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Abstract: This essay examines how Aristotle creates propositions. It evaluates
his use of quality and quantity in his theory of syllogism. In De Interpretatione,
Aristotle used the term, ‘apophansis’, but he preferred ‘protasis’ in Analytica
Priora. While Aristotle classified these as affirmative and negative due to their
qualities, he embraced a different point of view about classifications based on
quantity. Differences in apophansis are evaluated on the basis of their singular
and universal structures, and their predications are also taken into considera-
tion. As he studied protasis, however, he re-arranged the classifications of
apophansis and re-shaped them according to their predicative properties. The
structural difference between De Interpretatione and Analytica Priora are re-

vealed through a careful examination of Aristotle’s use of these two concepts.
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Introduction

In his famous book, Lukasiewicz asked “why singular terms were
omitted by Aristotle” (Lukasiewicz 1957: 1.3). Similarly, we can ask, “why
were indefinite terms omitted by Aristotle?” Lukasiewicz asks this ques-
tion of Analytica Priora, but he disregarded Aristotle’s investigation of
them in De Interpretatione, which should also be given attention. This
essay intends to show the differences in the way that Aristotle examined
apophansis (dmopovolg) in De Interpretatione and protasis (mpdtaci) in
Analytica Priora. He did not omit singular and indefinite terms and in-
stead showed how to construct syllogisms by use of these apophansis
(rdeavoig) as protasis (pdtact). In this context, the relationship be-
tween apophansis and protasis will be explored, including why Aristotle

used different terms and classifications in each of these works.

In De Interpretatione, Aristotle examined apophansis (drépoveig), and
in Analytica Priora, he instead spoke of protasis (npotacic). Both how
these terms should be translated and how the relationship or correlation
between them should be understood are important issues. Which terms
correspond to proposed notions such as proposition, statement, asser-
tion, premise, etc. is not clear from a straightforward reading of Aristo-
tle’s syllogistic theory. Often, different but related notions of assertion
have been translated with the same terms. How these terms are translat-
ed to English is important at a conceptual rather than only linguistic lev-

el. Aristotle supplied a definition of logos (I prefer, ‘logos’ for ‘Adyoc):
Adyoc 8¢ dott @OV onuaviik, NG TAYV HEPBY TL ONUOVIIKOV EoTL
KEXYWPIGUEVOV, OGS OAOLS GAL' 0VY MG KaTdPaots. (16b26-16b28)
Aoyog is a significant spoken sound (gestures) some part of which is signifi-
cant in separation — as an expression, not as an affirmation."

Aristotle further defines logos:

£otL 8¢ AOYOG Gag PEV onpavTIKOG, oV OG Opyavov 3&, dAL' domep glpnton
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KOT& GUVORKNY: AOPOVTIKOS 88 oD mdic, GAA' év @ 10 dAndedewy f yevdecOon

Omapyer (16b33-17a3)

' Translation: Ackrill, 2014. For the sake of notional clarity, however, all references to the
Ancient Greek texts are instead from Minio-Paluello, L., Oxford Classical Texts, 1949 &
Ross, W. D. and Minio-Paluello, L., Oxford Classical Texts, 1964.
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Every {logosl] is significant (not as a tool but, as we said, by convention), but

[not all of them} is a apophantikos, but only those in which there is truth or

falsity.”

From this statement, it is clear that some logos are not affirmations
or negations. But some clearly are:

"Eott 8¢ &ig mpdT0g AOYOC GIToQoVIIKOS KATAPAGIC, Eta dmdpaots: (17a8-17a9)

The first single [proposition-being logos} is the affirmation, next is the nega-

tion.?

In paragraph 16b26, truth and falsity exist as some characters of log-
os; accordingly, these are noted as affirmation and negation in paragraph
r7a1. Thus, ‘proposition-being logos’, which is an affirmation or negation,
also has a truth-value. Therefore, this Aristotelian understanding of
proposition, by virtue of its having a truth-value, can be understood with
the contemporary term ‘proposition’. One kind of logos is the proposi-
tion. And Aristotle classifies propositions as ‘Gardoog’ (simple):

00tV §' 1 pév G £6Tiv Amdpavelc, olov Tt Katd TvOg A Tl 6d Tvog, 1 8' ék

TOVTOV GUYKEWEVY, 0lov AoYog Tic idn cbvBeTog. (17a20-22)

Some of these propositions are simple, e.g. something to something or

something of something; the others are compounded of them, e.g. a kind of

composite logos.*

Additionally, Aristotle gives the definition of ‘GmAf) drdQavols’ as;
"Eott ' M MV QAR GAmOQOVGIG GMVI] GNUOVTIKT stepl TOD €l vmdpyel T | un
VIapyeEL, G ol ypovol duipnvrar (17a23-24)

The simple proposition is a significant spoken sound (gestures) about

whether something does or does not [belong to}, [according to} the divisions

of time.’

