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Language and Signs
in Aristotle

5.0 INTRODUCTION

With Aristotle certain major changes and developments occurred which
had a lasting influence on the history of the sign. The first of these was the
vast and far-reaching work of normalization which Aristotle opere.lted on
the vocabulary of science and the professions where signs and co.n]e.ctur-al
thought in general had been used. Aristotle took the vast semantic f1e1c} in
which strong and weak uses of terms such as sémeion, te.kmerzo.n, az.tza,
prophasis and eikds oscillated through the fifth century in medlc.al, historical
and philosophical writings and reduced it to the terms of a strict system of
classification and definition, fixing precise uses of the terminology and set-
ting the bounds of the different fields of knowledge. ‘

As Lanza (1979, p.107) has shown, this operation had only a partial prac-
tical success, however, for Aristotle only really achieved a rigid division and
classification within the theoretical sphere. A passage in Prior Analytics and
another in Rhetoric* set out these theoretical distinctions. On the practical
level, however—even within the language of the Rheforic itself, and generally
in others of Aristotle’s scientific works, as Le Blond (1939/1973, p.241) hgs
pointed out—the use of the various terms which make up the sen.ﬂotlc—
gnoseological vocabulary remains loose, and the terms are often.u.sed w1thoqt
any special distinctive shades of meaning. Nonetheless, the revision of termi-
nology which Aristotle achieved on the theoretical level was profound and be-
came the basis for a tradition which continued through later treatises up to the
Roman school of rhetoric in the first century A.p.

However, the effects of this theoretical distinction went beyond a mere
normalization of the vocabulary and inevitably entered into the dynamics
of the thought and conceptions formulated around the notion of conjec-
tural thought. '

We have already seen how the question of time was Cent?a.l both in
the non-scientific sphere of divination and in the proto-scientific sphere
of medicine. In both of these fields of knowledge, simultaneous aware-
ness of the past, present and future, although treated in very Qifferent
ways, formed an essential element. Aristotle took up this question and
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conceptualized it, forcing it to meet the requirements of theoretical classi-
fication.

In the classification of the types of speech set out in his Rhetoric, Aristotle
identified two categories of intended receiver of speech: the observer (thedrds)
and the decider (krités). The former operates within the present and is repre-
sented by the kind of audience which receives a celebratory or epideictic
speech. The latter, in contrast, operates in the other two dimensions of time,
which belong to the other two types of speech. The judge (dikastés), for exam-
ple, decides on the past, and the member of the Assembly (ekklesiastés) decides
on the future.> As Lanza (1979, p-102) notes, this classification is completely
extraneous to the object considered but clearly demonstrates Aristotle’s at-
tempt to link the traditional division of the types of speech to the three dimen-
sions of time which had been associated, from the age of Homer, with the es-
oteric or technical realms of the manifestation of knowledge.

5.1 THEORY OF LANGUAGE AND
THEORY OF THE SIGN

5.1.1 THE SEMIOTIC TRIANGLE

The second important factor in Aristotle’s consideration of the questions relat-
ing to signs was the separation, and consequent separate treatment, of the
theory of language from the theory of the sign. This may seem surprising to
modern scholars and merits careful attention precisely because modern semi-
ological theories assume  priori that the terms which make up verbal language
are “signs”. Indeed, according to one particular brand of structuralism, they
are the signs par excellence, and many scholars have actually gone so far as to
propose that the terms of verbal language can provide a model for all other
types of sign. However, Aristotle distinguished the elements which go to
make up a theory of language with the name symbola, while the other ele-
ments of a theory of signs he termed sémeia or tekméria.>

As will be seen below, the theory of signs in fact forms part of the the-
ory of syllogism and has both logical and epistemological features of inter-
est. The sign lies at the center of the problem of how knowledge is ac-
quired, whereas the linguistic symbol is principally connected to the
problem of relationships between linguistic expressions, conceptual ab-
stracts and states of the world.

