way as “being predi-
cated about one thing”. (7) Aristotle proved by the additional argument that [names] predi-
cated about one thing do not by the same token also signify one thing. (8) For several
[names] different from each other are predicated about one thing: those [things] that are ac-

85 See Marwan Rashed’s discussion of this distinction in relation to the ontological project of the
middle books of Metaphysics in Rashed 2007 232-234. There remains a question of Alexander’s mo-
tivation for setting this discussion in parallel with the discussion of two types of essence, but dis-
cussing it would lead to a major digression in this already very long paper. I plan to discuss this
question elsewhere.
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cidental to something are similarly predicated about that thing to which they are accidental,
which is one, but it is not the case that because of that all [of them] signify one and the same
thing. (9) Thus, it is not the case that since “educated”, “white”, and “man” are predicated of
one thing, therefore even that which is signified by them is the same. (10) For had the signi-
fied been the same, so that there would be no difference between being predicated of one
thing and signifying one thing, they would have been synonyms, i.e., polyonyms, for he
now uses “synonyms” instead of “polyonyms” (279, 32-280, 20).%°

The concept of “one nature” which Alexander uses in (T13.1) is already familiar.
The nature of X for Alexander is the “what-it-is” expressed by the definitional for-
mula of X, where X can belong to any of the ten categories. There is an important
point that Alexander spells out: as the name signifies one nature it cannot simul-
taneously signify another nature (T13.2). There is exactly one definitional formula
for each name which expresses that which a name signifies. When several differ-
ent names are said about one and the same thing, they do not signify one nature.
Alexander uses Aristotle’s example of “man”, “educated”, and “white” predicated
of Socrates to illustrate the point (T13.3).

Aristotle’s aim in drawing this distinction, according to Alexander, is to disam-
biguate the negated name “not-man”. If we use it to mean anything that is different
from “man” without any further qualification,” so that either “white” or “educat-
ed” or “discussing” could be substituted with “not-man”, then the following piece of
reasoning could get us a purported denial of PNC: “Socrates is a man. But Socrates
is also white. To be white is not the same as to be a man. So, Socrates is also not the

86 (1) G 7O &v onuaivewy axovew xpr, SL8AcKel NUAG 0 yap avBpwrog &v @ UGV TVa piav
onuaivewy, ov T kad évog Aéyeabat. (2) piav 8¢ eUowv onpaivwv ovk dv dua xal ANV Twva on-
patvol. (3) 6tL 8¢ 10 kab’ €vog Aeyduevov ov Ty v, Selkvuol kab £vog yap xal T0 GvBpwrog
Kol 70 A&UKOV Kal T0 HOUGIKOV Svvatal katnyopelobat dAnBdg, dAX’ ov Sttt todto kat v tadta.
(4) NABe 8¢ ¢mil t0 Sewvival tolTo St 0 Sokelv §hvacdal ka® £vog kal Tod avtol kad’ ol 0
GvBpwtog, olov kAT ZwKPATOUE, KATA TOUTOL Kal T0 StaréyesBat t0 8¢ Stadéyeadat ovk EvOpw-
7106 (5) &l yap &v kad’ 00 6 AvOpwog, Kai 00K AvOpPWITOG KATNYOPOVUEVOS KAT( GUUPERNKAG: CAN
0V 81 ToU70 i8N xal TavTév €0TL T6 T LTTO T00 AVOpWTOL Kal ToD UK AVBpPWTOL anuavouevov. (6)
oV yap ToUTwW MpLoTal T0 &v onuaively @ kab’ £vog katnyopelabal. (7) 6Tt yap piy T@ katd t0d
avToD Katnyopovpeva {dn kal &v onuaivel, 8U Gvrep mapébeto E8eiEe. (8) kad’ évog yap meiw
KATNYOPETTaL SLa@Epovta AAMAWY: Td yap cLpPePnKoTa Twi, £repa 6vra kai tovTov ) cuUPERNKeE
kal AAAAwY, Opoiwg Katnyopeital kat ékelvou £vog 8vTog, ) cuuBEPNKeY, 00 WiV 8Ll TodTo TaVTa
70 aUTO Kal &v onuatvel. (9) ov yap €mel kad’ £vOG TO LOVGLKOV Kal TO AEUKOV Kal 0 avBpwTog Katn-
yopettay, 18N kal TavTév €0TL TO GNUALVOUEVOY UTT aOT®V. €l yap TavTov €l TO onUAVOUEVOV ()G
un Stagépey 10 kad’ €vog katnyopelobal Tol &v anpaively, é0Tal GUVOVLI, TOVTESTL TOAVWVUUA,
Ka® Ov mieln katnyopeltart®d ydp cuvovopa viv avtl Tod moAv@vuua xpiitat