This is because a proposition is simple (GA60¢), asserting only one
truth-value (20b10-12). Every ‘simple proposition’ is either true or false.
But as every ‘non-simple proposition’ makes more than one affirmation

or negation. Hence, it has more than one truth-value.

* Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
3 Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
+ Translation is my own.

5 Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
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Consider another of Aristotle’s definitions, this one of protasis

(npotooig), from Analytica Priora:
[IpdTacic HeV odV E6Ti AOYOC KOTOPATIKOG 1) AIT0QoTkOS TIVOS KOTA TIVOS: 0VTOG
8¢ 1} kaBoAov 1 v pépet 1j adopiotog. (24a15)
IIpétactg, then, is a logos affirming or [negating] something [to] something;

and this is either universal or particular or indefinite.®

According to this definition, protasis (mpotocic) corresponds to
‘proposition’, but in order not to confuse matters, it would be helpful to
use a new term: it can be equivalent to ‘premise’, but there are some chal-

lenges with this new term. Crivelli and Charles remark that

He {Aristotle} applies ‘mpotacig’ to the conclusion of a syllogism. Thus,
‘npotacts’ does not, in the Prior Analytics, refer only to the premises from
which the conclusion is derived. It follows that ‘mpdtocic’, as used in the Pri-
or Analytics, is not coextensive, nor equivalent in sense, with ‘premise’.

(Crivelli & Charles 2011: 198)

I agree with this concern, but if protasis (xpotacic) continues to be
translated as ‘proposition’, then there is no way to show that it does not
have many truth-values. This distinction is important, because Aristotle
says that protasis (potaocig) is a different concept than that of the propo-
sition. As follows, protasis (pdtacic) defined in this way requires empha-
sizing the simple (GwAo0g) character of assertion:

HoTe £0TOL GLAAOYIOTIKT] HEV TPOTACIG ORADS KATAPAGIS 1] AOPAGIG TIVOG

Kot Tvog TOV gipnuévov tpodmov, (24a28-30)

Therefore, a deductive spétacig will be an simple affirmation or [negation}

of something [to] something in the way we have described.’

In any syllogism, propositions must be ‘amddog’ (simple); syllogism
can only be made up of them (34b7-18). In this case, we can say that,
protasis (mpotocts) is equivalent to simple propositions. The protasis
(potooig) concept and study in Analytica Priora are different than Aristo-
tle’s understanding of propositions in De Interpretatione. As such, it is

clear that protasis (;pdtootg) is true or false, and as such, it must be un-

¢ Translation is modified from Jenkinson, 2014.
7 Translation is modified from Jenkinson, 2014.
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derstood as a different concept than the proposition.® So protasis
(mpétacig) corresponds to simple-proposition (GmAf] dmoé@avoic). Because
of these differences, Aristotle needed to develop a new term. In my opin-
ion, there has not yet been a sufficient translation of protasis (pdtacic),

so it must be rendered as ‘Protasis’.’
The Proposition in the Work of Aristotle
The first division of propositions in Aristotle is that between the af-
firmative (kotdeaotc) and the negative (dno6QAGLO):
KOTAQAGLS 0¢ €6TIV AITOQOVOILG TIVOG KOTO TVOC, AItOPOGCIG 0 6TV UIOQAVOIS
TVOG Ao Tvoe. (17a25-26)
An affirmation is a [proposition} affirming something [to} something, a nega-

tion is a proposition [negating} something [from] something.*

AmodavoLg

KOTahooLg AmodaoLC

(TwvoCg KaTa TLVoR) (TLvOC ATto TWVOC)

oG Katd Tvog is something according (concerning) to something;
TVOG Ao TvoG is something away (excluding) from something.

Affirmative (kotdpocly) > xEP
Negative (no@oc1S) > xEP

If predication occurs only to one something, then the proposition is
singular; if something is instead predicated to more than one element by
whole or part, it is universal. That is, for singular propositions, predica-
tion contains only one element; for a universal proposition, predication

contains more than one.

