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PREFACE.

ARISTOTLES explanation of the nature of Fallacies,
if not satisfactory, seems to be as complete and intel-
ligible as any that has since been offered. As his doc-
trines, indeed, are the source and substance of those
of his successors, it appeared to the translator that
the student of this theory would prefer to resort for
instruction to the fountain-head, if it were made more
eagy of access.

“Is not, however, the whole subject of Fallacies
somewhat trumpery, and one that may be suffered,
without much regret, to sink into oblivion?”

Possibly : but besides the doctrine of Fallacies,
Aristotle offers either in this treatise, or in other pas-
sages quoted in the commentary, various glances over
the world of science and opinion, various suggestions
on problems which are still agitated, and a vivid pic-
ture of the ancient system of dialectic, which it is
hoped may be found both interesting and instructive.

‘The text adopted is that of Bekker, except where emenda-
tion was absolutely necessary to the sense. Attention is
called in the Notes to all changes except mere changes of
punctuation.
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I. WE propose to treat of Sophistical Confutations and those
seeming confutations which are not really confutations but para-
logisms!; and we thus begin, following the natural order of
inquiry.

The existence, over and above real proofs, of seeming but
unreal proofs is evident. As in other departments resemblance
generates semblance, so in reasoning. Bodily vigour is sometimes
genuine, sometimes, as in the tribal choruses, simulated by the
aid of dress: beauty is sometimes natural, sometimes counter-
feited by cosmetics. So in lifeless objects: some bodies are
genuine silver or gold, others are not silver or gold but
seem such to the sense; as litharge® and tin seem to be
silver, and yellow metal seems to be gold. So Proof and Con-
futation are either real or only seem to be such to the inex-
perienced. For the inexperienced resemble persons who view
from a distance. Proof is a tissue of propositions so related that
we of necessity assert some further proposition as their conse-
quence®. Confutation is a proof whose conclusion is the contra-
dictory of a given thesis. Some proofs and confutations have
not really these characters, but seem to have them from various
causes ; and one multitudinous and widespread division are those
that owe their semblance to names. For, not being able to
point to the things themselves that we reason about, we use
names instead of the realities as their symbols, and then the
consequences in the names appear to be consequences in the
realities, as the consequences in the counters appear to the cal-
culator to be comsequences in the objects represented by the
counters. But it is not so. For names, whether simple or

B2
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eomplex, are finite, realities infinite; so that a multiplicity of
things is signified by the same simple or complex name. As,
then, in calculation, those who are unskilled in manipulating
the counters are deceived by those who are skilled, so in reason-
ing, those who are unacquainted with the power of names are
deceived by paralogisms both when they are parties to the con-
troversy and when they form the audience. From this cause,
and others to be enumerated, there exist proofs and confutations
that are apparent but unreal.

Now it answers the purpose of some persons rather to seem
to be philosophers and not to be than to be and not to seem;
for Sophistry is seeming but unreal philosophy, and the Sophist
a person who makes money by the semblance of philosophy with-
out the reality ; and for his success it is requisite to seem to per-
form the function of the philosopher without performing it rather
than to perform it without seeming to do so. Now, if we define
by a single characteristic, the function of a man who knows
is to declare the truth and expose error respecting what he
knows. The former of these powers is ability to stand examina-
tion in a subject, the latter is ability to examine another who
professes to know it. Those, then, who wish to practise as
Sophists will aim at the kind of reasonings we have described,
for it suits their purpose, as the faculty of thus reasoning pro-
duces a semblance of philosophy, which is the end they propose.

The existence, then, of such a mode of reasoning, and the fact
‘that such a faculty is the aim of the persons we call Sophists'3,
is manifest. The various kinds of sophistical reasoning, the
branches of the sophistical faculty, the various elements of the
sophistical profession, and the other components of the art,
remain to be examined 4.

II. ReasoniNGs in the form of dialogue may be divided into
four orders, Didactic, Dialectic, Pirastic, and Eristic!.

Didactic reasonings conclude from the scientific principles ap-
propriate to a subject, and not from the answerer’s opinions, for
the learner is required to believe?:

Dialectic employ as premisses probable propositions and con-
elude in contradiction to a thesis:
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Pirastic employ as premisses the opinions of the answerer on
points that ought to be known by the pretender to science, with
the limitations elsewhere mentioned :

Eristic conclude from premisses which seem but are not
probable, or only seem to conclude from probable premisses.

Demonstrative reasonings having been discussed in the Analyt-
ica%, Dialectic and Pirastic elsewhere, contentious and Eristic
reasonings remain to be investigated.

III. WE must first enumerate the objects aimed at when dis-
putants are contentious and fight for victory. They are five:"
to confute the opponent, to drive him into false proposition, to
drive him into paradox, to reduce him to solecism, and to reduce
him to pleonasm, that is, to superfluous repetition: or the sem-
blance of any one of these achievements without the reality.
The end most desired is to confute the answerer, the next to
shew that he holds a false opinion, the third to lead him into
paradox, the fourth to land him in solecism, that is, to shew
that his expression involves a violation of the laws of grammar,
the fifth to force him to unmeaning repetition.

IV. SeemiNe confutations fall under two divisions; those
where the semblance depends on language, and those where it
is independent of language. Language produces a false sem-
blance of ratiocination from six causes; the ambiguity of a term,
the ambiguity of a proposition, the possibility of wrong disjunc-
tion, the possibility of wrong conjunction, the possibility of
wrong accentuation, and similarity of termination. This classi-
fication may either be established by inspection of instances, or
may be deduced (not to exclude other modes of deduction) from
the fact that there are just so many ways by which a single
term or proposition may have a plurality of meanings.

Ambiguous terms may be found in the following instances :—
Those that learn are those that already know, for it is those that
know the use of the alphabet who learn (can write or spell) what
is dictated. ¢ Learn” is ambiguous, signifying either to appre-
ciate, that is, to employ knowledge, or to acquire knowledge.

Again :—Evil is good, for what is necessary is good, and evil is
necessary. “ Necessary” is ambiguous, meaning either the result
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of antecedent conditions, and this may be evil, or the condition
of a desirable result, which is a good.

Again :—The same person is standing and sitting, and is an
invalid and restored to health. For he who rose up is standing,
and he who was getting well is restored to health. But it was
the sitter who rose up, and the invalid who was getting well.
Invalid and sitter mean respectively more than one person, both
him who is now an invalid or sitting, and him who was formerly
an invalid or sitting. He who is getting well may be now an
invalid, but he who is restored to health can only have been
formerly an invalid.

Of ambiguous propositions the following are instances. I
hope that you the enemy may slay.

Whom one knows, he knows. Either the person knowing
or the person known is here affirmed to know.

What one sees, that one sees: one sees a pillar: ergo, that
one pillar sees.

What you are holding, that you are: you are holding a stone:
ergo, a stone you are.

Is a speaking of the silent possible? ¢ The silent’ denotes
either the speaker or the subject of speech.

There are three kinds of ambiguity of term or proposition.
The first is when there is an equal linguistic propriety in several
interpretations ; the second when one is improper but customary;
the third when the ambiguity arises in the combination of ele-
ments that are themselves unambiguous, as in “ knowing letters.”
“ Knowing” and “ letters” are perhaps separately unambiguous,
but in combination may imply either that the Jetters are known
or that they themselves have knowledge. Such are the modes
in which propositions and terms may be ambiguous.

Wrong conjunction is the source of fallacy in the following in-
stances. A man can walk when sitting or write when not writing.
The meaning is different according as  sitting” is joined with
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“ can” or with “walk,” and “ not writing” with ‘can’ or with
“ write.”

He knows the alphabet he had to learn.

The lesser weight if you can hardly lift the greater weight you
easily can lift.

Of wrong disjunction the following are instances. Five is
two and three: therefore five is even and odd!. The greater
is equal to the less, for the greater is as much as the less—
and something more. For the same words have different mean-
ings when joined and disjoined ; as, I made thee a slave origi-
nally free. Fifty warriors with Achilles fought a hundred of
them bit the dust.

Accentuation in unwritten discussion can hardly furnish a
fallacious reasoning, but only in written controversy and ecriti-
cism on the poets. Homer % for instance, is emended against
those who condemn the expression,  part thereof is rotten by
the rain.”” Some meet the criticism by substituting an acute
. accent for the circumflex, making him say, “ nought thereof is
rotten by the rain.” Again, in Agamemnon’s dream, instead
of making Jove say, “I grant him triumph o’er his foes,” they
make Jove command the dream to promise Agamemnon triumph
o’er his foes 4. These arguments, then, turn on accentuation.

Similarity of termination produces fallacy when unlike things
have names with a like inflexion, a male object a feminine name,
a female object a masculine name, or a neuter a masculine or
feminine ; or when a quantity has a name with the termination
of a quality, or a quality a name with the termination of a
quantity, or an agent a name with the termination of a patient,
or a state a name with the termination of an action, and so
on throughout the categories before enumerated!®. For the
name of what is not an action may terminate like a name of
action, as “ ailing” resembles in inflexion ¢ cutting”’ and * build-
ing,” though it expresses a quality or state, while they express
actions, and so in the other categories.

V. LANGUAGE, then, furnishes occasion for seeming confuta-
tions in the modes we have mentioned. Independent of lan-
guage, there are seven classes of paralogism arising from the
equation of subject and accident ; from the confusion of an
absolute statement with a statement limited in manner, place,
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time, or relation ; from an inadequate notion of confutation ; from
a conversion of consequent and antecedent; from begging the
question; from taking what is not a cause for a cause; and,
lastly, from putting many questions as one.

The equation of subject and accident occasions fallacy when
it is assumed that subject and accident have all their attributes
in common. For a subject has many accidents, and it is not
necessary that the accidents and the subject should have all their
attributes in common. For example, if a man is not Coriscus
it does not follow that Coriscus is not Coriscus because Coriscus
is a man?2: nor, because Coriscus is not Socrates and Socrates
is a man, does it follow that Coriscus is not a man, because
Socrates, who is denied of Coriscus, is an accident of man 3.

Confusion of absolute, and qualified or limited, statements gives
rise to fallacy when the mere copula is taken as affirming abso-
lute existence; when, for instance, from the premiss, that what
is not, is believable, we infer that what is not, is; for the copula
affirms merely a relation, not absolute existence: or, again, if
we infer that what is, is not, because it is not a man or some
particular thing; for not to be a particular thing is not the
same as absolutely not to be. The semblance of identity is
produced by the similarity of the expressions and the slightness
of the difference between the enunciation of existence and attri-
bution, or of non-existence and non-attribution, or between
restricted and unrestricted predication. If, for instance, the
Indian is black generally, but white in respect of his teeth, it
may be argued that he is white and not white; or, if he has
both attributes in different respects, that contraries coexist. The
difference in some cases is easily perceived; as, for instance, if
from the premisses that the Ethiopian is black, and that his
teeth are white, one should fancy he had proved that he is
black and not black, putting the propositions into syllogistic
form. But it is often difficult to detect, when a qualified pre-
miss is conceded but the unqualified proposition seems to
follow 4, and when it is difficult to say which alternative is
properly affirmed; as happens when opposite qualities equally
exist ; for it seems as if either both or neither may be absolutely
affirmed. If, for instance, half is white and half is black, which
is the whole to be called, white or black®?
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Other fallacies arise from not defining proof or confutation,
and neglecting some element of the definition. To confute is
to contradict one and the same predicate, not only the name
but also the reality, and not only a synonymous name but the
identical name, as a necessary consequence of the premisses, not
including the point to be proved, in the identical respect, rela-
tion, manner, and time in which the predicate is affirmed by
the opponent. The same limitations are required in defining
false proposition. Sometimes a man omits one of the elements,
and then appears to confute, proving, for instance, that the
same thing is double and not double, because two is the double
of one and not the double of three; or that the same is double
and not double of the same correlative but not in the same
respect, double in length but not in breadth; or double of the
same correlative in the same respect and manner but not at
the same time, whereby the proof is vitiated. With some
violence we might put this class under the head of fallacies
dependent on language.

Fallacies from assuming the conclusion fall into as many
classes as there are modes of assuming the conclusion. The
semblance of proof arises from the difficulty of deciding what
is different or identical”.

A consequent gives rise to fallacy because the consecution
of consequent and antecedent seems reciprocal. If B follows
from 4 we imagine that 4 must follow from B. Hence mis-
taken perception in sensation, as when gall is mistaken for
honey because it is yellow; and because rain wets the ground,
wetness of the ground is supposed a proof of rain. In rhetorical
argument proof by signs® is based on consequences, as a man is
proved to be an adulterer by the characteristics of the adulterer,
dressing elaborately or wandering at night, which facts may be
true while the accusation.is false. So in dialectic reasoning.
Melissus in his proof of the infinite extension of the universe
assumes that the universe is not generated, because from nothing -
nothing can be generated, and that what is generated has a
beginning (is finite in space), and concludes that the universe
has no beginning, and therefore is infinite in space. This does
not follow. Because whatever is generated has a beginning,
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it need not be that whatever has a beginning is generated,
i. e. that whatever is not generated has no beginning: just as,
because every man in a fever is hot, it does not follow that
every man who is hot is in a fever.

We mistake for a cause what is not a cause when an irre-
levant proposition has been foisted into an argument as if it
were one of the necessary premisses. This is practised, in
reductio ad impossibile, for it is here that the proposition con-
futed is one of the premisses. If, then, a foreign proposition
be introduced among the premisses required to furnish an im-
possible consequence, it may be mistaken for the cause of that
impossible consequence. Thus, to prove that Life and the
Soul are not identical, a man assumes that the opposite of
destruction is generation, and therefore the opposite of a par-
ticular destruction is a particular generation. But Death is
a particular destruction and its opposite is Life. Life there-
fore is generation, and to live is to be generated. This is
absurd : therefore Life and the Soul are not identical. There
is no sequence here: for, independently of the identification of
Life and the Soul, the impossible conclusion follows from the
premisses that Life is the opposite of Death, that Death is
destruction, and that the opposite of destruction is generation.
Such an -argument is not entirely inconclusive; but it does not
bear on the point in dispute, and of this the confuter himself is
often unconscious?.

The conversion of consequent and antecedent and false impu-
tation of a result to a cause gives rise to fallacies in the way we
have explained : the union of several questions in one occasions
a fallacy when the plurality of questions is not detected and no
single answer is true. It is sometimes easy to see that there
is more than one question, and that a single answer should not
be given; for instance, Is the ocean surrounded by the earth,
and the earth by the sky? Sometimes it is not; and the
answerer, supposing that the question is single, either confesses
defeat by silence, or exposes himself to seeming confutation.
For instance, Is 4 and B a man? Yes. Then if you strike 4
and B you strike not men but a man. Again; if part-is good
and part evil, is the whole good or evil? Whichever you
answer you are open to a seeming confutation or conviction of

c



18 NEPI Z0®IZTIKQN

dbfetev dv moely: TO yap pdvar T@v pY dyabdv T elvar dya-
0%v ) Tév dyaBav py dyaBdv ebdos. ‘OT¢ 8¢ mpooAndbévray
Twav kdv E\eyxos ylvorto dAnOuwbs, ofov €l Tis Soln dpoiws &
kal woAAG Aéyedlar Aevkd kal yvpvda xal Tvphd. El yap
TUPAOY 7O uY Exov v megukds & Exew, kal TvpAd EoTar
& py) Exovra Sy mepukéra & éxew. “Orav odv 7O pdv
In 1o & py ip, 1@ duge Lorar i) dpdvra § TUPAE: Smep

advvarov.

VI. *H 8 ofrws iaiperéov Tovs pawopévovs auAhoyiopods
kal éNéyxovs, # mwdvras dvakréov els THv ToD éNéyxov dyvoiav,
dpxNv Tavrny momoauévovs: &ori yap dmavras dvalioar Tods
AexOévras Tpbmovs eis Tov Tob éNéyxov Swpioubv. [Mpdrov
pev €l dovANbywaror 8el yap éx Tadv keypévav cvuBaivew TO
ovumépacpa, dore Aéyew ¢ dvdykns dAN& pi) daivesfar.
YEmera xal kard 7& pépn Tob Siopiopod.

Tov pev yap év Ty Néfew ol pév elow mapd 70 Surréy, olov #
7€ dpovvpla kal 6 Aéyos xal 9 dpooaxnuoodvy (odvnles yap
70 wdvra ds 768 TL onpaivew), § 8¢ glvbeais xal diaipeas
kal mpocwdia 7o pY Tov avtdv elvar TOv Abyov # Todvopa
Siagpépoy. "Elei 8¢ kal Tobro, kabdmep xal 10 wplypa Tadréy,
el péXker E\eyxos 1} ovAAoyiopds Eoecbar, olov € Admiov, py
iudTiov gvAhoyicaclar dAA& Admiov. ‘ANnbes ptv yap xd-
ketvo, dAN o0 ouANeNbywoTar, dAN &t épwriparos ei, Ot
TavTov anpaive, wpds Tov {nrodvra 76 &i Ti.

Oi 8 mapa 70 ovpBeBnxds dpiobévros Tob oUANoyLTpOD
pavepol yivovrar. Tov atrdv yap dpiopdv 8ei xal Tob éNéyyov
yivealar, Ay wpookeiglar v dvrigacw O yap E\eyxos
ovAoyiopds dvripdoews. El odv ph éoTi guAloywopds Tob
ovpufeBnkéros, o yiverar é\eyxos. OO yap el Tobrav Svrwv
dvdykn 768 elvar, Toiiro & éoTl Aevkby, dvdykn Aevxdv elvau
Sia Tov guAloywoubyd. 008 el 73 Tplywvov dvoiv dpbaiv loas



EAETXQN. 19

false statement, for the statement that good is evil, or evil is
good, is false. Sometimes indeed the addition of a premiss
would give room for a genuine confutation: e.g. if you grant
that the same circumstances justify us in calling a single thing
and a number of things white, or naked, or blind, because if one
animal is blind when deprived of sight which it naturally has,
a number of animals are blind when deprived of sight which
they naturally have. If, then, one is blind and another sees,
both or neither will be blind or see: which is false!.

VI. WE may either divide seeming proofs and confutations
into these classes, or reduce them all to a false conception of con-
futation, laying down the true conception as a basis. For all the
fallacies we enumerated may be resolved into offences against
the definition of confutation; for either the reasonings are
inconclusive ; whereas the premisses ought to involve the con-
clusion, of necessity and not merely in appearance; or they fail
to satisfy the remaining elements of the definition.

Of those that depend on language some fail in the singleness
of the object signified, as those occasioned by the ambiguity of
term or proposition or similarity of termination; the last of
which classes contains many fallacies that depend on our custom
of speaking of attributes in the terms proper to substancesl.
Those from conjunction, disjunction, and accentuation want
even that singleness of name or proposition which, as well as
singleness of the thing signified, is required in proof and con-
futation. If, for instance, the thesis speaks of cloaks, the
conclusion of the confutation must not speak of mantles but
of cloaks. The conclusion may be true of cloaks when the
other word is employed, but the reasoning is unfinished, and
requires a further proposition that the words are synonymous,
if the answerer demands to have it explained how he is
refuted 2.

The equation of subject and accident will be seen to offend
against the definition of proof, which is that of confutation
minus the condition of contradiction. For confutation is dis-
proof, or contradictory proof. If, then, in proof we cannot
identify subject and accident, no more can we conclude of the
subject whatever is true of the accident, or vice versa, in con-
futation. If the premiss states a fact of the subject 4, and

Cc2
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white is an accident of 4, it does not follow that the fact is true
of all that is white. If a triangle contains angles equal to two
right angles, and figure, element, or principle is an accident
of triangle, it does not follow that every figure, element, or
principle contains angles equal to two right angles. For it is
not figure, element, or principle, but triangle, that is essentially
connected with this property by the demonstration®. And
so in other cases. Wherefore, if confutation is a species of
proof, a reasoning that assumes the equivalence of subject and
accident cannot be a confutation. It is by this assumption that
artists and men of science are confuted by the unscientific.
The latter assume the subject and accident to be interchange-
able, and the men of science, knowing the essential subject
of a law and unready at distinction, either acknowledge the
equivalence or imagine it has been acknowledged?®.

Fallacies from not distinguishing absolute and limited state-
ments fail to deny the identical predicate that is affirmed in the
thesis. The true negation of partially white is, not partially
white; of totally white, not totally white. If, therefore, the
admission that an object is partially white is used as an ad-
mission that it is totally white, the confutation of the thesis
that it is not totally white is only apparent, and depends on
a false notion of confutation.

Most readily referrible to misconception of confutation are
the class which we mentioned as such before, and which hence
received their special denomination, for their semblance arises
from the want of a definition, though in making such a class
we must admit that its differentia is a character common to
all the classes.

Assuming the point in issue, and treating as a cause what is
not a cause, are at once excluded by the definition of proof;
for the conclusion must be a consequence of the premisses,
which it is not when we mistake the cause; and must not be
assumed among the premisses, as it is in begging the question.

Fallacies from the consequent are a species of those from the
accident, and differ from other fallacies from accident because
the latter identify the accident with a single subject, as, for
instance, yellow with honey, and white with swan; while
fallacies from a consequent connect the consequent with two
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antecedents. When two terms are identified with a third, the
axiom identifies them with one another; and it is this identifica-
tion which gives rise to the fallacy from consequent. The axiom
is not true if the identity in the premisses is only of subject
and accident, else snow and swan, which have each an accidental
identity with white, would be identical. Again:—the argu-
ment of Melissus identifies what is generated with what has
a beginning, and equality with having received the same
magnitude. Because all that is generated has a beginning
he assumes that all that has a beginning is generated, and,
having identified what has a beginning’ with the finite in space,
infers that all the finite in space is generated. So with equality.
Because things which receive the same magnitude are equal, he
assumes that things which are equal have received the same
magnitude. That is to say, he converts two antecedents with
the same consequent and thereby identifies the two antecedents.
If, then, the fallacy from accident depends on a false idea of
confutation, so does that from consequent. This topic must be
handled again.

Fallacies from the union of several questions in one may be
shewn to be illegitimate by developing the definition of pro-
position. Propositions conjoin a single subject and single
predicate; for the definition of a class is the same as the
definition of a single thing, that of man, for instance, as that
of a single man, and so on. If, then, a single proposition
conjoins a single subject and predicate, so does the class of
proposition®. Now, as proof is composed of propositions, and
confutation is proof, confutation must be composed of proposi-
tions. If, then, propositions ought to conjoin single subjects
and predicates, the fallacies that fail in this shew a false con-
ception of confutation, for they are composed of seeming but
not genuine propositions. If an answer was given to a single
question, there is a real confutation; if it only seemed to be
given, a seeming confutation. All fallacies, then, are resolvable
into a false conception of confutation; because some contain
no genuine contradiction, which is peculiar to confutation, and
others fail to satisfy the definition of proof.

VII Ix fallacies by ambiguous terms and propositions the
deception arises from our inability to discriminate the different
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significations of an equivocal word, for it is sometimes no easy
task to classify the meanings of an equivocal word ; for instance,
of Unity, Being, Identity. In fallacies of eonjunction and
disjunction it arises from overlooking the differance preduced
by the conjunction or disjunction, because 1n other cases it is
unimportant. So in fallacies of accentuation, because the tone
or pitch of the voice is generally indifferent to the sense!l. In
fallacies from similarity of termination the deception is due to
the similarity, for it is hard to define when similar forms of
expression indicate similar or dissimilar realities, and he who
can do it must be far advanced in the pursuit of truth. We are
seduced into error by our aptness to suppose that every pre-
dicate is determinate and single and that something single and
substantive is implied by determination and existence. This
class, then, must be reckoned among the fallacies from language :
firstly, because the deception is more common in reasoning with
others than in reasoning by ourselves; for in reasoning with
others we think the words, in reasoning by ourselves we think
the realities®: secondly, because in our solitary reasonings we are
more likely to be deceived when we think by words: thirdly,
because the deception arises from resemblance, and this lies in
the words. 1In fallacies from accident the deception arises from
inability to discriminate what is identical and different, one and
plural, and what predicates and subjects have or have not all
attributes in common. So in fallacies from consequent; for a
consequent is a species of accident, and in many cases it seems
to be true and is treated as an axiom that, if 4 never exists
without B, B never exists without 4. In fallacies from not
defining confutation and from identifying absolute and limited
propositions the deception is due to the minuteness of the
difference*. We suppose the qualification of manner, mode,
relation, time, to be unimportant, and grant the unqualified
proposition. And so in begging the question, and misassigning
the cause, and uniting many propositions in one. In all these
the minuteness of the difference creates the deception, for it
makes us fail to entirely satisfy the definition of proposition and
proof . ,

VIII. PossessING the sources of seeming proof we possess the
sources of sophistic proof and confutation'. By sophistic con-
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futation, I mean not only proof or confutation which is seem-
ing but unreal, but that which though real is seemingly but
not really appropriate to the subject-matter. Such are those
which fail to confute and prove ignorance within the peculiar
sphere of the subject, which is the function of Pirastic. Pirastic
is a branch of Dialectic, and arrives at a false conclusion owing
to the ignorance of the person examined. Sophistic confuta-
tions, even when they prove the contradictory of a thesis, do
not prove the ignorance of the respondent, for they may be
brought to bear against the scientific.

We know the sources of inappropriate proofs by the same
method as those of unreal proofs. For the same causes that
induce an audience to imagine the premisses admitted and the
conclusion proved, will induce the respondent to imagine so,
and will furnish the premisses of a false proof; because, what
a man has not been asked but thinks he has granted, he
would grant if he were asked. Only sometimes we no sooner
ask for the wanting premiss than we unmask its falsehood, as
often occurs in verbal fallacies and in reductions to solecism.
If, then, the paralogisms of contradiction are equal in number
to the conditions of confutation that may be unfulfilled, the
modes of sophistic confutation will be equally numerouss.
Paralogism arises from not fulfilling any of the elements into
which true confutation may be decomposed. Any one that
may be wanting will leave only a semblance of confutation.
For instance, when the cause is misassigned in reduction to
impossibility, there is no sequence: when two questions are
put as one, there is no genuine proposition: when we replace
a subject by its accident, we substitute for a term something
else than its whole essence: when we convert a consequent
we do the same, for this fallacy is a subdivision of the last:
when the diction is fallacious, the sequence is not in the
reality but in the words: when the conclusion is irrelevant,
or limitations are neglected, the contradiction instead of being
absolute and total is partial and restricted, or the terms are not
taken in the same respect, relation, manner: and when we beg
the question the premisses are not independent of the conclu-
sion. We know, then, how many causes of sophistic proof
there are, for there cannot be more than we have enumerated.
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A sophistic confutation is not an absolute confutation or a
confutation of the thesis, but only relative to the answerer;
and so of sophistic proof. Unless it is granted that the am-
biguous term has a single meaning, and that the similar termi-
nation expresses a similar reality, and so on, there is no confu-
tation or proof either absolute or relative to the answerer. If it
is granted, there is relative proof, but not absolute, for the
meaning is not single, but only seemingly so, and none but this
respondent would admit it to be so?.

IX. AvwL the sources of confutation could not be enumerated
without universal knowledge, which belongs to no single art.
Sciences and demonstrations are possibly infinite, and confuta-
tions may be valid, for every demonstration confutes the con-
tradictory thesis. The thesis, for instance, that the diagonal
and side of the square are commensurate is confuted by the
demonstration that they are incommensurate. To enumerate,
then, all true confutations would require omniscience: for some
confutations -will be composed of principles and theorems of
geometry, others of medicine, others of other sciences. More-
over false confutations are infinite; for every art has false proofs
peculiar to it!, geometry, geometrical proofs; physiology, phy-
siological proofs. By peculiar I mean, moving exclusively in
the sphere of its characteristic principles. Our present task,
then, is to trace the sources not of all confutations but of all
dialectical ‘confutations; for these are limited in number, though
common to every art and faculty. Scientific confutations
whether seeming or real, and if real, the reasons why they are
real, must be investigated by the man of science?. The dialec-
ticlan must investigate the common confutations, that belong
‘exclusively to no particular sphere. If we know the sources of
probable proofs that are common to every sphere, we know the
sources of the common confutations. For confutation is con-
tradictory proof, and one or two proofs with a contradictory
conclusion are confutation. We have enumerated the sources
of all these?, and, if so, we have enumerated the solutions; for
the objectiohs to these principles are the solutions, and we have
‘explained the forms of objection. The dialectician must also
‘enuimerate the sources of apparent proofs, apparent, that is, not
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to any idiot, but to people of average intelligence : for it would
be an endless work to inquire into the sources of every idiotic
belief. The dialectician, then, has to discover what in the
principles common to all spheres of thought are the sources of
confutation whether real or apparent, that is, whether dialectic or
seemingly dialectic, and whether pirastic or seemingly pirastic.

X. REAsoNINGS cannot be divided, as some propose, into
reasonings addressed to the word and reasonings addressed to
the thought!. It is a strange error to suppose that reasonings
addressed to the word and reasonings addressed to the thought
form distinet classes and are not the same reasonings under
different circumstances. For not to address the thought is not
to apply a name to the object which the respondent thought he
was asked about when he made a concession, and is equivalent
to addressing the word. To address the thought is to apply
the name to the object which the respondent thought about
when he granted the premiss. If, then, a name is ambiguous,
but supposed to be unambiguous by the questioner as well as
the answerer : as, for instance, Being and Unity are ambiguous,
but were supposed to be unambiguous both by the answerer and
by Zeno the questioner in the argument to prove the unity of all
Being : was this argument addressed to the word, or was it not
rather addressed to the thought? If, on the contrary, the re-
spondent thinks a term ambiguous when it is unambiguous
the reasoning is clearly not addressed to his thought. For the
possibility of being addressed to the word, or addressed to the
thought, though it belongs primarily to fallacies of ambiguous
term, belongs secondarily to all reasonings ; because it does not
depend on the nature of the reasoning but on the state of the
respondent’s mind.