87 For instance, if we were to take in this way Plato’s suggested solution to the Parmenidean para-
dox of Not-Being in the Sophist, taking “Not-Being” as “Different from Being” (Soph. 255d5-€7)
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same as a man. To be not the same as a man is to be a not-man. Hence Socrates is a
man and not-man. Hence Socrates is a man and Socrates is not a man”.

But Alexander explains that in this case “not-man” would be predicated of Soc-
rates accidentally, just as “white” was. (T13.4-5) So, it should inherit its accidental
type of predication from the “white” for which it was substituted: this kind of “not-
man” is predicated of Socrates accidentally and does not constitute a real denial of
PNC. Being predicated about one thing does not amount to signifying one thing.
Had the three terms “man”, “white”, and “educated”, signified one thing, they
would have been synonyms, Aristotle says, or polyonyms, as Alexander corrects.*®
This would mean that each of these expressions is just another way of signifying
the essence of a thing (Callias or Socrates).

The important corollary of this discussion is that in order to get a genuine de-
nial of PNC, the negated name “not-man” should inherit its type of predication not
from an accident, but from the definitional formula itself, so that the function of
this kind of negated expression should be not just to “point away in every direction
indiscriminately”, as is the function of negated names construed as indefinite
names in De interpretatione.®® Rather, its role should be a more targeted destruc-
tion of the definitional formula itself. It is a different meaning of negation.
Alexander explains it in this way, elaborating on Aristotle’s text:

(T14) Alexander in Metaph. 281, 1-(1) The object of our investigation was not whether it is pos-
sible to impose to the same thing both the name “man” and “not-man”, so that their difference
would be merely verbal and no longer also according to that which is signified, (2) but wheth-
er, when the objects signified by each differ, and “man” signifies such a form whose formula is
“animal footed biped”, while “not-man” signifies the destruction of such a form, it is possible
for these to be predicated simultaneously and about the same thing so that it would be the

88 Aristotle uses the concept just once in our extant corpus (Hist. An. 289al-3: KaAitat 8 fj pév
Aaupavel, otoua, ig 0 8¢ 8éxetal, Kokiar 0 8¢ Aoutdv moAvwvLpdy €otwv). This concept goes back
to Speusippus’ division of names into tautonyms (further divided into homonyms and synonyms)
and heteronyms (further divided heteronyms proper, polyonyms and paronyms) of which we know
through Boethus’ report preserved to us by Simplicius (Simplic. in Categ. 38,19-24 Kalbfleisch = Boe-
thus fr. 10 Rashed, see also Barnes 1971). It seems that this classification was used by Peripatetics as
a part of their own school legacy: at least Alexander’s correction of Aristotle’s usage here suggests
this much. Cf. also Alexander, in Metaph. 247 22-29: oUtwg €xel mpOg GAANAQ Kal T0 Apepes Kal o
EMdyLoTOV, Kal oTépUa Kal Kapmog, Kal avapactg kat katafaatg, kai mave’ doa Kupiwg ETepwvupa
KOAETTaL elnwv 8¢ 10 6v kal 10 &v TadTd elval Kal piav Tva @UoLy, o0 uévtol 6§ évi Adyw SnAov-
eva, ETTVEYKeY OTL Slagépel §& 008V 008 &v Kal Katd TOV Adyov adTd TadTd oAdBwuey lval,
N VoV Katd T DIToKEWEVNY U0, B¢ elVal TMY TOAVWVOULY TO UTTOKEIUEVOY avToTg, OV TAeiw
uév ovouata, kad’ Ekaotov 8¢ TV OvopdTwy 6 avTog AdYoS, WG Gacydvou Kal payaipag, kal Aw-
niov kal ipatiov.

