
ON THE NATURE OF TRUTH IN THE 
ARISTOTELIAN METAPHYSICS = PART I 

J~y YOSHIO FUJII 

Professor of Phi!osophy 

Plato says about truth and falsity in the Sophista as follows : 

STRANGER. And moreover we agree that any statement must 
have a certain character. 

THEAETETUS. Yes. 
STR. Then what sort of character can we assign to each of 

these? 

THE_4ET. One is false, the other true. 

STR. And the true one states about you the things that are 
(or the facts) as they are. 

THEAET. Certainly. 
STR. ¥Vhereas the false statement states about you things dif-

ferent from the things that are. 

THEAET. Yes. 
STR. And accordingly states thilegs that are-1eot as being. 

THEAET, No doubt. (Soph. 263 A-B)l 

This passage of the dialogue reminds us of the famous words, verilas est adae-

quatio rei et iletellectus, attributed by St. Thomas to Isaac, an early Jewish phi-

losopher,2 And this traditional definition of truth has strictly dominated the 

world of philosophy as hardly unquestionable since St. Thomas j it is said' that 

even Kant could not overturn it with his 'Copemican Inversion.'3 

Furthermore, in the present age also, various attempts have been made by 

numerous philosophers and logicians to justify this traditional definition, and 

it is not difficult to find even earnest supporters and advocates of it.4 However, 

here w~e are unable to take up the perplexing, though quite interesting and fructuous, 

* Plaio's Theory of Knoze;!edge by F.M. Cornford. 193:)~. p. 309 sqq. 
a Thomas Aquinas. Summa Theologica. Par. I. Quaestio 16, art. 2. Isaac dicit in lib. de De-

finitionibus, quod veritas est adaequatio rei et intellectus. 
* F. Brentano. Wahrhe~t uled Evide,cz. 1930. p. 9 sqq. .M. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit. 1927. 
p. 215. 

' Ci. J. Geyser, Uber Wahrheit und Evide,eg. 1918. p. 12, 16. F. Brentano, Psychologie 
vom e'npiresche,e Sta,rdpwaht. ' II, p. 160 sq. E. Husserl. Logische Uletersuchu,ege,c. II, 
2. p. 118, IQ-2 sq. A. Meinong. Vber M~glichkeit uud Wahrscheirdichheit. 1915. p. 32. 
39 sq. 
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work of tracing the whole history of development of this adaequatio-definition 

of truth. To us, what is more important is the generally recognized fact that 

Aristotle is also a representative spokesman of this idea of truth.5 And his state-

ment in the De 11,lerpretatiolee (IX, 19 a 33) that "the truth of propositions consists 

in corresponding with facts," seems to verify such an interpretation. Thus, 
people think that the study of truth in the Aristotelian philosophy is not a subj ect 

of philosophy as a real and practical science but rather of formal logic, and they 

turn their eyes to the logical treatises called the Organole. Indeed, there is suf-

ficient reason to say that Aristotle played an important role in the formation of 

the idea of truth as adaequaiio rei et iletellectees, as well as the idea that logic is 

one of the intrinsic and particular fields of the researches in truth. But even 

if we acknowledge this presupposition, the Aristotelian logic is. I think, not simply 

formal logic of the sort expounded in school. This is clear from his cautious 

prescription of prilecipium contradiciiolcis and medium having foundation in being, 

in his Metaphysics and Analytics.6 Therefore, in order to study the nature of 

Aristotelian concept of truth and realize his own meaning of it, it would be more 

reasonable and desirable to examine closely the Metaphysics in the places where 

he remarks on truth and falsity. 

I. Veritas 1lttellectus 

If 'we consider the above-mentioned traditional idea of truth as self-explanatory 

and make it the starting point of our argument, we must ask the following ques-

tion after Thomistic formula : Utrum veritas sit itc re, vel tantum i,t iletelleciu. 