8 Structural differences between the two types of propositions in the two texts will be
examined in the next section.

? Corcoran and Boger have similar embarrassment to translate protasis. They discussed this
point in a different concept (Corcoran and Boger, 2011: 151-2).

'° Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
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‘Emel 8¢ €ott ta pev kaBoov tdv mpayudtov 1o 68 ko' Ekactov, -Aéyom O
kaBolov pev O €ml mAsdvav mépuke Kotnyopeichat, kad' €kactov 8¢ O un,
(17a38-40)

Now of actual things some are universal, others [singular} - I call universal
that which is by its nature predicated of {more} of thing, and {singular} that

which is not."

Based on Aristotle’s definition, further specification of the types of
propositions may be made: there are those in which predication applies
to a Universal (ka66Lov) term and those in which it applies to a singular
(kaf' €xaotov) term instead (Whitaker 2002: 83). Further,

avaykn &' drropaivesbot Mg VapyeL TL T} un, 0TE HEV TV KOBOAOL Twvi, OTE &€

@V kob' Ekaotov. (17b1-3)

It is necessary to propositions that belong to or doe not, some of them as

universal, some of them as singular.”

It is clear that in this distributed understanding, there is no a third
option. For instance, ‘human’ and ‘Kallias’ will be universal or singular
terms according to how they are predicated. Due to predication, ‘human’
will be a plural; ‘human’ is universal term. This sort of predication can be
either of all elements belongings to ‘human’ or only to one of them. The
important point is that there is a larger group that could predicated of. A
man whose name is ‘Kallias’ is only one, though, so predication occurs by

way of one; as such,Kallias’ is a singular term.
Universal (ka0oiov) - Human (8vOpwimog)
Singular (ko' ékactov) > Kallias (KodAiog)

Aristotle has given examples here that show how general use of a
name may vary depending on the use. For instance, we may take ‘Kallias’
not as an singular but instead as all of the people named ‘Kallias’. In this
case, it will be understood as a universal term. If this is so, then
predication can occur related to either all of the singulars belonging to
the group or instead only to one of the ‘Kallias’. Determining whether a
term is singular or universal requires examining how it is being used. This

same theme can be seen in an example that Aristotle gives for induction,

" Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
' Translation is my own.
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in which he indicates that a universal category consists of the combina-

tion of many singulars.
I" 10 kad' Ekactov pokpdfiov, olov dvBpwmog kai Trmog kai Hpiovog. (68b20)
I for the long-lived singulars such as man and horse and mule."

In this case, ‘long-lived’ is applied to an singular ‘human’ and ‘horse’
and ‘mule’. So here, ‘human’ is singular term. In this case, the intent is not
‘a human’ in general, but rather a singular person. Although the term
‘human’ adopts a universal structure, in the context of singular humans
and their long or short lives, as in the above use of ‘human’, this is clearly
a case of the term being used to refer to a singular. By Aristotle’s theory
of induction, however, each of these singulars combines to create a uni-
versal made up of singulars. This understanding helps to make sense of

passages such as this one:

Katd ovtog HEV oby TodTo Aéym O dv 1 1 £t Tvog pév Tvog 88 pn, pmde mote
pev moté 8¢ pn, olov &l katd mavtdg GvOpdmov {Pov, &l dAnbsg Tove' eimely
avOpomov, aAndsg kai {Pov, Kol &l vdv Bdtepov, kai Odtepov, kai &l &v sdon
YPOULUT oTypr], ®oaTOG. onueiov 68 Kal yap TOG EVOTAGELS 0UTM QPEPOUEV MG
KOTO TOvVTOG EpmTdpevoL, fi €l Exi Tvi un, f i mote pn. (73a28-33)

Now I say that something holds of every case if it does not hold in some
cases and not others, nor at some times and not at others; e.g. if animal
holds of every man, then if it is true to call this a man, it is true to call him
an animal too; and if he is now the one, he is the other too; and the same
goes if there is a point in every line. Evidence: when asked if something
holds of every case, we bring our objections in this way—either if in some

cases it does not hold or if at some time it does not."*

Universal predication occurs over singular terms; this is a process
whereby a predicate applies one by one to all singular members of a sub-
ject. If ‘belongs to’ (Umépyew) is provided with singular (ko' Ekactov), we
look only at this as a category. If ‘belongs to’ (Omépyew) is provided with
universal (kaB6Lov), we look at all singular (kaf' ékactov) within the cate-
gory.