89 I borrow a fine description by Whitaker (Whitaker 1996, p. 64).
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same thing to be such a substance and not to be. (3) For the contradictory opposition is of this
kind, while the opposition which is accidental is not contradictory.*

Alexander spells out Aristotle’s distinction between the accidental and non-acci-
dental predication of a negated name “not-man” of Socrates in terms of signifying.
If we predicate “not-man” of Socrates accidentally, meaning that Socrates is white,
say, and being white is not the same as being man, the opposition the “not-man”
and “man” will be accidental and not contradictory.

Let us use a rather ugly contraption Not-Man,, to stand in for the predicate
“not-man” used as such an umbrella term for all the things that are not the
same in definition as Man (which will be a predicate form of the name “man”).
The pair:

Man (Socrates) and Not-Man,. (Socrates)

is not a contradiction because we can substitute a predicate (White, Educated,
Bald, In the Market, 70 years old) instead of our Not-Man,. Note that we cannot
substitute ‘Not-(a)-Biped-Animal’ for Not-Man,., because the ‘biped animal’ is not
an accident of ‘man’.

But a contradiction will arise if we take ‘not-man’ to stand in for the predicate
whose only meaning is that the definitional formula associated with ‘man’ is not
applicable to a thing of which ‘not-man’ is predicated. Let us call it Not-Mang,, a
“definitional” Not-Man: also not an inch-perfect label, because this predicate
Not-Mang, does not define anything. It only denies the application of a definition
(a definitional formula or a corresponding predicate) to a subject. And it can give
us a contradictory opposition. The pair:

Man (Socrates) and Not-Mang, (Socrates)

will make a contradiction when said of the same subject. The predicate Not-Man,
denies the application of the definition of the signifying expression ‘man’ to Socra-

90 (1) ovk Qv 8¢ TolTo KUV TO {nTovuEevoy, ToTEPOV SVvatal T® avTE TPayuaTt Kai Gvlpwmog
6vopa kai Wy GvBpwmog tedijval, ¢ etval Ty Slaopav adT®Y KaTd TV AEEWY HOVNY, UNKETL 8&
Kol KAt T0 onuawvopevoy, (2) dX el OvTtwv TV onuUavopuévwy D’ EKaTéPOU SLaPepOVTWY, Kal
00 pév avBpwmov o TowdTov onuaivovtog €8og o0 AGyog {Hov medov Simovv, Tod 88 ovK
avBpwmov THY avaipeoty Tod TolovToL €idoug, 01OV Te dua Tadta kal Katd To¥ avTol Katnyopel-
oBat 00TwG OG elvat TavTov T elvai Te TV ToladTV ovaiav Kai pf elvar(3) Tol TolvToL Yap Sniw-
TWKN 1] QVTLYATIK AvTiBEDLg, 00K AVTIEATIKN 8¢ 1 avTiBealg 1} Katd cLpBEPNKOG.
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tes. In order to introduce this kind of opposition Aristotle needs this distinction be-
tween ‘signifying one thing’ and ‘signifying about one thing’.

Alexander seems to think that this distinction, in order to work properly, has
to be supported by the whole system of categories, in particular by the predication
of “what-it-is”, and more specifically still, of the definitional formulae, within each
category. Aristotle’s example of “man” illustrates the way it works with substances,
but we could do the same with the predicate in any other category, for instance, we
could take “white” and formulate in the same way as above:

White (Socrates) and Not-White,, (Socrates)

is not a contradictory pair if Not-White,. stands for Man (Socrates). But

White (Socrates) and Not-White,, (Socrates)

is a contradictory pair if the definition of white is, say: “the colour which dissolves
the eye-stream”®! and the definitional Not-White denies the definitional formula of
white. The analysis then could be sketched out as follows. White (Socrates) will say
that Socrates is of a colour that satisfies the definition of white and Not-Whiteg,,
(Socrates) will say that Socrates is of a colour that does not satisfy the definition
of white (assume Socrates has just one colour: a multicolour version can be
worked out as well, using Aristotle’s tools for disambiguation we have just seen).
Here the definitional formula and the subject to which it is applied also must
be in the same category, the way we had it with substance, but in this case it
will be a non-substantial category of ‘qualified’ (motév). Socrates qua qualified can-
not receive contradictory properties, and this will be true of all categories, and
supplying any further qualifications that are needed to rule out any easy counter-
examples.

This analysis of Alexander’s interpretation of Aristotle might answer the
worry raised by Mario Mignucci who accepted that Alexander’s interpretation of
“signifying one thing” does not restrict it to substances alone, but thought that
he did not distinguish sufficiently clearly between understanding a negated
name of the form notX (e.g., “not-man”) as a complement of X (the understanding
that rules out their joint predication of the same subject, say Y) and understanding
notX as anything that is different from X (the understanding that does not rule out
their joint predication of X, as when both “man” and “white” are predicated of Soc-

91 Top. 3.5, 119a30; cf. Metaph. 11.7, 1057h8.
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rates in an ordinary way).”> Assuming that each name “signifies one thing”, i.e.,
signifies the corresponding proper nature, still, when both “white” and “man”
are predicated of Socrates, “man” does signify one thing, but not the “white”, be-
cause only “man” expresses the nature of Socrates. Mignucci suggested that in
this perspective it is necessary to distinguish between “signifying one thing” and
“signifying one thing in respect of the subject”.®® For instance, in the statement
“Socrates is white” and “Socrates is a man”, both “white” and “man” do signify
one thing, i.e., signify, respectively, their own proper nature (corresponding defini-
tional formula to each), but with respect to Socrates only “man” signifies one thing,
but “white” does not. Mignucci thinks that this further distinction is necessary, but
Alexander misses it.”*

But it we take Alexander’s “broad” essentialist interpretation of “signifying
one thing” to be linked to the way in which a definitional formula is predicated
within each of the ten categories, this further distinction suggested by Mignucci
may be unnecessary. For Alexander follows the distinction drawn hy Aristotle in
the Topics 1.9 between the predication in the same category (i.e., when the subject
and the predicate belong to the same category) and not in the same category (i.e.,
when the subject and the predicate belong to different categories). According to
this distinction, the definitional formula—which expresses the one nature or the
one thing signified by a name—belongs to the former type of predication, where
the subject and predicate belong to the same category. This is the only kind of pred-
ication that could give us a contradictory pair if name and its negation were pre-
dicated on the same subject. And every name that has a definitional formula has
its own category and its own subject of predication with which it is synonymous
under that category. So, even if “white” is an accident of Socrates, still the pair
“White” and “Not-White,” will be contradictory and subject to the same rules
in this respect as the pair “Man” and “Not-Mang,;”.%®

Aristotle’s concluding argument (T11.5) above is:

(a) Therefore, it is necessary, in order to make a true statement that something is a man, to
say that it is a biped animal (for this was what “man” signifies). (1006b28-30)

92 Mignucci (2003), p. 114.

93 Mignucci (2003), p. 115.

94 Mignucci (2003), pp. 115-116.

95 This analysis based on Alexander’s interpretation might also provide an answer to a much ear-
lier worry raised by Maier with respect to Aristotle’s argument from signification which he saw as
working only for definitional formulae and unable to account for all the statements where pred-
icates are accidental (Maier 1896, pp. 55-56).
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(b) But if this is necessary, then it cannot fail to be the biped animal (for “necessary” means
“impossible not t0”) (1006b30-33)

(c) Therefore it is impossible to say that it is true that the same thing simultaneously is and is
not a man. (1006h33-34).