For if truth is taken to be the equation of thing and thought, it must be either 

thing or thOught which takes the leading position in that equation. In the former 

case, truth becomes ontolOgical, in the latter logical. As is well knoWn, in ansWer 

to this question, St. Thomas quoting the Metaphysics and the Categories, makes 

5 F. Brentano. Vo,e der man,cigfachele Bedeutu,4g des Seieude,s ,each A ristoteles. 1862. p. 
26. Um dies klarer zu machen, ist es n~tig, nochmals genauer darauf zu achten, was Aristo-
teles eigentlich unter Wahrheit verstehe. Die ¥Vahrheit ist ihm die Ubereinstimmung der 
Erkenntniss mit der Sache. p. 33. Der Grundbegrifi der Wahrheit bleibt immer der der 
Ubereinstimmung des erkennenden Geistes mit der erkannten Sache. H. Maier. Die Syl-
logistik des Aris!oteles. 1896 I. p. 17 sq. Will man nun den Begriff der Wahrheit kurz charak-
terisieren, so kann man als hervorstechendes Merkmal desselben Ubereinstimmung eines 
Gedachten mit der Wirklichkeit bezeichnen, muss jedoch sofort erg~nzen : Ubereinstimmung 
eines eine Beziehung auf das Wirkliche entha]tenden Gedachten, einer auf Abbildung des 
Realen gerichteten Denkfunktion mit dem Seienden. 

6 The writer's opinion concerning the nature of the Aristatelian Logic was delivered in 
detail in his Siudies ~n Aristotle (in Japanese) 1940. p. 103 sqq. See the following books 
for further reference : C. Heyder. Kritische Darstellwag wad Vergleichung der Methoden 
Aristotelischer und Hegel"scher Diatektih 1845. p. 271. note 2. A. Trendelenburg; Logische 
Uniersuchul~gen3. 1870. I. p.30 sqq. J. Geyser, Erhe,mt,eistheorie des Aristoteles. 1917 p. 
46 sq. F. t)berweg, System der Logik u,cd Geschichte der logischen Lehre~5. 1882, p. 27 sqq. 
K. Fischer. System der Logih u,rd Metaphysih2. 1865. p. 41. C. Prantl. Geschichte der Logek 
~m /1beledla,ide. 1936. I p. 104 sqq. p, 136. Sie (die aristotelische Logik) ist iormal gerade 
insoweit, als das menschliche Denken eine Form ist, und sie ist nicht formal gerade 
insoweit, als das Denken des Gedachte ist. 
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Aristotle say, sed ex eo quod res est vel non est, opinio vel oratio vera vel falsa 

est, secundum Philosophum in Praedicam (4 b 8). Ergo veritas magis est in rebus. 

Sed contra est quod Philosophus dicit 6 Metaph. ( 1027 b 25) quod verum et falsum 

non sunt in rebus, sed in intellectu.7 But the situation is, it seems to me, rather 

more complicated, as is the case with other important termilei techleici which were 

coined and brought into the philosophic world by the genius of the Stagirite. 

He never speaks of the concept of truth with such clarity that his meaning is 

easily arrived at. As there are several senses in which a thing may be said to 

be, so is it with truth and the meanings of it are not always coherent.8 

Aristotle explains the meaning of being qua truth (1b ~v b~ a~VO~~) in three 

places in the Metaphysics, i.e., Book V (A) 7, Book VI (E) 4 and Book IX (e) 

10. His statements given in these places, however, should be compared with 
one another and scrutinized philosophically as ~vell as philologically, with much 

care. Needless to say, the Aristotelian Melaphysics aren othing other than the 

study of being qeea being, but judging by the consentient opinions of most Aris-

totelian scholars in the modern age, it was in A 7 that the four distlnctions of 

being were made for the first time.9 There, after writing that "things are said 

to be in accidental sense, or by their own nature, i.e, by the flgures of prediction," 

he says about truth and falsity as follows:10 

Again, being (Tb atvat) and is (Tb ~artv) mean that a statement 
is true, Iwt-beileg that it is not true but false,-and this alike in the 

case of affirmation and of negation ; e.g. 'Socrates is musical' means 

that this is true ; but 'the diagonal of the square is leot commensurate 

¥vith the side' means that it is false to say it is. 

Here being qua truth means, as can be surmised from the expression etvac, 
~a?:ev, the copula which connects the subject and the predicate. But according to 

Aristotle, a copula cannot logically indicate things by itself without substratun~. 