It follows that all reasonings, valid and invalid, may belong
to the class addressed to the word; for in this doctrine all those
reasonings are addressed to the word which are not addressed
to the thought. Else there would be a third class, neither
addressed to the word nor addressed to the thought; but we are
told that there is not, and that the division is exhaustive. But
in truth reasonings addressed to the word are properly confined
to fallacies of ambiguous term; and it is an abuse of language
to extend the name even to all fallacies in diction. We hold,
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then, that there are certain paralogisms of equivocation which
do not depend on the state of the respondent’s mind, but on the
reasoning itself containing a term that is ambiguous.

Again: we ought not to examine confutation before we have
examined proof; for confutation is a species of proof. We
ought a fortiori to examine proof before we examine false con-
futation, which is the seeming proof of a contradictory. Its
fault must be either in the proof, or in the contradiction, or in
both, if the confutation is not genuine. In the argument that
the outspoken may be silent, it lies in the contradiction, not in
" the proof. In the argument that a man can give away what he
has not got, it lies in both. In the argument that the Homeric
poems are a figure because they are a circle, it lies in the proof.
Where there is no fault in either, the confutation is genuine*.

But to resume?; is it true that mathematical reasonings are
always addressed to the thought? If the respondent thought
triangle ambiguous, and granted the premiss in a different
acceptation from that in which it was afterwards proved to con-
tain angles equal to two right angles; surely it cannot be said
that the reasoning was addressed to his thought ?

If, on the other hand$, a name is ambiguous, and the re-
spondent thinks it unambiguous, is not the reasoning addressed
to his thought? If not, how ought the question to be framed
in order that the reasoning may be addressed to the thought,
if it is not enough to suggest to the answerer that he may
draw a distinction? If the opponent puts the question: Is it
possible or impossible for the silent to be outspoken, or pos-
sible in one sense, impossible in another? and the respondent
answers, It is not possible in any sense, whereupon the op-
ponent proves it is: surely his reasoning is addressed to the
thought of the respondent? This argument, however, they
class among those addressed to the word.

We conclude that there is no distinet class of reasonings
addressed to the thought as opposed to reasonings addressed to
the word. There is a class of reasonings addressed to the word,
but it does not include all confutations, nor even all fallacious
confutations® ; for some are independent of language, those, for
instance, among others, that depend on the identification of
subject and accident?.

D
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If, in order that the reasoning may be addressed to the
thought, the questioner is required to draw the distinction him-
self, and say, for instance, that the silence of the outspoken may
either mean this, or it may mean that; the requirement cannot
be enforced, for the questioner does not always suspect the
ambiguity himself, and he cannot distinguish what he thinks
unambiguous. Secondly, would not this be didactic reasoning?
For it discloses the truth to an answerer who has neither pre-
viously considered nor discovered nor formed any belief about
the ambiguity. And why not equally in the reasonings where
no ambiguity is involved give him similar information? As
thus:  Are the units in four equal to the twos? Bear in mind
that the twos may be taken either distributively or collec-
tively.”—¢ Is there one science of contraries? Bear in mind
that some contraries are knowable, others unknowable.”” This
requirement, then, implies an ignorance of the difference be-
tween didactic and dialectic reasoning, and of the principle
that, while the teacher does not ask but informs, the dialectician
asks 11,

XI. Again:—to challenge the respondent to affirm or deny
is not the part of Didactic or the teacher, but the part of
Pirastic or the examiner. For Pirastic is a species of Dialectic,
and probes, not knowledge but, ignorance and false pretensions
to knowledge. To do this by applying universal principles
within a special sphere is dialectic: to do it in semblance only
is sophistic.

Accordingly, one kind of eristic or sophistic proof is proof
which seems appropriate, though really inappropriate, to the
problem which Dialectic undertakes under the form of Pirastic,
whether or not it has a true conclusion; for even then it is
illusive as to the reason. A second are those proofs which are
not confined to the special method of a science, though they
pretend to be scientific. For the Pseudographema, or the mis-
application of peculiar scientific principles, is not eristic, because
confined to a special sphere, whether of art or science; e.g. the
reasoning of Hippocrates, or the squaring of the circle by
lunules. But Bryso’s method of squaring the circle, even if
successful, is not mathematical, and is therefore not a pseudo-
graphema buat a sophism. Proof, then, that falsely pretends to

D2
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be pirastic, or relevant to the problem, is eristic, and so is
proof that falsely pretends to be scientific, even though it be
conclusive ; for, pretending to proceed from scientific know-
ledge, it is deceptive and illegitimate.

Trials of force or skill are sometimes the occasions of unfair
play and illegitimate fighting : and Eristic is illegitimate fight-
ing in disputation. The competitor who is bent on victory at
all hazards sticks at no artifice; no more does the eristic
reasoner. If victory is his final motive, he is called contentious
and eristic; if professional reputation and lucre, sophistic.
For Sophistic is, as I said before, a money-making art, that
trades on the semblance of philosophy, and therefore aims at
producing the semblance of demonstration. The contentious
disputant and the sophist use the same kind of arguments, but
not from the same motive; and the same kind of argument
is sophistic and eristic in different aspects. If semblance of
victory is the motive, it is eristic; if the semblance of wisdom,
sophistic; for sophistry is the semblance of philosophy without
the reality.

The eristic reasoner to a certain extent bears the same rela-
tion to the dialectician as the false geometer bears to the true
geometer: for he draws his principles from the same source
as the dialectician, and the false geometer from the same source
as the true geometer. The false geometer is not eristic, be-
cause his premisses are exclusively drawn from the principles
and theorems of a science, while Eristic constructs syllogisms
from the principles of Dialectic. They may, however, handle
the same problem. The mode of squaring the circle by lunules,
for instance, is not eristic, but Bryso’s is eristic. The one
cannot be applied beyond the sphere of geometry, because it
is based on geometrical principles; the other can be employed
against all disputants who do not know what is possible or
impossible in their respective spheres, for it applies to subjects
. different in kind. The same may be said of Antipho’s method
of squaring the circle. If, again, a person controverted the
expediency of walking after dinner by Zeno’s proof of the im-
. possibility of motion, such an argument would not be medical,
because it has a catholic application.

If the relation of Eristic and Dialectic was exactly similar
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to that of the false and the true geometer, there could not be
eristic arguments on geometrical problems. But the fact is
that Dialectic has no definite sphere, and demoustrates nothing
categorically, and investigates no essential theorems. For there
is no genus that embraces all Being, and, if there were, there
could be no common principles of all Being®. No science that
demonstrates categorically any positive theorem can interrogate
or offer to accept either alternative, for either alternative would
not furnish a proof. Dialectic interrogates. If it had to de-
monstrate any theorems, it could not trust, at least for the
elements and special principles of the proof, to interrogation :
for if they were denied by the respondent, it could have no
weapons to oppose to his objection.

Pirastic is a Dialectic: for it is not a speciality like geometry,
but a faculty that may be possessed by the unscientific. He
who does not know may examine the pretensions of another who
does not know : for the theses and premisses granted by the re-
spondent are not scientific truths nor theorems from which the
primary laws may be obtained by analysis!!, but consequences
or derivative facts, which are such that, while to know them does
not prove knowledge of the primary laws, not to know them
proves ignorance. Pirastic, then, is not knowledge of any definite
sphere, and therefore is conversant with every sphere: for all
sciences have certain common elements or catholic principles.
Accordingly, even the unscientific employ Dialectic and Pirastic,
for all persons to a certain extent assume to test pretensions
to knowledge. Pirastic and Dialectic are the application of
those catholic principles, and these the unscientific possess as
well as the scientific, though their expression of them may be
very defective in precision. Accordingly, all practise confuta-
tion. Unmethodically they perform the work which Dialectic
performs methodically, and the examination of false pretensions
by methodical reasoning is Dialectic. Such principles are nume-
rous, and applicable to every province, but have no positive
nature, and form no determinate genus, resembling, in this
respect, negations: others, on the contrary, are limited to
special spheres. The former enable us to examine pretensions
in any province, and compose what is a kind of art, though
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very unlike the sciences that demonstrate. Eristic reasoning,
then, is not exactly similar to false geometry; for it does mnot
consist of paralogisms drawn from a limited sphere of principles,
but of proofs drawn from catholic principles applicable to every
sphere 15,

Such are the modes of sophistic confutation. The investiga-
tion of them and power to apply them belong to Dialectic: for
all these matters belong to the method of Proposition.

XII. Uneear confutation has been examined. False or
paradoxical statement, the second aim of the Sophist, is obtained
by the mode of questioning and interrogating ; by questioning,
for instance, without previous definition of the problem. For
random answers are more likely to be wrong, and answers are
made at random when there is no point in issue. If there is a
definite point in issue, it is useful to multiply questions and
request the respondent to give his genuine opinion, and if he
states candidly his beliefs and disbeliefs, to lead him on to
controversial ground!. This fraud is less practicable now, for
the answerer will demand, What has this to do with the
question ? Another rule for obtaining a false or paradoxical
statement is not to put a proposition with confidence, but to
pretend to ask from a desire to learn : for consultation gives an
opening to attack. Another artifice for proving error is to lead
the discussion on to debatable ground. This may be done
fairly in some cases, as we have already mentioned.

* Again :—paradox may be elicited by considering to what school
the respondent belongs, and proposing some tenet of the school

- that the world pronounces to be a paradox; for there are such
tenets in every school. For this purpose it is useful to have
made a collection of paradoxes. The proper solution is to shew
that the paradox has no connexion with the thesis, as the dis-
putant pretends.

Another source of paradox is the opposition of secret wishes
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and open professions. Men profess all that is noble while their
wishes are set on their material interests. They profess that
a glorious death is better than a pleasurable life, and honour-
able poverty than sordid opulence; but their wishes are not in
harmony with their words. If the thesis is in accordance with
their real desires, the respondent should be confronted with
their public professions; if it is in accordance with these, he
should be confronted with their real desires. In either case he
must fall into paradox and contradict their public or private
opinions.

An abundant source of paradox is what Callicles in the
Gorgias is represented as pointing out, and which was
familiar to all the ancient disputants, the discrepancy of nature
and law. They considered the two to be opposite, and justice,
for instance, to be beautiful by law, but not by nature: so that
if the thesis conforms to nature, it must be confronted with
law; if conformable to law, with nature. In either case the
respondent must fall into paradox. The ancients meant by
nature, truth; by law, public opinion. Thus, like modern
disputants, they aimed either to confute the respondent or to
land him in paradox.

Some questions involve a paradox whichever way they are
answered. Ought a man to obey the wise or his father? Ought
he to do what is expedient or what is just? Is it better to be
wronged or to wrong? We must lead the respondent on into
the questions where the world and philosophy are at variance,
and if he agrees with the philosophers, confront him with the
opinions of the many; if he agrees with the many, with the
judgment of the speculators. The one think that there is no
happiness without virtue ; the others think that happiness is
the lot of every king. This method is the same as that which
employs the discrepancies of nature and law: for law is current
opinion ; nature and truth the creed of the wise.

XIII. PArADOXES, then, are to be obtained from the sources
enumerated. Pleonasm, as we have already stated, means
superfluous iteration. Reduction to pleonasm is as follows.
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Let us assume that an equivalent expression may always be
substituted for a term. If, then, the double is double of its
half, and double is equivalent to double of its half, it follows
by substitution, that the double is double of its half of its half,
and, by further substitution, double of its half of its half of
its half. Again, if appetite is appetite of pleasure and appetite
is equivalent to desire of pleasure, appetite is desire of pleasure
of pleasure.

All these reasonings turn on relatives where both the genus
and the species! is a relative and has the same correlative: as
desire and appetite are both relatives and have the same
correlative, pleasure; and double and double of half are both
relatives and have the same correlative, half. Or they turn
on terms which are not properly relatives but whose definition
expresses the subject of which they are states, affections, or
other attributes. E. g. if odd is equivalent to number that
has a middle unit, odd number is number number that has a
middle unit; and if aquiline is equivalent to hooked nose, an
aquiline nose is a hooked nose nose. The reduction to pleonasm
is not genuine when the premiss has not been granted that the
relative has a meaning by itself and means the same when
joined with the correlative3. The conclusion is drawn without
this premiss: because the term being the same, it is assumed
to have the same meaning in both cases.

XIV. SorecisM we explained before to be barbarism in
language. It may be either real and apparent, or real and
unapparent, or apparent and unreal, as Protagoras said. If
wrath and helmet are masculine nouns, he who gives them
a feminine concord commits a real but unapparent solecism ;
he who gives them a masculine concord commits an apparent
but unreal solecism. This appearance can be methodically pro-
duced ; and there are methods which apparently but not really
convict of solecism, as there are methods of apparent but not
real confutation.

Almost all seeming solecisms depend on the neuter pronoun
That, and the masculine or feminine names of objects that are
not really male or female but neuter. He denotes a male, She
a female, That properly denotes a neuter, but often really
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" denotes a male or female. What is that? That is Calliope:
That is wood : That is Coriscus. The cases of masculine and
feminine nouns are always distinguishable; not so those of
neuters. When That in the premiss represents He, we may
argue as if it represented Him, and vice versa: and a fallacy
will- arise from this variety of representation. It alternately
represents He or Him, according as it accompanies the infini-
tive or indicative mood. So it either represents She or Her,
and either the nominative or the accusative of neuter objects
which have masculine or feminine names. For neuter objects
ought to have names ending in On, and the other terminations
ought to denote the male or female sex, but are sometimes applied
to neuters, as askos (wine-skin) has a masculine termination,
kline (bed) a feminine. The names of these objects, just like
proper masculines and feminines, change their inflexion accord-
ing as they accompany the indicative or infinitive, that is, dis-
tinguish the nominative and accusative cases. Reduction to
solecism resembles the fallacies that arise from similarity of
termination or Figura dictionis. There we are cheated in the
category of the things, here in the cases of their names3, for
man and white are both names and things. Solecism, then, is
proved under the circumstances we have indicated.

We have now enumerated the branches of sophistic disputa-
tion and their subdivisions and methods. For concealment of
his purpose, Arrangement is important to the sophist as to the
dialectician. We therefore proceed to treat of Arrangement*.

XV. LenetH is favourable to concealment; for it is hard to
see the mutual relations of a long series of propositions. Length
is to be produced by the methods already mentioned2. Quick-
ness facilitates concealment, for the answerer has not time to
foresee consequences. So, too, anger and the heat of dispute;
for any mental discomposure puts us off our guard. Anger may
be produced by effrontery and open attempts to cheat. So, too,
alternately proposing the premisses either of different arguments
for the same conclusion, or of arguments to prove opposite con-
clusions, for the answerer has to guard against different and
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opposite dangers. Generally all the dialectic methods of con-
cealment? are available in contentious reasoning, for concealment
is a means of fraud.

When the answerer denies whatever he fancies helps the
argument, you must ask the negative, as if you wanted the
opposite of what you really do, or affect indifference. When
doubtful what you want to obtain he has less scope for mere
obstruction. Often. when the particulars of an induction are
granted, the universal should not be asked but employed as if
granted : for the answerer will fancy he has granted it and so
will the audience, as they will recollect the induction and
assume the particulars were not asked without a purpose.
The absence of a single name for the subject of the generaliza-
tion is advantageous to the questioner, for the similarity will
often be undetected*. To obtain a proposition you should con-
trast it with the opposite. If, for instance, you want to obtain
the premiss, that a man should obey his father in all things,
you should ask, Should a man obey or disobey his parents in all
things; and if you want the premiss that a small number mul-
tiplied by a small number is a large number, you should ask
whether it is a small number or a large number; for if com-
pelled to elect, one would rather pronounce it a large number.
For the juxtaposition of contraries increases their apparent
quantity and value.

An appearance of confutation is often produced by a sophistic
fraud, when the questioner, without having proved any thing,
instead of asking the final proposition, asserts it in the form of
a conclusion, as if he had disproved the thesis®.

It is sophistic, too, when the thesis is a paradox7?, to ask in
proposing the premisses for the respondent’s genuine opinion,
as if the thesis was his genuine opinion, and to put all the
questions in this shape: Is it your real opinion, et cetera. If
the question is a premiss of the proof, the answerer must either
be confuted or led into paradox: if he grants the premiss, he
must be confuted : if he says it is not his real opinion, he utters
a paradox : if he refuses to grant the premiss, though he allows
it to be his opinion, it looks as if he were confuted.

Again, as in Rhetoric so in Dialectic, discrepancies should

E
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be developed between the thesis and the tenets either of the
answerer or of those whom he acknowledges to be high autho-
rities, or of those who are generally so acknowledged, or of
those of his own school, or of those of the majority of people, or
of those of all mankind8. And as the answerer avoids imminent
confutation by drawing distinctions, so the questioner who fore-
sees an objection that applies in one sense and not in another,
should explain that he means the proposition in the unobjection-
able sense, like Cleophon in the Mandrobulus. And digressing
from the argument in hand he should by anticipation restrict
the bearing of his other arguments, and the answerer similarly
should meet his other arguments by anticipatory protestation
and objection. Sometimes the questioner must attack a propo-
sition different from the thesis, by means of misinterpretation,
if he cannot attack the thesis, as Liycophron did when required
to deliver an encomium on the lyre. If the answerer demands
what is the drift of a question, as the law is that the object of
a question must be assigned on demand, and a definite answer
might put him on his guard against the intended confutation,
he should be told that the object is to prove the contradictory of
his thesis, the affirmative of his negative, or the negative of his
affirmative ; not that the object is to prove, say, that contraries
fall under the same science, or that they fall under different
sciences. 'The conclusion should not be asked as a proposi-
tion. Some premisses should not be asked but assumed as
granted.

XVI. WE have expounded the sources of questions and the
modes of questioning in contentious disputation. We have
now to discuss answers and solution and the use of this
theory.

It is useful to the lover of truth for two reasons. As it
chiefly turns on language, it teaches us the various signification
of words and the different sequences in the world of words and
the world of realities. Again, it corrects our solitary reason-
ings; for he who is easily led by an opponent into undetected
paralogisms, will often fall of himself into similar errors.
Thirdly, it is useful to save us from the imputation of want of
culture. For if we censure a mode of disputation without being

E2
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able to specify its vices, our censure may be suspected of pro-
ceeding not from insight but from prejudice.

The manner in which the answerer should encounter this
kind of argumentation is plain, if we have rightly enumerated
the sources of paralogism and the frauds of the questioner.
But it is not the same thing to be able on examination to see
through an argument and correct its error, and to be able under
interrogation to oppose it with promptitude. What we know
has often only to change its position to become unknown to us.
Here, too, as elsewhere, quickness and slowness depend on prac-
tice: and if we understand a sophism but want practice, we
shall often be too late to apply our knowledge. And the same
occurs as in geometrical reasoning : here we sometimes accom-
plish an analysis but cannot succeed in the synthesis: so in
disputation we may know the principle of a sophism, and yet
be unable to arrest it in the process of formation.

XVII. To begin :—as the show instead of the reality of proof
may sometimes, in my opinion, be properly intended, so may
the show instead of the reality of solution. For eristic con-
futation is not genuine but only apparent. There is no genuine
proof but only the appearance of proof to be dissipated. If
confutation is the evolution of an unequivocal contradiction from
certain premisses, to avoid confutation there is no need of dis-
tinction when a term is equivocal, because it leads to no genuine
contradiction, and the sole motive for distinguishing when we
answer is to avoid the appearance. It is the shadow not the
substance of disproof that has to be repelled. Indeed equivocal
" propositions and terms and the other fraudulent artifices may
mask genuine confutation and make it uncertain whether a man
is confuted when he really is. For as the answerer may say
when the questioner has constructed his proof, that the thesis
is only contradicted by means of an equivocation, even though
he really used a word in the same signification as the questioner,
it is not certain whether he is confuted, for it is not certain that
his averment is false. Whereas if the questioner had drawn a
distinction when he put the equivocal question, there would have
been no uncertainty about the confutation, and the requirement,
less insisted on now than formerly in eristic, that the answer
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must be simply Yes or No, would then be practicable. As it is,
the unfairness of the questions compels us to add something to
them in our answer to correct their vices: though, if the
distinction was properly made by the questioner, the answer
should be simply Yes or No.

If it is held that equivocal terms lead to genuine confutation,
it is impossible for the answerer to avoid confutation. Where
the same proper name denotes several individuals, he must
perforce nominally deny what he affirmed, and affirm what he
denied. The correction that some have proposed is ineffectual.
Not Coriscus, they say, is musical and unmusical, but this
Coriscus is musical and this Coriscus is unmusical. Here « this
Coriscus” and ¢ this Coriscus” are the same terms, and have
contradictory predicates. ¢ But they do not mean the same
person.”” No more did the simple name: so that nothing is
gained. To call one of them simply Coriscus, and the other,
this or that Coriscus, is unjustifiable ; for why should one rather
than the other have the distinctive addition, when their right
to it is equal ?

As it is uncertain when we have not drawn the distinction
whether we are confuted or no, and we have the right to draw
distinctions, to grant a premiss absolutely and without distine-
tion is an error, and makes the answerer, or at least his answer,
appear to be confuted. It often happens that we see an
ambiguity but hesitate to distinguish, because the occasions are
so numerous, for fear of seeming to bLe perversely obstructive.
Then, never having suspected that a given point would be the
hinge of the argument, we are surprised into paradox. As,
then, we have the right of distinguishing, we must use it
unhesitatingly, as I said before3.

In equivocation if two questions were not put as one, there
would be no paralogism, but either a genuine confutation or not
even a seeming one. What is the difference between asking
whether Callias and Themistocles are musical, and asking the
same question about two different persons of the same name?
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If the persons are two, the question is two. If, then, it is
wrong to give a single answer to two questions, it is wrong to
give a simple answer to an equivocal question, even when it is
true in every signification, as some say you ought. It is just
the same as asking, are Coriscus and Callias at home? In either
case, whether both are at home or neither, there are two ques-
tions. The truth of a single predicate to several subjects does
not make the questions one. Ten thousand questions might all
be answerable by one single Yes or No, and yet it would not be
a single answer : else there could be no dialectic. And the same
is true if many subjects have one name. 1If, then, a plurality of
questions must not receive a single answer, no more must an
ambiguous proposition be answered Yes or No. This is not
really an answer but a speech. It is made sometimes from not
foreseeing the consequences.

As there are unreal but seeming confutations, so, as we said
before, there are unreal but seeming solutions, which must some-
times be employed in preference to the true® in contentious
disputation and replying to arguments based on equivocation.
When we admit premisses which we believe, we should use the
formula, Granted, for this will preclude accessory confutation.
When to save our thesis from confutation we must maintain a
paradox, we should profess it to be our genuine opinion; thus
we avoid confutation and efface the character of paradox.

We have explained what begging the question means, and it
is allowed that when assumptions are closely connected with the
issue we may deny them and refuse to concede them as pre-
misses on the plea that they beg the question: similarly, if a
necessary consequence of the thesis is false and improbable, we
should use the same plea, for a necessary consequence seems to
be part of the thesis. Again, if the subject of a premiss obtained
by generalization is nameless, and only indicated by comparison,
we must say that what was propounded and granted was not
the principle now employed, for this is often the case’. Ex-
cluded from thesc courses we must attempt to shew that the
proof fails in some of the elements which we enumerated.
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Properly expressed questions may be answered simply or with
a distinction: the understood but unexpressed portions of ob-
scure or elliptical questions are the harbours of fallacy. Do you
grant that what is of the Athenians is the property of the
Athenians? Yes. And so in other cases? Yes. Is not man
of the animals? Yes. Man therefore is the property of the
animals. But man is said to be of the animals because he is an
animal, as Lysander is said to be of the Spartans because he is a
Spartan. Obscure questions, then, are not to be granted with-
out distinction.

When of two propositions the truth of the first involves the truth
of the second but not reciprocally, if we have the option we should
grant the truth of the second. For the questioner will have to
argue with greater trouble and at greater length. If he tries to
prove that one term has an opposite, another not ; if he is right,
we should say, they both have, but in one case it is nameless.

The world has some opinions which it considers it false to
contradict, in others it is undecided and permits contradiction,
as, for instance, on the question whether the soul is mortal or
immortal. Sometimes, again, the natural interpretation of a
thesis is doubtful : whether, that is to say, it is to be taken in
a metaphorical sense, like a proverb, which is a practical aphorism
in a figurative dress, or in a literal sense, like the mathematical
theorem that the diagonal of a square is incommensurate to the
side. In such a case, when moreover the doctrine is problematic
and the world is undecided, we may safely adopt a metaphorical
interpretation : the doubtfulness of the meaning saves our inter-
pretation from seeming sophistic, the indecision of the world
saves our assertion from seeming false, and the presence of
‘metaphor is a bar to confutation.

Foreseen questions should be anticipated by protestations and
distinctions ; for this disconcerts the questioner.

XVIIL. ONE true solution of a false proof is the indication of
the false premiss that causes thé false conclusion. False proof,
however, not only means a conclusive proof with a false con-
clusion, but also an inconclusive though apparent proof!. An-
other solution, then, will be the indication of the premiss
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that causes the false appearance. Conclusive proofs are solved
by contradiction of a premiss, inconclusive proofs by distinction.
Again :—conclusive proofs either have a true or a false conclu-
sion. Those whose conclusion is false may be solved in two
ways, either by contradicting a premiss or by a counterproof
directed against the conclusion?: those whose falsity is confined
to the premisses, by contradiction alone, as the conclusion is
true. Accordingly when we wish to solve a proof we must first
look to see whether it is conclusive or inconclusive, and, if
conclusive, whether the conclusion is true or false; and then
solve it either by distinction or contradiction, and in the latter
case either by enstasis or by counterproof, as I said before3, It
is very different to solve a proof under interrogation and after-
wards. To anticipate is difficult; to detect a fallacy at leisure
is easy.

XIX. WHEN there is an ambiguity in a term or a proposition
of a confutation, the ambiguity sometimes lies in the premisses,
sometimes in the conclusion. In the argument about speech of
the speechless the conclusion is ambiguous': in the argument
about the unconsciousness of knowledge a premiss is ambiguous.
The ambiguous proposition is true in the answerer’s sense, false
in the opponent’s.

When the ambiguity lies in the conclusion, unless the con-
clusion is previously denied by the respondent, there is no
confutation, as we may see in the argument about sight of
the blind?, for confutation requires contradiction. When the
ambiguity lies in a premiss the semblance of confutation does
not require a previous contradiction of the ambiguous proposi-
tion; for then the ambiguous element is not the subject or
predicate of the thesis confuted, but the middle term of the
proof. The thesis should at starting be stated with a distine-
tion, if it contains any ambiguity. We should maintain, for
instance, that speech of the speechless is possible in one sense
and not in another, and that what is necessary ought sometimes
to be done, sometimes not, as the word is ambiguous. If the
ambiguity is not at first detected, we should afterwards restrict
and correct the thesis. Is speech of the speechless impossible ?
No, but speech by the speechless is. So when the ambiguity is
in the premisses. Is not knowledge conscious? Some is, that
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is to say, such and such a kind of knowledge; for there is a
difference between the restricted and unrestricted premiss. If
the questioner argues without regard to the distinction, we must
contend that he has contradicted the name and not the reality,
and therefore has not confuted.

XX. Ir is evident how fallacies of composition and division
are to be solved. If the composition or division produces a
difference of signification, when the opponent draws his con-
clusion from the premisses in one signification, we must say
they bore the other. The following arguments depend on com-
position and division. Was the man beaten with that with
which you saw him beaten, and did you see him beaten with
that with which he was beaten'? The reasoning has something
of the fallacy of ambiguous proposition, but belongs to a distinct
class, the fallacy of composition. We have not here a single
proposition with a double meaning, for the division produces
two propositions, just as the characters, oros and loros, are the
sign of two different sounds, distinguished by the breathing
though not by the accent. The written word may be the same
when it has the same letters in the same order, though even
written words are now distinguished by accents and aspirates,
but the spoken words are undeniably different. The fallacy of
division, then, does not consist in ambiguity, nor is ambiguity
the principle of all sophism, as some have asserted3.

The answerer must distinguish and point out the difference be-
tween seeing with the eyes a man beaten and seeing him beaten
with the eyes. So in the argument of Euthydemus. Do you
in Sicily know at this moment there are triremes in the Pirzus?
Again: a good shoemaker can be a bad shoemaker, for a good
man may be a bad shoemaker, therefore he is both a good shoe-
maker and a bad shoemaker®. Again: if the knowledge of a
thing is good, it is a good thing to learn: the knowledge of evil
is good, therefore evil is a good thing to learn. But evil is evil
and a thing to learn, therefore it is an evil thing to learn. As
it is true that the knowledge of evil is good (the fallacy must lie
in the rest of the reasoning). It is true to say in the present
moment you are born: then you are born in the present
moment. No: the division makes a difference: it is true in
the present moment that you are born but not that you are
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born in the present moment.—Do you do what you can and
gs you can? Yes. Not harping, you can harp. You harp,
then, not harping. No: you have not the power to harp not
harping, but when not harping you have the power to harp.

The solution some propose is different. If it is granted that
a man does a thing as he can, they say it does not follow that
he harps not harping, because it was not granted that he does
the thing in all the ways in which he can. The solution is
clearly bad, for fallacies identical in principle should admit of
the same solution; but this solution will not apply to other
fallacies similar in principle, nor to every mode of interrogation.
It is a solution relative to the individual arguer, not to the
argument.

XXI. ACcCENTUATION scarcely gives rise to any fallacy either
in writing or speaking, but a few might be invented like the
following :—A house is where you lodge (ou with circumflex
and aspirate), you do not lodge (ox with unwritten grave accent
and soft breathing) is a negation, therefore a house is a nega-
tion. The solution is plain, for the word is not the same when
the accent is grave and when it is circumflex.