The crucial role is given to the definitional formula that expresses what is signified
by a name used as a predicate term in a statement. It is impossible for it to hold
and not to hold of the subject of its predication. Alexander summarizes this argu-
ment in his commentary three times: twice as a part of a larger argument (at the
beginning, at 276, 17-27 and in the end, 282, 3-19), and once in some more detail to
its text (282, 19-36). All three seem to be mutually consistent. Let us consider the
one that comes from Alexander’s synopsis we have been discussing, our (T10.7)
above:

(@) “Man” and “not-man” are different names, and not the names of one thing (£vog
TPy uatog),

(b) for they will be neither predicated of the same (¢ni TavtoD),
(c) nor will that which is signified by “not-man” be true of that which is signified by “man”,

(d) given that the names themselves differ from one another, and the different names express
different [things], and each name expresses one [thing], i.e., one nature (kal £€vog €KaoTov Kal
QLOEWG HLEC)

(e) For that which is signified by “man” will no longer be one, as has been said, if “not-man”,
which signifies another object, were also true of it. (The same argument as applies in the case
of “man” and “not-man” applies in all other cases as well.)

(f) But if the things expressed by these names do not belong together, then neither would the
affirmation saying that this (tode) is a man have as simultaneously true together the negation
saying that this (tode) is not a man.

We know that the difference between the names “man” and “not-man” is account-
ed for by a difference of a respective signified thing which is expressed by a defini-
tional formula. We have now seen that Alexander is taking both “man” and “not-
man” in the strictly definitional sense, so that “not-man” should be taken as our
Not-Mang,, not as Not-Man,. above. The name “Not-Man,,” signifies that the def-
initional formula of “man” does not apply. The name and its definitional negation
will never be predicated of the same thing (b) because the predication in question
is not the accidental predication, but a definitional predication of two different
names.

That which is signified by a “not-man” will not be true of what is signified by
“man” (c) because two genuinely different names correspond to two different def-
initional formulae which cannot express the same nature, but must express two
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different natures signified respectively by each name (d). Had it been possible for
“not-man” to signify what is signified by “man”, this signified object and nature
would no longer be one. (e) Since these things (or natures) do not belong together
(ouvumdpyey), it follows that the affirmation saying that this is a man will not be
true together with the negation saying that this is not a man (f).

Thus, the refutation of those who deny the PNC seems to be based on the im-
possibility for the definitional formula and its negation to hold truly of the same
subject in a statement. The denial of PNC allows for these two formulae, one of
which negates the other, to “belong together” as being signified by the same
name, and this destroys signifying, since the first postulate stated by Aristotle
was that the name should signify something one, e.g., the name “man” should sig-
nify always “animal biped” (if this has been stipulated), and cannot signify both
“animal biped” and “not [an] animal biped”. The latter case amounts effectively
to the opponent’s withdrawal of his concession to signifying something and once
again to the destruction of rational discourse or to being excluded from it.

4 Conclusion

This is a very incomplete survey of Alexander’s commentary on Aristotle’s argu-
ment from signification in Metaphysics T 4, not just because it does not cover
the whole argument, but also because Alexander’s commentary needs to be
much better contextualized with his other work on the Organon and other rele-
vant parts of the corpus. There is still much to do on all these fronts. However,
some of the results we have discovered are interesting for Aristotelian scholarship.
In the elenctic demonstration, Alexander seems to distinguish two different (but
related) arguments: the elenchos proper, where the concession of “something def-
inite” is secured “locally”, from this interlocutor, and the more general argument
based on a generalized concession by an imaginary opponent, where the defender
of PNC can work out certain general rules applicable in all such cases. Alexander’s
interpretation of signification develops an unrestricted essentialist, but not sub-
stantialist, interpretation of the scope of the argument. Its particular interest for
Aristotle scholars is its very important connection with the account of predication
that we find in Topics and in the Categories. Alexander’s approach allows us, I
think, to see what work the categories do in Aristotle’s first philosophy. *

96 To this extent, Alexander’s interpretation of the argument from signification may be seen as
belonging to the project that was described by John Ellis as his defence of Aristotle’s Categories
(Ellis 1994).
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