For we cannot form a conception apart from the things coupled.11 Generally 
speaking, truth and falsity imply combination and separation of thoughts. Nouns 

and verbs, provided nothing is added to them, are like thoughts ~vithout combina-

7 Thomas Aquinas. Summa Theologica. Par. I, Quaestoi 16. art. l. Sed ex eo quod res 
est vel non est, opinio vel oratio vera vel falsa est, secundum Philosophum in Praedicam 
(4 b 8). Ergo veritas magis est in rebus. Sed contra est quod Philosophus dicit 6 Metaph. 
(l027 b 25) quod verum et falsum non sunt in rebus, sed in intellectu. 

t'on of falsity 8 F. Brentano distinguishes four meanings of truth suggested by the classifica l 
in Metaph. A 29. l) Wahrheit und lrrthum im ersten und eigentlichsten Sinne. 2) Wahr und 
falsch wie es der einfachen Verstandesperception, den Definitionen und den Sinnen zukemmt. 
3) Die Wahrheit und Falschheit in den Dingen. 4) Endlich wird insbesondere dem Menschen 
Wahrheit oder Falschheit beigelegt. (Vo,e d. 1,~a,c1eigf. Bedeut, p. 31-33). Cf. H. Maier, op. 

cit. I p. 6-lO.' 
9 H. Bonitz Aristotelis Metaphysica. 1849 comm, p. 19--Q-O. W. Jaeger, Siudie,e zur 
Entstehungsgeschich!e der Metaphysik des Aristoteles. 1912. p. 118 sqq. 

' ' IQ etaph. A 7, 1017 a 31-35. All the Anstotelian quo a ro 
Oxford Translation under the editorship of J.A. Smith and W.D. Ross, Ivith some alteration 

and omission, when necessary. 
11 De i,eterpr. 3, 16 b 22-25. 
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tion or separation, and involve neither truth nor falsity.12 Thus the copula which 

is the bearer of truth or falsity is the core of judgement, and by force of this pros-

thesis, judgement becomes possible. For every sentence is not a proposition 

nor a judegment; only such sentences are propositions or judgements that have 
in them either truth or falsity. Thus a prayer is a sentence, but is neither true 

nor false.13 NOw the truth of judgement is formed when the copula shows an 

appropriate and valid relation between the subject and the predicate to exist 
(to be) , and the falseness, when such a relation is shown not to exist (not to be) 

For being means nothing other than being which is combined and is one and 

not-being nothing more than being not combined but more than one, so f'ar as 
Aristotle asserts. In this sense truth always stands on the affirmative side 

while falsity always is on the negative side.14 But it is necessary for us logicall~ 

to observe this relation in more detail. In the same book of the Metaphysics 
where he discusses the various senses of falsity, Aristotle distinguishes between 

a false thil~g, a false logos and a false man. On the false logos, he says as follows : 

A false logos is the logos of non-existent objects, in so far as it is 

false (~ ipev~~~). Hence every logos is false when applied to something 

other than that of which it is true ; e.g. the logos of a circle is false 

when applied to a triangle. (Metaph. d 29, 1024 b 26-28) 

But when a logos of non-existent objects is claimed to be false, ile so far as 

et es false, is not this qualifying phrase compelled to fall into petitio prilecipii? 

For example, when the account of a figure bounded by a line, all the points on 

which are equidistant from a point called the centre-the account of a circle-is 

applied, when speaking of a triangle, it is false because such a triangle does not 

exist, but it is also true of something else, i.e. the circle. Therefore in other 

formal words, A is false when applied to something that has not proper content 

thereof, i,e, when the predicate is not to be, and conversely it is true wher, non-

A is applied to the predicate not to be, and vice versa. Therefore the logos of non-

existent objects is false only as far as it has the foundamental formula of falsity : 

A is leon-A or lrole-A is A.15 We must say that the truth or falsity of a logos is 

essentially formed by complying or not complying ~vith this fundamental formula 

which is the basic law of thought. Such form of truth may be called formal trut~ 

according to general usage of that concept. And when the copula, to be or leot 

to be is interpreted in this way as the relation of logical coherence or uncoherence 

bet¥veen the subject and the predicate, it is apparent that the affirmative is always 

true and the negative is always false. We must say it is quite natural and reason-

able that * ristotle proposed such formal truth at the beginning of his meta h sical 

However we cannot linger over this point of the subj ect ; we must inquire 

*' De ilcterpr. 1 16 a 9-18. Categ. 4, 2 a 7-10. 
** De interpr. 4, 17 a 1-5. 
*' etaph. (9 10. 1051 b 12. H. Bonitz. I,~dex Arist. 221 a 8-18. 
*' H. ~~aie*, op, ctt. 1, p. 12. 
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more deeply into the Stagirite's statements concerning truth, and obtain perfect 

understanding of its meaning. Now "every assertion is the saying of something 
concernin~ something, e,g. affirmation, and is in every case either true or false."I6 