Aristotle sets out his theory of the linguistic symbol in De Interpretatione,
expressing it in a model made up of three terms: spoken sounds, which are

“symbols” of the affections of the soul, which are themselves images of ex-
ternal things:

Now spoken sounds (t2 en téi phonéi) are symbols (symbola) of affections in the
soul (ton en téi psychéi pathémdton), and written marks (graphdmena) symbols of
spoken sounds. And just as written marks are not the same for all peoples,
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neither are spoken sounds. But what these are in the first place signs (semeia)
of —affections of the soul —are the same for all; and what these affections are
likenesses (homoiomata) of —actual things (prdgmata)—are also the same.

(16 a, 3-8)

It must be stated, first of all, that the appearance here of the term sémeia
apparently as a synonym of symbola should not be taker} to mean that the
two expressions are interchangeable. In this passage, Aristotle is using the
term sémefon in a weak meaning, which confirms the tendency we have al-
ready noticed toward a certain blurring of the edges of e'xpressions. belong-
ing to the semiotic vocabulary whenever one is not talking of a strictly the-
oretical demarcation. Aristotle is also using sémeia here to show that the
existence of sounds and letters can be considered the proof of the parallel
existence of affections of the soul.

Nonetheless, leaving aside the graphological level, it is possible to con-
struct a semiotic triangle of the type shown in Figure 5.1. As the figure

1. affections of the soul (pathémata en t8i psychéi)
2. thoughts (noemata)

motivated
relationship

conventional
relationship

spoken sounds things
(ta en t&i phonal) (pragmata)

Figure 5.1

shows, there is a different relationship between the different pairs of terms
which form the triad. Between sounds and affections of the soul, the rela-
tionship is unmotivated and conventional since, according to Aristc?tle, af-
fections of the soul are the same for everyone but are expressed in different
ways according to different languages and cultures, as also occurs for Writ—
ten forms.* However, between affections of the soul and things there is a
motivated relationship which is practically iconic since the former are im-
ages of the latter. It would be a mistake, however, to equate the concept of
conventionality of the elements of language which An'stoﬂe propounds
with the concept of the arbitrariness of the linguistic sign deYelopgd by
Saussure. In Saussure’s theory, in fact, there is an arbitrary relationship be-
tween two entities which belong exclusively to the realm of language; fche
signifier and the signified are the two sides of the sign as a linguistic unity.
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In Aristotle, however, the conventional relationship exists between ele-
ments of language (nouns, verbs, Idgos) and elements which do not belong
strictly to language in that they are psychic entities. It should be remem-
bered too that Aristotle’s theory of language is not expressed solely in the
context of works dealing mainly with logic, such as De Interpretatione, but
appears and is developed also in works dealing with aesthetics. In these,
where the poetic function of language is primarily being dealt with, the im-
portance of the principle of conventionality is to a certain extent reduced
(cf. Belardi, 1975, p.75 ff.).

5.1.2 “S5POKEN SOUNDS”

The terms at the corners of the triangle have interesting and problematical
aspects. We can start by asking what precisely Aristotle meant by the ex-
pression td en téi phonéi. Different critics have suggested different answers
to this question.

Donatella Di Cesare (1981, p.161), for example, claims that Aristotle gives
the same value to this expression as Saussure gives to the term “signifier’” in
his explanation of the nature of the linguistic sign. Belardi (1975, p.198), on the
other hand, states that ti en téi phéné’ must refer not to the signifiers but to
“linguistic expressions” understood in their full form of drnoma (noun), rhéma
(verb) and ldgos (speech) and in the form of katdphasis (affirmation) and apdpha-
sis (negation). He justifies this interpretation by the fact that these elements,
which form part of Aristotle’s analytical method, are defined as “symbols” of
the affections of the soul (Prior Analytics, 16 a, 25; 24 b, 2).

There is no doubt whatsoever that Aristotle intended the expression
“spoken sounds” to indicate something which emphasized clearly both the
phonic nature and the nature of “signifier””. However, it must not be for-
gotten that Aristotle’s point of view when examining facts of language, at
least in his Organon, is very different from that of Saussure.