XXII. Ir is plain that we must solve fallacies from similarity
of expression by pointing out the difference of category denoted
by similar words. The thesis denies the existence of a sub-
stance, and the questioner proves the existence of a relation or
quantity that seems to be a substance from the form of ex-
pression. For instance: can we be making and have made
one and the same thing? No!. Why, we can be seeing and
have seen one and the same thing. Can an action be a passion ?
No. Why, to be cut, to be burnt, to be affected by a sensible
object, are similar expressions, and all denote passions. Again,
to say, to run, to see, are similar expressions. Now to see is
to be affected by a sensible object, therefore it is both an action
and a passion. In the former example, if I asserted in my thesis
that one could not be making and have made the same thing,
and granted that one could be seeing what one has seen, I am
not confuted unless I grant that seeing is making. This addi-
tional premiss is required, but the hearer thinks that when I

F
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granted that to be cutting is to be making, and to have cut
to have made, I also granted that the remaining forms denote
corresponding categories. The hearer himself grants that the
remainder have a similar signification, whereas the signification
is different, though the forms are similar. What happens in the
fallacies of ambiguous term happens here. In the fallacies of
ambiguous term the uninitiated fancy that the reality is contra-
dicted as well as the name, whereas confutation requires a fur-
ther admission, that one reality is denoted by the ambiguous
name. If the answerer grants this, he is confuted.

Similar to these reasonings are the following. What one
had at first and has no longer he need not have lost, for if he
had ten dice and loses one he has no longer ten. ' No. What
he had at first and has no longer he must have lost; though he
need not have lost as much or as many as he had at first. The
thesis spoke of the substance that he has no longer, the con-
clusion speaks of the quantity. If it had been asked, when a
man has a certain number of things at first and not subse-
quently, must he have lost them all ? it would have been answered,
No, he need not have lost them all, but he must have lost some
of them. Again:—A man may give away what he has not got,
for he may have many and give away only one. No. He does
not give away a thing which he has not got, but a thing which is
not related in the giving as it was in the having, if he had many
and gives only one, for on/y denotes neither substance, nor quality,
nor quantity, but relation, namely dissociation from others. When
the thesis is that a man cannot give what he has not got, if it is
granted that a man may give quickly what he has not got
quickly, and I infer that a man may give what he has not got,
my argument is inconclusive: for quickly does not denote sub-
stance but manner, and the manner of giving may be different
from the manner of having; for a man may have with pleasure
what he gives with pain.

Similar, too, are the following :—Suppose the thesis to be, a
man cannot see with an eye he has not nor strike with a hand
he has not. But a two-eyed or two-handed man has not only
one eye or hand but may see or strike with only one. Some
meet the argument by contradicting the premiss which denies
that a man has only one eye or anything else when he has more

F 2
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than one. Or suppose the thesis to be, What a man has re-
ceived and not parted with he possesses; and the premisses, He
received only one ballot, but, having several before, does not
possess only one: conclusion, Therefore he does not possess
what he received. Some solve this by contradicting a premiss,
and maintaining that he possesses only one from this donor:
others by contradicting the thesis, and asserting that it is pos-
sible not to possess what one received ; to receive sound wine,
for instance, and if it was injured in the storage, to possess sour.
All these solutions, like some mentioned before, are addressed,
not to the argument but to the arguer. In every true solution,
an admission contradicting the allegation of the solution would
make the confutation valid, as in the other examples. For
instance, if the solution is a distinction, an admission that the
premiss is true without distinction would make the conclusion
valid. Where a valid conclusion does not follow from the con-
tradictory of the solution, that solution cannot be true. In the
above examples, even if all is supplied which the proposed solu-
tions allege to be wanting, there still is no conclusion *.

The following arguments belong to the same class. Suppose
the thesis to be, that the same statement cannot be both true
and false. Then because what is written was written a certain
time ago, and what is written, namely, that you are seated, is
false now, though true when it was written; the arguer con-
cludes that what was written was both true and false. But the
falsity or truth of a statement is not its substance (what is
written) but its quality : and se of opinion. Again:—what a
man learns is what he learns: a man learns a slow march quick
(quickly), therefore quick is slow. Here the subject which a
man learns is confused with the rate of his learning. Again:—
what one walks he tramples on: a man walks a day; therefore
he tramples on the day. Here we change from space to time.
Again :—when a man is said to drink a cup, the expression con-
fuses the vessel and the wine. Again:—suppose the thesis to
be, that the same thing cannot be both known and unknown;
then because all that a man knows he knows either by teaching
or discovery ; and if part of his knowledge was taught him, and
part discovered, the whole was neither taught nor discovered,
I conclude that the whole was both known and unknown. The
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solution is, that the premiss asserted, that all he knew distri-
butively, not all collectively, was from one of these sources.
Again, the proof of a third order of man, besides the individual
man and the ideal man, depends on the confusion of category.
For man and other generic terms are not names of substances,
but of quality, or relation, or mode, or some other accident. So
in the problem whether Coriscus and the musician Coriscus are
different or the same, one term expresses a substance, the other
a quality which cannot be really isolated. It is not, however,
the isolation that produces the third order of man, but the
assumption that the generic man is a substance, for without
this, what is common to Callias and the generic man could not
seem to be a substance. And what is isolated may be considered
as not a substance, but merely a quality, without any logical
inconvenience, for we shall still have a one besides the many,
for instance, the generic man®. We must maintain, then, that
genera are not names of substances, but merely names of quali-
ties, or relations, or quantities, or other accidents?®,

XXIII. WHEN language is the source of fallacy, the opposite
interpretation to that which produces the fallacy furnishes the
solution. If composition produces the fallacy, division gives the
solution ; if division, composition. If acute accentuation creates
the fallacy, grave accentuation supplies the solution; if grave,
acute. If an ambiguous term is misinterpreted, give the oppo-
site interpretation. If the thesis said a thing was animate, and
the terms prove it inanimate, interpret them so as to leave it
animate : if your thesis said it was inanimate, and the terms
prove it animate, interpret them so as to leave it inanimate:
and so with ambiguous propositions. If similarity of expression
leads to confutation by one interpretation, the opposite interpre-
tation provides the solution. If the thesis is, that a man cannot
give what he does not possess, then your concession must be ex-
plained to be, that the possessor of many things who gives only
one, gives, not a thing that he does not possess, but a thing
that is not related to other gifts as it was to other possessions.
Each element of a man’s knowledge is known either by tradition
or by discovery, not the sum total. A man tramples the way
he goes, not the time. And so in the other cases.
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XXIV. AL fallacies from the equation of subject and accident
admit of the same solution. It is undetermined when the sub-
Ject has the attributes of its accident, and sometimes it is be-
lieved and maintained to have them, sometimes not. We must
therefore reply to every conclusion based on this principle, that
it does not follow ; and we must be prepared with an example 1.
The following arguments depend on the equation of subject and
accident. You do not know what I am going to ask you about;
I am going to ask you about the nature of the Summum
Bonum ; therefore you do not know the nature of the Summum -
Bonum 2. You do not know the person approaching with a
muffled face; he is Coriscus: therefore you do not know Co-
riscus 3. The statue is a workmanship; the statue is yours:
therefore the statue is your workmanship. The dog is yours;
the dog is a father: therefore the dog is your father4. A small
number multiplied by a small number is a large number. Then
a four multiplied by a four is a large number ; but a four multi-
plied by a four is a four; therefore a four is a large number®.
What is true of the accident is not of necessity true of the
subject (and vice versa): for only those things whose entire
essence is one and indistinguishable have all their attributes in
common. But being the Summum Bonum is not exactly the
same as being about to be asked: nor is approaching with a
muffled face exactly the same as being Coriscus. So if I know
Coriscus and not the person approaching, it does not follow that
I know and do not know the same person: and if this is mine,
and a workmanship, it is not my workmanship, but my chattel. -
or property ; and so in the other cases.

Some solve the difficulty by distinguishing the thesis and
making the fallacy consist of Ignoratio elenchi. They say we
may know and not know the same thing but not in the same
respect : that, if you know Coriscus and do not know
who approaches, you know and do not know the same per-
son, but not in respect of the same predicate. But, in the
first place, as I said before’, all fallacies on the same prin-
ciple ought to receive the same solution. Now this solution
would not apply if we argued, not about knowledge, but
about existence or relation : if, for instance, because this slave
is a father and this slave is yours, I argued that he is your
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father. Though the solution is applicable with some predicates,
and the same thing, for instance, may be known and unknown
in different respects, with other predicates it is inapplicable.
In the second place, the same argument may have several
faults, but it is not the exposure of any fault that is solution;
for the falsity of the conclusion may be demonstrated without
explaining why the reasoning is fallacious. To solve Zeno’s
proof of the impossibility of motion, we ought not to try to
prove the opposite; for though we gave ten thousand valid
proofs, this would be no solution; for it would not disclose
where the vice of his argument lay. If an argument is incon-
clusive, or concludes what is true or false from false premisses,
the exposure of this vice is solution. In the third place, though
this distinction of the thesis may be admissible in other cases,
it is not admissible here: for here you know that Coriscus is
Coriscus, and that he who approaches approaches. But the
same subject can only be known and not known in respect of
different predicates; known, for instance, to be white, and not
known to be musical. Here the same person is known to be
Coriscus and not known to be Coriscus, or known to approach
and not known to approach.

So it is wrong to solve the fallacy about number by retract-
ing the thesis that a number cannot be both great and small®.
When an argument is inconclusive, to overlook the want of
cogency, and maintain the truth of the conclusion, is bad logic.

Some class these fallacies under the head of Equivocation,
maintaining, for instance, that yours means either your father,
your son, or your slave. But a term or proposition is only am-
biguous when it has a plurality of proper significations?; and
this man’s child cannot properly signify a child that is this
man’s slave. It is the equation of subject and accident that
produces the fallacious combination. Is it yours? Yes. Isita
child? Yes. Then it is your child. No. It is yours, and a
child, but not your child.

So too the proof that some of evil is good, (for wisdom is
knowledge of evil,) is referred to the class of ambiguity. But
the expression of a thing (the genitive case) is not ambiguous,
as it only properly denotes property (has a possessive force).
Granting, however, that the genitive is ambiguous, (for when
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-we say man is of the animals we mean he is a species, not
the property, of the animals; that is to say, the genitive may
have either a possessive or a partitive force,) still when we
express the relation of wisdom to evils by putting evils into
the genitive, we do not mean that wisdom is absolutely of
evils, but that wisdom is a correlative, namely, the knowledge
of evils. The fallacy then lies not in ambiguity but in the con-
fusion of absolute and restricted propositions. If, however, the
expression that there is a good of evils, is not ambiguous when

- we affirm that wisdom is of evils, do we not obtain an ambigu-

ous conc!usion when we assume a good slave belonging to bad
masters ? Perhaps not even then, for a thing that is good and
of the bad is not therefore a good of the bad'2. The expression
that man is of the animals is not ambiguous '3, for ellipsis is not
ambiguity, for we may call unambiguously for the Iliad by
saying, “ Achilles wrath14.”

XXV. FaLracigs from the confusion of absolute or unrestricted
propositions with propositions restricted in mode, place, degree,
or relation, are to be solved by comparing the conclusion with
the thesis, to see whether there is any restriction on either side
to prevent their being contradictory!. For contrary, opposite,
negative and affirmative predicates cannot both belong to the
same subject absolutely, but may both belong restrictedly, or
one restrictedly and the other absolutely. If one belongs abso-
lutely and the other restrictedly, there is no confutation. We
must therefore compare the conclusion with the thesis.

All the following arguments have this defect.—Thesis: what
is not, cannot be. But what is not, is what is not.—Thesis:
what is, cannot not-be. But what is, is not, for it is not some
special thing.—Thesis: the same man cannot be perjured and
keep his oath.—Thesis: the same man cannot at the same time
obey and disobey the same command. In the first two ex-
amples to be restrictedly something and absolutely to be, are
not the same. What is not, is restrictedly something, but abso-
lutely is not. Again, a man may be unforsworn in a definite
particular but not absolutely. If he swore to perjure himself
and keeps his oath, he is unperjured in this particular but not
absolutely. Again, he who disobeys, though not obedient abso-
lutely, may be obedient to a particular command. So it may
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be proved that the same person at the same moment may utter
truth and falsehood. The doubt whether a proposition ought
to be called absolutely trae or absolutely false causes the only
difficulty. A statement may be absolutely false and par-
tially true, that is, partially but not absolutely true. There
may be similar restrictions in relation to time, and place, as in
the following arguments: Health and wealth are good, but to
the fool and person who misuses them they are evil. Therefore
they are both good and evil.—Office and political power are
good, but to the same person there is a time when they are evil.
The same thing therefore is both good and evil. But a thing
may be good absolutely, yet not to this individual; or good to
this individual, yet not at this time and place. Again, What
the wise avoids is evil; he avoids lost good ; therefore good is
evil. No. Good is not evil but an evil thing to lose. The
argument about the thief is like this. The thief is an evil but
a good person to catch; so that we desire what is good, not
what is evil, when we desire his capture. So sickness is an evil
and a good thing to get rid of. Again, right is better than
wrong, and to act rightly than to act wrongly: but it is better
to be put to death wrongly.—It is just that a man should have
his own: but a conscientious judgment, though it adjudicates
a man’s property to his neighbour, is just. The same thing
therefore is just and unjust.—Judgment should be given for the
party asserting rights, not for the party asserting wrongs. But
the victim of injustice ought to obtain judgment when he
relates his grievances, that is, his wrongs. With reference to
the last three examples, we may observe that to suffer wrongly
may be preferable, though what is done wrongly is not abso-
lutely preferable to what is done rightly. What is done rightly
is absolutely preferable; what is done wrongly only in certain
special particulars. Again, it is absolutely just that a man
should have his own, and not just that he should have what is
his neighbour’s; though such an adjudication is just in a quali-
fied sense, if honest. But what is just in this sense is not abso-
lutely just. Again, wrongs may be right to allege, and the
rightness of the allegation does not make them rights any more
than the expediency of the allegation makes them expedient,
and vice versa. Although, then, the things alleged are wrongs,
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it is not wrong allegations that carry the judgment, for the
things are right to allege though absolutely wrongs and wrong
to undergo.

XXVI. FaLracies that omit some element in the definition
of confutation, as was suggested above, must be solved by ex-
amining whether the conclusion is contradictory of the thesis,
and regards the same terms, in the same portion, in the same re-
lation, in the same manner, in the same time. The thesis when
first advanced should admit that the same thing may be double
and not double in any way that falls short of the conditions of
contradiction. The following arguments depend on this. He
who knows a subject to have a predicate knows the subject, and
so he who is ignorant. If, then, I know that Coriscus is
Coriscus, and am ignorant that he is musical, I know and am
ignorant of the same subject.—A thing four cubits high is
higher than a thing three cubits high: but what is three cubits
high may grow to be four cubits high. What is greater is
greater than what is less. The same thing, therefore, may be
greater and less than itself, and in respect of the same dimen-
sion, namely height.

XXVII. Ix fallacies from begging and assuming the point
in issue, if we are aware in time we should deny the proposition,
even though it is probable, and say, as we fairly may, that it
cannot be granted but must be proved. If it escaped us, the
badness of the reasoning enables us to turn round and impute
the blunder to the opponent, who ought to have known that it
is no confutation to assume a contradictory proposition: and we
may say that we admitted the proposition, not as a premiss but
as a thesis to be confuted, or as a premiss, not of the main
reasoning, but of a by-confutation!.

XXVIII. Faivracies from the relation of antecedent and con-
sequent can only be exposed when the false conclusion is drawn.
There are two modes of falsely inferred sequence. Either when
animal, the universal, follows from man, the particular, it is in-
ferred that man, the particular, reciprocally follows from animal,
the universal : or, the relation of the contradictories of the ante-
cedent and consequent is supposed to correspond directly to the
relation of the antecedent and consequent. If 4, that is, follows
B, it is assumed that not-4 follows not-B, as in Melissus’ argu-

G



82 NEPI ZOPIZTIKQN

déiol py Exew, dar’ €l dyévnros & odpavés, kai dmeipos. T
8’ odk Errwr dvdmalw yap %) dkolovOnas.

XXIX. "Ococ 7e¢ mapa 70 mwpooribévar 71 ovAhoyifovral,
oxomely €l dpaipovpévov ovpPaiver undtv frrov 16 ddivarov,
kdmweira TobTo éudaviaréov, kal Aextéoy ds Ewkev ovx o
doxody dAN ds wpds TOov Abyov, 8 8¢ kéxpnTar ovdéy mpds TOV

Aéyov.

XXX. [lpds 8¢ 7Tods Ta wheiw épwripara & moodvras
€)0ds é&v dpxfi Swporéov. 'Epdrnows yap pia wpds v pia
dmbkpiols éotw, dor’ ofire mAelw kal évds ore &v xkard mol-
Adv, dAX' & kal’ évds paréov ¥ dmoparéov. *QRomep 8¢ émi
TOV dpawdpwy or¢ pév dudoiv oré & ovderépo Umdpxet, doTe
KN dwhod Svros Tob épwriparos dwAds dmoxpwopévols ovdev
ovpBaive. wéoxew, dpolws kal éml robtav. °OTav pdv odv T&
mheiw 7@ vl § T & Tois mwolois Ymdpxm, T® dmwAds dévTe
kal dpaprévr TavTyy THY dpapriav 008ty Vmevavrimpa ovp-
Baiver 8rav 8¢ 1@ pév 1 8¢ pi, 9 whelw kard wAebvov, kal
éorwv ds dmdpyxer dugpbrepa dugorépors, ot & ds ovx Umdpxet
wdA\w, dare TobrT edAaPnréov. Olov év Tolode Tois Abyors.
Eil 70 pév éorwv dyaldv 73 8¢ kaxdy, 811 Tabrdl dAnbis elmeiv
dyaldv kal kakdv kal wéAw pfdr’ dyaBdv pjre xaxby: ovk &ori
y&p éxdrepov éxdrepov, dare TavTd dyabdv kal kaxdv xal otr’
dya@dv ofre xaxéy. Kal el éxaorov avrd avrd Talrév kal
d\\ov E&repor: émel &2 odk dANois TadTd, dAXN' adrols, kal Erepa
adTdy, Tabrd éavrols €repa xal Tadrd. “Eti €l T pdv dyalov
kakdv ylverai, 16 8¢ Kxaxdv dyabév éorw, 8Vo yévar dvd.



EAETXQN. 83

ment. If the generated is limited he assumes that the ungene-
rated is unlimited: that is to say, because, if the heavens are
infinite in space, they are eternal in time, he assumes that, if
they are eternal in time, they are infinite in space. But this is
not so; for the sequence of the contradictories of an antecedent
and consequent is the inverse of the original sequence.

XXIX. In fallacies where a superfluous proposition is foisted
in as the cause of an absurd conclusion, we must examine
whether the suppression of the premiss would interrupt the con-
clusion ; and after shewing that it does not, we may add that
the premisses which really cause it were not granted because
they were believed, but because the questioner seemed to wish
to use them against the thesis, which he has failed to do.

XXX. SEVERAL questions put as one should be met at once by
decomposition of the complex question into its elements. Only
a single question admits of a single answer: so that neither
several predicates of one subject, nor one predicate of several
subjects, but only one predicate of one subject ought to be
affirmed or denied in a single answer. When we have an am-
biguous subject, sometimes a predicate is true of both or neither
of the things signified ; and though the question is equivocal,
a simple answer exposes us to no confutation. The same thing
happens when many questions are asked. When several pre-
dicates are true of one subject, or one predicate of several
subjects, a single answer, though a dialectical error, involves
us in no confutation. But if a predicate is true of one sub-
ject and not of others, or several predicates are propounded
of several subjects, and each is true of each but not all of all,
a single answer involves confutation and must be refused. For
instance, if 4 is good and B evil, if we say that 4 and B are
good and evil, we may be interpreted to say that the same
things are good and evil and neither good nor evil, for A is not
evil and B is not good. Again, if 4 differs from B, and we
say that 4 and B are the same as themselves or different from
themselves, we may be interpreted to mean that 4 is different
from 4 or that 4 is the same as B. Again, if 4 becomes good
and B becomes evil, and we say that 4 and B become good and
evil, we may be interpreted to mean that each becomes both
good and evil. Again, if 4 and B are unequal, and we say

G 2
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they are equal to themselves, we may be interpreted to say that
they are equal to one another.
_ These fallacies admit of other solutions, for tZemselves and all
are ambiguous, meaning either each respectively or all promis-
cuously. So that only the same name, not the same thing, is
affirmed and denied of the same subject; which, we agreed, is
no confutation. If however a single answer is not given, but
a single predicate affirmed or denied of a single subject, no
semblance of confutation can be fabricated .

XXXI. RepuctioNs to pleonasm must be opposed by denying
that a relative name has any meaning when separated from the
correlative, as double separated from half in the phrase double
of half, though it appears as a factor in the expression. For
ten is a factor in the expression ten minus one, and doing in the
expression not-doing, and the affirmative in all negative expres-
sions: yet to deny a thing to be white is not to affirm it to be
white. Double then, extracted and isolated, has no meaning
any more than the affirmative in the negative expression: or,
if it has a meaning, not the same as the factors combined. So
when we name a specific science, say, medical science, the factor
science is not the same as the genus science, for the latter is
correlative to the general object of science.

When the subject of an attribute enters the definition of the
attribute, we must say that the attribute does not mean the
same when conjoined with the subject and when separate. For
though curved, the generic element, is only part of the meaning
of aquiline and bandy when they are isolated, yet when these
terms are joined to nose and leg they may lose the other part
of their meaning; for aquiline nose and bandy leg mean no
more than hooked nose and crooked leg. Further, we must
deny the accuracy of the definition of aquiline and bandy; for
aquiline is not a hooked nose, but a nasal quality or shape; and
it is not strange that an aquiline nose should be a nose having
a nasal curvature®.

XXXII. ApPARENT solecisms depend on the cause that has
been explained. The mode of solving them will be manifest in
an example. The following arguments attempt to prove sole-
cism. 8 (nominative) is (M) that (nominative) which (accusa-
tive) you truly affirm § (accusative) to be. You affirm § (accu-
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sative) to be P (accusative). Therefore § (nominative) is P
(accusative). No. When P the predicate is masculine, the
neuter pronouns fka? and whick may be replaced by masculine
pronouns which distinguish the nominative and accusative
cases’. If I asserted with masculine pronouns, § (nominative)
is that (accusative) which you truly maintain it to be, I should
speak ungrammatically, just as much as if I said a woman is he
whom you affirm her to be. Neuter predicates do not distin-
guish the nominative and accusative, and give rise to no
apparent solecism. It is the masculine and feminine forms,
whether the object denoted is really masculine and feminine or
not, that occasion solecism. IfI am impugning the thesis No
man is a woman, and obtain the premiss, Coriscus is a man, if
I say at once therefore a man is a woman, I have not proved
the solecism, assuming Coriscus to be a woman, unless this
premiss is granted by express concession. If Coriscus is not a
woman, and not admitted to be a woman, I have not proved my
conclusion either absolutely or relatively to this opponent. So
in the first example it must be expressly granted as a major
premiss, that M nominative is P the accusative: if it is not
really so, and is not granted to be so, the conclusion does not
follow. It seems to follow because in the neuter pronouns the
nominative and accusative are not distinguished. The nomina-
tive of § is (M) the nominative of the noun whose accusative
you affirm the accusative of § to be. You affirm the accusative of
S to be the accusative of P. Therefore the nominative of § is
the accusative of P. This is a non sequitur ; for the nominative
of § was affirmed in the minor premiss to be the nominative of
a certain name. Again, from the premisses: This man (nomi-
native) is he (nominative) whom (accusative) you affirm him
(accusative) to be: you affirm him (accusative) to be Cleona
(accusative); it does not follow that this man (nominative) is
Cleona (accusative), for the major premiss does not affirm that
he (nominative) whom you affirm him to be is Cleona (accusa-
tive), and the minor premiss affirmed that § (nominative) was
he (nominative) not him (accusative), and any other expression
would have been ungrammatical. You know M (accusative):
M (nominative) is P (nominative); therefore you know P
(nominative). No. M ‘is ambiguous: in one premiss it is
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nominative in the other accusative. What (genitive) you have
perception of, that (accusative) you perceive. You have percep-
tion of a stone (genitive); therefore you perceive of a stone
(genitive). No. Of that (genitive) is of a stone, and the pre-
miss was, what you have perception of, not of that but, that
(accusative) you perceive. Therefore you perceive—not of a
stone but—a stone. These arguments then do not really prove
solecism: why they seem to do so, and how they are to be
solved, is plain from what has been said+.

XXXIII. It must be observed that in some arguments it is
easy, in others difficult, to detect what and wherein is the
fallacy, even when the arguments are identical. Arguments
may be called identical when they depend on the same principle
or belong to the same class. An identical argument may by
one be referred to the head of equivocation; by another to the
equation of subject and accident, by another to another prin-
ciple, because in its successive application to different spheres
the principle is not equally patent or disguised. For instance,
fallacies of ambiguity are supposed to be the easiest of detec-
tion2, and some are obvious to the dullest, for almost all repar-
tees and ridiculous turns depend on this principle3. Thus:
Down stairs a man tumbled (carried)—a chair.—Whither are
you bound? (Where do you fasten the sails when you take
them in?) To the yard arm.—Which cow will calve before
(the other) ? Neither: both behind.—Is it a set (pure) Boreas ?
No: he has killed a beggar.—Who was the purchaser? Evar-
chus? No: Apollonides (extravagant): and so on. Others
even the acutest fail to detect. A proof of this is the number
of controversies that depend on words; for instance, on the
ambiguity of Unity and Being. Some suppose these terms to
be univocal ; others solve the arguments of Zeno and Parme-
nides by shewing them to be equivocal. In the same way
fallacies that depend on the equation of subject and accident and
the other principles are sometimes easy sometimes hard of detec-
tion. The classification, too, of a fallacy, and the decision whether
an argument is fallacious or not, vary in difficulty.

The cleverest argument is that which causes most doubt and
embarrassment. Doubt is of two kinds: in dialectic reasoning
we doubt which. proposition is false; in eristic reasoning we
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doubt how a proposition ought to be worded. Accordingly dia-
lectic paradoxes are the more stimulative of inquiry. The
cleverest dialectic argument is that both of whose premisses are
extremely probable, while the thesis confuted is also extremely
probable. Then a single syllogism by successive substitution
of the contradictory of the conclusion for one of the premisses
makes three syllogisms of equal probability and improbability,
in each of which highly probable premisses lead to an equally
improbable conclusion, which must occasion embarrassment. The
cleverest, then, is one where the improbability of the conclusion
equals the probability of the premisses: the next is where the
premisses are equally probable; for then we shall doubt which
of them ought to be denied. One must be false, but we have
no indication which®, The cleverest eristic reasoning is where
the preliminary decision is difficult, whether the reasoning is
conclusive or inconclusive: that is, whether the solution is by
negation or distinction. The next is where the doubt is, not
whether the solution is by negation or distinction but, which
proposition is to be denied or distinguished, and whether it is
one of the premisses or the conclusion that requires distinction?.

An imperfect proof is contemptible when the premisses are
very improbable or false, but it may be respectable. If some of
the propositions about the subject or predicate or middle term
are waunting, and are neither assumed nor proved, the argumen-
tation is quite a failure; but when they are assumed without
proof and only some preliminary premisses are wanting, the
argument is respectable though badly developed®®.

As solution is either addressed to the proof, or to the prover
and his questions, or to neither; so questions and proot may be
addressed either to the thesis, the answerer, or the time, when
the solution requires more time than is allowed, or the questioner
has time for a rejoinder!.

XXXIV. THE number and nature of the sources of paralo-
gism, the means of eliciting false or paradoxical propositions,
the mode of producing solecism, the mode of questioning, and
the arrangement of questions, the utility of this kind of argu-
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mentation, the mode of answering and solving confutations and
solecisms, have been successively examined. We may now recal
to mind our original design and, with a few brief observations,
bring our treatise to a close.

Our aim was the invention of a method of reasoning on any
problem from the most probable premisses that can be found 2.
This is the proper function of Dialectic and Pirastic. But it
arrogates a further province from its vicinity to Sophistic,
professing not only to test knowledge with the resources of
Dialectic, but also to maintain any thesis with the infallibility
of science. Besides, therefore, the above-named function, the
examination of pretensions to knowledge, we included in the
faculty we were investigating the power of defending any thesis
by probable premisses without self-contradiction3. The reason
is what we mentioned before+, as may be seen from the fact that
Socrates only questioned and never answered, because he con-
fessed ignorance. We indicated the number of problems> and
the sources or repertories of proof6, the right mode of question-
ing and arrangement?, the right mode of answering and solu-
tion, and the other matters pertaining to the system; and we
afterwards treated, as was just remarked, of paralogism. The
task, then, which we undertook is completed.

A fact, however, in the history of this art is worthy of notice.
Inventions are either the final shaping of what has been partly
elaborated by others, or they are original discoveries and but
roughly shaped. The latter are the more important. The first
step, according to the proverb, is the grand thing and the most
difficult ; for first beginnings are as small and inconspicuous as
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they are potent. When they are once accomplished the re-
mainder is easily added or developed. This was the history
of rhetorical composition and of most other arts. The original
inventors made but small progress. The great medern profes-
sors inherited from their predecessors many successive improve-
ments and added others. Tisias after the first inventors, Thra-
symachus after Tisias, Theodorus after Thrasymachus, and many
others, contributed various portions. Accordingly, it is no
wonder that the art has now a certain amplitudes. But the
system I have expounded had not been partially, though imper-
fectly, elaborated by others: its very foundations had to be
laid9. The education given to their pupils by the paid teachers
of Eristic was like that given by Gorgias to his pupils in
Rhetoric. Ready-made speeches!?, oratorical or interrogatory,
which were considered to cover the topics of the rival professors,
were given to the pupil to be learnt by heart. The training
accordingly was rapid but unscientific. Instead of art, the pro-
ducts of art were communicated, and this was called education.
One might as well have promised to communicate an art for
protecting the feet, and, instead of teaching the art of shoe-
making, have presented the learner with an assortment of
shoes. This would be supplying his wants but not teaching
him an art. But the teachers of rhetoric inherited many prin-
ciples that had been long ascertained : dialectic had absolutely
no traditional doctrines. Our researches were tentative, long,
and troublesome. If, then, starting from nothing, the system
bears a comparison with others that have been developed by
division of labour in successive generations, candid ecriticism -
will be readier to commend it for the degree of completeness to
which it has attained than to find fault with it for falling short
of perfection.