For singular (xaf' &kactov) > SEP

B Translation: Tredennick, 1938.
* Translation: Barnes, 2014.
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For universal (ka06iov) 2> x€Ssuchthatx€eP

Stated simply, predication is not directly from or to the universal;

rather, it is from all of those singulars within a universal category.

The quantity of a propositions is determined according to its sub-
ject, i.e. if the subject term is singular, then proposition is also singular;
likewise, if the subject term is universal, then the proposition will be as
well. Aristotle distinguished two parts in universal propositions that es-
tablish whether predication occurs universally or not universally:

Aéyo 8¢ €l Tod kaBdAov dmogoaivesBar kaBdLov, olov mic dvOpmmTog ASVKOC,

000l avBpomog Aevkdg (17bs)

I mean by ‘stating universally of a universal’ are: every man is white — no man

is white.”

Myo 8¢ 10 iy kaBohov dmogaivesOar Emi TV KaBOAOV, olov EGTL ASVKOC

avBpomoc, 0Ok £0Tt Aevkog GvBpwog (17b9)

I mean by ‘stating of a universal not universally’ are: man is white — man is

not white.*®

Aristotle categorized propositions as follows: According to Aristotle,
the terms predicate each one to another. So a universal can predicate to a
universal, singular to universal. But it cannot predicate universal to singu-

lar (17a38-b16). This is also mentioned in the Analytica Priora:

anddavolg
v kaBoiou TV kad' Ekactov
Twog ] Twog
Socrates is white

w¢ 1 kaBodAou

e kaBdAou ] (&dépLotog)

men are white

Beytulhikme An International Journal of Philosophy

KaBoAou

\ L o0 kaBoAou
(kaTd mavtog A

unbevoc) (kotdr pépog)

every man is white not every man is white

5 Translation: Ackrill, 2014.
*® Translation is modified from Ackrill, 2014.
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Amdvtov o tdv Ovtov Ttd pév €ott TowwTa MoTe KATA UNdEVOS GAAOL
KaTnyopeichon dAn0de kaddrov (otov KAéwmv kol KarAiog kol 10 kad' Ekactov
Kol aichntov), katd 8¢ tovtev GAla (kai yop GvOpmitog kol (Pov £Kdtepog
00TV €0Ti) Ta ' avTd pEv kat' GAA®V katnyopeital, katd 68 ToVTOV dAAo
7pOTEPOV OV KaTyopeitor T 88 Kol avtd dAAmv kol adtdv Etepd, olov
avOpomog KoAriov kol avOpdmov {dov. (43a25-32)

Of all the things which exist some are such that they cannot be predicated
of anything else truly and universally, e.g. Cleon and Callias, i.e. the singular
and sensible, but other things may be predicated of them (for each of these
is both man and animal); and some things are themselves predicated of oth-
ers, but nothing prior is predicated of them; and some are predicated of oth-

ers, and yet others of them, e.g. man of Callias and animal of man."”

In some situations, singular terms can be found in predication. But

this predication appears only incidentally.
QOUEY Yap TOTE TO ASVKOV EKeivo Tokpatny €ivol kai 10 mpoctdov KadAiav.
(43a35)
for we sometimes say that that white object is Socrates, or that that which

approaches is Callias.™
But these cannot use for deduction:
0088 10 ko' Exaota kot GAAmV, AL Etepa kat' Ekeivov. (43a39-40)

Neither can singulars be predicated of other things, though other things can

be predicated of them.”

For a proposition such as, “every one of these organs are Socrates”,
‘Socrates’ is predicated to ‘organs’ as accidental. All of these organs in
total are Socrates, but one by one, treated as singulars, they are not Socra-
tes. This is not compatible with the earlier definition of ‘belongs to’
(Omapyew). See, for instance, what occurs where there is an attempted
combination of “all of these organs is Socrates”, and “one by one these
organs are not Socrates”. This does not check out with ‘belongs to’

(Omapyew). An absurd syllogism like this would then be warranted:

"7 Translation: Jenkinson, 2014.
*® Translation: Jenkinson, 2014.
' Translation: Jenkinson, 2014.
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Socrates is a philosopher