In the Organon, Aristotle is interested in assaying the possibilities and
trustworthiness of the use of language in the analysis of reality. There
would appear to be a trustworthiness when there is a reciprocal relation-
ship between the realms of the real and of language. For Aristotle, the sym-
bolic nature of language with respect to the real world is a symbolism at
two removes, since the name stands for an image which is itself an image
of a thing; therefore (according to the rules of logical organization followed
in De Interpretatione), the item at the left corner of the triangle must be in-
terchangeable with what stands at the apex.

It is from this fact that Aristotle’s use of the notion of symbolon stems, a
use which he takes from a tradition which goes back to Democritus (D-K,
668, B 5, 1). This term became part of linguistic terminology to indicate con-
ventional linguistic expressions thanks to its etymology. In Greek, the term
symbolon indicates each of the two halves into which an object (such as a
medal or a coin) is intentionally broken in order to serve later as a sign of
identity or as proof of something (cf. Belardi, 1973, p.198; Eco, 1984a,
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p-130). When the two halves are later put together and seen to match per-
fectly, this is taken as indicating the existence of a previously established
relationship (such as a relationship of hospitality, or friendship or pater-
nity) the proof of which had been specifically entrusted to the perfect
matching of the two symbola. The situation is thus set up that each of the
two parts can be exchanged for the other without any resulting loss of the
value as proof. Thus, since in this way each part presupposes the other, or
has an absolute correspondence with the other, the expression symbolon
could take on the meaning of ““that which stands for something else”.
However, the fact that Aristotle prefers to use the word symbolon rather
than the word sémefon (which can also indicate ““stands for”) in the context
of his theory of language leads us to hypothesize that the reference set up
by the symbol is of a very particular nature. In fact, in the case of the sign,
the two terms in the reference (which, as we shall see later, is an implica-
tion) are not always reciprocal. The first term can refer to the second term
without the second term necessarily referring to the first. In the case of the
symbol, however, the two terms are completely reciprocal. It is no coinci-
dence that the term symbolon was also used (from the third century B.c. to
the third century a.p.) in the sense of a “receipt”, often made out in two
copies, the two parts of which thus have the same value.

It is this etymological sense which is important in Aristotle’s special use
of the expression symbolon in De Interpretatione. Names are symbols of af-
fections of the soul in the precise sense that there occurs between them, in
accordance with a previously established agreement (synthéke), a perfect
matching and a complete interchangeability which guarantee the correct-
ness of the name (cf. Belardi, 1975, p.199).

As sijmbolon, the name is no longer, as it was for Plato, déloma (“revela-
tion”). For Aristotle, the name is the “spoken sound significant by conven-
tions” (phone sémantike katd synthéken) (De Interpretatione, 16 a, 19). This can
be taken as marking the passage from a linguistics with a certain semiotic
nature, such as Plato’s linguistics displayed, to a linguistics which no
longer talks of signs and which is intrinsically non-semiotic. Whereas Plato
thought of linguistic expressions as signs which “revealed” something that
was not perceptible (the essence of the object, or the dynamis), for Aristotle
linguistic expressions are rather symbols which establish conventionally a
pure relationship of equivalence® between two objects in relation, without
any concern that one of the terms ““reveals” the other.

5.1.3 ANIMAL LANGUAGE

The conventional/natural opposition® makes it possible to distinguish be-
tween human language and sounds made by animals,” which are also, af-
ter all, equally (i) vocal and (ii) interpretable.

The concept of “voice” (phoné) has in itself several interesting features. De
Anima states that a sound can be defined as a voice when (i) it is emitted by an
animate being (I, 420 b, 5) and (ii) when it has meaning (sémantikds) (II, 420 b,
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29-33). Now, even though the noises made by animals are defined as psdphoi
("noises”) they nonetheless have both of the above-mentioned characteristics.
What distinguishes animal sounds from human voices is the fact that (i) they
are not conventional (and consequently can be neither symbols nor names)
but are rather “by nature” (cf. De Interpretatione, 16 a, 26-30) and that (ii) they
are agrdmmatoi, that is, they cannot be broken down into letters and they are
“non-combinable” (ibid.; Poetics, 1456 b, 22-24).

