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Abstract: The present paper states that, just like in the case of the first part of Aristotle’s Organon, entitled Categoriae, the following parts from his major work on logic refer to or make use of prejudicative relations. Some concepts, like logos, substance, name, subsistent a.s.o. are discussed upon within the context of On interpretation and Analytica, which gives the author the opportunity to further clarify the nature and use of main prejudicative relations, i.e. dicitur de and inesse.
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a) In his On Interpretation Aristotle presents the judicative relations, i.e. relations that are predicative in their own right. The judgement, or, more precisely, the sentence, is named here logos, but a logos which differs from that of Categoriae (logos tes ousias). A logos that contains a name and a verb which, unlike the name, signifies also time, to which it is added the fact of being or not being thus making it affirmative or negative and, always, true or false. The prejudicative relations have none of these determinations, this clearly making them different from the judicative ones. 

From a structural viewpoint it is important that the members of a judicative relation or predication are name and verb, while those of the prejudicative or antepredicative one are antepredicaments. In the case of judgement by subject one no longer understands subsistent. The subject of the judgement is always a name, which can be either singular (kath’ hekaston), or general (katholou)
. For the first one, Aristotle gives the example Kallias, for the second one, man. Both Greek terms are formed with the particle kata = about. The singular is uttered or expresses about (kata) each thing (hekaston), while the general about (kata) all the things (holon). More precisely, the singular is uttered about only one, the general, as Aristotle says, is uttered about many
. But this means that the name as subject of the judgement is defined by Aristotle by means of the prejudicative relation dicitur de. We are aware of the case of general name. Man is a universal substance, which is uttered about a subsistent without being in this one. But, as an antepredicament (as a species), it is no subject, i. e. subsistent, but that which is uttered about a subsistent, thus predicate. This implies the necessity of terminological clarifications and of a precise distinction of prejudicative and judicative levels, because otherwise the subject will be mistaken for predicate. The situation is the same for the singular subject of a judgement, which was not discussed upon within the framework of prejudicative relations, although implied. Moreover, by kath’ hekaston Aristotle understood the subsistent as such, having the same significance with the numerically one and certain individual, which cannot be uttered about (kata). Or, the singular is uttered; it is uttered about only one. 

Aristotle also defines the verb, i. e. the predicate of the judgement, in a prejudicative manner. It is considered, independently of the subject of the judgement, as sign of those that are uttered about something else
. That something else (heteron) is not the subject of the judgement, for which the verb should be predicate, as interpreted by Ammonius
, because the verb is not merely uttered about (dicitur de) name or subject, but is affirmed or denied. About Socrates is not merely uttered to walk, but is affirmed (he walks) or denied (he does not walk). To walk is merely uttered only about the act of walking or way of moving of a living being. The proof that this is the signification of Aristotle’s statement is also the assertion that verbs as expressions in their own right, are names
, and even explicitly, continuing the above-mentioned text, Aristotle states: “the verb is always the sign of those that belong, respectively of those [which are uttered] about a subsistent or [are] in a subsistent”
. The prejudicative context is obvious here. Or, through this, Aristotle grants the verb as such with the quality of subject of a judgement, too. About to walk one can affirm (it is a verb) or deny (it is not a verb), this generating a true or false judgement, respectively.

b) In Analitica Priora the judgements are premises, and the subject and predicate as terms of the syllogism. The reporting of premises and terms assumes no longer a prejudicative aspect. In spite of all these, there is a text in which Aristotle comes back to prejudicative relations, an important text for the distinction between singular and general. 

“Among those that exist, some are such as they are not expressed about anything else in a really general manner (alethos katholou)”
. The result of this first assertion is that they are nevertheless generally expressed, i. e. about many and, finally, that they are expressed. However, the examples offered by Aristotle are disputed: “for example, Kleon and Kallias and the singular (kath’hekaston) and perceivable (aistheton)”
 But Kallias and Kleon are singulars. Or, from De Interpretatione one concluded that those are not uttered about many. There would still be a justification of this text, by adding that they are not indeed uttered about many. Kleon, being a man’s name, is uttered about many people, but not about all of them, like man. But the perceivable, the object that can be seen or heard, is the individual as such, besides being not uttered about many, is not generally uttered (individuum ineffabile). Because of this, Alexander of Aphrodisia considers that alethos katholou no longer has the above-mentioned meaning, but it would be meant to strengthen the fact that those we are talking about are not uttered about anything, neither truly (alethos) nor generally (katholou)
. But are not Kleon and Kallias uttered about certain men? Are not they also names, in their own right? Does not kath’ hekaston, by his very construction (with kata), express the fact that it is uttered about, just like katholou? 