NOTE S.

CHAPTER L

1] For the difference between a sophistic proof and a paralo-
gism see ch. viii.

2] For the meaning of &:s, compare Topica, 8. 2: Mpopépovat
yap 8re 1 Vyela, éNdrrove Svre dyabd 7ijs edeflas, peifov xaxdv
dvrikeirar, Ty yap véoov peilor kaxdy elvar Tiis kaxeflas. ‘(Against
the assumption that the greater evil is opposed to the greater
good), they adduce the enstasis that health, a lesser good
than bodily vigour, has a greater evil for its opposite; for sick-
ness is a greater evil than want of bodily vigour.” And Topica,
5. 7: “Opolws &xer larpds Te mpos 10 mourikds vyielas elvar kal yvu-
vaoris mpos 16 momrikos eveflas. € The function of the gymnastic
trainer is the production of bodily vigour, as the function of the
physician is the production of health.’

3] dvAerwkds. This seems an allusion to the choral exhibi-
tions at Athens. Each tribe (¢wAj), through its choragus,
furnished a chorus, and was emulous for its reputation, which
depended on its edavdpia, 1.e. cwpdrov péyefos xai pdun, the size
and strength of the choristers, as well as their vocal powers,
edpovla. Xenophon, Mem. 3. 3. Oi ¢uAérai, therefore, implied
in ¢vAerikds, are ol xopevral.

4] Koppdoavres. In the Gorgias sophistic is said to be the
counterpart or analogon of xoupwrwky, a fraudulent art, which by
means of shape and colour and sleekness and dress counterfeits
the beauty and good condition which are properly produced by
gymnuastic. Koppwrik) is to yvuvasrwij, and dyomomricy is to
larpuxr}, as coguaTixy is to vopoberixij, or pnropucy is to dikaorexd].

H
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5] Awldpyvpos, ¢ a compound of silver and lead; or, vitrified
lead collected in separating lead and silver.” Liddell and Scott.

6] We have a similar definition in Topica, 1.1, where speech
(Adyos) is made the genus: "Eore &) cvANoytopos Adyos év ¢ Tefév-
Towv Twdy &epdy TL TAY Kepévoy € dvdykns ovpPalve dia TéY
KeyLévap.

7] Understand after &v, not alriév, but- \éyxwv. Tdmos is
here used for yévos, for, speaking properly, the rdmos or airla is
14 dvdpara, the éheyxor are dia Tév dvoudrwr.

8] Ta mpdypara ¢épovras, ¢ moving, manipulating, the ob-
Jects,” appears to be a metaphor derived from the phrase ras
Yigovs ¢épew, which shortly follows.

9] Adyos may mean an argument, or a proposition, or a defi-
nition, or a circumlocution. - It usually means an argument,-but
when in close antithesis to dvoua it means a circumlocution or a
complex, as opposed to a simple, term. -

10] Oi éxovorres are the audience present at a controversy.
See ch. viii, Ilap’ 8ca yap ¢alverar Tois dxovovaw Gs Npwrnuéva
ovAAeloylobar, maps: Taita x@v TP dmoxpwopéve défeiev. Also
ch. xv, ’Evlore yap olovrai xal adrol Sedwxévai xai tols dxovovoe
¢alvorrai. On this point an unknown paraphrast, edited by
Spengel, says the only thing that he says worth quoting: Oi
yap dxpoaral év rais SwaAéfeot xpiral Tis vlkns Tols dywvi(opévos
xd@pvrar, < The audience present at a controversy are the judges
who decide which disputant is victorious.” This writer trans-
forms some of Aristotle’s cramped statements into very sonorous
periods, but is of no value as a commentator.

11] In ordinary Greek dodvac Adyov is to render an account,
AaBetv Adyov to audit an account. In logical language dodva:
Adyov is the function of the answerer, AaBeiy Adyov of the ques-
tioner; In ch. xxxiv. the former of these functions is said
to be the more sophistical branch of dialectic, because the
answerer pretends to science, which the questioner disclaims.
In ch. xi. it is explained how the pirastic questioner, himself
making no pretensions to knowledge, may be competent to ex-
amine the knowledge and expose the ignorance of the answerer.
Throughout the present treatise however, in accordance with
the title, it is usually the questioner that is supposed to be the
sophist, and the respondent who is the honest reasoner.
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12] Advapus, capacity, is in the intellect ; mpoaipeats, purpose,
in the will. The antithesis between these terms may throw
light on what Aristotle conceived to be the relation between
sophistic and dialectic: “Opav 3¢ xal €l T¢ TéV Yextdv 7) PevkTdY
els Svvapw i) 10 duwarov kev, olov Tov codioTiy 7 ddBolov i)
kAémny 7oV duvduevov Adfpa Ta dAAGTpa kAénTew. Odels yap TéV
elpnpévov 1¢ dvratds elval v Tovrwy Towdros Aéyerar Svvarar pév
yap kal 6 Oeds xal 6 omovdaios Ta paila 3pav, AN odk elol Towodror
wdvres yap ol padlot kara mpoalpeaww Aéyovrar. “Eri waca divvams
Tov alperdy: kal ydp ai Tdv pavAwy duvdues aiperal, dd xal ToV
Oedv kal T0ov omovdatov éxeww Qapty alrds, Svvarods yip elvar Ta
Padra mpdrrew. . . *H €l 10 160 & o yéveaw i) mAeloow els
Odrepov E0nkev. "Evia yip olx éorw els &v yévos Oetvar, olov Tov
¢évaka kal Tov dudBolov* obfre yap 6 mpoatpoluevos adurardy 8¢,
ot@ 6 dvvduevos py mpoatpoluevos 3¢, SidBolos 7 Ppéval, AN 6
dupw taira Exort Gat od Oeréov els &v yévos GAN els duddrepa
ta elpnuéva. Topica, 4. 5. ¢ We should look to see whether a
thing to be blamed or shunned has been referred to the genus
Ability or Able. Whether, for instance, the sophist, calum-
niator, or thief has been defined to be a man able to appropriate
secretly his neighbour’s property, et cetera. It is not ability to
perform these things to which these names are given, for God
and the virtuous have ability to do evil though not the inclina-
tion ; it is on account of his volition that we call a person bad.
Again, every power is a thing to be desired, even the power to
do evil, and this accordingly we ascribe to God and the virtuous,
for we suppose they have the power without the will. . . . Again,
we must observe whether a species that falls under two or
several genera has been referred solely to one, for some things
cannot be placed in a single genus, as, for instance, the impostor
and calumniator: for neither the will without the power nor
the power without the will makes the impostor or calumniator,
but both united. They ought therefore to have a double genus.’
Ipos 8¢ rovrois 8re wijs atriis [€ore Téxrns] 16 e mbavoy xal T
pawdpevoy detr mbardy, Gomep kal éni tijs dakexTikijs TUANOYLOUIY
7€ kal Ppawduevor ovAdoyioudy* 6 yap codioTikds otk év T dvvduer
AN & 1) mpoarpéoer. TNy évratfa piv €orar 6 pév kard v
émoriuny 6 8¢ xara T wpoalpedw pirwp, éxel &8¢ ocodioTis pév
xata T mpoalpeoty, SiakexTikos d¢ ob katd THY TWpoalpedw AEAAA

H 2
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xard T dvvauw. Rhetoric, 1. 1. ¢ Again, it is the function of
a single art to investigate the means of both true and false
persuasion, as dialectic examines both genuine and apparent
proof. For a man is not a sophist who has the power to deceive
without the will. In the sphere of oratory, however, [there is
a want of distinctive names, for] both the science of wrong per-
suasion and the science combined with the purpose of wrong
persuasion are called rhetoric; whereas in the sphere of dispu-
tation [the power plus] the will to deceive is called sophistic, the
power without the will, dialectic.” "E7t 8¢ ravavria det dvacfar
mellew, kabdnep kal €v Tols ouAAoyiouols, oy 8mws audorepa mpdr-
Twpey, ob yip d€l Ta Ppadda melfew, AAXN’ lra wire Aavfdry wds éxet,
xai §mws dAAov xpwuévov Tols Adyots un dikalws abrol Avew Exwpev.
Tév pév odv dAAwv Texvor ovdeula tavavria ovAloyilerat, 7 O&
StakexTiky) Kal 7) pnropikn movar TovTo Towdow, Ouoiws ydp elow
dpgpdrepar Tév éravriwr. Ta pévror Umokelueva wpdypara ovy
dpolws &xet, GAN' del T@ANON kal 76 BeAtiw 1)) Ploet edavAdoyiaTd-
Tépa kal mbavdrepa, bs amAds elmeiv. Rhet. 1. 1. ¢ The power
of maintaining opposite conclusions is desirable in rhetoric as
well as in dialectic, not that we may practise both its branches,
for we must not persuade to evil, but that we may understand
the process, and, if another makes a sinister use of reason, may
counteract his sophistries. No science proves contrary conclu-
sions except dialectic and rhetoric, which are equally related to
the right and the wrong conclusion. Facts, however, are not
equally favourable to both; for the true theorems and just con-
clusions are supplied by nature with more evidence and means
of persuasion than the contrary, as a general rule” From these
passages and ch. xxxiv. it appears that the present treatise may
be considered as the last book of the Topica, or general treatise
on dialectic; from ch. ii, however, it appears to be an inde-
pendent substantive treatise.

13] Did the sophist ever exist ? Was there ever a class of
people who professed to be philosophers and to educate, but, in-
stead of method or a system of reasoned truth, only knew and
only taught, under the name of philosophy, the game of eristic ?
When we read Whately’s Logic we see that to him the sophist
he so often mentions is merely an ideal, the personification of
a bad argument. Grote says, the only reality corresponding to
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the name are the disjecti membra sophiste in all of us, the
errors incidental to human frailty in the search after truth.
But, if we accept the testimony of Aristotle, there were certain
definite individuals who, by the common consent of the think-
ing Hellenic world, had coined more fallacies than is permitted
to human infirmity, and were consequently recognized by the
educated as utterers of counterfeit wisdom, clever charlatans,
intellectual Cagliostros, pseudo-philosophers, because indifferent
to the truth. We must not suppose that the name was applied
to thinkers merely because their opinions were heterodox or un-
palatable to their contemporaries; for it was never applied, as
far as I am aware, to Leucippus or Democritus. The question,
however, is more interesting to the historian than to the logician.
To the logician, sophistry, like dialectic and science and philo-
sophy, is merely an ideal.

14] The kinds of sophistical reasoning are enumerated in
ch. iv. and v, the branches of the faculty in ch. iii, the elements
of the profession, if different from the last, may be the functions
of questioning and answering, the other components of the art
are arrangement and the remaining topics treated in ch. xv.
and xvii.

CHAPTER IL

1] A fourfold division of reasonings has been given in the
Topica, but instead of pirastic the pseudographema (for which
see ch. xi) is mentioned. ’Amnddeifis pév odv éoriv Srav &£ dAy-
06y kal mpdTwr 6 cuAhoyiopds 7, 7} €k Totovrer & did Twwr Tpdrwy
kal &A0&Y Tijs Tepl adra yvdaoews Ty dpxiv elAnpe. AahexTinds d&
avAdoyiopds 6 &£ évddfwy auAloy(dpevos. .. . Epioricds & €0t auA-
Aoyiopds 6 éx pawopévwr &vddfwy ui Svrwr 3¢, xal 6 & &vdifwy 3
dawopévey dvddfwr Pawdperos. .. .6 ptv olv wpdrepos TdY prbévrov
éoloTikdy ovANoyiopudy Kkal cvAAoyopos Aeyéofw, 6 d¢ Aoumos épi-
oTikds pév gvAloyiouds, cuAloyiauds & ob, émeid) dalverar uev ovA-
AoylfeaOar qvAdoylferar & ob. "Eri 8¢ mapa rovs elpnuévovs dmavras
ovAAoyiopods ol ék TGv mepl Twas émaTiuas olkelwy ywdipevor mapa-
Aoywopol. ... olre yap é£ dAnbdv kal mpdrwy cvAAoyilerar & Yev-
doypapdv o7’ & &wddfwv....dAN ék TEY olkelwy pév T émioTiun
AMupdroy ovk dAn0Gy 3¢ 7ov gulloywouor moietrar. Topica, 1. 1.
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¢ Demonstrative proof is based on true and elementary premisses,
or on theorems that have been proved by true and elementary
premisses. Dialectic proof is based on probable premisses....
Eristic proof is based on premisses which seem but are not pro-
bable, or is seeming but not real proof based on probable or
seemingly probable premisses. ...The former kind may be called
absolutely proof, the latter is not proof without qualification but
eristic proof, for it is only simulated proof. Ditferent from all
these are the paralogisms based on premisses peculiar to a cer-
tain sphere of subject-matter....for the premisses of the geo-
metrical paralogism are neither elementary truths nor proba-
bilities ... .but are propositions peculiar to a certain sphere and
- false.

2] This famous dictum should be compared with other pas-
sages which require less faith on the part of the learner. T¢ pév
ybp pavldvovre Beréov del Ta dokobvra, Kai yip odd émixeipel Yebdos
oddels diddoxew. Topica, 8. 5. ¢ A learner should admit what-
ever he believes, for no teacher tries to prove what is false’
Elsewhere we are told that the learner, or answerer in didactic,
should be less ready to concede premisses than the answerer in
dialectic. “Orav 8’ ) mpos 70 &fiwpa kal Ty wpdracw peifov épyov
daheyirar 7 Ty Qéow, damopiiceter dv Tis woTepov feréov Ta ToL-
adra §) ob. El yap pj) Ofce GAN’ déidoer kal mpds Tobro dakéyeatar,
peifoy mpoarafer Tob v dpxi Kewévov el d¢ Ofoel, moreloe éf
frrov mordr. El udv odv Sl i xahendrepor 10 mpdBAnua morely,
Oeréov, €l 8¢ Bd yrwppeTéper avAroyieolai, ob Oeréov. *H 1¢ peév
pav@dvovry ob feréov &v i) yvopudrepor 7, TG 8¢ yvuvalouéve
Oeréov &v dAnles udvov palvyrar. "Qare pavepov 8t oy Spolws épw-
révrl € kal diddoxovt éfwréor Tifévar. Topica, 8. 3. <If a pre-
miss is harder to prove than the conclusion, ought it, or ought
it not, to be granted by the answerer? If he refuses to grant
it and requires it to be proved, he imposes a task more difficult
than the original problem ; if he grants it, the grounds of proof
will be less evident than the conclusion. If the problem ought
not to be made more difficult, the premiss should be granted ; if
the grounds of proof should be more evident than the conclusion,
it should not be granted. We decide that a learner should grant
no premiss that is not more evident than the conclusion; the
dialectician who argues for practice should grant any which
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appears true. The same rules, then, do not apply to dialectic
and didactic.’

3] The only extant passage in which Aristotle defines the
pature of pirastic premisses is in ch. xi. This cannot possibly
be referred to by the words év érépois. These words then indi-
cate a lost work on Pirastic.

4] This treatise, then, was written after the Analytica Poste-
riora, which treats of Demonstration. The first chapter of the
Analytica Priora refers to the Topica, which was therefore written
previously, as we might have judged from comparing the degree
of precision with which the process of reasoning is handled in
the two treatises. But the eighth book of the Topica refers
to the Analytica Priora (see chap. 11 and 13). This book
therefore must have been added subsequently. The seventh
book of the Topica may seem to refer to the Analytica Poste-
riora : éx tlvwr b¢ 8¢t [Spov] xarackevdlew, didpiorar ptv év érépous
axpiBéorepov, mpos d¢ Ty mpokeysévny péfodov of adroi Témor xpriot-
pot. Topica, 7. 3. But in the Analytica Posteriora the rules for
establishing a definition are not given under the form of loci,
and the words év érépois may refer to some other treatise. The
Sophistici Elenchi was written before the Hermeneutica, which
refers to it in ch. 11, under the name of ra romkd. The seven-
teenth chapter of the second book of the Analytica Priora refers
to the Sophistici Elenchi under the name of ra romd. This
chapter therefore, and probably others in the second book, must
have been added subsequently, as the mass of the treatise was
written before the Sophistici Elenchi. The Rhetoric was written
after the Topica and Analytica Priora, which it refers to in the
second chapter of the first book. It speaks of 7a épiorikd in the
twenty-fifth chapter of the second book, but, to judge from the
inferior precision with which it handles the subject of fallacies,
was probably written before the Sophistici Elenchi.

CHAPTER 1V.

1] Verbal fallacies of course vanish in translation. In the
following translations much licence has been taken, and the
result is but lame.
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Tpapparwcy is defined to be the art of reading and writing :
émorijun Tod ypdyrat 6 Ynoyopevliy xai Tob dvayvdrar. Topica, 6. 5.
The teacher was said to dmogrouarifew, or vmayopevew, when he
dictated a word to be written or spelt. The boy who caught and
understood the word, that is, who could exactly appreciate a
complex sound and decompose it into its letters or elementary
sounds, was said in the language of the school to pavfdverw.
He was ypauparikds, master of alphabetic science. The example
is taken from the Euthydemus of Plato (§§ 12-18): it may be
thus analysed. Suppose that the thesis to be confuted is 6 pav-
Odvwr demomipwr. We have two syllogisms :—

Major, 6 pavldver Ta

émooropati{dueva  ypauparikds
Minor, 6 pavbdvey Ta

amooropari(dperva  pavldver
Conclusion, .*. 6 pavfdvwr YPappaTIKOs.

Again:

Major, 6 ypapparikos  émoTipwy’

Minor, 6 pavfdvewv Ypappuarkos®

Conclusion, .*. ¢ pavfdvor émonijpwr,
The minor term (pavfdvwy) is ambiguous.

2] Major, T4 déovra dyadd:
Minor, T4 KAk déovra
Conclusion, .*. 7a xaxa dyadd.

The middle term is ambiguous.

3] Major, 8omep dvioraro  &ornke
Minor, 6 xafnuévos évloraro
Conclusion, .*. 6 xafnuévos &onke.

The minor term is ambiguous.
Major, Somep vywifero  Vyaiver
Minor, 6 Kauvwy vyidleror
Conclusion, .*. 6 xduvwv Uyaiver.

The minor term is ambiguous.

Whately is inclined to rest the claims of logic to considera-
tion on the services she performs in teaching us the seat of
the ambiguities on which fallacies are built. This, he repeatedly
informs us, is the middle term. The above examples may shew
on how precarious a foundation he rests the claims of logic.
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4] Read dyid¢erar. In the next line we have MS. authority
for omitting the article before mpdrepov.
5] Supplying a minor we obtain this fallacy :—

Major, 10670 8 Tis ywdokes ywdoker
Minor, ai ypagal To0T0 § Tis ywdoker
Conclusion, .. ai ypagal YWwéakovat.

The major premiss is taken to mean,
alras s Tis ywdoker  ywdokovot.
It really means,
tls  ywdokel Tavras ds ywdoked
There are therefore more than three terms, or we may say that
the middle is ambiguous. For a justification of the employment
of the feminine and masculine pronouns in the analysis of this
and the following fallacies, see ch. xxxii.

6] Major, Totro § Opd s Spa-
Minor, 6 xiwy Tob70 & Opd Tis®
Conclusion, .*. é xlwy épa.

The major premiss is ambiguous. It really means, rotrov, bv épd
Tis, 6pd : but it is taken to mean, ofros, dv 5pg 15, 6pd.

7] Major, 70 ¢7js €lvai odros
bv o Pis elvar o 70 ¢ys elvar Aifos®
3 A \ L) ~ Ny ~ > .
Minor, oV ¢rs elvar Todrov v o Pfis elvaw

Conclusion, .*. o  ¢gs €lvat Alfos.
The middle is ambiguous if we employ the word rodro, but if,
as above, we use the masculine gender, there are two distinct
terms, one containing odros, the other rofrov.

8] Suppose the thesis to be: Speaking of the speechless or

silent is impossible. 'We have the syllogism,

Major, Speaking of iron tools is possible:

Minor, Speaking of iron tools is speaking of the silent :

Conclusion, Speaking of the silent is possible.
Here the conclusion follows, but, as the minor term is ambi-
guous, does not contradict the thesis. A disputant in the Euthy-
demus denies the minor premiss, asserting that if we go by a
factory at work, we shall find that iron tools are the reverse of
silent : AANG pot dokels, ED0Udnue, o0 kaldevdwy. émxekowijodat, kai
el oldv Te, Aéyovra undév, Aéyew, ral ov Tovro moretv. "H yap olx
oldv 7€, &pn 6 Aworvaddwpos, aiydrra Aéyew; O énwariody, ) & bs
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6 Krjourmos. “Orav odv Alfovs Aéyns xal fYAa kai owdipia, ob ot~
y6vra Aéyets; Obrovw €l ye éyd, épn, mapépxopas év Tols xa)\xefots‘,
GANG POeyydueva xal Bodvra péyiorov Ta odipia Aéyerar édv Tis
aymrac. Euthydemus, § 67.

9] There is something wrong here. We may either omit xai
B ypddovra ypdpew, or xai 7006 boavrws dv tis v, TOV pi)
ypdovra ypdgperv.

10] Here again we require emendation. We obtain a mode-
rate amount of sense if we read, xal pav@dvwr ypdupara dmep pav-
8dve émordrad.

11] Major, Two and three (distributively) are even

and odd ;

Minor, Two and three (collectively) are five ;

Conclusion, .:. Five is even and odd.

Whately adds :—

Major, All the angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles ;

Minor, ABC is an angle of a triangle;

Conclusion, .-. 4BCis equal to two right angles.

How does the fallacy of conjunction differ from the fallacy of
disjunction? Whately says, when the middle is taken collec-
tively in the major premiss and distributively in the minor, we
have the fallacy of division; when it is taken distributively in
the major and collectively in the minor, the fallacy of compo-
sition. So when some other term and not the middle is am-
biguous, we might say the fallacy was one of division or com-
position, according as the term was taken collectively in the
premiss and distributively in the conclusion or vice versa.
Thus, Major, Three and two are two numbers;

Minor, Three and two are five;

Conclusion, .. Five is two numbers;
would be a fallacy of composition ; whereas,

Major, Five is one number;

Minor, Three and two are five;

Conclusion, .*. Three and two are one number;
would be a fallacy of division. This is intelligible, but cannot
have been Aristotle’s view, for his first example of division would,
according to Whately’s test, be a fallacy of composition. The
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point is hardly worth deciding; for the fallacies in diction may
well be regarded as a single species, or at the utmost as two,
homonymia and ﬁgura dictionis.

12] Bubhle, comparing Terence’s line in the Andria,

Scis. Feci ex servo ut esses libertus mihi,

infers that this is a line of Menander. But if our chronologies
are correct and this line was quoted by Aristotle, it was older
than Menander. For we are told that Aristotle died in B.c. 322,
and that Menander’s first play was acted when he was still an
ephebus, i. e. between 18 and 20 years old, in B.c. 321.

13] To find any fault (dpapria) in Homer was thought to be
a paradox, and adverse criticisms on him seem to have been
considered a branch of dialectic or eristic. The ecritic treated the
poet as pirastic treats the pretenders to other arts and sciences,
that is, he attempted to prove by the poet’s utterances that he
was not a master of the art which he professed. Though, if such
criticisms were, as they ought to have been, based on principles
peculiar to esthetic science, when false, they would have been
pseudographic (see chap. xi), not sophistic. Perhaps, however,
the person confuted was not the poet, but the rhapsode, who
often attributed universal science to Homer. In the Poetics,
chap. 235, five loci (eldn) of such criticisms (émriwioeis, mpoBAr-
para) are given, and twelve solutions. Some of the criticisms are
referred to the sophistic loci of accentuation, homonymia, amphi-
bolia, division, ignoratio elenchi; but the text is very corrupt.

14] The defence of these two passages by a change of accen-
tuation is attributed in the Poetics to Hippias of Thasos. The
first accurs in Iliad 23. 328 ; the second does not occur in Aga-
memnon’s dream, but in Iliad 21. 297, where Achilles is encou-
raged by Poseidon. We may infer that our present form of the
text had not been established in the time of Aristotle.

15] See Topica, 1. g.

CHAPTER V.

1] ZupBeBnrds here is opposed to odola, and means not only
what is usually called accident, but every predicate except defi-
nition or the whole essence of the subject. See ch. xxiv, where
the fallacy of accidens is discussed: Mdvois yap 7ols xata T
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obolar ddiaddpois xal & odow &mavra dokei Talra vmdpxew. ¢ Only
those terms whose essence is one and indistinguishable have all
their predicates in common.” The words & odow shew that
even genus is to be regarded as accident. Compare *AAnfis
yap mav 10 &lpdme elvar (Yo eva, domep xal wdvra dvbpwmov
{Gov, GAN ody obrws dote &v elvar. Analytica Posteriora, 2. 4.
¢ Humanity is animality and man is animal, but the ideas are
only partially, not totally, identical.’

2] Major, dvbpwmos ob Kopiokos:
Minor, Koplokos &vfpwmos
Conclusion, .*. Koploxos ot Koploxos.

We have an undistributed middle.

8] Major, Swkpdrns &vfpwmos
Minor, Koploxos ol Swrpdrys’
Conclusion, .*. Koplokos otk drfpwmos.

We have an illicit process of the major.

In the Euthydemus it is stated that Socrates is the son of
Sophroniscus, and that Patrocles is the son of the mother of
Socrates by her former husband, Chzredemus. The sophist
then attempts to prove that either Sophroniscus or Cheredemus
is not a father. Odkodv, 7 8 8s, &repos Ny Xawpédnuos 10D marpds ;
Tobuod ¥, épny éyd. *Ap’ odv marip v &repos dv marpds; 1) oV €l
0 alros T¢ Al ; Aédoika pev Eywy, Epnr, i) pavd 76 ood 6 adrds'
o) pévror pot dokd. Odkodv &repos €l, &pn, Toi Alfov; "Erepos
wévrot. "AN\o 1t odv &repos, ) & 8s, dv Afov o Aifos €l; kal
&repos &y xpvaod od xpvods €l; "Eore radra. Obkodv kat 6 Xaipé-
dnpos, &pn, érepos by marpos ovk &v marip €. "Eowkev, v 8 éyd,
o marnp elrar. El yap &) mov, &pn, mamjp éorw 6 Xaipédnuos,
tmohafBor 6 Ed00dnpos, mdAw ad 6 Swdpoviokos érepos by matpds od
warip éoTw, GoTe v, & Sdrpares, dndrwp €l. Euthydemus, § 62.
¢ Chzredemus then, said he, was other than a father >—Than
mine, said I.—Then how could he be a father if he was other
than a father? Are you the same as a stone?—I am afraid
you will prove me so, said I, but I believe I am not.—Then you
are other than a stone ?—Yes.—Being other than a stone you
are not a stone; and being other than gold you are not gold ?>—
True.—Cheredemus, therefore, being other than a father is not
a father.—It seems he is not a father.—At least if Cheredemus
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is a father, said Euthydemus breaking in, Sophroniscus being
other than a father is no father, and you, my Socrates, are
fatherless.’

4] In the Topica it is given as a dialectic maxim that when
a qualified assertion is true, the unqualified assertion is true;
although it is allowed that the principle has numerous excep-
tions. Tov adrov d¢ Tpdmov oxentéoy kai &ml ToU Kard Tt Kal moré
kal mod* €l yap kard T évdéxerar, kal awAds évdéxerat. . . . "Evoracis
8ri katd Tt uév elar PpvoeL omovdaior, olov éNevdépiot | awdpovikol,
anA@ds d¢ olk elol ¢iocer omovdalor. . .. Tov adrov d¢ tpdmov kal
mol u&v kaloy Tov marépa Ovew, olov & TpiBaAlois, amAds & o
kaAdy. . . To & anAos doriv & undevos mporredévros €pels dTL kaAdv
éorw 7 16 évavrior: olov 76 Tov marépa Ovew ovx épels kaAov elvai,
GAAG Tiol kaAov €lrai, ok dpa GTABs kaAdv* GAAA TO Tovs Oeovs
Tiuay épels kakov oddév mpoolels, anAds yap xaAdv éori. Topica,
2. 11. “We should look to facts qualified in point of respect
or time or place; for what is true in a certain respect is abso-
lutely true. . . . By way of enstasis it may be objected that partial
virtue is inborn, as liberality or an inclination to temperance, but
complete virtue is never inborn. . . . Again, locally it is a duty
to sacrifice one’s father, as among the Triballi, but absolutely
it is not a duty...... Absolutely means, without the addition
of restrictive terms: as to sacrifice a father cannot be called
a duty without the addition, among the Triballi; whereas to
reverence the gods is a duty without any restriction.’

5] The opposition between absolute and relative motion or
rest accounts for the conflicting statements respecting a certain
doctrine of Plato in the Timeus. Well-informed writers have
declared that the earth is there represented as at rest: equally
well-informed writers declare that she is represented as in
motion. Which of these statements is true? Both. The
universe is represented as having a solid pole or axis which
revolves at a certain pace in a given direction and carries round
with it the rest of the universe. The earth is at the centre
of the universe and would revolve with it if she were not
rotating on the axis with exactly equal speed in the opposite
direction, (IAAopévny, i.e. aveAirtouévny, mepi Tov B mavrds méAov
terapévor). Shall we say she is at rest or in motion? If the
revolution of the axis ceased while the counter-revolution of the
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earth continued, there is no doubt she would be in motion: if
the counter-revolution of the earth ceased while the revolution
of the axis continued, there is no doubt she would be in motion,
revolving with the rest of the world. While both revolutions
continue, it may be disputed whether we ought to say that she
is absolutely at rest though relatively in motion, or absolutely
in motion though relatively at rest. See the subject examined,
with a different explanation, by Grote, in his pamphlet on the
Timeus.