The concept of “combinableness”, as Morpurgo-Tagliabue demonstrate
(1967, p.33 f.), is central to the semantic nature of human language, the
simple sounds of which (adiairetoi, “invisible things”) can be put together
into larger units which then have meaning.® Animals, on the other hand,
make only sounds which are indivisible and non-combinable (cf. Poetics,
1456 b, 22-24).

Table 5.1 illustrates the characteristics of human language in compari-
son with sounds made by animals. It is worth pointing out that the seman-
tic nature of animal sounds is expressed in the verb délodisi (“reveal”, De
Interpretatione, 16 a, 28). This demonstrates once again that for Aristotle,
when convention is not in question, as with animal language, the semiotic
nature of an expression is emphasized. Animal sounds are symptoms
which reveal their cause.

human language animal sounds

— by convention — by nature

— combinable indivisible elements — non-combinable indivisible
and divisible elements elements

— letters — no letters

— elements which have meaning — elements which reveal (délodisi)

something
— symbols — not symbols
— names — not names

5.1.4 THE ""AFFECTIONS OF THE SOUL”’

Returning to Aristotle’s triangle of signification, the next term which is
worth analyzing more deeply is the expression pathémata en téi psychéi. It
will be noted that where we might expect to find the idea of “meaning”,
what we actually find is a psychic entity, something located not within lan-
guage but within the very minds of the language users. In addition, while
Aristotle sees the “affections of the soul” as psychic events, he by no
means sees them as being individual. As he says, they are elements which
are identical for everyone, and this statement links theory of language with
a sort of social psychology, or with a universal, rather than individual, psy-
chology (cf. Todorov, 1977, p.16).

It should also be noted that there is a certain ambiguity to be seen in this
term. Aristotle says that the pathémata en téi psychéi are likenesses or images
(homoiomata) of external objects. In this way he seems to be saying that the
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same relationship exists between objects and psychic entities as between an
original and a copy. However, he later uses the expression ndema (“thought”,
“notion” [16 a, 10]) to indicate mental representation. Here, though, he
stresses that under certain conditions thoughts can be true or false. It would
thus follow that noémata are conceived of as forms of judgement.

These two ideas seem to be completely different from one another, and
the fact that they were both used in relation to the same linguistic expres-
sions seemed to suggest that these were synonymous, a situation which
was contradictory and confusing. However, as Belardi (1975, p-109) has
pointed out, neither of these two ideas completely covers the area of
psychic representation, and they in fact refer to two different faculties of
the soul. The pathémata call into play the passive faculty of the soul to re-
ceive impressions from objects of the outside world, and the noémata re-
flect the active faculty of the soul in forming judgements. This relationship
of the two ideas is confirmed by the reference Aristotle makes to De Anima,
a treatise in which pathémata are discussed along with other faculties of the
soul.

5.1.5 SEMANTIC AND APOPHANTIC

It is necessary at this point to turn our attention, albeit briefly, to a distinction
in Aristotle’s linguistic thought: the distinction between the categories of “se-
mantic” and “apophantic”. De Interpretatione (16 a, 9 ff.) introduces the prob-
lems relating to the difference between phdsis (“what is said”) and katdphasis
(an “affirmation”). Names or nouns (but also verbs in this case) on their own
constitute “something which is said”, but they cannot alone constitute an af-
firmation or a negation. As a consequence, two types of mental representation
(noémata) are distinguishable: (1) that “which is not concerned with true or
false” and (2) that “which must be either true or false”.

What is being set in opposition here is the notion of meaning and the
notion of truth conditions. The first type of mental representation includes
names (and verbs) taken on their own; these can have a meaning, but they
cannot be true or false. Aristotle proves this by looking at the term “hirco-
cervus” or goat-stag (tragélaphos). This term “certainly means something”’
(that is, a monstrous mixture of a goat and a stag), but it cannot be stated to
be true or false. The “something’” which Aristotle refers to here focuses on
the purely semantic dimension, which is governed by rules which are very
different from those of referentiality.