Every one of these organs is Socrates

Hence, every one of these organs is philosopher

Aristotle expresses definite-universal (©g kaf6Aov) propositions in
De Interpretatione as follows:

Every man is white

Not every man is white

Some men are white

No man is white

”»

Here the terms “Every, Some ..” signify definite-universal state-
ments; i.e. it shows the proposition’s quantity;

70 Yap 7dG 00 O KaBOAoL onuaivet AL 61t kaborov. (17b12)
For ‘every’ does not signify the universal but that it is taken universally.*

Hamilton indicates (1860: 277) that if we take quantity of not only sub-

jects but also predications, we have eight possible types of propositions:

AllAisall B Any A is not any B
All A is some B Any A is not some B
Some A is all B Some A is not any B
Some A is some B Some A is not some B

There is no question of quantity of predication in Aristotle. He ex-
plains that predication is universal but cannot take universally of univer-
sal;

€7l 8¢ TOD KOTNYOPOLUEVOD TO KaBOAOV KoTNyopelv KaOAov ovK EoTv AAN0EC

ovdepio yip KoTdpacl Eotat, &v 1) ToD KoTYopovpEVoL KabdAoL TO KabOAOL

KoTnyopnoncetat, otov Eott mdig dvOpwmog iy {Pov. (17b12-16)

It is not true to predicate a universal universally of a subject, for there can-

Beytulhikme An International Journal of Philosophy

not be an affirmation in which a universal is predicated universally of a sub-

ject, for instance: every man is every animal.”

So we have these propositions;

*° Translation: Ackrill, 2014.
* Translation: Ackrill, 2014.
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Socrates is white sEW

Socrates is not white sEW

Men are white x EM suchthatxe W
Men are not white x € M suchthatx & W
Every man is white Vx €M suchthatx € W

Not every man is white dx € M such that x € W
Some man is white dx € M such that x € W

Any man is not white Vx €M suchthatx & W

Protasis in the Work of Aristotle

There is no kind of protasis as singular evaluated in the Analytica Pri-
ora; from this assessment, one might think that Aristotle passes over the
singular protasis altogether. In this context, we see for the first time par-
ticular (év puépe) as term and structure, so one might think that Aristotle
also passes over particular propositions in De Interpretatione. Both of these
assessments are unwarranted. We see the particular proposition is
included in a discussion of the universal in De Interpretatione. Aristotle
evaluated particular protasis separately in Awnalytica Priora. Because
particular propositions make use of universal propositions to take part of
the universal, they are used like universal (23a17). We see Aristotle’s con-

sideration in Analytica Priora about indefinite protasis as follows:
SMidov 8¢ Kai 6t1 10 AddpLoToV Avti ToD KoTNYoptKoD 10D v uépet TIféUEVOV TOV
avTOV TOMNGEL GLANOYIGHOV &V oot Tolg oynuacty. (29a27-29)
It is evident also that the substitution of an indefinite for a particular af-
firmative will effect the same deduction in all the figures.”
Especially, we see some discussion of this in chapter four. He says, in
the first figure, indefinite protasis must occur as particular;
0 yap avtog Eoton GLAAOYIGHOG GdlopioTov Te Kai &v pépel Anedévtoc. (26a29-
30)

for we shall have the same deduction whether it is indefinite or particular.”

** Translation: Jenkinson, 2014.
» Translation: Jenkinson, 2014.
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Avicenna describes the situation as follows;

[Y)-Y¥] You must know that the indefinite proposition does not necessitate
generalization. This is because in it there is mention of a nature which can
be either properly taken universally or properly taken particularly. Taking it
purely {i.e., by itself], without linkage {to a quantity indicator} does not nec-
essarily make it universal. If that were necessarily to impose universality and
generality on it, then the nature of "human being" would have necessarily
been general — and thus an singular would not be a human being. But since it
can be properly taken universally, and there, it can also be applicable par-
ticularly; for that which is predicated of all is predicated of some - the same
being true of [that which is predicated] negatively - and [since] it can be
properly taken particularly, then in the two cases its judgment is applicable
particularly. Thus the indefinite proposition is of the same force as that of

the particular one.