6] It would be a false classification (SAx7) to place ignoratio
elenchi, and, what may be identified with it, secundum quid,
among the fallacies in diction, because the similitude which
produces the deception is a real similitude of facts or ideas, and
not merely a similitude of words.

7] There is a chapter on petitio principii in the Analytica
Priora, for which see Appendix A.

8] In the Rhetoric the fallacy of signs is enumerated as
distinct from the fallacy of consequences. From which -we
may infer that the present treatise, containing the juster view,
is the later composition.

9] The nature of the fallacy of non causa pro causa has been
sufficiently explained in this chapter, but as Whately confesses
that he cannot conceive what logicians mean by this term, in
Appendix B we have added a chapter on the same subject from
the Analytica Priora.

10] There must be something corrupt here: the translation
does not follow the text.

11] What Aristotle apparently means, and what we must
get from his words as best we may, is this:—An inconclusive
argument with true premisses in plurium interrogationum may
be converted, like any other fallacy, into a conclusive argument,
that is to say, a sophistic proof (see ch. viii), by the assumption of
false premisses. The premisses in this fallacy are of the following
form, (ch. xxx): 4 and B are Cand D : where what is true of
4 is false of B, and vice versa: whence a fallacy. If now we
assume on the contrary that 4 and B have the same predicates,
that if C or D is affirmed or denied of the one it is equally
(Opoiws) affirmed or denied of the other, we shall have valid
reasoning from a false assumption.
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CHAPTER VI.

1] Substantive names (nomina substantiva) properly and
primarily belong to individual substances. Language extends
them, secondly, to the genera of these substances; and, thirdly,
to attributes (e. g. lodrys, dviodrns). Realism ascribes substantive
existence to the second of these classes, if not to the third.

- 2] Mill says: “Logic postulates to be allowed to assert the
same meaning in any words which will express it—We require
the liberty of substituting for a given assertion the same asser-
tion in different words—We require the liberty of exchanging a
proposition for any other that is equipollent with it.”” Criticisms
on Sir W. Hamilton, ch. 21. This postulate he identifies with
the axiom or principle of identity, which he thus expresses:
“ Whatever is true in one form of words is true in every other
form of words which conveys the same meaning.” The dialectie
rule is not inconsistent with this, but only imposes on the dis-
putant before he changes a formula the necessity of obtaining
the assent of the respondent. A respondent could not refuse his
assent to any reasonable proposition without exposing himself
to the charge of dvoxohia, perverse obstructiveness, which was
- equivalent to defeat. If, however, the respondent was prepared

to brave the charge of dvoroAla, the conditions imposed on the

opponent must have sometimes enabled the respondent to avoid

a formal confutation. OV yap mpds 7ov éfw Adyov 7 &mddetfis GAAR

wpos Tov &v T Yy, émel o0d¢ ovAhoyiopos. ‘A€l yap éoTw évori)-
“vay mpds TOv éfw Adyov, &AAa mpods TOv érw Adyov otk del. Analy-

tica Posteriora, 1. 10. ‘It is not the spoken but the thought
proposition that carries demonstration or even ordinary proof;
for exception can always be taken to the verbal enunciation,
though not always to the thought enunciated.” [I have trans-
lated as if Aristotle had written od yap & 7od éw Adyov 3 énd-
deifis AN’ ¢k Tob &y ) Yvxn. If mpos is used in its proper sense,

i. e. (see ch. xix, note 4) as indicating not the premisses but the

conclusion of a demonstration, we must translate: ¢The con-

clusion of demonstration is not the spoken but the thought
proposition.” But the axiom, the indemonstrable foundation of
proof, of which Aristotle is speaking, could hardly be spoken



112 NOTES. Cuapr. VL.

of as the conclusion of a demonstration. It seems, then, that
wpds here is not used in its Aristotelian sense, but in the sense
which it bears in the formulas, mpds rodvona, mpés ™y didvoiav,
which are examined in ch. x].

8] There must be something wrong here. The translation
assumes the true reading to be, O yap el roiro dvdyxn r0d
€tvai, Tobro & &orl Aevxdv, drdyxn mwav Aevkov 168 elvar. But if
this is Aristotle’s meaning it is odd that the important word
wav should have slipped out both of this and the following ex-
ample. The fallacy in these two cases may be described as the .
equation of particular and universal. But this description will
not apply to the examples subsequently given.

4] The same instance of an accidental conclusion is given in
the Analytica Posteriora, 1. 4: Ka6dhov 3¢ Aéyw 8 &v rata mavrds
7€ Vmdpx7 xal kab aird . . ... 70 kafdhov 8¢ vmdpxer Tore Srav émi
70D TUXOVTOS KAl TpwTOV dewkvinrar. Olow, 76 dbo dpbas xew oire
7¢ oxiuarl &ore kafohov' xalror &t deifar kard oxijuaros 8ri dvo
8pBas Exet, GAN ob tob TuxdrTOs oxijuaros, oddE XpiTar TG TUXOUTL
oxnpare 6 dewkvis, 6 yip Terpdywvov axijpa uév, ok éxer d¢ dlo
dpfats loas' 70 T loookehds éxer piv 76 Tuxov do dpbais loas, GAN
ob mpdrov, dAAa 10 Tplywrov mpdrepov. “O Tolvwy TO TUXOV TpdTOY
deikvurar dvo Spbas Exew 7 oriody dANo, TovTw Vmdpxet kabdilov, kal
7% dnddeis kal aird Tovrov éori, TGy ¥ dAAwy Tpdmov Twa ol kaf’
avrd* oldt T0v loookehoDs otk &oti kaBdhov AAN éml mAéov. €A
commensurate proposition (a proposition whose subject and pre-
dicate are distributed and coextensive) is universal and essential.
. . . . Its subject is universal and the highest genus which can
be proved to umiversally possess the predicate. Figure is not
commensurate to the predicate, containing angles equal to two
right angles, for some figures possess it but not all; nor can any
figure indifferently, the tetragon, for example, be employed in
the proof. Isosceles possesses it universally, but is not the
highest genus which possesses it ; for triangle is higher. Only
the universal and highest subject is commensurate, and only
such is essential : the others, including isosceles, are in a sense
accidental” The expression, ¢ dewvis, seems to shew that Ari-
stotle is referring to some sophistical demonstration that had
been actually propounded.

5] The frivolous examples of confutation per accidens hitherto
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given seem far too flimsy meshes to embarrass the man of
science, and it is here implied that, like other fallacies, they can
only be valid when the premisses are false. But elsewhere we
are told that it is often very difficult to discriminate between
accidental or illegitimate and essential or legitimate demonstra-
tion. The geometer, to avoid confutation by accidental syllo-
gism, is recommended to decline arguing except before a geome-
trical tribunal. El 8¢ duahéferar yewpérpn ) yewpérprs, oirws
Pavepov 871 kal kaAbs, éav éx TovTwy Tt dewkrvy, € 8¢ Wi, od kaAds.
Afjdov & 8re 018’ éAéyxer yewpérpny AN’ i) kata cvuBednxds. “Qor’
obx &v eln &v dyewperpiros (kpirais) mepl yewperpias diahexréov,
Afoet yap 6 ¢avAws diakeyduevos. Analytica Posteriora, 1. 12.
¢In controversy with a geometer only conclusions from geome-
trical (essential) premisses are legitimate; others, if they refute
him, only refute him accidentally, and not as a geometrician.
Therefore a geometrical controversy should be conducted before
a tribunal of geometers; for, otherwise, ungeometrical argu-
ments will pass without detection.” As science advances it is
continually making the discovery that its earliest theorems com-
bined terms whose connexion was merely accidental. A€t 8¢ uj)
Aavlavew, 81 moAAdxis ovpPBalver dapaprdrvew, xkal uy Umdpxew TO
dewkripevor mpdrov kaddhov, 1j dokel deikvvobar kabdhov mpdrov. . . .
Aéyo 8¢ tovTov 3} Todro dmddefw, brav 7j mpdTov kafddov. El olv
Tis delfetev S al dpbal ol ocvuminTovot, ddfetev &v TovTov €lrar 7
anddeifis xvplws da 70 émi macdy elvar T@v 3p8dv, otk EaTi &é* €imep
kY 87 GdL loar ylverar Tobro, GAN’ ) Snwaody loat. Kal €l rplywvor
kY v &A\Ao 1) loookeXés, ) loookeAes dv &dokew vmapxew. Kal 70

\ @

dvdloyov 8rv évahAaf, | apifuol xal fj ypappai kai 3 oTepea kai
xpovot, Gomep delkvurd mote Xwpls, évdexdpevdy ye kara TAvTEY pid
amodelfer derxbijvar. ANAa Bk TO pY elvar Gropacuévov TL mavTa

rabra &v, dpifuol pijkn xpdrot aTeped, kai €ider dadépew dAAGAwY,

xopis éAapPdvero. Niv 3¢ xafdlov delkvvrar ob yap 3 ypappal 9

1 dpiBpol Imijpxev, GAN 7 T0odi & kaBdhov morlfevrar Iwdpxew. Awd
Totto ovd’ v Tis delfn xab Eaorov 10 Tplywvov dmodeifer ) wid %
érépq 8t o dpbas éxer Exaarov, 10 lodmhevpor Xwpis kal TO oraln-
vov kal 16 loookeAés, otmw olde 10 Tplywvov Gri do Spbals Toov el
wi) 7oV coduaTidy Tpdmov, 0vde kafdhov Tplywrov, ovd €l undév ot
mapd tabra Tplywvov &repov: ob yap §i Tplywvov oldev, ovdé mav Tpi-
yovor AN’ ) kar’ &pifudys kar' €ldos &' ob mav, kai €l undév éoTw d
I
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ovx olde. Anal. Post. 1. 5. ¢It often happens that a conclusion
is not primary and commensurate, when it seems to be....If
not primary and commensurate, the demonstration is not essen-
tial. Perpendiculars to the same line are parallel; but this is
not an essential proposition; for not only perpendiculars, but
all lines that meet another at equal angles, are parallel. Were
the isosceles the only known triangle, the property of con-
taining angles equal to two right angles would seem essen-
tially connected with isoscelism. The permutation of propor-
tionals, numbers, lines, solids, times, is not essentially connected
with number, time, dimension, but can be demonstrated at once
of the commensurate genus. It was formerly proved in detail.
They differ in species, and there was no name for their genus.
When you prove in detail of each species of triangle, equilateral,
scalene, isosceles, the equality of their interior angles to two
right angles, you may exhaust the possible cases but your pre-
dicate is not essential and commensurate, and you have only a
sophistical science. Your universal is numerical but not essen-
tial” Conclusions from accidental premisses are not only
plausible but irresistible. Kairot dmopijoeier &v 7is lows, tivos
évexa tadbra (td ovpBeBnxdra pn xad avrd) del dpwrav wepi TovTWY,
€l p dvdyxn 10 cvunépacpa elvai. OUdev yap dadéper €l Tis épd-
pevos Ta TuxOvTa €lra eimeey 7O ocupmépaopa. A€t ¥ épwray ody
@s dvayxalov elvar did Ta fpotnuéva, AN 81t Aéyew dvdyxn 10
¢xetva Aéyovrt, kal GAnfés Aéyew éav dAndds 7} vmdpyovra. Analy-
tica Posteriora, 1. 6. ‘It may be asked of what use are acci-
dental premisses in dialectic, if they do not necessitate the
conclusion. Do we not first make some irrelevant remarks, and
then assert the conclusion, when we argue from contingent pre-
misses? To which we answer that they are not propounded as
grounds of a categorically necessary conclusion; but because,
if they are conceded, by a hypothetical necessity the conclu-
sion is conceded ; and if they are true, by a hypothetical neces-
sity the conclusion is true.” Indeed all dialectic, as opposed
to science, consists of accidental ratiocination. ’AvrieTpéer 8¢
paAov Td év Tols pabiuaciy, Ori ovdev ovpBeBnxds AapBdvovaiwr
(GAAG kal TovTe diadépover Ty év Tols diahdyois) EAN’ Spiopovs.
Analytica Posteriora, 1. 12. ¢ The convertibility of conse-
quent and antecedent is more common in science than in
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dialectic ; for dialectic employs accidental premisses, science
only definitions.’

These conflicting views of accidental ratiocination may be
reconciled by dividing it into two classes :—

1. Reasonings that are inconclusive, 1. e. dialectically unsound

and fallacious :

2. Reasonings that are conclusive, i. e. dialectically sound,
but, as not based on appropriate principles nor satisfy-
ing the other conditions of science, unscientific.

If we refer to the instances quoted above, a proof that all
figures contain angles equal to two right angles must be invalid
and undialectical, and belong to the first class; but a proof
that every isosceles contains them would be logically valid and
dialectical but unscientific, and belong to the second class. We
may observe that in the passage quoted above from An. Post.
I. 4, Aristotle only calls the latter conclusions in some sense
(rpdmov Twd) accidental.

6] This is unintelligible, and the text probably corrupt.

7] Bekker reads, r¢ radr’ elvar alria 700 oupBaivew. This
looks like the vestige of a paraphrase: 8¢t ydap tair elvat aira
10 ovpBalvew 70 ocvunépacpa.

8] The Hermeneutica, ch. 11, refers to this passage by the
words év Tois Tomxois.

9] It ‘is clear that the words olv mapa v Aéfw should be
cancelled, unless for Aéfw we read &eyfw. The slightest con-
sideration will suffice to shew that the two classes of fallacy, in
dictione and extra dictionem, do not correspond to sins against
the two elements of confutation, contradiction and proof. Of
the class in dictione, reasonings involving homonymia and am-
phibolia may, indeed, be conclusive when the ambiguity lies in
the extremes, but must be inconclusive when it lies in the
middle term. Of the class extra dictionem, the fallacies non
causa pro causa and ignoratio elenchi fail rather in contradiction
than in proof. Aristotle has elsewhere spoken correctly. In
the beginning of this chapter he implies (el néAAet Eeyxos 7} avA-
Aoytopds Eoecbar) that some of the fallacies in dictione are devoid
of proof as well as of confutation (contradiction). In ch. xix.
he says that homonymia and amphibolia may affect either the
premisses or the conclusion, i.e. either the proof or the contra-

12
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diction. And in ch. x. he gives-ap .instance of homonymia
(epic poems are a plane figure for they are a circle) affecting the
middle term, that is, the proof: and observes that figura dicti-
onis may be treated as faulty either in the proof or in the con-
tradiction. In ch. xxv. he seems to say that secundum quid
only fails in the contradiction, but it is clear that it may fail
either in the contradiction or in the sequence.

We may observe that we only give a semblance of unity to
the theory of fallacies by lumping them all together under the
definition of confutation, for the elements of that definition
are obtained by no systematic subdivision, and form, as far as
appears, a purely arbitrary and incoherent agglomeration.

CHAPTER VIIL

1] A man might misplace his accents and yet be understood
in Greek society, unless the misplacement produced ambiguity.

2] ’Enlorarar. This must be wrong. We should read woiei,
or meifei, or émong, or émomarat, or something equivalent. In
support of the last conjecture compare, *Ap’ odv adré yyvdoxwr
adudns, 7 o€ olov piun Tis ¥md Tod Adyov ovvelbiopévov qvvenéoma-
oato wpos 70 Taxy ovpdioar; Sophistes, 46. ¢ Have you any
good reason for your assent, or has the current of the language
to which you are accustomed hurried you along into an ill-
considered admission ?’ Aristotle is thinking of realism or the
theory of ideas, which he says, ch. xxii, is founded on this
fallacy.

3] Reasoning to a certain extent is possible, as we see in
brutes, without words. But the development of language must
have been accompanied by a great increase of reasoning power.
Thenceforth in all reasoning there are two parallel trains, the
train of images and the train of words. When the train of
words precedes it awakes the train of images, if the words are
imitative, by the associative law of similarity. If the sounds
are not imitative, but interjectional, that is, produced according
to some physiological law by the action of the organs of sensa-
tion on the organs of expression, they afterwards suggest the
sensations that produced them by the associative law of con-
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tiguity in place and time. But in rapid thought the images
are very imperfectly excited. The mind, emboldened by habit,
ventures to trust herself to the train of words through which
she can pass with great celerity without stopping to realize
them by images which would encumber her and clog her motion.
Rapid and powerful reasoning, then, takes place chiefly by the
verbal train. Reasoning without words is more likely to occur
in meditation than in conversation. See this subject discussed
by Mill, Ezamination of Sir W. Hamilton’s Philosopky, ch. 17.

4] This sentence shews the affinity, in Aristotle’s mind, be-
tween the fallacies ignoratio elenchi and secundum quid (see
note 8 to ch. viii). In this treatise (see ch. v, vi, vii) &-
Aewys is always used to denote igmoratio elenchi. In the
Rhetoric, where the fallacies are enumerated, ignoratio elenchi
is not mentioned and &Aewis designates the fallacy secundum
" quid. "AMAos (rémos) mapa Ty EAeww Tob woTe kal wdst olov 8t
dikalws *ANéfavdpos éhaBe Ty ‘ENévn, alpeois yap alry €3d0n mapd
700 marpds. OV ydp dei lows dAAa 16 mpdrov: kal yap 6 warip
péxpe Tovtov Kvpros. ‘*H el mis ¢paly 76 Témrew Tods EAevbépouvs
Bpw elvar o yap wdvtws, AAN Grav dpxn xewpdv &dikwy.
Rhetoric, 2. 24. ¢ Another class of fallacies depends on the
omission of limitations in time or manner: as the argument
that Helen had a right to elope with Paris because her father
granted her the option of her husband. But the option granted
was not perpetual but one that determined with her first choice,
for this was all her father had the power to grant. So the
statement, that striking a freeman is an assault, requires limita-
tion: for it is only an assault in him who strikes first.” The
moderns have created a distinction by confining ignoratio elenchi
to valid arguments with irrelevant conclusions, i. e. by confining
the omitted limitations to such as affect the contradiction.

5] This chapter explains why the solution (Adois) of an
inconclusive or illogical confutation is called Siaipesis (distinc-
tion). A conclusive or logical confutation can only be solved by
shewing that one of the premisses is false (avaipesis). If this
is shewn by certain simple topics, it is called enstasis; if by
other topics, antisyllogism. Solution, then, is either enstasis,
which includes 3ialpesis and one branch of dvafpeois, or anti-
syllogism, which is the other branch of avalpesis. Antisyllo-
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gism, being a species of solution, is the disproof of one of the
opponent’s premisses, not of his conclusion ; for it would be an
abuse of language to call the disproof of a conclusion a solution
of the argument supporting that conclusion.

CHAPTER VIIL

1] Eristic proof is either inconclusive or contains a false pre-
miss. But it is not every false premiss that makes a proof
eristic. If the premiss, though unscientific, is a special proposi-
tion, referring exclusively to a particular subject-matter, the
proof is dialectic. Even the general propositions that charac-
terize dialectic, the topical maxims, must be accepted with many
limitations and exceptions, for dolus latet in generalibus; and if
they are applied without these limitations and exceptions they
are open to enstasis, and the conclusion is false, but still, it
appears, the proof is regarded as dialectic. The basis of genuine
probability in these propositions saves their inaccurate applica-
tion from the stigma of sophistry. The false maxims that
constitute a proof eristic, that is, radically bad or vicious in
principle, are thirteen false propositions corresponding to the
thirteen fallacies. O ydp mav 10 Pawduevor &wdofov kal &orw
&dofor. Ovftr yap Tév Aeyouévwy vdifwv émmdraov Ixet mavre-
Ads Ty ¢avraciav, kadwep mepi Tas TGV eploTikdy Adywv dpxas
ovpfBéBnrer éxew. Tlapaxpiipa yap kai Gs émi 70 moAd rols Kal
pkpd ovvopav dvvauévois xarddnhos év adrols 1) Tod Yevdovs dori
¢vois. Topica, 1. 1. “Not every semblance of truth is probabi-
lity. Probability, as we use the term, has more than an abso-
lutely superficial semblance of truth, such as may be found in
the principles of eristic proof, whose falsehood a moment’s con-
sideration discloses to all but the very dullest” Of these
sophistic principles five might be identified with perversions of
dialectic maxims. The principles justifying the fallacies of
accidens, consequens, secundum quid, non causa pro causa, and
figura dictionis may be supposed to belong to the loci of subject
and accident, antecedent and consequent, whole and part, cause
and effect, and conjugates or paronyms. But it must be con-
fessed, that it appears to be juster, instead of confining the term



Cuap. VIIL NOTES. 119

sophism to the application of the thirteen imaginary principles,
to extend it, in pirastic at least, by the criterion, od moiel dfjAov
el dyvoet, to the misapplication of any dialectic maxim. For it
is evident that the false conclusion in which the respondent
might be landed by such a false premiss would not convict him
of ignorance in any special branch of knowledge which he pro-
fessed. Even if the false premiss is not a dialectic maxim, but
a specific proposition, not essentially (ka6’ avrd) connected with
the subject of the problem, the pirastic confutation is sophistic.
And in spite of the expressions in this chapter, it is difficult to
believe that this was not Aristotle’s view.

2] An argument is usually called appropriate (olxetos 70D
wpdypatos, kata 70 mpaypa) when it is scientific. Ovre yap &oov-
tar kai al dpxal olkelar Tob dewxvvpévov. SvAloyiopuds uev yap
éotar kal dvev Tovtwy, dmddefis ¥ ovx dorar, ob yap woujoer émi-
orijuny. Analytica Posteriora, 1. 2. ¢ Then the premisses will be
appropriate to the conclusion. Otherwise the proof would not
be demonstrative or scientific.’ A7jAov ¥ é Tovrwv kai 8Tt ehj-
Oeis ol AapBdvew olduevor kahds tas dpxds, éav &vdofos 7} ) mpbracts
kal @Anors. O yap 70 &vdofov §) uy apxi) éorw, GANG TO mWpdrov
100 yévovs mepl 8 delkvurai, kal T@Anbés ob mav olkeiov. An. Post.
1.6. ‘It is absurd to suppose that our assumptions are scien-
tific principles if they are only probable and true. Principles
are not probabilities but primary propositions appropriate to a
given sphere, and propositions may be true but inappropriate.’
Xahendv & dori 70 yvévar €l older 7 wi. Xakemov yap 10 yvérat
€l & 16y &doTov (olkelwv) dpxov lopev §) prj, Smep éorl 70 eldévar.
Oldueba &, dv Ixwper ¢ dAndwév TwéY culhoyoudr kel TPpeTOY,
énloracfar. TO ¥ ok &orw, &AAG cuyyevi) (olkela) del elvar Tols
mpdrois. An. Post. 1. 9. ¢It is hard to decide when our know-
ledge is science, for it is hard to decide whether the premisses
are appropriate, as they must be in science. We fancy when we
have a proof by true and primordial premisses, that we have
science : not always, for they must also be homogeneous (appro-
priate) to the conclusion.’

Here, however, olxelos means, not scientific, but pirastic. The
premisses employed in pirastic are not in the highest sense
appropriate (i) to the subject, yet have a necessary connexion
with it (éndueva, see ch. xi) and so far may be called appro-
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priate. They are appropriate when compared with sophistic,
inappropriate when compared with scientific, proof.

3] Every inconclusive reasoning (mapaloyiouds) from true
premisses may be converted into conclusive reasoning (cvAlo-
ywopds) from false premisses. The fallacies become valid argu-
ments as far as the form is concerned if we substitute for the
true principles on which sound reasoning reposes false principles
to cover their faults and justify their sequence. It would re-
quire great art to put such propositions into a plausible form,
and seduce the respondent into the concession of them: but we
can conceive it accomplished. If such principles were formu-
lated, they would correspond to the axioms or xowai épxal of
science, and the topical maxims or xowai dpxal of dialectic, and
would themselves constitute the xowal dpxal of sophistic. As
false metaphysical principles and false linguistic theorems or
rules of interpretation, they would imply, in the person who
conceded them, an ignorance of logic and metaphysic or lin-
guistic, but not of any other special science. For instance, a
geometer who incautiously admitted them, and was consequently
confuted on a geometrical question, might be proved to be an
unpractised logician, but would not be proved to be an impostor
in his pretensions to geometry. Arguments, therefore, derived
from such pseudo-loci are inadmissible in pirastic.

4] This recapitulation omits ignoratio elenchi, which indeed
may well be omitted, for it cannot be distinguished, as Aristotle
defines it, from secundum quid. Regarding it as the fallacy of
irrelevant conclusions, we might suppose we found a trace of a
reference to it in the word drrigpasw; but this term occurs in
the examination of secundum quid, ch. xxv. Some words, how-
ever, may have slipped out of the text in this recapitulation,
which, as it stands, is hardly the language of articulately speak-
ing men. It is not clear why, after his three previous enume-
rations of the fallacies, Aristotle recapitulates at all. Did he
intend to formulate the pseudo-axioms by which the sophisms
may be rehabilitated, and recite the list as a framework in which
the formulas might be inserted, but afterwards find his design
more troublesome of exccution than he had anticipated, and
leave it unexecuted ?

5] For maparoyiopol read godiorikol ovAAoyopol, or rather
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Yevdels ovAhoyiopol, for a proof may be sophistic whose pre-
misses are true but accidental or inappropriate. If accidental
proofs are to be included under the thirteen fallacious loci, the
locus of accidens must embrace not only the paralogism of acci-
dens, but also all syllogisms professing to be scientific whose
terms are not coextensive; in other words, whose premisses are
not commensurate (xafdAov), i.e. universal and convertible; in
other words, all syllogisms that fall short of demonstration (and-
Beufis).

6] We should read or understand, 7o pdvov rdde v onpaivew 74
xaTyopovpueva, Or TO pdvov T0de onuaivew Ta ofrws Karnyopolueva.

7] There are, then, three gradations : —

(1) Valid proof (cvAAoyiouds, or 4mAds cvAAoyiouds).

(2) Proof by the false principles above described. This is
conclusive reasoning and real reasoning, but, as decep-
tive, it requires some qualification, and we call it
relative or sophistic proof (mpds rodrov, or coguarikds
ovAAoytopuds).

(3) Inconclusive reasoning, that is, no proof, but the mere
semblance of proof (pawwduevos avAloyiouds, or mapa-
AoyLouds).

CHAPTER IX.

1] I.e. pseudographemas.

2] Euclid is said to have written a treatise on geometrical
fallacies. To expose false argumentation, says Plato investi-
gating didactic method in the Phedrus, we require a knowledge
of the truth, and as error depends on the likeness and conse-
quent confusion of different terms, we must be able to distin-
guish the terms in question by definition and division. A€l dpa
700 péAdovra dmamjoew pev @Alov, alrtov d¢ wi dmamjocecbai, THY
Spowdtyra @Y Svtwy kal dropoudtyra dxpiBds Sedévar— Avdyrn
pev obv—"H olv olds 7€ éorar, dAjfeiav dyvodv éxdarov, Ty Tob
dyvoovuévov duowdtnTa mikpdy Te kal peydAny év Tols dAAots dia-
yryvédokew ;— Advvaror.—Obkody Tols mapa Ta Svra dofdlovor xal
amarwuévois dAov @s 70 wdbos ToiTo O’ Suoomirwy TIwdY €loeppin.
—Tiyverar yoiv olirws.— Earw odv dnws Texrikos éorar peraBiBd-
{ew kard ouwkpor dia TGy Spototitwy, &nd Tob Guros éxdoTore émi
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Tovvavriov dndyw, i) abtos ToiTo diagpevyew, & py dyrwpikos d ot
&kaorov TGV Svtwy ;—OV W) more.—Adywr dpa Téxrmy, & éraipe, 6
v dAjfetay pi) eldds, dofas d¢ TeOnpevkds, yelowdy Twd, @s oke,
xai drexvov mapéferai.—Kwdvveder. Phedrus, g8. ¢ The power of
deceiving and avoiding deception requires an exact knowledge of
likenesses and unlikenesses; and unless a man knows the true
object, he cannot discriminate the degrees of likeness to it in
other objects. As, then, false belief and error arise from like-
ness, the art of leading away through gradations of likeness
from the true to the false, and of avoiding being thus misled, is
impossible without a knowledge of realities; and an argumen.
tative art, armed with opinions instead of knowledge, is an
absurdity and not truly an art.’ The knowledge that Plato
requires for didactic may be divided into two portions, science
and logic; corresponding to the two portions into which law is
divided by the jurist, the substantive code and the code of pro-
cedure. Part will consist of specific doctrines ({d:ax épxafl), and
belongs to the man of science, Euclid or Archimedes: part of
generic theorems, rather method than doctrine (xowal dpxaf),
and belongs to the dialectician. Accordingly Aristotle bases
dialectic on the definition of genuine confutation (dAnfs \ey-
xos), and makes solution proceed by division and discrimination
(Saipesis). But, in addition to this, didactic requires similar
definitions and divisions of the Iia: dpxal. See Appendix E on
the limits of pirastic.

3] The common sources of probable proof are enumerated in.
the Topica.

4] Does éxopev 8¢ map’ 6mdoa ylvovrar mean that the enstasis
is derived from the same topics as the proof; or does it mean
that in some lost chapters the varieties of enstasis had been
examined ? A phrase of the Rhetoric seems to establish the
latter view: Al & é&vordoers ¢pépovrai, xabdmep év Tols Tomikols,
terpaxds. Rhet. 2. 25.

5] Kai 7ovs ¢pawopévovs [éAéyxovs]is connected, after a long
parenthesis, with 7ov & éx @y rowdv xal vwo pndeniav Téxrmy
[Exeyxov] 1@v diakexrikdy [éori Oewpeiv].
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CHAPTER X.