The second type of mental representation covers those linguistic enti-
ties which can be considered to be propositions. It is when we come to af-
firmative or negative statements that it becomes possible to speak of truth
or falsehood. It is therefore only in this case that it becomes possible to
speak of the qualities of being true or false (“apophantic”) as a dimension
which goes beyond (rather than being opposed to) the dimension of having
meaning or not (“semantic”).

The question remains, however, as to what specific means can be used
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to pass from the semantic dimension to the apophantic dimension. Here it
is quite clear that Aristotle intends the use of the verb as a predicate to sup-
ply this means. Aristotle draws attention to the predicative function of the
verb when, in talking about judgement, he reduces the verb to Icopula +
predicatel: “There is no difference”, he says, “between saying that a man
walks and saying that a man is ‘walking’ " (cf. De Interpretatione, 21 a, 38).
Here the verb is seen as a noun taken in a predicative function (cf. Mor-
purgo-Tagliabue, 1967, p.62).

However, in order for the verb to carry out this function it must be at-
tached to something else (that is, a noun); on its own, when its predicative
function cannot be put into effect, it cannot affirm anything (De Interpreta-
tione, 16 b, 19-25).

Aristotle demonstrates the impossibility for the verb on its own to af-
firm the existence of anything (that is, to make assertions) through the ex-
ample of the verb “to be”’: not even the verb “to be”, on its own, is able to
state that something is. In this respect it is perhaps worth quoting Umberto
Eco’s comment on this situation:

(Aristotle’s) line of thought is the following: a) outside the sentence, no verb
can state that something really exists or actually does something; b) verbs can
perform this function only in a completely assertive sentence; ¢) not even fo be
and not to be, uttered in isolation, assert the existence of something; d) how-
ever, when they are inserted into a sentence, they are signs . . . that the exist-
ence of something is asserted.

(Eco, 1984a, p.28)

5.2 THE THEORY OF THE SIGN

5.2.1 DEFINITION

For Aristotle, the theory of the sign is completely distinct from the theory of
language and may be located rather at the point of intersection between logic
and rhetoric. Signs are dealt with therefore both in Prior Analytics and Rhetoric.

The idea of the sign simultaneously has two fundamental aspects. First
of all it has an epistemological and ontological interest in that it is an in-
strument of knowledge which serves to guide the attention of knowing
subjects to operate the passage from one fact to another (cf. Todorov, 1977,
p-19; Simone, 1969, p.91). Equally important, however, is the strictly logi-
cal nature of the sign, stemming from the fact that it has a formal mecha-
nism which regulates its function.

The general definition of the sign (sémefon) is given in Prior Analytics (I, 7o
a, 7-9). There are many translations of this passage, but it would seem to me
that the one which best identifies both the meaning and significance of Aris-
totle’s passage is that made by Preti in 1956 (here translated from the Italian):
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When, a thing being, is another thing, or when a thing becoming, becomes
another thing before or after, these latter things are signs of becoming or being.?

I have italicized to call attention to the feature of Preti’s version of this pas-
sage which distinguishes it from other versions and faithfully reproduces
the very problematical and complex nature of Aristotle’s definition which
later developments in the theory of signs made in various schools of philo-
sophical thought emphasized even more.

First of all it is worth pointing out that all the interpretations of this pas-
sage concur in stating that the idea of the sign proposed by Aristotle in-
volves the setting up of a relationship of implication. The sign is seen as
reflecting the implicative relationshship “p implies 47, an understanding of
the sign which is, as we have seen, fairly common and which operated also
in other fields apart from philosophy.