The copula io be or I~ot to be should not only indicate the logical validity of the 

combination of the subj ect and the predicate, but also at the same time bear the 

'beingness' of the object. A proposition is not true because it does not include 

contradiction ¥vithin itself, conforming to logical rules. Though that may be 

an indispensable condition for truth, it is not yet sufficient in itself. For the 

proposition 'A is B' to be true, it is necessary that A should not be contradictory 

to B, and in addition that A should exist as B. That is why Aristotles says, 

"the truth or falsity of a statement depends on facts, and not on any power 
on the part of the statement itself of admitting contrary qualities."I7 

Suppose, for example, that a man is here. Then the proposition a male is 

is true, and contrariwise, for the proposition a man is to be truei a man should 

be here. However, a true proposition is not the cause of the being of an object; 

rather the object is the cause of a true proposition. This is most clearly sub-

stantiated in the following passage from the Metaphysics E 4, which is looked 

upon by many scholars as the fountainhead of Aristotle's idea of truth. 

That which is in the sense of being true, or is leot in the sense 

of being false, depends on combination and separation, and truth 

and falsity together depend on the allocation of a pair of con-

tradictory judgements (for the true judgement afhrms where the 
subject and predicate really are combined, and denies where they 

are separated, while the false judgement has the opposite of this 

alloc.ation). (Metaph. E 4. 1027 b 18-23). 

Being qua truth and not-being qeta falsity stated above do not mean the 

copula which combine the subj ect and the predicate, but rather the being or not-

being of the subj ect as the predicative quahfication. F. Brentano sharply points 

out the discrepancy of meaning between being qua truth in A 7 and that in E 

4;8 In the former instance, being qeea truth is the element of the proposition 

made as the copula of judgement that connects the subj ect and the predicate, and 

therefore it may be represented by the formula of A is B. In the latter, however, 

the proposition itself takes the position of subject, and to be is added as the predicate 

signifying that the judgement corresponds with the thing that is, which can be 

lo De an. r 6. 430 b 27-28. 
11 ateg. 5, 4 b 8-lO. Cf. 4 a 36-b l. 
It F. 'Brentano, Vo,$ d. ma,enigf. Bedeut. p. 35 sq. In der ersten (E 4) war das ,,ist" 

1'rie eine Pr~dicatsbestimmung des Urteils gebraucht, das als wahr bezeichnet wurde ; dieses 
(A 7) nalm seinerseits die Stelle des Subjectes ein : (das Urteil) a ist b, ist (wahr). Hier in 
der zweiten dagegen macht das ,,ist " einen Bestandtheil des als wahr behaupteten Satzes 
selbst aus, indem es als Copula Subject und Pr~dicat verbindet : a ist b. Wenn dort das 
,ist" ein vorgelegtes Urteil als mit der Wirklicnkeit in Ubereinstimmung erklarte, so con-
stituirt es hier selbst das Urteil. Wenn dort wahr und falsch sowohl von der afflrmativen als 
negativen Behauptung pradicirt wurde, so ist hier das .,wahr" auf Seite der Affirmation 
(wenn sie auch bald eine positive, bald eine negative Bestimmung beilegt), das ,,falsch" 

immer auf der der Negation. 
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shown by the formula (A is B) is true. In the former, truth is always on the 
affirmative side and falsity is on the negative side, while in the latter, truth or 

falsity may be used for either afiirmative or negative. In other words, the truth 

of judgement is established not only when it does not contradict itself, but also 

when it states something that is in agreement with the thing or when it denies 

an element in existence that does not agree with it.19 Therefore Aristotle says, 

"to say of ~vhat is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say 

of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true."2Q Here without 

doubt, we come to that traditional proposition on truth-veritas est adaequaiio 

rei et intellectus, rei et intellectus co,evertwatur. And we may call this form of 

truth real truth in contrast to the forementioned formal truth. 

Now we can recapitulate in two points the essentials of veritas il~tellectus 

-1 use this term letting it comprehend both formal or logical truth and real or 

material truth. 

1 . Truth always anticipates the combination or separation of the obj ects 
of thought, and therefore it only comes into operation in judgement as its proper 
fleld. 