1] Of the name of the theorist now eriticised, and the precise
nature of his theory, we have no information ; and without this
information it is difficult to decide whether Aristotle’s argu-
ments are conclusive, and what is their precise drift. If we may
trust a partly unintelligible fragment of Eudemus quoted by
Simplicius, the theorist criticised in this chapter is no other
than Plato himself: "Ear 82, Gs €oike, 70 diopilew Exaotov mocayds
Aéyerar péya mpos éAijbfeiar. TINdrwv Te yap eloayayov 10 dioaov
moAAas dmoplas EAvee, mpdyparwy Gy viv ol codioTal karapevyovaw
Jomep énl Td €idn, kal mpds TovTois Todvopa TGV Adywr dddpioe.
Simplicius on Phys. Ausc. 1. 2. ¢To distinguish the various
meanings of equivocal terms is a great step in speculation. For
Plato solved many difficulties by introducing the doctrine of
various meanings...... and banished words from proof [distin-
guished reasoning addressed to the word from reasoning addressed
to the thought 7] But it would be rash to place much reliance
on a corrupt fragment, and it would be strange if Aristotle spoke
of Plato as ¢certain persons.” The theorist seems to have hit,
somewhat vaguely, upon the distinction between word-thinking
and object-thinking, and to have held that the source of all
error is word-thinking.

The substance of Aristotle’s criticism seems to be this:—

(1) The trains of word-thinking and object-thinking are parallel :
the same ratiocination may belong to both trains: and it
is impossible to say when it belongs to each. But if the
trains constituted two classes of reasoning, they ought
to be contradistinguished and mutually exclusive.

(2) Thought requires some further limitation to express object-
thinking. All word-thinking is thinking. The expres-
sion, addressed to the thought, therefore, is insufficient
to exclude word-thinking.

(3) The fact of being addressed to the thought is only an ex-
ternal relation of an argument, its relation to the respon-
dent. But the relations of a thing may vary by the change
of its correlatives, while the thing itself remains unchanged.
They are its most extrinsic and accidental attributes, and
cannot form the principle of its subdivision.
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But, it may be answered, are there not some arguments whose
essential nature is such that they cannot be represented by a
train of object-thought? Yes: and these are recognized under
the head of fallacies in diction. But there is another class of
reasonings, independent of diction, and therefore belonging pos-
sibly to the train of object-thinking, which are yet fallacious.

2] So read for olduevos épwracfar é¢’ .

- 8] After onualvew insert 76 &v onuaivov.

4] The amphibolous reasoning about speech of the speechless
(ch. iv) is conclusive with an ambiguous minor term, that is,
the conclusion does not contradict the thesis.

The homonymous argument about Homer has an ambiguous
middle, and therefore is inconclusive.

In saying that the fallacy of the argument in figura dictionis
lies both in the sequence and in the contradiction, Aristotle
seems to mean, that we have the option of treating the conclu-
sion as contradictory but not legitimate, or as legitimate but not
contradictory. Thus: Thesis:—It is impossible to give what
one has not got. Confutation:—It is possible to give but few,
having many: to give but few, having many, is to give as one
has not got (see ch. xxii) : therefore it is possible to give as one
has not got. This conclusion is valid, but does not contradict
the thesis. The conclusion, Therefore it is possible to give
what one has not got, contradicts the thesis but does not follow
from the premisses.

The defects of accidens and consequens (illicit process and
undistributed middle) and petitio principii lie in the sequence:
of ignoratio elenchi and non causa pro causa in the contra-
diction: of secundum quid and verbal fallacies, sometimes in
the contradiction, sometimes in the sequence. We may distin-
guish, then, between conclusive syllogism and conclusive con-
futation. For in the second of these classes the syllogism is
conclusive, the confutation inconclusive.

5] This is a resumption of the second of his former positions :
viz. that a reasoning with unambiguous terms is not addressed
to the thought if the respondent thinks them ambiguous.

6] This is a resumption of the first of his former positions:
viz. that a reasoning with ambiguous terms is addressed to the
thought if the respondent thinks them unambiguous. What
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Aristotle says amounts to this: Word-thinking is thinking ; and,
after one has given the respondent the option of assenting or
dissenting or distinguishing, it cannot be pretended that one
has not come at his real belief or thought.

7] Read eira éporodre s, or, elra éporijoavros.

8] This seems to imply that the theorist maintained all
object-thinking to be infallible, and all confutation confined to
the sphere of word-thinking, and more or less invalid.

9] Aristotle elsewhere has himself used the antithesis which
he now so severely criticizes. Xpnoiuov 8¢ 10 pév mosaxds Aéye-
tar émeoxépbar mpos 0 ylveclar kar’ adrd TO mpayma kal wi wWpos
70 Ovopa Tods ovAhoyiopols. AdfAov ydp Svros mogaxds Aéyerat,
&vdéxerar pi) émi Tadrov Ty T€ dmokpuwdueror xal TOV épwTdrra
pépew Tiw Siudvotav. ’Eudaviclévros d¢ mosaxds Aéyerar kal éml
7( pépwv 1ifna, yelolos &v daivoro 6 pwrév, €l uy mpds Todro TOV
Adyov mowoiro. Xpijowwov 3¢ kal mpds 1O mi wapaloyobijvar kal
7pos 10 mapahoylrachar. . . . Tobro & odx émi mdvrwy Suvardy, GAN
8rav 1) TGv moAAaxGs Aeyouévwr Ta pév akndi ta b¢ Yevdij. Topica,
1.18. ¢The use to the respondent of knowing the different
significations of a name is to confine the reasoning to the real
object of thought and prevent it from merely bearing on the
words. For if the varieties of signification are not known, the
questioner and answerer may be thinking of different objects:
but when the respondent has pointed out the different significa-
tions and which he intends in his premiss or thesis, it would be
ridiculous in the questioner to direct his reasoning to a different
object. The use to the questioner is, if the answerer is ignorant
of the different significations, to construct a paralogism. . . .This
can only be done when a proposition is true in one sense and
false in another.” O3 yap mpds Tov éw Adyov 1 anddeifis, &AM
mpos Tov &v i) Yuxd, émel 0vd¢ cvAAoyiouds' del yap éoTw évorijval
npds 10V éfw Adyov, GAAL mpds Tov &sw Adyov ovk dei. Analytica
Posteriora, 1. 10. ¢ Proof and demonstration hinge, not on the
expressed, but on the conceived premiss. The expressed pre-
miss is always open to enstasis, the conceived premiss jnot
always.” If the answerer can often oppose to the expressed
premiss, éw Adyos, of the questioner an enstasis which is un-
available against the intended premiss, éow Adyos; surely the
questioner also can often construct with the expressed concession
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of the answerer or direct against his expressed thesis, éw Adyos,
a proof which is impossible with the intended concession or
unavailable against the intended thesis. “Or¢ pév olv é&wo Tijs
alriis elol duavolas dugdrepor ol Adyor, dfjdov. "Eori & ovx 6 alros
Tpdmos mpds dmavras tijs évrelfews ol pév yap webods déovrai, of
3¢ Blas. “Oagoi pév yap éx tod &mopficar vméhafBov ofirws, Tovrwy
edlatos 1) dyvowa® ol yap mpds 1OV Adyor GAAG wpods THY didvotay 3
dndvtyais adrér. “Ocor 88 Adyov xdpw Aéyovet, TovTwy § ENeyyos
laois 70D T év 1) ¢pwry Adyov kal Toi év rois drduacw. Metaphy-
sica, 3. 5. ¢ The doctrines that the same thing can be and not
be, and that all opinions are true, are clearly the same in prin-
ciple: but all disputants are not to be encountered by the same
method, for some require persuasion, others violence. Where
the opinion is the result of honest doubts it is an error which
can easily be healed. For here we have to encounter not words
but convictions [or, if dmdvrnows is the act of the respondent,
For here the opposition is not addressed to our words but to our
meaning]. Where it is merely maintained from the love of dis-
putation, the only remedy is confutation of the expressed and
verbal thesis by the expressed and verbal concessions.” Here
we have an admission from Aristotle that in certain controversies
his own arguments would be addressed not to the thought of
the respondent but to his words. He considers the axiom or
principle of contradiction a necessary proposition and one that is
necessarily believed. If, then, it is denied by a respondent and
we argue in its defence, we cannot address his thought, that is,
argue against his conviction, for he has no conviction to be argued
against. In the passage from the Metaphysic, Aristotle speaks
with confidence of confuting the contradictor of the axiom, though
he admits it would be difficult: but the passage from the Ana.
lytic, which refers to the same subject, implies that the verbal
triumph would remain with the respondent who denied the axiom.
The different expressions of Aristotle respecting the anti-
thesis, addressed to the word, addressed to the thought, seem,
however, to be reconcilable. He does not deny the existence of
the antithesis, but denies that it constitutes a differentia of
arguments (odx éori diagopd 7dv Adywv) of so intrinsic and essen-
tial a character as to be fit to form the basis of a classification.
10] Mowetv has MS. authority and seems more natural than

e ———
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wafeiv, which is Bekker’s reading. Whichever we read, the sense
is the same. The following proposition is only true where both
the units and twos are taken collectively. If we take either dis-
tributively, we affirm that each unit or each two is equal to four.

117 In ch. xv. the questioner is recommended to distinguish
and divide and exclude from his propositions any objectionable
interpretation in order to anticipate objection and obtain without
trouble the necessary premisses. But of course he would only
do this for his own purposes, that is, with the premisses capable
of being honestly employed, not with the premisses charged with
the fallacy. In ch. xvii. Aristotle goes further, and admits that
a confutation, where the respondent is taken by surprise in con-
sequence of overlooking distinctions, is not genuine: and that,
at all events, if the respondent is limited to answering Yes or
No, the distinctions ought to be drawn by the questioner. Nov 8¢
8ia 70 p7) kaAds épwrav Tovs muvfavouévovs drdykn mpooamoxplves-
0al 7 7ov épwTdpevor, Siopbobyra Ty poxOnplav Tijs mpordrews, émel,
diedopévov ye ikavés, ) val ) ob dvdyxn Aéyew tov dmokptrduevov.

Didactic reasoning differs from pirastic because the didactie
reasoner is supposed to be in possession of the truth: it differs
from apodictic or scientific reasoning because, apparently, there
is but one genuine scientific proof of each theorem, whereas
didactic reasoning must be accommodated to the capacity and
character of the learner. The true problem of the Phedrus is
the investigation of didactic method ; which seems to prove that
this dialogue was not an early Platonic composition, but written
after Plato thought he had said enough on the nature of the
elenchus or negative dialectic.

CHAPTER XL

1] ®awdpevos mepi v is the same as paivduevos kard 10 mpdypa
above, and ¢paiwvduevos mepl rovde below. In fact, mepl 7érde has
probably slipped out before ¢awdpevos in the present passage.
A man may be confuted and yet not proved to be in the wrong
on the point in dispute. He may be right in his special facts,

-which may alone be important, but appear to be confuted by
failing to detect some slight mis-statement of a metaphysical
premiss, which is ill-apprehended because it is abstract, and is



- kq{.:f')

128 NOTES. Cuar. XI.

not really an element of the doctrine in question. This species
of sophistic proof was discussed in ch. viii.

2] ZvAloywopol would be a better reading, for the proofs in
question are not paralogisms. ITapaloyiopol, however, may stand,
for the proofs in question may be compared either with scien-
tific proof or with the pseudographema, and the pseudographema
is a paralogism (wapahoyiarids é§ Gpiopévov Twos yévovs dpx@v
below). The second species of sophistic proof simulates scientific
proof as the first simulated pirastic. We have not yet had it
in this treatise (except in note 5 to ch. vi), but it is alluded to
in the Analytic: ’Eniloracfac 3¢ oldued’ éxagrov &mAGs, GAAL Y
10V couaTicdy Tpdmov TOr katd ovpBeBnkds, Srav Ty T alrlav old-
pneba ywookew 3 fiy 10 mpayud dorw, ot éxelvov alrla éati, kal pi
&rdéxedbar TobT EAAws Exew. An. Post. 1. 2. ¢ Science absolute,
as opposed to sophistic science or accidental proof, is the know-
ledge of the cause and necessity of a law.” Neither the cause
nor the necessity can be exposed by any but essential or commen-
surate premisses. Accidental premisses, then, will be sophistic.
Enel 8 ¢ dvdyxns vmdpxe mepl Ekaorov yévos Soa Prsl avra tmdpye
xal ) éxaorov, pavepoy i mepl TGy Kab' adrd Vmapxdvrwv al émi-
arnuovikal amodeilers kal &k Tév Towbrwy elol. Ta pev yap ovpBe-
Bnrora odx dvaykala, $or’ oDk dvdykn 10 cvumépacua eldévar didri
Pmdpxet . . . 70 8¢ duort émloracOar Eori 10 did ToD alriov émloracfar.
AC abrd Gpa del kal 1O péoov 19 Tplre kal TO mphrov TP péoe
vmdpxew. An. Post. 1. 6. ¢ Essential attributes furnish the
only necessary propositions and must form the premisses and
conclusions of scientific demonstration. Accidents are contin-
gent and cannot exhibit the reason or cause of a necessary law.
Both the major and minor premiss, then, must be essential.’
AW Tobro 0l dv Tis deify kal Ekaarov 1O Tplywvov admodeifes )
ped i) érépg 8t dvo dpbas Exer &kactov, T lodmAevpov xwpis kal TO
oxalnves kal 70 loookeés, obmw oide 10 Tplywvov &ri o dplats, €l
1) 700 doioTikdy Tpdmov, olde kabdhov Tplywvov, old €l unbév &ore
napd Tadra tplywvov &repov. OV yap ) Tpiywvov older. An. Post.
1. 5. “If one were to prove in detail of each species of triangle,
equilateral, scalene, isosceles, the equality of their interior angles
to two right angles, he might exhaust the possible cases, but his
predicate would not be essential and commensurate, and he
would only have a sophistical science.’
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To complete the statement of Aristotle’s view, it should be
added that essential propositions are those whose predicate
cannot be defined without naming the subject, or whose subject
cannot be defined without naming the predicate. Ka0’ adra 8¢
(Aéyw) 8oa vmdpxer Te v 1@ T( éoTw, olov Tpiydve ypappd) kal
ypaupy oriypi, 7 yap obola alréy éx Tovtwy éoti, kal év 16 Adye
1@ Aéyovrt 7 éorw &vumdpyer kal Soots @y EvvmapxdvTwy abrols
altd & 79 Adye évvmdpxover 1@ Ti éori dnhodvris olov 71O €VOY
vmdpxe. ypappl kai TO mepipepés, kal TO mepLrToY Kal dpTiov dpbud,
xal 70 wpdrov kul ovrferor kai lodmhevpor kal érepdunkes’ Kal AT
TovTois drumdpyovow év 1@ Adyw 1o T doTi Aéyovri évfa pév ypauun
&vba & apibuds. ..... Ta &pa Aeyduera émi Tév anAds emornrédy kab
olra ofitws, bs évvmdpxew Tois kaTnyopovuévols i) évvmdpxeaba, O
avrd Té dori kal éf dvdyxns. An. Post. 1. 4. €An attribute is
essential that enters into the conception of the subject, as line
enters into the conception of triangle and point of line. It helps
to compose the essence of the subject, and is found in its defi-
nition. Or, it is an attribute in whose definition the subjeet is
contained. Straight and curved are attributes of line; and even
and odd, prime and compound, square and scalene, of number;
and we cannot define them without mentioning the subjects they
attach to, line and number...... In the essential premisses, then,
of absolute science, where the subject is either contained in the
definition of the predicate, or contains the predicate in its own
definition, the essence of the terms is the cause of their con-
junction and the conjunction is necessary.” A modern logician
might admit that, as a condition of science, we must have pro-
positions of causation, and that in causal propositions the ante-
cedent and consequent terms must bear to one another a certain
definite relation; but he would insist that the test of this rela-
tion was not definition, but the inductive methods of agreement
and difference. To reconcile these doctrines it would be neces-
sary to assert that these methods are methods of definition. But
even then a difference would remain. For the modern logician
would be satisfied by an objective relation, discovered by expe-
rience : while Aristotle seems further to require a subjective rela-
tion, viz. such that it should be impossible to conceive one of
the terms without at the same time conceiving the other.

8] I do not know what distinction is intended between yrev-

K .
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doypddnpa and Yevdoypddnua mepi dAndés, unless it is that of art
and science. It is evident that the quadrature of the circle by
lunules was not the method of Hippocrates, as is generally
supposed. His method was what Aristotle elsewhere calls the
method of segments (see Appendix F). The problem of
squaring the circle, i. e. of finding a square whose area shall
equal that of a given circle, long occupied the scientific world,
and, like the problem of perpetual motion, was a favourite arena
of the unscientific long after the scientific had pronounced it
insoluble. Modern mathematicians are agreed that it cannot
be solved by arithmetic or geometry, the only methods of the
ancients, and requires the method of infinitesimals. See an
article on the quadrature of the circle, by De Morgan, in the
National Encyclopedia. Aristotle seems to have suspected it
was insoluble from his expression, Ei kai Terpaywvi{erar é xixhos :
in the Categories he asserts that it had not been solved in his
day: "Ert 70 pév émorrov dvawebiy ovvavaipel Ty émomiunw, 3
3¢ émoriiun 0 émoTnTov o cvvavaiwel...... olov xai & Tob K¥KkAov
reTpaywviopds €l ye &oTw, émomiun pév avrod ok &oTw odéénw,
atrds 8¢ émoryrdy dorw. Cat. 7. ¢ Without a knowable there
can be no knowledge, but without knowledge there may be a
knowable: if, for instance, the quadrature of the circle is pos-
sible, it is knowable, though at present it is not known.’

4] Kara 76 mpaymna here means more than it did in the
beginning of the chapter, where its force was limited by the
words 7a xowd. There it meant, necessarily connected with a
subject, though not coextensive with it. Here it is equivalent
to xara ™ olkelav uéfodov, and means coextensive, or commen-
surate, with a given sphere.

5] So read, as the sense requires, for tov yewuérony.

6] Here pev is followed by no corresponding clause, and the
text is doubtless corrupt. We might add, after 3fAor, dAAa x&v
mepl Ta yewperpika €ln, or we might read, § 8 vwé Ty Siakextikiy.
Iept pévrow TaAAa 811 épiaricds éot, dijhov, or something equivalent.
In the first case r@AAa would mean & xowd, in the second case it
would mean 7a tda, or, rather, ra yewperpikd. In any case the
drift is certain, viz. that the same problem, e. g. the quadrature
of the circle, may be handled either in a sophism or in a pseudo-

grapheme.
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7] “Apudrrew, or épapudrrew, is a technical term in describing
dialectical proof. "Eort yap ofire deifar domep Bpiowr rov rerpa-
yoviopudy. Kara xowdv 1t yap dewviovoww ol towdror Adyor, 8 xal
érépy vmdpfer 810 kal én’ AAAwv édapudrrovaw oi Adyor od gvyye-
vép. Oixody odx 3§ éxeivo émlorarai, GAAG kata ovpPePfnkds: ob
yap &v ¢pipporrer 1) dnddetfis kal ém’ &ANo yévos. An. Post. 1. g.
‘Such a proof, like Bryso’s squaring of the circle, as it may
conclude by a cause that is not confined to the given subject,
but is found in other genera, is transferable to a heterogeneous
subject-matter. But if the essence of the subject and not an
accident is the cause of knowledge, the demonstration is not
transferable to any other genus.” The paraphrast says, ‘O & &nd
Twer koworépay kal vmepPawdrtor kal moAlols dppoldrTwy yéreow
épiorixds. For vmepBawdvrwy [transcendent] Aristotle would have
said, peraBawdvror. “Qor’ 1) &mAés dvdyxn 10 alrd elvar yévos
w7, € péAle ) dnddefis peraBalvew. An. Post. 1. 7. ¢ Two sub-
Jects must be the same in species or genus, if a demonstration
can be transferred from the one to the other.’

8] Kafdhov must be taken in the sense in which it is de-
scribed in the Analytic, as equivalent to ka6’ aird, and therefore
6 kaB0rov will mean 6 é Tév Blwv dpxdy dmodexricds. Even the
philosopher (6 ¢ithdoopos) who has the most comprehensive
sphere must deal with his problems commensurately and essen-
tially (xafdAov, ka6 atrd), and therefore is limited in his pre-
misses and conclusions. Unlike the dialectician, he has nothing
to say to geometrical problems.

9] Tas & alras dpxds andvrov elvai TGV ovAAoylopdy &divarov.
...... “Erepat yap moMGY 7§ yéver ai dpxal xal obd’ épapudrrovoat.
Analytica Posteriora, 1.32. ¢ The principles of all deduction are
not identical......They are heterogeneous and vary with the sub-
Jject, and are inapplicable beyond their respective spheres.” The
constitution of philosophy imagined by those who maintained
the unity of first principles was probably such as we have in
Hegel’s system, where the laws of physic and ethic are repe-
titions of the laws of the development of reason laid down in
the logic: or in Herbert Spencer’s philosophy, where the theo-
rems of ethical and natural science are exemplifications of the
general laws of evolution and its component processes of differ-
entiation and integration, which themselves are again affiliated

K 2
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on a primary axiom of the persistence of force, a principle which
very much resembles, if it is not identical with, the Aristotelian
axiom.

In the Metaphysic we are told that though all being does
not belong to a single genus (xafdov, kaf' év), yet as referrible to
a common standard (mpos &) it belongs to a single science,
philosophy. To 8¢ dv Aéyerar pév moAlaxds, dAAa mpos &v kal
play Twa ¢pvow, kal olx dpwripws. ....0d udvov 8¢ [mepl] 6y kald
& Aeyouérov émomiuns éoti Oewpijoar wias, GAAE kai TGV mpds play
Aeyopévav ¢iow. ... Afjhov odv 8t kal T& Svra pas Oewpiioar 3 dvra
..... Kkai €l pij éare 70 8v 7} 70 &v xkabdov kal TadTd émi wdvTwY 1) Yw-
pro7dy, Gomep lows ok éore. Metaphysica, 3. 2. ¢The meanings of
being, though heterogeneous, are referred to one standard, and
the word is not equivocal. As not only homogeneous subjects,
or those that are denoted by a univocal name, belong to one
science, but also all that are related to a common standard,
the essential attributes of being will be investigated by a single
science, though being may not be a genus or a separate entity.’
Dialectic resembles philosophy in the wideness of its range:
’Emel domep &oti kal &pifuod 3} dpifpds idia mwdoy.... dpolws B¢ xal
otepeg.... &otw &repa Bia, ofrw kai T¢ Svmi §) dv dori Twa Tdia,
xai Tabr’ éoTl mepl S Tod PLhoaddpov émokéyachar TdAnbés. Znueiov
3¢ ol yap diakexrikol Kal coguaral TalTov ptv Ymodlorrar oxijua TG
Phoodpe ) yap codiaTiky dawopévn pdvov codia éori, kal ol dia-
Aextikol dahéyortar mepl dmdvrwy Kowdy 8¢ wmace 16 Ov éoTi, dia-
Aéyortar ¢ mepl TovTwy BijAov 8ri dia TO Ths Phooodlas elvar aldra
olketa. Ilepl pev yap 70 adrd yévos orpéderar i) codioriky xal 1) dia-
Aexticn) TH pthoaodla, GAAA diapéper Tijs ptv 1@ Tpdme Tis dvvduews,
tijs 8¢ Tob Blov 1) mpoaipéoer. "Eoti 8¢ 5 diakextik) meipaaTixd) mepl
v 1) Phogodla yrepwoTiky, % 8¢ aopioTiki) datrouévn, ovaa & of.
Metaph. 3. 2. ¢As number and solidity have certain essential
attributes, which are examined by particular sciences, so being
has certain essential attributes, which are investigated by phi-
losophy. For dialectic and sophistic assume the garb of phi-
losophy. Their range is universal; and being, the theme of
philosophy, is universal. The other two deal with the universe
of bLeing because it is the proper sphere of philosophy. For
philosophy has the same sphere as sophistic and dialectic; but
differs from dialectic in the nature of her power, from sophistic
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in the aim of her life: for she is scientific, while dialectic is
pirastic, [or, as Grote would say, she is positive and dogmatic,
while dialectic is negative and sceptical,] and sophistic a sham.’
But philosophy is restricted to scientific methods, and has
appropriate problems; dialectic is unrestricted in problem and
process.  Dialectic proof, therefore, differs not only from
scientific, but also from philosophic proof: and the sophism
differs from the philosophic as well as from the scientific pseudo-
graphema.

10] This seems to be the point of connexion with the pre-
ceding chapter. We saw there that some theorist had identified
dialectic and didactic. But they must be distinct: for didactie,
ex vi termini, proves something or other; dialectic is merely
pirastic, and proves nothing. It interrogates, that is, is willing
to accept a denial of any truth whatever, and therefore cannot
prove any single conclusion. If, like the sciences, dialectic
proved any theorems, dialectic, like the sciences, whatever other
problems it left open, would refuse to allow the truth of its
principles to be called in question. Didactic then, though
conversational in form, is not, in the true sense of the word,
épwrnric).  Perhaps for dore we should read ér or émewra;
for the train of thought scems to be, that even if there were a
universal science, it could not be dialectic, because dialectic
interrogates.

11] In the mathematics it is possible not only by synthesis
to obtain compound formulas by composition of elementary for-
mulas, but also by analysis from formulas respecting the com-
pound to obtain by decomposition a knowledge of the elementary
factors. But though the pirastic reasoner must possess some
derivative propositions respecting the subject-matter; must
know, for instance, that the thesis advanced by the respondent
is false, and that certain deducible consequences are impossible ;
yet these propositions are not such as to enable him to deduce
from them by analytical reasoning the primary laws that govern
the subjects and attributes in question. Otherwise pirastie
would imply science ; for knowledge of a conclusion as deducible
from the primary laws is science. Compare, El & v dd/varov
éx Yevdods dAnles deifas, pddiov &v v 1O dvaldew. ’AvréoTpede
yap &v & dvdykns. "Eore yap 10 A 6y, Tovrov 8 dvros Tadl éaruw,
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& olda 8ru &atwr, olov 10 B éx rodrwv dpa delfw 3ri EoTw éxelvo.
*Avriorpépel 8¢ padov T& év Tols padijuacw, 8re obdeyr oupBeBnKos
AapBdrovaw, &AAE kal TovT diaépovat Ty &y Tols Biahdyots, GAN’
dptopovs. Anal. Post. 1. 12. ¢If true conclusions never resulted
from false premisses, it would be easy to obtain by analytical
reasoning the principles on which any theorem depends. For
the principles and theorem would be related to one another
as the terms of a convertible proposition. If the antecedent
A involves the consequent B, when I knew the existence of B
I might infer the existence of 4. This reciprocal demonstration
is more common in science than in dialectic, for the premisses
of science are never accidents but definitions.”

12] The introduction of the word nature (¢vois) may remind
us of a negative definition of logic in the pantheistic system of
Hegel, where logic is defined to be reason before the creation
of the world, or, reason antecedent to nature; the three succes-
sive transformations of reason being logical truth, nature, and
morality. In the passage before us, however, ¢vois includes
moralities as well as laws of nature.

13] It appears that a pseudographema would be legitimate
in pirastic: for if the respondent could not solve it, it would
prove his ignorance of the science (moiet dihov €l dyvoei, ch. viii).
The pseudographema, however, does not belong to pirastic; for
pirastic is not supposed to have sufficient knowledge of scientific
principles to construct a pseudographema.

Pirastic proof is intermediate between sophistic proof and
scientific proof. The former has no particularity (Bwov); the
latter no universality (xowdv) ; pirastic has both particularity
and universality. Scientific proof cannot be extended beyond
its private sphere: sophistic confutation proves no ignorance in
a particular sphere: pirastic confutation tests knowledge in a
particular sphere by principles applicable to every sphere. ‘O
xatd TO mWpaypa, 1.e. dlws, Oewpdr Ta Kowd, mepaorikds. See
above. For a further examination of ra xowd see Appendix D.
Whately has divided fallacies into logical and extra-logical. We
shall see in Appendix D that this division will not bear exami-
nation. Aristotle’s division is into dialectical (oo¢ionara) and
extra-dialectical or scientific (yrevdoypadijuara). If we define
dialectic to be opinionative reasoning and logic the science
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of proof, we may divide dialectical fallacies into logical and
extra-logical, but logical will include all that Whately considers
extra-logical.

CHAPTER XIIL

1] "Er. 6 cogiorikds Tpdmos, T6 dyew els Towobrov mpods & edmopr-
oopev émyxeapnudrey. Toiro & éorar 6r¢ pév dvayxaiov, 6re B¢
Pawdpevor dvaykaioy, 6re d¢ oire Pawdpevov olre dvayxaiov.
*Avaykalov pév ol 8rav, dpynoapévov Tol amoxpwouévov TGY Tpds
v Oéow Ti Xpnoluwy, mpds Todro Tods Adyovs moifiras, Tvyxdyp de
Tobro Totodror dv mpds & edmopely doTw émyetpnudrwv. ‘Opolws e
xal 8rav, draywyny mpds 1L did Tob Keyuévov mounoduevos, dvaipety
émxelpn® tovrov yap dvaipedévros kal 7O mpokeluevor dvatpeirad.
Datvdpevor d¢ dvayxaiov, Srav ¢alvnrar ptv xpioyor xal olxeloy
tiis Oéoews, ui 7 8¢, mpds & ylyvovrar of Adyor, elre dpynoauévov Tod
700 Adyov vméxovros, elre dmayoyis évddfov dia Tiis Oévews mpds
atrd ywopévns dvapelv Emixepel avrd 16 O¢ Aowwov, Srav wiTe
dvayaiov 7} wire pawduevov mpos d ylvovrar oi Adyor, &AAws 3¢ ma-
pelehéyxeafar ovpBaivy 1§ dnoxpwouéve. Aet 8¢ edAaBeiofar Tov
&oxarov 1oy pnfévrwy Tpénwr’ mwavreAds yap ammpryuévos kal GANG-
Tpi0s éoixer elval Tijs SlakexTikis. AW del kal TOV dmokpiyduevoy Y
dvorolalvew, dANa Tifévar Ta pi) xpioysa wpds Ty Oéow, émamuar-
vépevov 8ca uy Soxel pév, 1Bnoe 3é. Mallov yip dnopelv &bs émiro-
moAY ouuBalver Tois épwrdow, Srav wdvrewv Tfeuévov atrols TEY
TowvTwy pi) mepalvwow. Topica, 2. 5. ¢ There is also the sophistic
method of leading the respondent on to ground where attack
is easy. This is sometimes really necessary, sometimes ap-
parently necessary, sometimes neither really nor apparently. It
is really necessary when a premiss directly bearing on the thesis
is denied by the respondent and happens to be easy for the
questioner to argue: or when the questioner has deduced a con-
sequence from the thesis and argues to prove its absurdity. It
is apparently necessary if the proposition only appears to be an
appropriate premiss or necessary consequence of the thesis.
When neither really nor apparently necessary, it may give an
opportunity for a collateral or by-confutation. The last method
must be avoided, for it is quite alien to dialectic. When it is
practised, the respondent should not be obstructive, but grant
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every proposition that is unconnected with the thesis, observing
that he is willing to grant it for the sake of argument, though
he knows it to be false. For the questioner is the more dis-
comfited, if notwithstanding the most liberal admissions he fails
to confute the thesis.” The second case, which Aristotle im-
plies may be practised by the dialectician, shews the affinity
of dialectic and sophistic, for the locus, so far at least as it
consists of reductio ad absurdum, is the fallacy of non causa
pro causa.