On closer examination, however, and even more so in this definition,
the sign may be seen to coincide with one of the terms of implication. Pre-
ti’s version suggests that the sign coincides with the second term of impli-
cation, and therefore Aristotle’s definition should be read as saying that g
is the sign of p”’. If this is the case, the definition represents the sign rela-
tionship as “if g, then p”, and leads, when applied to inferential argu-
ments, to the inversion of “p implies 4" to give “q implies p”.

It is this aspect in particular which led to the problematic nature of the
idea of the sign and which gave rise to a fierce and complex debate among
the post-Aristotelian schools of philosophy, even though no later explicit
reference was made to Aristotle.

This type of inversion also seems to be present at the basis of the re-
quirement, in order for the sign to be valid, of a more rigid implication be-
tween p and g than that given by material implication, for example. It
would seem that Aristotle’s definition already requires the condition “if
not-g, not-p” (“q, or not-p’’), which is precisely the kind of rigid implication
which the Stoics later considered necessary for the sign to be valid.

Apart from the difficulty outlined above, it cannot be denied that both
in the definition of the sign and the entire treatment of the sign made by
Aristotle, there is an underlying ambiguity in the way of conceiving the
two terms of the implicative relationship. On the one hand, the two terms
are facts (or properties) (it is by no means coincidental that one of the central
words of the definition is to prigma—"fact”). Aristotle’s examples indeed
seem to be the expression of facts or properties, for example: “A woman
may be shown to be pregnant by the fact that she has milk in her breasts”,
where the sign is “having milk”.

On the other hand, the sign is conceived of as a proposition in that it
can be the premiss on which a syllogism is developed: ““A sign, however,
means a demonstrative premiss which is necessary or based on opinion”
(Prior Analytics, 11, 70 a, 6-7). In fact, the definition of the sign as proposi-
tion, which can form the premiss in an inferential argument, is central in

i
&

z
3
.
i
E
s
%
:
N
a
.
z
|
.
%
1
*
%
3

Language and Signs in Aristotle 79

Aristotle. The basic role which he attributes to the sémefon is that of being
one of the elements which furnish premisses for the type of syllogism
known as enthymeme.

5.2.2 ENTHYMEME AND SIGNS

There are two complementary aspects present in the concept of en-
thymeme, and indeed post-Aristotelian tradition has often developed each
of these separately. First of all, the enthymeme can be considered to be a
reduced syllogism, since one of its premisses is not stated because it is held
to be well-known or obvious.* The second important aspect of the en-
thymeme is that it was considered to be a syllogism which tended towards
persuasion rather than demonstration. As such, it was not necessary for its
premisses to be true; it was sufficient for them to be merely probable (hos
epi to poly). Aristotle explicitly develops the second aspect of the en-
thymeme in Prior Analytics (I, 70 a, 9-10) and in Rhetoric (I, 1357 a, 30-32).

The sign, therefore, has its principal application in the context of per-
suasive discourse, that is rhetoric, where, in the form of a proposition, it is
involved in the mechanisms of the enthymeme in which it carries out the
role of “protasis”, or premiss. Here, however, we find a first distinction
between the idea of semeion and that of eikds (“likely”” or “probable”); these
two terms are linked by the fact that each can figure as a premiss in en-
thymemes. What distinguishes the idea of eikds is essentially its character of
probability, which links it firmly to opinion, thereby removing it and iso-
lating it to a particularly fragile area of knowledge, beyond the possibility
of scientific proof.

5.2.3 INFERENCE FROM THE CONSEQUENT

The situation of the idea of sémefon is quite different and much more com-
plicated, for sémeion is not a simple category but a composite class which
covers types having very different characteristics one from another. Before
looking at these internal differences, it is perhaps useful to point out that
there is a unifying factor for the various types of sign in contrast to the idea
of eikds. In the case of the sign, “following” rather than probability forms
the center of interest. Inferential reasoning, when based on signs, typically
proceeds ek ton hepoménon, “‘by what follows”, that is, it tends to infer cause
from effect. It is for this reason that both correct and misleading applica-
tions of this type of reasoning are possible.

