These are the heterodox truth-conditions for the universal negative predication (“e-predication”) by the use of universal affirmative predication (“a-predication”):

A is e-predicated of B, if and only if nothing among the things B is a-predicated of is such that A is a-predicated of as well.

This seems to be making sense. When we claim that no B is A, we certainly want that nothing among the things B is a-predicated of is something that A is a-predicated of. 

On the other hand, if, e.g., no mammal is triangular, it just follows that all things of which mammal is a-predicated (e.g. dogs, humans, cats) are not triangular, pure and simple. Why, then, “… is such that A is a-predicated of” in the definition, instead of simply “…is such that A is predicated of”? After all, triangular is not not-a-predicated of any kind of mammal; it is simply not predicated of them.

On top of that, one might suspect that a-predication here might be failing to capture the intended truth-conditions for e-predication. For, when we say that A is e-predicated of B, we mean to exclude that A is a-predicated of some species of B, while it is not of some others. However, the condition, in this definition, seems to allow e-predication, even if A is a-predicated of some species of B, albeit not all of them.

Task: Show that this worry is unfounded. 

Hint: prove that “…is not a-predicated of any” in the condition excludes “…is a-predicated of some, while not of others.”