2] i.e. &v 17 7@v mpoTdvewr éxhoyn. See Topica, 1.14. Though
dialectic is characterized by its metaphysical principles (xowa),
sometimes called forms of thought, yet it must always have
special premisses (i3ta), which some have called its matter, and
Aristotle its materials (6pyava). As they are extraneous to the
art of dialectic, they are dismissed in the Topica with the remark
that a collection (éxAoyi) must be made of them. They are here
called pre-eminently premisses (mpordoeis), because the universal
maxims, though often treated as premisses, are usually sup-
pressed, and are often viewed not as premisses, but as regulative
principles, or precepts for the conduct of argument. Sroixetor
or rdwos is elsewhere opposed to the eidn or special premisses;
here the collection of €idn is called a oroixetov. Thesis is here
used not for any tenet defended by the respondent, but in the
special sense of paradox. See Topica, 1. 11.

CHAPTER XIIIL

1] I do not see how else to translate the text. But there is
no relation of genus and species in the first example: for double
and double of half are not so related. We might construct a
syllogism respecting duplicity, containing the relation of genus
and species, thus: Double is equivalent to multiple of a half;
therefore double of a half is multiple of a half of a half. But
this would not involve iteration ad infinitum, like the first
example.

2] Perhaps 7 odoia should be cancelled. It is not a proper
term to express the subject of an attribute, and the words dv
and rovrois shew that the nominative to mposdnhoiirar is a plural.
Accordingly, Waitz proposes for 5 otola to read ra vmokelueva.
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The predicates described are one of the two classes of essential
predicates investigated by science. See ch. xi, note 2.

8] Aristotle says that double, in the expression double of a
half, is not exactly equivalent to double placed independently.
The other fallacy consists in falsely defining odd as if it were
odd number. '

CHAPTER XIV.

1] For % mréms we require, §j dppevos 1) Ofleos kAijots, ¢ the
masculine and feminine termination or form.” See below.

2] For Aeyopévois read Aéyecbar, or read ywopévois and after
Spolws understand Aéyeafar or éppnvevedad.

8] In figura dictionis the same form is common to different
categories, e. g. the substantive name, nomen substantivum, to
substances and accidents: in the fallacy of solecism the same
form is common to the nominative and accusative. In figura
dictionis we are cheated into an error of fact: in the fallacy of
solecism we are cheated into a wrong grammatical construction.
The employment of the word solecism, which properly means an
impropriety of diction or a violation of grammar, to express an
impropriety of action or a violation of some practical science,
has become a common metaphor. Referring to ch. iv. we shall
see that one of the instances of amphibolia would furnish a fallacy
of solecism: "Apa Tobro, 8 6pd Koploxos, 6pa ; Todro 8¢ kiwy® dore
6pa 6 Koploxos, od klova @AAd, xlwp.

4] In the Rhetoric Aristotle treats of invention, expression,
and arrangement. Tpla éoriv & del mpayparevdivar wepi Tov
Adyov, & pév & tlvwv al wloras &rovrai, devrepov d¢ wepl THY
Aéfw, 1pitov 8¢ mds xph Tdfar Ta pépn Toi Adyov. Rhetoric, 3. 1.
In the Topica he treats of invention and arrangement. Méxpt
pév odv Tod €dpeiv TOv TOTOV Opoiws ToU Puhoodpov kal Toi Siahex-
Tikov 1) oxédns. To & 7jdn tabra tdrrew xal épornuarifew Siov 106
dakextixoi® mpls €repov yap mav 10 Towiror. T 8¢ Pihodddw kal
Grrotvre kaf Eavrov ovdey uéler, éav dAnbi pev 7 kal yrdpiya 8 dv
6 avAAoywouds, py 07 & alra 6 dmokpwiuevos did TO sUveyyvs €lvar
100 é¢ dpxijs kai mpoopav TO ocupPnaduevor: AN’ lows kbv omovddaeter
87L pdAiora yrdpuua kal ovveyyvs elvar Ta fiduara’ €k TOUTOY yap
ol émornuovikol oulAoywopol. Topica, 8. 1. ¢ Invention of the
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method of argument belongs to philosophy and dialectic alike :
the arrangement and shaping of the questions to dialectic alone.
The philosopher and solitary inquirer, when he has discovered
true and evident premisses, has no trouble from the refusal of
the respondent to grant them, because they bear immediately on
the problem, and manifestly confute his thesis. He is glad to
have them connected as closely and evidently as possible with
the problem ; for so they must be in scientific proof.” From
the contents of the following chapter it appears that rdfis ex-
presses rather tactics than simply arrangement.

CHAPTER XV.

1] For e\éyxew read Aavfdivew.

2] It seems that Aristotle was capable of giving precepts for
lengthiness, but they are not extant, unless he refers to what he
said about unnecessary propositions in the Topica, 8. 1.

3] Various methods of concealment are given in the Topica,
8.1. E. g. to keep back till the last moment the conclusions of
the inductions and prosyllogisms that furnish the premisses of
confutation (u3 diapbpwbérrwy Tév mporépwy avAAoyioudr) ; to leave
the subject of dispute and obtain concessions respecting its cor-
relatives or paronyms (r& odorotxa); to smuggle in the important
premiss with a quantity of irrelevant matter (év wapaBiore
wpoariBévres kabdmep ol Yevdoypagodvres) ; &e.

4] "Ert 8 1ijs Spoidrnros muvBdvesBar «al yap mbavor xal
Aav@dver parlor 76 kaddhov. Olov dre Somnep émomiun kal dyvowa
@y évavrlwy % admj, oirw kal alobnois Tév &vavrivv 3 almj, 9
dvdmalw, éneldy aloOnots 7 adri), xal émariuny. Toiro & éoriv
Spotor émaywyfl, ob piyv Tadrdvy ye. ’'Exel pev yap &mwo Tdv
xaf' &kaora 70 xabBdhov AapBdverai, éml d¢ Tév Spolwv otk &ori
70 AapSBavduevor to xafdhov ¢’ 8 mdvra 1a Spoud éori. Topica,
8. 1. ¢ Another method of concealment is to reason by simi-
litude, that is, to reason directly from particulars to similar
particulars. The reasoning is persuasive and the immediate
premiss is not disclosed. For instance, as the intellectual
appreciation or non-appreciation of contraries is identical and
simultaneous, so is the sensational, and vice versa. The
mode of proof resembles induction, but differs, because it does
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not express the universal proposition, but passes at once to the
particular conclusion.” This mode of reasoning has lately risen
to distinction. Mill considers it the true or natural type of all
reasoning, induction and syllogism being artificial. Grote finds
here the long-sought criterion between true opinion and know-
ledge: true opinion, so far as it is not merely a lucky guess
but founded on evidence, passing immediately from particulars
to particulars without recognizing the intermediate law. See
his comment on the Meno. After dAAa in the text perhaps we
should add dvérvpov.

5] Kal ta dAiydxis dAiya, so read, comparing ch. xxiv, for xai
76 moAAdxis oA,

6] In the Rhetoric this artifice is given as the fallacy figura
dictionis. Tdmot & elol 76v Ppawopéver &vbvunudrov els pev &
7mapd ™y Aéfw, kal TovTov & uev uépos Gomep év Tois diahextikois
70 pi) ovAloyirduevoy cuumepacuarikds T0 Televralov elmetly, ovk
dpa 70 kal 76, dvdyxn dpa 70 xal 7d. Kal 70 Tois évlupriuacw
[olxetor 7] 16 ovveorpappévos xal dvrikeyuévos elmetv paiverar dvfy-
pnua.  ‘H ydp Towavrn Mfis xdpa éoriv &vbupjuaros. Kal dowxe 70
rowdror elvas mapa 70 oxijpa Tis Aéfews. Rhet. 2. 24. ¢One
locus of seeming oratorical proof is diction. One division of this
is, as in dialectic, without proving to conclude in the language
of proof: “It follows, then, that this must be true:” < It
follows, then, that that must be false.” For crowded and anti-
thetical propositions look like proof, because such diction is the
vehicle of proof: and the fallacy is figura dictionis.’

7] *Av & érépov ddfav daduhdrry & dmoxpwlpevos, dijhov &t
wpos Ty éxelvov Sudvoiav dmoBAémovra Oeréov éxacra xal dpynréov.
A xal ol kopifovtes dA\Notplas Bdfas, olov dyafov xal kaxdy elvat
radrdr, kabdmep ‘Hpdrhewrds ¢pnow, ob diddacs ui mapeivar dpa 7@
alr@ tévavrla, obx ®s ob dokoiy airols Toiro, AAN &7t xal’ ‘Hpd-
xAewrov ofre Aextéov. Topica, 8. 5. ¢ When the respondent de-
fends the tenet of another person, the opinions of that person
are the standard of what he ought or ought not to admit.
Accordingly, the advocate of a dogma which he himself does
not hold,—for instance, that good and evil are identical, as Hera-
clitus said,—will not grant that contraries cannot coexist; not
because he disbelieves it, but because it is inconsistent with the
system of Heraclitus.” In the text mpokelperov seems to signify,
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not, as usually, the thesis, but the conclusion of the argument,
i. e. the contradictory of the thesis. So in Topica, 8. 5: *Addfov
yap obans tijs Oégews &vdofov TO cvumépacua: &ote del Ta AapBavd-
peva évdofa mdvt elrar kai pwalAov &vdofa Tod mpokeyuérov, €l uéAAe
dia TGy yropuweréper 16 fTTov Yrdpywov mepalveslar. ¢ If the
thesis is improbable, the conclusion of the disproof is originally
probable; therefore all the premisses ought to be probable in a
still higher degree, in order to fulfil the conditions of proof.’

8] "AAAos (tdmos évupiparos) ék kpicews mepl Tod avrod ) opolov
1) évavrlov, pdAiora pev €l mdvres kal del, €l 8¢ pif, GAN’ ol ye whei-
oTot, 7 cogol ) wdvres ) ol mAeloToL, ) dyabol, ) €l alrol of xplvov-
T€s, 1) obs amodéxovrar of kpivovres, i) ols pi) oldv Te évavriov kplvew,
olov Tols kuplots, 1) ols ui) kahov t& évavria kplvew, olov Beols 7 marpl
% Owdaaxdrois. Rhet. 2. 23. ¢ Another topic of argument is
authority, or the decision on an identical, similar, or opposite
question, either of all the world, or of the majority of the world,
or of all philosophers, or of the majority of philosophers, or of the
good, or of the judges, or of those whom the judges accept as
authorities, or of those whose decision cannot be rescinded, as of
a superior tribunal, or of those whom it is immoral to disregard,
as the gods, or parents, or teachers.’

9] Ta émxepripara émréuvew is to cut down the propositions
(émxepriuara) so as to disarm the respondent of his enstasis.
[pos 8¢ Tods éviorapévovs 1@ xaborov, pi) év atrg d¢ Ty évaTaow

pépovras GAN’ & 7@ Spwring, SieAdpevor épwrnréon. . . . "Eav 8¢ py

€ 79 Spwripe AN’ & adtg édnorduevos kwAVUy T épdrnow, dpai-
potvra det év ¢ 7 dvaracis mporelrew 0 Aovwov kaddlov mowodrTa. . .
O? pdvov & éviorauévov Toiro mowréor, GANG kdv drev évoTdoews
dprijrar Bd 10 mpoopayr T TGY TowvTwy: ddaipedévros yip év ¢ 7
évaraais, dvaykactnaérar Ti0évar Bid 10 ) wpoopav &v T¢ Aoum@ éml
ivos odx olrws. ’Eav 8¢ un 707, drairotuevos évarasw o ui éxn
émododvar. Topica, 8. 2. ¢ If the respondent opposes a premiss
by an enstasis, availing himself of an equivocation, the questioner
must distinguish. If the enstasis is not founded on equivoca-
tion, he must cut off from the proposition the portion open to
enstasis, and propose what remains as a universal. He must do
this even when the answerer adduces no enstasis, but simply
denies the proposition, because he perceives the possibility of
an enstasis. When the exceptionable portion has been excluded,
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the proposition must be granted, for the answerer can no longer
adduce an enstasis.’

10] So read for mpds Tt émixepeiv. Compare &mairobvrar ydp,
7i Tolro mpds 10 v dpxii; ch. viii.

CHAPTER XVL

1] For diahioar read xwAiocar. The former would be a very
ill chosen term to express a process opposite to analysis and
analogous to synthesis.

CHAPTER XVIL

1] At first sight dpardv seems to be a false reading for suwvv-
pwv. But dparér may stand. Aristotle is not speaking of all
equivocation (he would hardly say that all involved inevitable
confutation) but of a particular species, i.e. when one proper
name belongs to several individuals. These individuals, accord-
ing to Aristotle, cannot be distinguished by any artifice of
nomenclature.

2] To rotrov tov Koplokov. So read for o rov Koploxov.

3] The formulas of dialectic, now obsolete, were not long ago
household terms, as the following quotation may shew :—

¢ Mais le quadrille aussi, Monsieur de la Garonne,
Est un jeu du hasard.’—
¢ Madame, distinguo :
Pour ’honnéte personne,
Oh! vraiment, concedo ;
Mais pour la gent friponne,
Nego?
Le Sage, I’ Espérance (acted 1730).

4] For moiwel mis read émoler 7is, or émoietro. It seems that
some logician had maintained that a single answer should be
given to an equivocal question if it is true in both interpreta-
tions, though he also held that a single answer should never be
returned to several questions. Against this logician Aristotle
says that every fallacy of homonymia or amphibolia may be
regarded as a fallacy plurium interrogationum.

5] Aristotle asserted this before in the beginning of the
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chapter, but he has not justified it, unless we take what was
said about 7év dparév to be a justification. But this, if it proved
anything, proved that sometimes there is no true solution, not
that a false solution is to be preferred to the true. It is not
easy to see how he could justify it, except on the ground that a
fallacious solution is often cleverer than the true one, and there-
fore to be preferred in a trial of skill. See however ch. xxxiv,
note 3.

6] Read Grav 3.

7] "Eori 8¢ &' &vlwv ptv éndyovra dvvardv épwrijoar 70 kaddAov.
'E7’ évlwv 3¢ ob pddiov dia 10 pi) xelobar Tals Spoidtnow Svopa
wdoais kowdy, AN’ Srav 3éy 10 kabdhov Aafeiv, Ofrws éni mavrwy
TGV TowUTwY, Pacl® ToiTo 8¢ Biopioar TéY XaAemwrdrwy, éwola TEY
mpodepopévwr Towaira Kai dmoia of. Kal mapd ToiTo moAAdkis GANT-
Aovs mapaxpovovrar kard Tods Adyovs ol uév ¢pdoxovres Suoia €lvat
7a pN) 6vra Suowa, ol d¢ dugioPyroivres Ta Spota pi elvar duoia.
AW wetparéoy éml mdvTwr TV TowlTwY dromaromoiely avToy, STws
wire 1@ amoxpwopéve £ dudioBnreiv s odx Spolws 1O Emipepd-
pevoy Aéyerat, pijte 79 pwtdure gukopavreiv bs Spolws Aeyouévor
&nedi) moAAG TdY ol Opolws Aeyopévwy Spolws dalverar Aéyesbar.
Topica, 8.1. ¢In induction it is sometimes difficult to word the
generalization, because the point of similarity in the particulars
has not been denoted in popular language by a common name.
In generalizing we say, And so in all like cases, or, And so in
all the members of the class. But it is excessively difficult
to define the class or determine what particulars are like: and
hence many fallacies arise, one party maintaining the likeness
of what is unlike, the other the unlikeness of what is like. We
ought therefore ourselves to invent a name for' the class, that
the answerer may be unable to pretend the unlikeness of what
is like, or the questioner the likeness of what is unlike, for what
is really unlike often appears to be like.” It is curious to see
the fundamental problem of induction treated so incidentally
and perfunctorily. The definition of the antecedent term of a
generalization is spoken of as if it were merely the process of
inventing a name. It is really the problem, which Aristotle
would allow to be all-important in science, of distinguishing
essential (ka6 aird) and accidental propositions, or, as we should
now say with Mill, of eliminating chance from causal conjunc-
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tions, and can only be solved by the methods of agreement and
difference.

8] ’Amogdvaeis. So read for émogdoets, the perpetual error of
the scribes.

9] Perhaps for morépws &xew TdAn0és, we should read worépws
éxes 70 ovrmles, i.e. morépws elwle Aéyeafar. But r7dAnbés, though
an ill-selected word, may be the right reading, for it may refer
to Tas aAnlels ddfas, which occurs above. It would denote the
real or symbolized meaning as opposed to the figure or imagery.
The theorem that the side and diagonal of a square are incom-
mensurate is demonstrated by Euclid, 10. 97, and is alluded to
by Aristotle: Tlepl 3¢ rdv didlwy oddels BovAeverar, olov mepl ToD
xdopov, i) tis dapérpov kal Tiis wAevpas 8rv doduperpor. Eth. Niec.
3. 3. We might suppose there was an allusion to the ambiguity
of the terms, % 3diuduerpos dovpuperpos, which may express either
that the diagonal and side of a square, or that the diameter and
circumference of a circle, are incommensurate. The latter pro-
position was probably stumbled on by those who were seeking
a method of squaring the circle; for they discovered that the
area of the circle equals half the rectangle of the radius and
circumference. But the interpretation given in the text seems
better.

There is a similarly constructed period in Topica, 8. 3: Tév 8¢
Spwy Svaemyepnrdraror mavrwy eloiv Soor kéxpnrrar Towiros Gvé-
paow & mparoy pev &dnhd éotw elre amAGs elre moAAax@s Aéyerar,
npds B8 Tovrots unde yvdpua mérepov kvplws 9 Kata peradopdy Imo
T0d Opioapévov Aéyerar dia pdv yap To doadi elvar ol Exer émi-
Xepripara, dia 3¢ 70 dyvoeiocfar €l mapd TO kard perapopav Aéyeodar
Towadr’ éorly, odx &xew émrlunow. €Of all definitions the most
difficult to attack are those whose terms raise a doubt, firstly,
whether they are ambiguous or unambiguous, and secondly,
whether they bear their proper sense or are metaphors. The
doubt whether they are ambiguous saves the definition from
confutation as false, and the doubt whether they bear their
proper sense saves it from condemnation as metaphorical.’
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CHAPTER XVIIL

1] Peudijs 3¢ Adyos kakeirar Terpaxds’ €va wév Tpdmov Grav dai-
vrat cvpumepalveadar Wy ovumepaivduevos, ds kakeirar guAAoyLouds
épioTikds. "AAAov b¢ 8rav ovunepalvnrar uév, ui uévrot wpds T6 Wpo-
xeluevov, Gmep quuPBalrel udAiora Tols €is 10 advvaror dyovow. *H
apds 1O mwpokelpevor pev cvumepaivnrar, ui wévrow kara THY olkelav
péBodor ToiTo 8¢ éoTw éav 6 mi) dv latpikds doxj) larpikos elvas, 7
yeWpETPIKOS M) DV YewueTpixds, 1) dtakextikds pi dv diaexTikds, dv
7€ Yebddos &v Te dAnbes ] TO cupBaivor. "AANov 8% Tpdmov éav da
Yevddy oupmepalimrars Todrov d¢ &oTar moré pév 1O cuumépacua
Yetdos moré d¢ dAndés. Topica, 8. 10. ¢False proof is of four
kinds : firstly, inconclusive or eristic proof: secondly, conclusive
but irrelevant proof, which chiefly occurs in reductio ad absur-
dum: thirdly, relevant proof by an inappropriate method, i.e.
proof that has a false pretence of being physiological or geo-
metrical or dialectical, though it has a true conclusion: fourthly,
proof from false premisses, whether the conclusion is true or
false” The first class is inconclusive syllogism. The second
class is inconclusive confutation, including non causa pro causa
and ignoratio elenchi (see ch. x, note 4). The third class is
simulated pirastic proof or simulated scientific proof, and may
be identified with one of the significations of accidental or in-
commensurate proof (ch. vi, note 5). The exposure of this
class of fallacy is beyond the competence of pirastic, and de-
mands science or at least education (see Appendix E). The
fourth class is dialectic, sophistic, or pseudographie, according
as the false premiss is a special opinion, a general maxim, or a
special theorem. Perhaps Aristotle would also call it dialectic,
if the general maxim was a really probable hypothesis. The
first two classes exhaust the thirteen paralogisms. All the
classes are sophistic, though the fourth class includes some mem-
bers which are not. The sophistic members of the fourth class
are discussed in chap. viii, where, however, they are not distin-
guished from the fallacies of the third class. Are there any
confutations which fall under the third class and not also under
the fourth, that is, which are sophistic and yet conclusive and
constructed of true premisses? It is difficult to conceive any
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thing that fulfils these conditions except the confutation of a
geometer, who is seduced into advancing an ungeometrical
thesis. He would scarcely do this deliberately, but he might
in the heat of a discursive debate, and would then expose him-
self to a by-confutation (mapeféireyxos). We might, however,
regard this as a case of non causa pro causa, that is, of the
second class. See the mention of by-confutation in ch. xii,
note 1.

2] Here the disproof of a conclusion is called counterproof,
“and spoken of as a solution of the argument in support of that
conclusion. This is not only manifestly inadmissible, but is
flatly contradicted by Aristotle himself in ch. xxiv. ¢Something
more than the exposure of a fault is required in solution, for the
falsity of the conclusion may be demonstrated without explain-
ing why the reasoning is fallacious. To solve Zeno’s proof of
the impossibility of motion, we ought not to try to prove the
opposite, for though we gave ten thousand valid proofs, this
would be no solution, for it would not expose where the falsity
of his argument lies.” Elsewhere Aristotle clearly implies that
antisyllogism or counterproof (he uses the synonymous term
avremixepeiv) is directed not against the conclusion but against
a premiss. ’Emel 8¢ mdca mpdracts cvAhoyioTiky 1) TovTwy ls éoTw
e Sv 6 auvAloywouds, 1 Twos Tolrwy &vexa (dfAov ¥ Srav érépov
Xdpw AapBdmrac ¢ mAelw Ta Spoia épwtdr 7 yap 8 émaywydis 3
30 Spowdrnros s éml 10 oAV TO kaBdAov AapBdvovor): T4 ptv xabé-
kaora mdvra Oeréov, dv 7} dAn0i) kai &vdofa, Tpos d¢ TO kaBoAov et~
paréov &voracw Pépew. To yap dvev dvordoews 3 olons ) doxodans
xoAveww TOv Adyov dvokohalvew éorlv. El olv énl moAAGy ¢aivo-
pévwy ob didwat 76 xabéhov piy Exwv &veraow, pavepdy &ri dvoko-
Aalver. "Eve 8¢ €l pnd’ dvremixepely ot 81t ovk GAnbs, paAdoy &y
d6&ete duokohalvewr. Kaitor 0dde 1000 ikavdy: moAhovs yap Adyovs
évavriovs Exopev tals dofais ods xakemor Aew' kubdmep Toi Zijvw-
vos 81t ovk vdéxerar xwelofar oD 76 aTddiov dieNfety GAN’ oD Bid
ToiTo T4 dvTikelpeva TovTois ob Oeréov. El odv wire dvremyelpety
éxwv wire évloTaclar od TlOna, dfilov 31t dvokoraiver. "Eate yap 5
& Ndyois dvaroAla dmdkpiois mapd Tods elpnuévovs Tpdmovs ovAAo-
yiopod pbaprixi. Topica, 8. 7. ¢ All propositions are premisses of
the final proof, or premisses of these premisses, as the particulars
adduced in induction and similitude. These particulars must

L
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be admitted if they are true, and the universal inference opposed
by enstasis. To resist an inference without adducing an enstasis,
real or apparent, is perversity, or irrational obstructiveness. To
resist without even adducing a counterproof, is still greater per-
versity. Yet even this would be insufficient, for many proofs of
paradoxes are hard to solve, like Zeno’s about motion, and yet
the respondent (in arguing on a different question) is bound to
admit the opposite. If, then, the respondent refuses to admit a
premiss without adducing either enstasis or counterproof, he is
undeniably perverse. For logical perversity is withstanding
proof without one of these modes of justification.” The same is
implied in the Rhetoric: Ta 8¢ mpos rov dvridikor oly €repdy T
€ldos, AAAG TOVY miotewr &otL Ta pév Adoal dvordoel Ta 8¢ gUAMo-
YO ..... UoTepov 8¢ Aéyovra mpéror T4 Tpos Tov évavriov Adyov
Aexréov, Adovra kai dvriovAloyi{duerov, xai pdiioera dv eddokiun-
kdra 3. damep yap dvOpwmov mpodiaBeBAnuévor ob déxerar 1 Yruxi,
100 alTdv Tpdmov 0vdE Adyov, éav ¢ évavrios €0 dokjj elpnkévar. el
ody xdpav mowely év 1@ dxpoary) 1@ wélhovri Adye: &rtar §¢, &v
avékys. Rhetoric, 2.17. ¢ The portion of a speech which answers
an opponent is not a separate kind of proof, but is a solution of
his argument by enstasis and antisyllogism....... The orator who
speaks second should first encounter his opponent’s argument by
enstasis and antisyllogism, at least if it was effective. For as a
person against whom we are prepossessed finds our mind closed
against him, so does an argument after an effective speech of
the adversary. Room therefore must be made in the hearer’s
mind for the coming proof, and this can only be by upsetting
the adversary’s argument.’ Here dvriovAAoytousds is contrasted
with ¢ uéAwv Adyos. It therefore can only signify opposition
to the opponent’s premisses: for if it was opposition to his con-
clusion it would be identical with 6 ué\Awv Adyos. This ques-
tion is continued in the following note.

8] ¢ As was said before’ must refer, not to Topica, 8. 8, quoted
in last note, but to what immediately precedes. *H &8¢ 9 &de,
therefore, means that the dvaipesis applies either to the premiss
or to the conclusion. Here, then, we are in a difficulty : for no
logician could suppose that an argument is solved by another
argument in support of an opposite conclusion. The following
seems to be the explanation. The disproof of the conclusion of
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a prosyllogism, though no solution of that prosyllogism, is a
solution of any subsequent syllogism in which the conclusion of
that prosyllogism figures as a premiss. In fact, every premiss
that the questioner wishes to obtain must be supported by
induction, therefore every refusal of the answerer to admit a
premiss is the rejection of an inductive conclusion. “Orav ¥ émd-
yovros émi moAAdy pi 3:d@ 16 xabdhov, Tore dlkaiov dmairely EvaTa-
ow. M7y elndvra & alrov éml thwv ofrws, ol dlkawoy dmairelv éml
tlvov ody olrws' det ydp émdyovra mpdrepov ofrw T Evoracw
dnawrety... Eav & &nl moAAGv mporelvorros py Pépn &voraow, dfiw-
Téov Ti0évar diakexTixy) ydp éaTi mpdracts mpds Ny obTws éml WOAADY
ovoay py &omw &voracis. Topica, 8. 2. ¢ When the questioner
has made an induction by many particular instances, if the uni-
versal is not admitted, he has a right to ask for an enstasis or
contradictory instance. Before he himself has adduced sup-
porting instances he has no right to ask for contradictory in-
stances. The induction must be made before the enstasis can
be demanded. When many particulars can be alleged in support
of a premiss and no contradictory ones against it, the universal
proposition must be granted. For in dialectic that is a good
proposition which is supported by many examples, and to which
no exception can be alleged.” It appears, then, that enstasis and
antisyllogism do not differ because one attacks a premiss and
the other a conclusion, but because they attack the same premiss
in a different manner. For more on the nature of enstasis see
Appendix D.

CHAPTER XIX.

17 Thus: to speak of stones is possible, to speak of stones is
speech of the speechless, therefore speech of the speechless is
possible.

2] Svvenlorasfar is not explained by the lexicons, and we
have no means of conjecturing the nature of the fallacy. But
we may observe that it did not depend on any double meaning
of énicraca, i. e. on homonymia, as we might imagine from what
is said below, for we are here told it was a case of amphibolia.

3] Suppose Appius to be blind: then, to see Appius is pos-
sible, to see Appius is sight of the blind, therefore sight of the
blind is possible.

L2
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When the conclusion is ambiguous, the sophist must take
care to get it denied before he proves it, or it will be admitted
and ridiculed as a truism. E.g. Ildrepov 8¢ Spdow, épn 6 Ed6v-
Snuos, kal Skvfar kal of dANot &vfpomor Ta Suvard dpav 1) Ta &Y-
vara; Ta dvvara djmov. Odxody kal 0¥, &pn. Kayd. ‘Opds odv Ta
yuérepa ludria; Nal. Avvard odv dpav éori radra; “Yweppuds, édn
6 Krjourmos. T(8€é; % 8 8s. Mndév. v & lows odx oiet adra dpav.
Otrws 5ds €l. *AANd pot doxels, Edidnue, ot xabeddwy émikexor-
pioba. Euthydemus, § 67. ¢Is what the Scythians and other
people see able to be seen (able to see) or unable ?—Able.—And
what you see too ?—What I see too.—Do you see our dress ?—
Yes.—Is our dress able to see (able to be seen) ?—Certainly.—
Why you don’t mean to say—Yes I do. Did you think it was
not able to be seen? What a noodle you are! Why, Euthy-
demus, you must be sleeping with your eyes open.’