But the fact that a proposition is explicitly applicable particularly does not
prevent it from being at the same time applicable universally. / For if a
judgment is made about some, it does not follow from this that the rest is
the opposite. Thus even though the indefinite proposition is explicit of the
same force as a particular one, there is nothing to prevent it from being ap-
plicable universally. (Ibn-Sina 1984: 81-82).**

This professes agreement with a definition of Aristotle’s indefinite

protasis, and as Aristotle claimed:

o0t 8" Eml TV KaBOov ) KaBOAov, 0K Gel 1) HEV GANONG 1 6€ wevdng—apa
yap dAn0éc Eotv gimelv 6t Eotv AvOpIOg Aevkog Kkal Tt 00K £ty AvOpmIOg
Aevkog, kai oty GvOpwmog Kodog kol ovk EoTv dvBpmrog kakdg el yap
aioypog, Kol oV KoAOS Kol &l yiyvetod T, Kol ook Eotiv.— d6&ete ' dv E€aipvng
dtomov glvar S1é 10 @aivesal onuaivety T 00k 6TV GvOpmITOg AEVKAC GiLo. Ko
OtL ovdelg GvOpmmog Agvkog TO 8¢ olte TawTov onuaivert ovd' dupa €4
avayxknc.(17b29-37)

But if they are about a universal not taken universally it is not always the
case that one is true and the other false. For it is true to say at the same time
that man is white and that man is not white, or that man is noble and man is

not noble (for if base, then not noble; and if something is becoming some-

** Translation: Inati, 1984.
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thing, then it 7 not that thing). This might seem absurd at first sight, be-
cause ‘man is not white’ looks as it if signifies also at the same time that no
man is white; this, however, does not signify the same, nor does it necessary

at the same time.”

Indefinite protasis cannot make universal claims. As such, indefinite
protasis will set out like particular protasis, i.e. Aristotle understands
indefinite protasis as particular protasis.

In Aristotle’s logic, it is obvious that singular propositions are a
protasis. So, Aristotle explains for singular problems as follows;

Kol Kkaf' Exaotov mpoPinuo M 00T OKEWLG OEIKTIKDG TE  POVAOUEVE®

cvALoYicacOon ki gig adOvatov dyayeiv- (45a36-38)

[and singular probleml], the same inquiry is necessary whether one wishes to

use a probative deduction or a reduction to impossibility.”®
also he explains how to take this kind of problem in a previous chapter;

Davepdv ovv 8Tl €ig T0 mpoewpnuéva Premtéov Ekotépov kod' EkooTOV

TPOPANUar 010 TOOT®V Yap Grovieg oi GLALOYIGHOL. Oel 8¢ Kol TAV ENOUEV®V,

Kol olg &meton Exactov, &ig T0 mpdTa Koi TE KaOOAOL pdMota PAémew, ...

(44236-39)

It is clear then that in [singular} problem we must look to the aforesaid

relations of the subject and predicate; for all deductions proceed through

these. But if we are seeking consequents and antecedents we must look es-

pecially for those which are primary and universal...”’

Then, we come to see that singular affirmative or negative protasis
implement as universal affirmative or negative protasis. In this case, prot-

asis varieties can be created according to Aristotle:
A 10 A mavtl @ B Omdpyet BaA
E 10 A undevi td® B vmapyewv BeA
I 10 Atwvitd B ondpyewv BiA
O 10 A tvi t® B pn) Omépyewv BoA

With this in mind, it is important to see that there is a structural dif-

» Translation: Ackrill, 2014.
*¢ Translation is modified from Jenkinson, 2014.
*7 Translation is modified from Jenkinson, 2014.
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ference between propositions and protasis. Simple propositions and prot-
asis are two forms: ‘belongs to’ (Umépyey) and ‘does not belong to’ (un
vnapyey. The expression that ‘belongs to’ is affirmation (katdpooic) as
‘TvOg katd Tvog’, and the expression that ‘does not belong to’ is negation
(Grdpactg) ‘Tvog amd Twog. Here the expression ‘twvog’ corresponds to
‘pao1g’, which means verb (pfjua) and name (6vopa), and this relation is
made by the act itself being the verb or by being connected with ‘to be’
(eipd). However, since a grammatical approach is not suitable for formal
application, Aristotle makes this distinction as ‘Tvog katd TwoG over
‘belongs to’ (Umépyey) and ‘does not belong to’ (un) vVsdpyey) for protasis. In
this case, affirming (koTa@atikog) is ‘Tvog Kkotd Tvog vidpyet, and negat-
ing (dmopatikdg) is ‘Tivog kotd Tvog un dndpyer. How this difference op-
erates is clear in the following expression:

70 A movtl T B Omapyet §j un vmapyet (35bs)

Aristotle shows, in this notation, examples of both universal affirma-
tive and universal negative protasis. So we understand this is a negative
predication of the verb. Aristotle has examined this equivalence in De

Interpretaione X:

Every man is non-white = No man is white
BaA = BeA
70 A ;v T® B pn dmapyet = 10 A pundevi 1@ B vmapyev

Thus, Aristotle regulated protasis in this manner:
BaA Vx€ B suchthatx€ A

BeA Yx€ B suchthatxe A
BiA 3dx EBsuchthatx€ A

BoA 3Jx € Bsuchthatx€ A

Aristotle builds his theory on these four protases. All other proposi-
tions are constructed on these four protases. Since other types of
proposition ensure compliance with the form established by these propo-
sitional varieties, there is no need to treat it as a separate Aristotelian
issue. This situation, with the quantity of the predicate mentioned by

Hamilton, was also drawn by Venn diagrams (Venn 1881: 6);
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1 2. 8. 4. 5.

Here, for Aristotle, protasis holds in this manner:

A1, 2

It 2,34

E: g

0:3,4,5

Aristotle’s system contained all of them, so it is appropriate to be
able to work on them. However, this has no independently place in Aris-
totle’s system as it mentioned above.Finally, in Aristotelian logic, there
are four more types of proposition used in syllogisms. These are different
than the four kinds of proposition taken in classical logic, but in this case

we can talk about Aristotle's logic having eight proposition and four

protases. This eight propositions is examined in terms of the four

protases:
Propositions Protasis
Universal affirmative A
Universal negative E
Particular affirmative I
Particular negative o
Singular affirmative A
Singular negative E
Indefinite affirmative I
Indefinite negative 0]

And we see that, Aristotle asserts propositions in De Interpretaione

and protases in Analytica Priora as follows:
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De Int. AnPr.
Propositions Protasis
. . Universal
Universal Individual (Definite)
- . Universal [inc. Particual [inc.
Definite Indefinite Individual] Indefinite]

In De Interpretatione, Aristotle’s inquiry is almost entirely taken up
from a grammatical perspective. In Prior Analytics, on the other hand, his
research has turned to the formal side. This is because, in part, that Aris-
totle has used different terms and classification in these works. Aristotle
examines many features of propositions in De Interpretatione, such as how
they are created, used, and classified in language. Formal use of these
propositions leads to great confusions,” however, so he reorganized the
topic in Analytica Priora with an alternative concept, protasis. With this
modification, syllogism theory operates more regularly and precisely. This
transition is a significant change. From the view of formal language, we
can say that Aristotle's deductive language generated 'simple proposi-
tions' by 'protasis’. This is given a way to show that Aristotle was in a
position to grammatical in De Interpretatione and formal in Prior Analytics.
Furthermore, Hamlyn (Hamlyn 1961: 111) says that De Interpretatione is the
most grammatical of Aristotle’s consideration via predication. Herewith

this event can be fixed via many ways.
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Oz Calismamizda Aristoteles’in dnermeleri nitelik ve nicelik bakimmdan nasil
olusturdugu agiklanacak, bu 6nermelerin kiyasta énciiller olarak nasil alindig
aciklanacaktir. Aristoteles De Interpretatione’de ‘apophansis’ ve Analytica Prio-
ra’da ‘protasis’ kavramlarini incelemistir. Bunlari olumlu ve olumsuz olarak nite-
liklerine gére ayiurmus, bununla birlikte niceliklerine gore siniflandirmalarinda
ise farkli bir bakis agis1 izlemistir. Apophansislerin ayrimlar1 terimlerin tekil ve
timel alinmis olmasina gore degerlendirilmis buna ilaveten yiiklemlenmeleri de
degerlendirmeye alinmustir. Protasisleri incelerken 6nermelerin gruplandirmala-
rin1 yeniden diizenlemis ve yiiklenmelerinin 6zelliklerine gore yeniden gruplan-
dirmastir. De Interpretatione ve Analytica Priora arasimdaki yapisal fark, Aristote-

les'in bu iki kavramuin kullanimin: dikkatli bir sekilde inceleyerek ortaya ¢ikar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Onerme, protasis, apophansis, tekil, tiimel, Aristoteles man-

t1g1.
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