2. Truth is established by the equation of thought and thing. 

Thus it seems apparent that truth is, so far as understood in this sense, is 

not the subject of metaphysics but of logic. And that also appears to have been 

the Stagirite's real intention, for fQllowing the statement quoted above from the 

Metaphysics E 4, ¥vhich St. Thomas made the source of his interpretation, he 

says : 

For falsity and truth are not in things-it is not as if the good 

were true, and the bad w'ere in itself false-but in thought. But 

since the combination and the separation are in thought and not 

in the things, and that which is in this sense is a different sort 

of 'being' from the things that are in the full sense (for the 

thought attaches or removes either the subject's ' what ' or its 

having a certain quality or quantity or something else) , that 

which is accidenta]ly and that which is in the sense of being true 

must be dismissed (~~~*-eov). For the cause of the former is 
indeterminate, and that of the latter is some affection of the 

thought, and both are related to the remaining genus of being, 
and do not indicate the existence of any separate class of being. 

Therefore let these be dismissed (&~pelae(~J), and let us consider 

the causes and the principles of being itself, qua being. (Melaph. 

E 4. 1027 b 25-1028 a 4) 

If the theme of the Aristotelian Metaphysics is limited to the being indicated 

by the figures of category and by the potency or actuality, and if veritas iletel-

lecius alone is Aristotle's idea of truth, being qua truth is surely reduced to a pathos 

*' F. Brentano, TVahrheit und Evidenz. p. 21. 
" nfetaph. r 7, 1011 b 26-28. Cf. D, i~terpr. 9, 18 a 39-b 5. 
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of thought, and the idea of truth, as it is a thing of thought, must be excluded 

from the Metaphysics. As Professor W. Jaeger pointed out,21 the fact is empha-

tically expressed in this passage. &~)~cgo~'-apeLcre(~' and in addition, ~ve find no 

such adverbial expression cb ),~,), Tr;,) :Tpd.-~'; which is commonly used when 

discussion provisionally is left over to some later ~assage. This should be a 

convincing testimony for the forestated interpretation. 

II. Veritas Rei 

When truth is defined as adaequatio rei et iletellectus, what is it that guarantees 

that edaequatio and gives it a standard? Here again we must examine this initial 

question of vital importance. Concerning this St. Thomas says, veritas princi-

paliter est in intellectu ; secundario vero in rebus, secundum quod comparantur 

ad intellectum ut ad principium.2z In my opinion, however, Aristotle recognizes 

a more positive and cogent meaning in veriias rei aui il~ re. He tells us how much 

sensation depends on the sensible, and how much knowledge on the knowable, 
in a way that reminds us of the 1leieniionalitdt of the Husserlian phenomenology 

as follows : 
And in general, if only the sensible exists, there would be nothing 

if animate things were not ; for there would be no faculty of 

sense. Now the view that neither the sensible qualities nor the 
sensations would exist is doubtless true (for they are affections of 

the perceiver) , but that the substrata which cause the sensation 

should not exist even apart from sensation is impossible. For 

l ot the sensation of itself but there is sensation is sure y n , something beyond the sensation, which must be prior to the 
sensation ; for that which moves is prior in nature to that which 

is moved, and if they are correlative terms, this is no less the 

case. (Meiaph, r 5, 1010 b 30-lOll a 2) 

Protagoras says, "man is the measure of all things," because man has re-

spectively knowledge and perception, w'hich, we say, are the measures of objects. 

But such thinkers are saying nothing then, while they appear to be saying 

something remarkable. Knowledge and perception, we may call the measure 
of things because we come to know something by them, while as a matter of 

fact they are measured rather than measure other things.23 In other words, 
while knowledge might be thought to be measure, and the knowledge the thing 

measured, the fact is that all knowledge is knowable, but not all that is know-

able is knowledge, because in a sense knowledge is measured by the knowable. 
But does not such an idea of the primacy of objects as the criterion of truth 

al w. Jaeger. Studien z. E,4tsehwagsgesch. p. 22 sqq. 

" etaph. A 15, 1021 a 33~b 2. Theaet. 160 A-C. 
28 etaph. I l, 1053 a 31-33. 6, 1057 a 7-12. 