Aristotle develops the theory of reasoning by what follows in the So-
phistici Elenchi (167 b, 1-5). It can lead to misleading conclusions, as when
someone, having observed once that the ground was wet after it had
rained, concluded that in general, if the ground is wet, then it has rained.
Another example involves properties rather than events, as in the rain ex-
ample: if someone, having discovered that honey had the property of being
yellow, concludes that you can know something is honey from its being
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yellow; in this case there would be the risk of mistaking gall for honey
(ibid., 167 b, 6-8). Aristotle here decisively identifies this type of inference
with the specific type of inference by signs: “In rhetorical discourse, in the
same way, demonstrations taken from signs are based on what follows”
(ibid., 167 b, 8-9).

We can now go back to Prior Analytics and be in a better position to un-
derstand why Aristotle first of all proceeds to make a basic distinction be-
tween two types of sign: the tekmérion, a “necessary” or “irrefutable”
sign,** and the general sémeion, which has the opposite characteristics.

This distinction (which, as we shall see later, involves not merely two but
three types of entity, for there are two types of not-necessary signs) in fact
functions as an attempt on Aristotle’s part to establish a typology of signs in
order to establish the forms of the possible developments of the syllogism.
There are three different ways that the syllogism can use the premiss which a
sign expresses, each way corresponding to the possible position of the middle
term in the different figures. In this way it is possible to have inferences which
start from a sign in the first, second or third figure.

5.3 THE LOGICAL MECHANISM

5.3.1 THE TEKMERION AS SIGN IN THE
FIRST FIGURE OF THE SYLLOGISM

Before going into the technical details of this distinction, it is important to
note that the epistemological value which Aristotle assigns to the sign ap-
pearing in the first figure of a syllogism (that is, the tekmerion) is very dif-
ferent from that assigned to signs in the second and third figures (that is,
the generic semefon).

What happens in the two latter cases is that the typical illusion reported
in the Sophistici Elenchi (167 b, 1-5) occurs. One believes that a possibility of
conversion exists between the reason and the consequent, without this in
fact being justified. In such cases, then, inference from consequences to
causes is extremely hypothetical and dangerous.

In the first case, that of tekmeérion, there is also a type of inference which
begins with the consequence, as shown in the example “If a woman has
milk in her breasts, then she is pregnant”. Here “having milk’ is both a
consequence of being pregnant and a sign that a woman is pregnant. How-
ever, the important distinction here, with respect to the other two cases, is
that there does indeed seem to be the possibility of conversion between
cause and effect. Or rather, as Preti observes (1956, p.6), it seems that Ar-
istotle is taking into account, in this case, a stricter type of implication than
material implication.

Let us now look at how Aristotle develops the technical aspects of the
three types of sign, beginning with the sign in the first figure:
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For example, the proof that a woman is pregnant, because she has milk in her
breasts, is by the first figure; for the middle term is “having milk”. A stands for
“being pregnant”, B for “having milk”, and C for “woman”’.

(Prior Analytics, I, 70 a, 12-16)**

If we translate Aristotle’s reasoning into the standard illustrative scheme of
the syllogism, we find:

1. A is predicated of B
“being pregnant”’ a woman who has milk”
2. B is predicated of C
“having milk” “a woman”’
3. A is predicated of C
“being pregnant”’ “a woman”’

In this example, the sign “having milk” is not only the middle term in the syl-
logism scheme as shown above, but it is also the intermediate term from the
point of view of the extension of the syllogism. Thus the relationships be-
tween the terms of the syllogism can be expressed in a diagram (Figure 5.2).

A being pregnant

B  having milk

Figure 5.2

5.3.2 THE SECOND AND THIRD FIGURES
OF THE SYLLOGISM AND SEMEION

In the second and third figures, the middle term constitutes the link which
enables the inference, but it does not occupy the central position either in
the formula or in the extension. This means that, as Allan has said, the la-
ble “major’” or “minor” is arbitrary in the second or third figure since ei-
ther of the two terms can be called major or minor (Allan, 1970, Chapt.10).

It is, however, quite certain that Aristotle adopts the point of view of