Aristotle continues by saying even about the perceivable ones that they are not uttered about anything unless accidentally, thus they could be accidentally uttered, but he gives as example the singulars Socrates and Kallias
. This means that he identifies in this context the singular with the perceivable individual. Besides, the examples he gives (“this white is Socrates” and “he who is coming is Kallias”) are not of a prejudicative type (with dicitur de) but of a judicative one, with esse, (einai). This means that here the prejudicative and judicative levels are mistaken for one another. If one makes this distinction, the text can be thus explained: the individual is in no way uttered, since it is a subsistent in re, the singular is uttered about (dicitur de) the individual (prejudicative level), but one can only accidentally utter that it is or it is not (judicative level) because of the fact that it is not really general. 

c) In Analitica Posteriora, coming back to inesse and dicitur de relations, Aristotle names “in itself” (kath’auto) what is not uttered about any subsistent, and those which are uttered about a subsistent are named accidents (symbebekota)
. The text partially justifies the denomination of respective predicaments. We say partially because the denomination does not correspond to particular accident, which is not uttered, and to the universal one it corresponds unless it is uttered. Or, the universal accident was characterised both as what is in and what is uttered about.

The universal substance is uttered about without being an accident, too. This is due to the fact that it belongs to the essence
. On the other side, that which does not belong through itself to a subsistent is still called accident
, which justifies the denomination of particular accident, but still turns questionable the general determination of the accident by means of in esse and dicitur de. 

In the same context, Aristotle considers that universal or general can be called what belongs (hyparche) to all both is itself and through itself, thus concluding that every universal necessary belongs to things
. But here by to belong one must understand (like in De Int., 3, 16 b, 10-11) both to be uttered about and to be in, which means that only on the basis of one of the prejudicative relations Aristotle could not justify the antepredicaments, neither separated, nor grouped (as universals-particulars or substances-attributes, respectively). In Analitica Priora Aristotle consequently uses the term hyparchein, synonym with endechestai and hepesthai to render the report between the subject and the predicate of the premises. Instead of saying “All S are P” he says “P belongs to all the S”. By “belongs to all” he means, according to his own explanations, to be in the whole, which is the same thing with being stated about all
. But this means that also at the prejudicative level one maintains the bivalence of to belong, the difference being that here to be in and to be uttered about refer to the judicative relation between subject and predicate. Perhaps this is Aristotle’s reason to prefer, in his syllogistic, neither to be in, not to be uttered about to convey the premise, but to belong, which presupposes both of them, but is identified with none. Moreover, both have a prejudicative signification. 

Three levels start to frame here, as ways of expressing: (a) prejudicative level, at which the relations to be in and to be uttered about appear between antepredicaments; (b) judicative level, at which the copulative verb to be appears between subject and predicate; (c) syllogistic level, at which the verb to belong appears between terms. One can also give examples, using relations with members that seem identical:

(a) living being is uttered about man;

(b) man is living being;

(c) living being belongs to every man.

In other place from Analitica Posteriora, Aristotle indirectly refers to the distinction between a) and b). He starts from two judgements which he considers equally justified: “the white is wood” and “the wood is white”. From a judicative viewpoint nothing special happens between them. Something white can accidentally be of wood, and some wood can accidentally be white. At a prejudicative level, the report of the term is different, since white, says Aristotle, cannot play the role of the subsistent for wood, while wood is the subsistent which happened to be white
. 

Starting from the levels he discerned, the examples would take the following form:

(a) wood is not uttered about white – white is uttered about wood wood is not in white – white is in wood
(b) white is wood – wood is white
(c) wood belongs to some white objects – white belong to some pieces of wood.

At a prejudicative level, admitting both examples proves to be impossible; at a judicative level, both can be true; at the level of reporting the terms (the conversion of a particular affirmative sentence) it proves necessary that admitting of one should imply admitting the other.

Without further details, we point out two more problems from the same chapter which are directly linked with the prejudicative relations. The first forbids both the prejudicative reporting of qualities, the quality of a quality, respectively, and their mutual reporting
. This time, too, Aristotle clearly distinguishes the judicative and prejudicative levels from each other, asserting that these (qualities) can be stated [at the judicative level], forming something [a judgement] true, but [at a prejudicative level] they cannot really be mutually expressed
. At a syllogistic level only the mere possibility of reporting would be interesting.

As in the former case, Aristotle’s preference for using some terms to describe the relations at the three levels shows up:

(a) legein, kategorein, en einai,

(b) einai+onoma, present tense verb, eipein,

(c) hyparchein, endechestai, hepesthai.

The most frequent inconsistency is the use at all three levels of kategorein, more frequently at levels (a) and (c), from here devolving also the transposing at all levels of the denominations given to the members that get in the respective relations: that about which something is uttered (subject); that which is uttered (predicate). For the prejudicative level we were forced to introduce the term “subsistent” instead of “subject”, which is suitable for the second level; and instead of “predicate” we suggested “attribute”. 

Finally, the example given by Aristotle to illustrate the fact that in the case of the transitivity of dicitur de, thus when we do not deal with reporting quality to quality, but genus to species and respectively difference, the regression is limited, and it illustrates the possibility, that we have already mentioned, to distinguish, in Aristotle’s conception, the singular from the individual and to consider as justified the prejudicative reporting of the former to the latter. Therefore, states Aristotle, living being is uttered about man, this one about Kallias, and this last one about another from those that exist
. But this means that the term Kallias, at least in this case, appears as distinguished from the individual subsistent about which it can be uttered, or from something else which is part of the essence (as translated into English)
 which it can be expressed about.
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