64 THE ANNALS OF THE HITOTSUBASHI ACADEMY [October 
lead to an inevitable contradiction? That is, by what means can sufficient know-

ledge become obtainable of the object itself which is the standard of truth premised 

in the adaequatio-proposition? If it again requires adaequatio-proposition, we 

can not help falling into regressus ilc il~filtiieim. This aporia has already been 

very precisely shown by Kant.24 But it is not reasonable to believe that Aristotle 

who had the correct and sufficient reflection of 1:b a; ~ O 
.reL(1 ac rb ~~ apx~~ did 

not realize this difficulty in the definition of truth.25 For he argues that besides 

the logical truth stated above, the intuitive cognition of the obj ect itself must be 

assumed, i,e, the truth of the incomposite, the simple and the formal essence of 

objects, must be grasped in a different way. Only by this new gleam of truth 

can the ~vhole structure of the philosopher's being qua truth be completely 
revealed, and the traditional idea of truth w'e have dealt with also be founded 

on its ontological basis. Then what the Metaphysics give as the explanation of 

the truth of the object itself, the so-called veritas rei aeit ifb re? Does the distinc-

tion between falsity qeea thing and a false logos in A 29 quoted above, indicate 

something significant to solve this problem? It is stated there as follows : 

"The false means that which is false as a thileg, and that because 

it is not put together or cannot be put together, e,g. 'that the 

diagonal of a square is commensurate with the side' or 'that you 

are sitting' ; for one of these is false always, and the other some-

times : it is in these two senses that they are non-existent. There 

are things which exist, but whose nature it is to appear either 

not to be such as they are or to be things that do not exist, e,g. 

a sketch or a dream ; for these are something, but are not the 
things the appearance of which they produce in us. We call things 

false in this way, then, -either because they themsevles do not 

exist, or because the appearance which results from them is that 

of something that does not exlst " (Metaph. A 29, 1024 b 17-26) 

What is here called 'a false thing' may be intetpreted as 'an object offudge-

2, I. Kant, Logik. (Kant's Gesammelte Schnften hreg. v. K(5niglich Preussischen Akademie 

der Wissenschaften Bd. IX) 1923. p. 50. Wahrheit, sagt man, besteht in der Ubereinstimmung 

der Erkenntnis mit dem Gegefistande. Dieser blossen Worterklarung zufolge soll also mein 

Erkenntniss, um als lvahr zu gelten, mit dem Object ubereinstimmen. Nun kann ich aber 
das Object nur mit meinem Erkenntnisse vergleichen, dadurch dass ich es erhenne. Meine 
Erkenntniss soll sich also selbst bet~tigen, welches aber zur Wahrheit noch lange nicht hin-

reichend ist. Denn da das Object ausser mir und die Erkenntniss in mir ist, so kann ich immer 

doch nur beurtheilen : ob meine Erkenntniss vom Object mit meiner Erkenntniss vom Ob'ect 

Eine solchen Cirkel im Erkl~ren nannten die alten Diallele. 
:5 A,eal, pr. B 16. 64 b 28-65 a 9. Since we get to know some things naturally through them-

selves, and other things by means of something else (the first principles through themselves, 

what is subordinate to them through something else), whenever a man tries to prove what 
is not self-evident by means of itself, then he begs the original question. 
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ment' (Brentano) or 'conteltts or matter ofjudgement' (Maier) ,26 and it has apparently 

two meanings. Firstly, it means that we are talking of a false thing, when there 

is nothing real that corresponds to the obj ect of thought, in other words, when 

the contents of judgement do not correspond with the combination or separa-
tion of obj ects in reality. For example, the proposition 'you are sitting' is false, 

if the person referred to is not actually sitting, and the proposition 'the diagonal 

of a square is commensurate with the side' is also false, for in reality the diagonal 

of a square cannot by any means be commensurate with the side. Secondly, 
there are cases where, in spite of something existing at the basis of the obj ect 

expressed, a false predicate happens : that is to say, when an idea aroused by 

something existent does not agree lvith the original existence, the statement is 

ialse, whether it brings about no perfect image of being (sketch) or does but ex-

press something unreal (dream) . Therefore, 'falsity as a thing' means in the 

end, despite of the phrasing, only the discordance between the idea of the obj ect 

in thought and the obj ect itself in actual existence, and we must conclude that 
it has no relation with the intuitive cob"nitiori of things as the mark of truth.z7 

Hence, with sufficient reason E. Lask in his excellent book on j udgement 
distinguished Aristotle'~ concept of truth into three classes i,e., 'truth without 

oppositiol~' (eine gegensatzlose Wahrheit) , 'truth of thilegs' (eine sachartige 

Wahrheit) and 'truth of judgement' (die Wahrheit der urteilenden Aussage) , and 

he called the first a 'smper-contrary iruth' (eine iibergegensatzliche Wahrheit) 
28 and either of the last two, a 'contrary truth' (eine gengens~tzliche Wahrheit), 

Thus, we must observe that 'falsity qua thing' discussed in A 29 is a concept of 

falsity in the field of logic, that is, the formal falsity (~bro~ 9'/eva~~) or material 

falsity, but not the metaphysical. From this we may argue that the truth of 
the simple or of ~he thing itself as the subject of metaphysics cannot be found in 

this part of the ¥vorl{, ¥vhich belongs to the early stage of development of the 

Aristotelian Metaphysics. It is in E 4 that we can find the first explicit reference 

to the intuitive and metaphysical truth. It may be convenient for us to subdivide 

this chapter by content into three sections.29 The hrst section, as can be seen 

al F. Brentano. Vo,e d. ,nannigf. Bedeut. p. 31 sq. ¥~renn nun dagegen das Wahre Ind 
Falsche zunachst im urtheilenden Geiste sich fand, ¥vie wird ein Ding wahr oder falsch genannt 
werden? Oflenbar nur insofern es den Gegestand eines wahren oder falschen Urteils bildet. 
H. Maier, op, cit. I p. Il. Das ist die erste Art der Falschlleit (&,S ItPaTPa epeOaos). Sie ist 
zuletzt nichts anderes, als die Nlc~tiibereinstimmung eines gedachten Objekts mit einem Realen. 
Sie zerf~llt, wie schon die eben gegebene Charakteristik gezeigt hat, in zwei Unterabtei-
lungen. Es kommt namlich nur, dass dem Gedachten tiberhaupt nichts Wirkliches corres-
pondiert. Dieser Fall kann eintreten, wenn der vorgestellte Gegenstand einen Zusammenhang 
von Dingen, Elementen repr~sentieren will. Dann haben wir dcn Inhalt, die Materie elnes 
Urteils vor uns. 

21 ~'Iaier, Syllog. d. Arist. 1. p. lO. sq. 
2B E. Lask, Die Lehre vom Urteil (Gesammelte Schr~ftel, hrsg. v. E. Herrigel. II) 1923, p, 

404 note 3. Es sind somit bei Aristoteles drei Wahrheitsbegriffe auseinanderzuhalten : eine 
gegensatzlose Wahrheit, eine sachartige und endlich die Wahrheit der urteilenden Aussage, 
also eine ilbergegens~tzliche und zwei gegensatzliche. Es reicht darum nicht aus, nut Maier 
1, 10, 13, 39 nur zwischen der sachlichen und der Urteilswahrheit zu unterscheiden und in 
der ersteren die gegensatzlose und die positive Wahrheit zusammenzufassen. 

20 Metaph. E 4. 1027 b 17-25 (part 1), 25-29 (par. II) 29-1028 a 4 (par. 111). 
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in the quotation made before,30 is one where it is the case that being qua truth 

and not-being qua falisty are in an appropriately logical relation of subj ect and 

predicate, agreeing with the combination or separation of things. And then the 

following passage occurs. 

It is another question (dll0g lbros), how it happens that we 
think things together or apart ; by 'together' and 'apart' I mean 

thinking them so that there is no succession in the thoughts 

but they become a unity.Bl 

dllo~ 16ro~ means that the question of truth and falsity in this sense is 

a matter that properly belongs to logic or psychology.B2 Indeed for this 
reason, in the third section of the chapter under discussion, as has been shown, 

the assertion is made that being qua truth as well as accidental being must be 

dismissed from the main theme of the Metaphysics. But such an assertion as 
below found in the second section that comes in between, is embarrassing enough 

to us, 

For falsity and truth are not in thing-it is not as if the good 

were true, and the bad were in itself false-but in thought ; while 

with regard to simple concepts and whats (~ep~ 6~ T~ dlc;,a ,cat 

T~ Te ~arel;) falsity and truth do not exist even in thought :-this 

being so, we must consider later (1)'acepo,J ~l::ea,ce7F1:go,)) what has 

to be discussed with regard to that which is or not in this sense. 

(Metaph. E 4. 1027 b 25-29). 

We might roughly interpret the philosopher's thought stated here as follows : 

Truth is the theoretical end that our intellect should aim at, while good is the prac-

tical end that our pathos or habitets should achieve. And the truth of cognition 

depends on the idea of thing in the mind of the person who cognizes, but the good 

of deed, on the adaptation to the desired object by the person who desires. There-

fore, truth is the pathos of intellect, but good is that of things. And thus, unless 

the concept of truth is analogically syuonymous with that of good, as in Plato's 

Philibus, truth will not dwell in things themselves.33 The truth of the simple and 

the fonnal essence of things, however, are not in thought but rather in the things 

themselves. The question, in what sense is it so, is to be answered in a later place. 

If it is possible to interpret Aristotle's argument in this way, we can clearly 

recognize in this place the two concepts of truth, i.e., veritas i,,tellectus and veritas 

rei, How can this be reconciliated with the emphasized declaration that truth 

" . 61. 
sl etaph. E 4, 1027 b 23~9-5. 
82 H. Bonitz refers these words to Metaph. Z 12 (Cautt't, p. 293), H. Maier, however, to De 

an. F 6 (Sy!log. d. Arist. I p. 24. not. 2). 
** Thomas Aquinas. Swall'2a Theologica. Par. I Quest. 16. art. I . Respondeo dicendum 

quod, sicut bonum nominat id in quod tendit appetitus, ita verum nominat id in quod tendit 
intenectus. Hoc autem distat inter intellectum et appetitum, sive quamcuihque cognitionem, 
quia cognitio est secundum quod cognitum est in cognoscente : appetitus autem secundum 
quod appetens inclinatur in ipsam rem appetitam. Et sic terminus appetitus, quod est bonum, 
est In re appetibni ; sed terminus cognitionis, quod est verum, est in ipso intellectu. 
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should be dismissed from the domain of the Metaphysics (&peT~0,;-~~eiae(~,) ? 

Professor Jaeger shrewdly points out this difficulty, and from the fact that 

in thought the second section of E 4 has no mutual relation with both the pro-

ceding and succeeding sections, but rather it is contradictory to them and that 

in content this part is closely connected with ~? 10, supposes that Aristotle inserted 

it there as supplement, simultaneously with (? 10 at his last stage of the develop-

ment of the Metaphysics. And he explains further that the contradiction in 
Aristotle's concept of truth did not exist in the original form of the Metaphysics, 

but it crept in afterwards when that supplementary section was added. We 
can not, however, here go far into the chronological problems of the origin of E 

4. All we can say with certainty by bringing a little further ahead Jaeger's 

ingenious interpretation, is that, no matter whether the second part of E 4 was 

placed as it is now from the beginning or it was added there later, the thought 

of truth in things as stated here should be considered as a new idea or founda-

tion of the concept of truth which the very structure of logical truth necessarily 

required. Therefore, the two forms of truth, Iogical and metaphysical, in the 

Aristotelian Metaphysics should not be regarded as a contradiction but rather 

as the realization of its essence, not a "supplementary addition" but rather 

an expected development. 
In the Analytics which belongs to his earlier period, Aristotle often refers 

to the fact that logical cognition by intellect ( a lbuoca) requires intuitive cogni-

tion by reason (voD~). That seems to suggest metaphysical truth, but really, 
it is still a matter of logic, and not of metaphysics. Generally speaking, the 

Aristotelian Metaphysics was evolved according to the development of the mean-

ing of 'being qua being' (ay ~ ~v), from the transcendental ontology in his early 

period into the ontological ontology of his later period. In the same way, his 

concept of truth also had in it what was destined to grow up from the early logical 

form into the later ontological or metaphysical one through the self-development 

of the idea of 'being qua truth' (~v a'~ ~~VO~S). 

What does Aristotle say about this in his Metaphysics ~ 10. and how should 

it be interpreted? However, we must give our full thought to the problem at 

a later occasion, as Aristotle says-VaTepo,J ~lrlaKe7TT~o,,. 

st W. Jaeger. Studie,e z. Entstehungsgesch. p. 28. Der Widerspruch im aristotelischen 
Wahrheitsbegriff ist also keineswegs ursprunglich darin enthalten gewesen, sondern hat sich 
erst durch die nachtr~gliche Erweiterung desselben eingeschlichen, deren Spur eben E 4 uns 
noch handgreiflich erhalten hat. 