4] A proposition or proof is said to be addressed to a term
(mpds Toiro) when that term is the subject of the proposition or
of the conclusion. Elvat ué¢v cvAAoyioudv oddev kwAvet, mpds uévro
10 B otk &orar 8id 16v el\nppévaw.... . O ptv yip cvAloytopds &TAGSs
éx mpordoedy dorw, & 8¢ mpos Tdde guAoyiouds &k T@Y mpds Tdde
mpordoewy, 6 d& Tovde mpds Tdde did TGV Tobde Mpds Téde mpordoewy.
*Adbvaroy 8¢ mpds 10 B AaBeiv mpdracw undév wire xarnyopovvras
atrol wir’ dmapvovuévous.” Analytica Priora, 1. 23. ¢ We may
prove something, but not respecting this term, from these pre-
misses. For all proof is from premisses, proof respecting a
given term from premisses addressed to that term, proof con-
necting a given predicate with a given term from premisses
addressed to that term, and relating to that predicate. When a
premiss is addressed to a term, that term must be a subject on
which the premiss imposes, or from which it removes, some pre-
dicate.” “OAws 8¢ ™ mpds 7@ pellon dxpy mpdracw olk &oTw
dvackevdoar xaBéhov B Tiis dvrioTpodils, del yap dvaipeirar did
T0D TpiTov O)ifpMatos, dvdykn yap mpds 10 &oxarov dxpov &udorépas
AaBeiv Tas mpordoers. Anal. Priora, 2. 8. <The contrary of the
major premiss cannot be proved by the minor premiss and the
contrary of the conclusion, for the proof is in the third figure,
the minor term becoming the middle and being made the sub-
Jject of both premisses.” Afjdov 8¢ xal 87t & &maot Tols oxiipacw
drav p ylnrar cvAoyiouds, karnyopikdy pev 7 orepnTikdy djudo-
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répwv Svrev Tév Spev, oddty SAws yiverar dvaykaiov, xarTyyopikoH
d¢ xal orepnricod, xafdlov Angbévros Tod orepyricod, del ylverar
ovAAoytouds Tob éAdrTovos dxkpov mpds TO peifor, olov €l TO pev A
mavrl ¢ B i) Twl, 70 8¢ B undeni ¢ T. ’Avriorpedopévor yip tév
wpordoewy dvdyxn t0 T mwl 7@ A uy) vmdpxew. Anal. Priora, 1. 7,
‘In all the figures, when the premisses are inconclusive, if one
is affirmative and the other universal negative, we get a con-
clusion by making the major term the subject and the minor the

predicate. E.g.
Some M is P,

No 8§ s M,

Some P is not 8§,
for conversion of both premisses gives us the first figure.” [Ari-
stotle employs conversion because he did not recognize the fourth
figure. Conclusions in which the relation of the major and minor
terms is inverted were called by the Schoolmen Indirect moods.]

Sometimes, however, the 8pos mpds Sv designates the predicate

of the conclusion. ’Ev &magt yap rois els 10 advvarov gvAloyiouols
avdyxr kowdy Twa AaBelv 8pov EAAoy T&Y tmokepévar, Tpos dv ErTar
700 Yrevdods 6 ocvAdoyiouds, GoT dvrieTpadelons Tavrys Tis mpord-
gews, Tiis & érépas dpolws éxovans, dektikds EoTut 6 ovANoyLopds dia
TGy atr@v Spwv. Anal. Priora, 1. 29. ¢In reductio ad absurdum
we must take a third term distinct from those of the problem,
and of this third term prove what is absurd. The contradictory
of this conclusion and the other premiss of the reductio are the
premisses of ostensive proof.” I.e. supposing no § is P to be
proved ostensively thus,

No M is P,

AllS is M,

No S is P,
we may prove it indirectly by combining its contradictory.
Some § is P, with either of the ostensive premisses, thus:

No M is P,

Some § 1s P,

.*. Some 8§ is not M.

Or Some § is P,
All § s M,

.. Some M is P.
In the former case, which is that which Aristotle examines, the
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new term, M, is the predicate of the false conclusion: in the se-
cond case it is the subject. We may observe that in the first of
the passages which we have quoted, Aristotle seems for the mo-
ment to have overlooked the third figure, for there the minor term
(mpds 8v) is the predicate, not the subject, of the minor premiss.

A proof is said to be addressed to a proposition (mpds Todro)
when that proposition is the conclusion or contradictory of the
conclusion. ’Ev dmact yap tols éf Umoféoews 6 uev ocvAhoyiouos
ylverar mpos 10 peralapBavduevov, 16 8 €f dpxfis mepaiverar 8 Spo-
Aoylas 7} Twos dAAns vmoféoews. An. Pr. 1.23. ¢ In hypotheticals
the categorical reasoning is directed to prove the subsumption
or condition (the antecedent or contradictory of the consequent)
and the original problem is decided by an agreement or hypo-
thesis making the problem depend on the subsumption.” “Orav
8 7 mpds 10 aflwpa xai Ty mpdracw ueifor Epyov daheyiirar ) Tiy
Oéow, damopriceier &v Tis, mdrepov Oeréov T Towaire % ob. Topica,
8.3. ¢When a premiss or proposition is harder to prove than
the thesis to disprove, it may be doubted whether the respondent
ought or ought not to concede the proposition.’

It appears, then, that mpds 8, when it denotes a term in a syl-
logism, excludes the middle; when it denotes a proposition, ex-
cludes the premisses. In the Analytica mepl § denotes the sub-
ject of demonstration, or minor term; & the predicates, or major
terms; éf dv, not the middle terms, but sometimes the pre-
misses, sometimes the axioms or syllogistic canons,

5] No English word expresses the ambiguity of déovra. For
want of a better let us take the word necessary, then we have
the syllogism: What is evil ought not to be done, what is evil
is necessary, therefore what is necessary ought not to be done.

6] L e. mjp 0éow dopburéov. ’Epdrnais at other times denotes
a premiss: here it denotes the thesis, or the question by which
it is elicited. So in ch. xxii, ‘O pév yap &wker dporndels, 'Epw-
mioas odv 8 e, ovvdyer émi Tob Goa, O & €blvs T épdTnow
dvatpodvres, and in ch. xxiv, Avovor 8¢ Twes dvaipodvres THY
épdmow. There is the same ambiguity about 70 xefuevov. In
Topica, 1. 4, Aristotle says that a premiss is properly introduced
by the formula Gpa, and a thesis by the formula wdrepov, but he
himself violates the rule shortly afterwards.

7] For éor. read, or after éorw insert, addvarov.
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CHAPTER XX.

1] Therefore he was beaten with eyes and you saw him with
a stick. One syllogism will stand thus: What he was beaten
with was what you saw him beaten with; what you saw him
beaten with was your eyes; therefore he was beaten with your
eyes. This we should call an ambiguous middle, if Aristotle in
the text had not objected to the term. The other syllogism may
stand thus: He was beaten with that with which you saw him;
what he was beaten with was a stick ; therefore that with which
you saw him was a stick. Here the minor is ambiguous.

2] After onualve. &repov we may supply or understand, r@
wévrot mredpare Erepov anpalver. Aex0ev onuaive. Erepov is equiv-
alent to $8yyov onpaire. érepov. The passage shews that written
signs of accentuation and breathing were an innovation when
this treatise was composed.

8] The logician, who reduced all fallacies to equivocation, is
probably the person criticized in ch. x, and very likely a Pla-
tonist.

4] This fallacy is alluded to in the Rhetoric, but is not ex-
plained. *AAAos 7dmos 70 duppnuévor cvwrifévra Aéyew 7 16 ovy-
xeluevoy Statpovvra. *Emel yap ratrov doxel elvar odx dv TadTov moA-
Adks, 6mdrepov xpnowpuwrepor, Toito del motety. "Eori 8¢ Tobro Edfu-
duov Adyos, olov 70 eldévar 8r Tpujpns & IMewarel éoriv, éxaotov
yap oldev. Rhet. 2. 24. ¢ Another source of fallacy is compo-
sition and division. As a proposition often seems the same when
its parts are differently combined, we may combine them as suits
our convenience. So Euthydemus argues: You know the fact
that there is a trireme in the Pireus, for you know every sepa-
rate element of the fact.’

5] This is no syllogism, as Aristotle seems to have thought;
it is merely a pretence of stating in one sentence what had pre-
viously been stated in two. § is good, § is a shoemaker, there-
fore § is a good shoemaker. Here all the three terms reappear
in the quasi conclusion. The same may be said of the next
example. Evil is bad, evil is a thing to learn, therefore evil is
a bad thing to learn.

6] For onovdaior & pdfnua read omovdaia # emoriun. Mdfnpa
=10 palnrdy or 16 &maryTdv.
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CHAPTER XXIIL

1] Energy or function (thought, sensation) is distinguished
from production (ximois) because the former is complete in
character at every moment of its existence, whereas the latter
has not its complete character till it ceases. Pleasure, for in-
stance, is pleasure at every moment, and the sum of a pleasant
emotion only differs from the component parts in quantity. The
parts are homogeneous to one another and to the whole. But
the process called housebuilding is not completely housebuilding
till it is finished. Before that time it is foundation-laying, wall-
building, roof-constructing, and these stages differ in nature
from one another and from the total operation. If the architect
has built a house, he is not still building it; but the owner may
have used it, and be still using it.

2] For 8 éer éNaPBev read b éNaBev éxe, or, éxer & éAafev, and
below for 8 pi) éxaBev éxew read py & ENaBev Exew.

3] ’Epdmous here signifies the thesis. It is rather an abuse
of language to speak of solving a fallacy by contradicting the
thesis. To contradict the thesis is not to solve the fallacy, but
to admit that the confutation is valid. We were told in ch. xix.
that we might, by way of solution, remodel the thesis, when the
reasoning disclosed an ambiguity, but here the thesis is not
remodelled, it is abandoned.

4] Solution points out the cause of a fallacy, and the cause
ought to stand the criteria of causation. The solution ought to
satisfy what Mill calls the method of difference. If the state
of circumstances indicated by the solution deprives the elenchus
of its cogency, the reversal of those circumstances ought to
make it valid. No solution, therefore, is true, unless the elenchus
becomes sound as soon as we correct the vices the solution indi-
cates. But, in the above cases, we may concede the truth of
what the solution alleges to be false, and yet the elenchus
remains inconclusive.

5] 'Eypdgero. So read for &ypagé tis. A truth was written;
what is written is what was written; therefore what is written
is a truth. Here we may place the fallacy : What is bought in
the market is eaten; raw meat is bought in the market; there-
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fore raw meat is eaten. Or, better in Latin: Quod emisti, come-
disti; crudum emisti; ergo crudum comedisti.

6] “A 3¢ olx &mavra. So read with one of the MSS. for 76 &
dmavra. The construction is, § pev older, &mav 9 padov 9 elpov
older & 8¢ oldev, ody dmavra ) pabov 7 elpov oldev:

Similar to this is the reasoning: Food is necessary to life,
corn is food, therefore corn is necessary to life. Food is taken
collectively in the major premiss, distributively in the minor.
The major does not mean, as Whately says, that some food is
necessary to life, 1. e. taking some in its logical sense, some
particular food; for this would be false, as all food has its
substitute. '

7] ‘O 7plros dvfpwmos is the name of an argument directed
aganst the doctrine of Ideas. If, wherever there are similar
individuals, we require an idea to account for their common
nature, we can set no limit to the multiplication of hypothetical
existences. If the likeness of individual men to one another
must be explained by an ideal man, then the likeness of the
individual men to the ideal man must be explained by a second
ideal, and so on, ad infinitum.

8] “Exfeois is used in different senses. In the Analytica it
means separating part of the denotation of a term, some of the
members of a class, from the rest, and giving them a name.
This is one way of reducing Baroko and Bokardo. For instance,
let P represent the predicate or major, M the middle, and § the
subject or minor; then in Baroko we have the following propo-
sitions :

Al P s M,
Some § is not M,
Some § is not P.
Separate the portion of § which is not M and call it Z: we then
have the following :
All P is M,
No Z is M,
No Z is P;
which is reduced as Camestres. This Aristotle describes as
follows : ’Avdyxn éxfeuévovs ¢ Twvl éxdrepov pi Smdpxet, kara Tovrov
wowety Tov ouAAoywoudy. “Eotar yap dvaykales énl Tovrev. El d¢
katd Toi éxrebévros éoriv dvaykaios, kal xar’ ékelvov Twds, TO yap
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éxrelty Smep éxetvd 1 dorw. An. Pr. 1. 8. ¢ We must isolate
that portion of the minor of which the middle and major are
denied and make it a new minor. Then the premisses are neces-
sary propositions; and whatever is universally true of the new
minor is partially true of the old; for the old is the genus of
the new.’

In the present passage éfeots signifies separating part of the
connotation of a term from the rest, the specific from the indi-
vidual or the generic from the specific; and we are reminded
that this may be a purely mental or logical separation, not
physical or real.

In the Metaphysica &feots is used for real separation. Tobro
¥ ékivnae pev Swrpdrys Bua Tods Opiopovs, o iy dxdpiré ye 1w
xaf’ &acrov. Kal Tofro dplis évdnaev ob ywploas. Anhoi de éx
1O épywv* dvev pév yap Tob kabdlov odk éorw émoTiuny AaBeiy,
70 3¢ ywpilew alriov Tév cupBawdvrwy Buoxepdr mept Tas déas
dorlv. Ol & &s dvaykalov elmep €govral Twes ovolar mapa Tas
alofnras kai peovoas, xwpirras elvai, dAAas uév olx elyov, Tavras
3¢ tas xabdhov Aeyouévas éféfecav. Met. 12. 9. ¢ Attention to
universals received an impulse from the Socratic definitions: but
Socrates did not separate them from particulars, and he did well,
as the result shewed. For universals are indispensable to
science, but their separation from the objects of sense produces
the difficulties of idealism. The idealists saw that substances, if
there were any besides the objects of sense, must have a separate
existence, and not knowing what else to assign, hypostatized
universals.” Compare, A\’ 6 pév Swkpdrys 7a kafddov o xw-
ploTa émoles odd¢ Tods Opiopovst of & Exdpiosav, kai T& Tolabra TéY
Svrwy déas mpoonydpevoav. Met. 12. 4. ¢ Socrates assigned no
independent existence to universals and the objects of definition.
The Platonists separated them from the world of sense and
called them ideas.’

9] The idealists supposed that the existence of ideas was an
indispensable logical hypothesis. It was to them what the uni-
formity of nature is to modern logic. No ideas, no science, was
their notion. Aristotle contradicts this in the Analytica: Ein
pev odv elvat, 7 & Tt Tapd Ta TOAAA, odk dvdyky, €l dmddeis Eorar
€lrar pévror &v kard mOAAGY dAnfes elmeiv, avdyxkn. OV yap éorau
70 kafdhov, dv i Todro 3 &aw ¢ 70 xafdhov my 7, T péoov odk
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éorat, dor’ 008 dmddeifis. A€l dpa i &v kai TO alrd émi TAewvoY
€elvar ui Spdvvpov. An. Post. 1. 11. < The existence of ideas or
substantive unities independent of the world of sense, is not
indispensable to demonstration : the existence of classes, or uni-
form relations (attributes) declarable of many individuals, is. Un-
less one and the same thing were predicable univocally of many,
there could be no demonstration, for there could be no middle
term to comprehend the minor.” In the text mapd is used in an
unusual sense. In Aristotle 7 &v mapd Ta woAAd usually denotes
theidea : here it denotes the universal. The doctrine that Aristotle
here enunciates is Nominalism, i. e. that the similarity of uni-
versals to substances is merely grammatical (év 77} Aéfes), the only
point they have in common being their name, nomen substan-
tivum. The words éml waow imply an exception, which, I sup-
pose, refers to the active or objective reason (vods wownrikds).

10] Whately considers that the fallacy of figura dictionis con-
sists in taking for granted that paronyms, i.e. nouns, verbs,
adverbs, adjectives, derived from the same root, like design,
designing, art, artful, project, projector, have a precisely corre-
spondent meaning. ln English this is not so, and the fallacy
thence arising may be fairly classed under figura dictionis. But
this was not Aristotle’s view. In Greek, a more regularly con-
structed language, the meaning of paronyms, with very few
exceptions, does exactly correspond ; and paronyms (ra doroixa)
were a locus of dialectic, i.e. valid reasoning. MdAwra & éni-
Kaipot kai Kotwoi Tér ToTwY ol T €k TAY drTikeipévwy kal TGV ovoTol-
Xov kal 76y mTdoewy: Spoiws yap Evdofov 1o dfidoat. Topica, 3. 6.
¢The most effective and universally applicable topics are those
from opposites and those from paronyms, for a proposition
transferred to an opposite or a paronym is just as probable as in
its original form.” This is another instance of the proximity
(yesrviaos) of dialectic and sophistry.

Paronymous words (wapdvvpa) are different modifications of
the same root ; like-figured words (Suotooxijpova) are similar mo-
difications of different roots. Homonymous words appear to
denote things entirely identical; like-figured words appear to
denote things belonging to the same class, order, or category ;
paronymous words appear to denote things variously correlated
to the same standard of reference (mpos év). In Greek the things
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not the words are called oudvvpa and mapdrupa, so that these
definitions would require modification.

CHAPTER XXIII

1] For &uyrvxov read dpvxov. ’Amodrioavra py elvar (druxov)
denotes the thesis, and is equivalent to ¢ricavra elvar Eupvyor:
SupBalver denotes the conclusion of the confutation.

CHAPTER XXIV.

1] From this it might seem that every solution by &aipeots,
as well as every solution by avalpests, and every proposition of
the questioner, was to be supported by induction : but Aristotle
does not impose this obligation when speaking of any other
fallacy.

2] Here the attribute (unknown) of the accident (about to be
asked) is transferred to the subject (the summum bonum). It
would be easy to state any of these fallacies so that the attribute
of the subject should be transferred to the accident; e.g. if we
inferred that because the summum bonum was known, therefore
the question about to be asked was known. [The fallacy seems
really to be amphibolia. The premiss, nescis quid sim te roga-
turus, is employed as if it were, non novisti quod sum te roga-
turus.]

3] The fallacy seems really equivocation, a confusion between
the two senses of knowledge, old acquaintance, and recognition
on a particular occasion.

4] In these two examples there is no syllogism, for all the
three terms appear in the quasi conclusion. There is only a
pretence of expressing in one sentence what had previously been
expressed in two. The principle of the fallacy seems the same
as that of the good shoemaker, which was put under the head
of composition and division.

5] This excentric syllogism may be illustrated by the follow-
ing: Oxygen combined with hydrogen is water; oxygen com-
bined with hydrogen is oxygen, therefore oxygen is water. Or:
Oxygen is gaseous; oxygen combined with hydrogen is oxygen ;
therefore oxygen combined with hydrogen is gaseous. The
fallacy may be regarded as equivocation. In one premiss, four
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multiplied by four means the product of the factors, in the
other, only the first-named factor.

6] For dvawpoivres read diaipoivres. ’Epdrnous here, as in ch.
xxii, is the thesis. But when we point out an ignoratio elenchi,
it is not necessary to remodel or abandon the thesis (dvaipeiv).
It is sufficient to shew that it is not contradicted (Siaspeiv).
One MS. reads o? diatpodvres. This seems to be the query of
an intelligent reader.

7] See ch. xx.

8] Here again (see ch. xxii, note 3) we have by implication
the strange expression of solving a fallacy by contradicting the
thesis. The syllogism seems to have been: A four is a small
number; a four multiplied by a four is a four; therefore a four
multiplied by a four is a small number.

9] Aristotle does mot speak very accurately. He said in
ch. iv. that a term is ambiguous whether the plurality of signi-
fication is (1) proper, or (2) customary, or (3) merely arises in
combination.

10] From this expression it might seem that Aristotle con-
sidered the fallacy to belong equally to per accidens and to
composition.

117 The purport of the passage seems to require a mark of
interrogation after xaxdv.

12] Aristotle seems to mean that there would be a fallacy of
composition. But if Davus is good and belongs to bad masters,
the conclusion that something of the bad is good follows without
any fallacy of composition. Aristotle is in difficulties from re-
fusing to admit that the genitive is ambiguous, at least has a
partitive and relative as well as a possessive force. Yet he repu-
diates as an impossibility the proposition, elvar Ty xaxdy T
dyafdy. But what is there paradoxical in this unless its first
and most obvious, i. e. proper, meaning is, that some evil is
good, in other words, unless the genitive is partitive? This was
recognised by subsequent grammarians as its original meaning,
when they called it the genus-predicating case (yevuxh) nréots).

18] If the expression is not ambiguous, how would Aristotle
solve the fallacy, What is of the animals is the property of the
animals, man is of the animals, therefore man is the property of
the animals ? He could not refer it to any of the heads of fallacy,
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but apparently would be obliged to deny the minor (see ch. xvii,
Afdov oty &v ols doagés 1O Mpotewduevor ob auyxwpnréor &mAGs),
which would be a very unsatisfactory mode of solution.

14] The fallacy per accidens has been generally misunder-
stood, which seems to shew that it is an ill-defined species. We
might do well to drop it from the list and distribute its contents
among the other classes. The principle which, in order to solve
it, Aristotle brings to bear against the sophist, namely that the
predicate of a predicate cannot be inferred of the subject, unless
one of the premisses is an essential proposition or even a defini-
tion, is far too sweeping; and if admitted would upset nine-
tenths of the syllogisms ever constructed. If we retain the class
in order to comprehend the instances given in ch. v, i.e. all the
cases of illicit process and undistributed middle that are not
comprehended in consequens, it would be well to give the class
a more appropriate name than accidens, and make one class
represent both accidens and consequens.

CHAPTER XXV.

1] Whately, followed by Mill and De Morgan, makes per
accidens the converse of secundum quid. He confines the second
to the case where a term is first used with a limitation and
afterwards without, and per accidens to the opposite case, where
a term is first used without and afterwards with a limitation.
But it is plain that with Aristotle secundum quid included both
the case where a term has a limitation in the premisses and not
in the conclusion, and vice versa; and both the case where the
limitation is in the conclusion but not in the thesis, and that
where it is in the thesis but not in the conclusion.

2] For dyialvew read dpyew.

3] So we must read with one of the MSS.: the others give
70 yap AaBetv dyabov dyadiv.

4] Nuwav. So read, in spite of MSS., for xplvew. Perhaps
too, below, for 8kaidy éorww ixavds Aéyew, we should read dlxaidy
éori vikav Aéyovra, or dikaidy dori vikav s Aéyer.
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CHAPTER XXVL
1] See ch. v.

CHAPTER XXVIL

1] ’Enel 74 ¥ épwtav dudiBola kal 16 mapd iy Suwrvuiav, Soar
7 &AAat TowaiTar mapakpoloets, kal TOo¥ aAnfwov ENeyxov ddavllet,
xal 700 \eyxduevor kal pn éAeyxduevov ddnhov mouiel. . . "Adnlov
vap €l aAnbi Néyer viv. .. Nov 8¢, 8ia 10 un kaA@s épwtav Tovs
muvbavouévovs, dvdykn mpoocanoxplvesfal T Tov épwrduevor, diop-
Ooivra v poxOnpiav tijs mpordoews. Ch. xvii.

CHAPTER XXVIII.

1] For dvribéoers read avripdoers. The generic term dvrixel-
pevor which follows, and which caused the false reading, is only
used because avripnue has no perfect passive participle. If 4
and B are related as antecedent and consequent, that is, if all
A4 is B, one form of fallacy is to assume that all Bis 4. This
in hypothetical reasoning is to infer the truth of the antecedent
from the truth of the consequent. Another form is to assume
that all not-4 is not-B. This is to infer the falsehood of the
consequent from the falsehood of the antecedent. Afjdov odv 8re
mpos dudw dvTioTpéder 1) katd THY Gyridacy drxolovbnots dvdmaAw
ywopévn. Topica, 2. 8. ¢ Whether the original terms are affirma-
tive or negative, in both cases the contradictories of the original
terms have their sequence in an inverted order.” The false read-
ing is probably the origin of the name of the famous conversion
by contra-position. The logicians who used the name used it
without a meaning, and were not troubled by the fact that in
the rest of their system dvrifesis had been translated opposition,
not contra-position. In the above-quoted passage mpos dudo
armioTpéper ywouévn=¢én dudoww époiws ylverar.
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CHAPTER XXX.

1] Taira, so read for ratra. In the preceding line, after
wahw, add, or understand, avdyxy cvppBaivew vmevavrivpa.

2] For ¢nei 8 read émeds.

3] Read, el 10 pév dyabov ylverar, 10 8¢ xaxdy, dlo yévour &v
dyafw 7 dvo xakd, or something similar.

4] Whately, forgetting that the names of the fallacies are
taken from a treatise on Eristic, i.e. catechetical disputation,
thinks that the questioning in plurium interrogationum is
merely a rhetorical figure, and that this fallacy merely differs
from homonymia because the orator, to give animation to his
discourse, puts his assertions into the form of interrogations,
making believe that he expects an answer. But the examples
given shew that the peculiarity of plurium interrogationum is,
that the premisses are in the form, 4 and B are X and Y, and
that there is no ambiguity in the principal terms 4, B, X, ¥, but
only in pronouns and syncategorematic words, such as they,
themselves, both, all.

The error of treating two questions as one is independent of
diction, and therefore Aristotle has placed this class among the
fallacies extra dictionem : but as after this error has been com-
mitted no fallacy arises unless the questioner takes advantage
of an ambiguity, it seems it ought to be classed with the fallacies
in dictione. But throughout this treatise Aristotle seems in-
clined to differ from the logician, perhaps the theorist criticized
in ch. x, who reduced all fallacies to equivocation.

CHAPTER XXXI.

1] Perhaps we should read, olov dumAdowor dvev Tob sjulceos év
7¢ dumAdoov Tjuloeos.

2] Té &v 1fj &nopdoer.  So read for 70 év 7¢ Huiver.

8] Taird. So read for robro.

4] Zwos and paiBds lose part of their connotation when joined
to substantives. Taken separately they mean something more
than rotAds; but oy fis and paiBov okéhos mean no more than
koA pls and kohov okédos. This must be the gist of the
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passage, but it is not easy to get it from the text. If, with
some MSS., we omit the words &vfa pev yap 70 ayudy, &vla 8¢ 1o
paiBov onpalver, we may read, wpooriféuevor & oddev kwAder dAAo
70 pév 17 pwl 70 8¢ 7@ oxéler onuaiver. Bekker’s reading, ovu-
Baiver instead of the first omuaive, is merely a conjecture of
Pacius, and does not make the passage more intelligible.

5] The sophistic locus of tautology may be considered as a
caricature of a dialectic locus. One fault which dialectic criti-
cism finds with a definition is the introduction of superfluous
words. Ovk &ori 8¢ 10 dis ¢pOéyfaclar TadTov Svopa TéY &rémwy,
@A 70 wAeovaxis wepl Twos TO adTd Karnyopijoat, olov bs Eevo-
kpdrys iy Ppdvmow SpwoTikny xal OewpnTikny TOY SvTev Pnoiv
evar. “‘H yap dptorict) Oewpnrici 1ls o, dore dis 70 alrd Aéye
mpoclels mdAw kal Oewpnriciiy. T[ldAw €l Tol kabdhov elpnuévov
mpooleln kai émi pépovs, olov el T émelketav eNdrTwow TGV oUn-
Pepdvrov kal dikalwy: 70 yip dlkaov quudépov Ti, dore wepiéxerar
é&v 19 ovudéporte mepirtov odv 70 dikawov. Kal el Ty latpikip
émomijuny 10y Vyewdr (Yo kal dlpdme, ) Tov vouov elkdva TGV
PloeL kaAév kal dikalwy' 16 yip dikaiov kakdy T, doTe TAeovdkis TO
atro Aéyei. Topica, 6. 3. ‘It is not the recurrence of a word
in a sentence that is to be condemned, but the reiteration of
an identical predicate. Xenocrates is guilty of this when he
says that wisdom defines and investigates truth, for to define
is to investigate. The following definitions, which assert the
particular after asserting the universal, are tautological. An
equitable spirit is a willingness to have one’s interests and
rights reduced. Rights are included in interests and the word
is superfluous. Medicine is the science of what is wholesome
to animals and men. Law is the copy of the naturally beautiful
and right. Right is included in beautiful.” TIToAAaxis yép Aav-
8dvovar ToiTo TolobvTes (mAeovdkis Aéyovres TO alrd) kal &y Tols
dlots xabdmep kal év Tols Gpois. Ok &orar 8¢ xaAds xelpevov 7o
Todro memorfos idiov. Tapdrrer yap TOv éxovovra 7O mAeovdkis
Aex0év. ’Acagis odv dvaykaidy éori ylveofar, kal mpds TovToLs
ddoheoxeiv Soxovaw. Topica, 5. 2. ¢ There is often a latent
tautology in statements of property as well as in definitions. It
is a fault, for it obscures the meaning, perplexes the hearer, and
shows an incontinence of words.’

M
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CHAPTER XXXIL

1] If for the neuter roiro we substitute the masculine, which
distinguishes the nominative and accusative, we find there is an
ambiguous middle; and that the solecistic conclusion does not
legitimately follow unless we substitute a false major or false
minor premiss. Adopting the English collocation of the subject
and predicate we have the following as the true syllogism :

Minor: To vmokeluevov &orw olros dv Aéyets adrd elvat

Major : Obros dv Aéyeis adrd elvar €ome Aifos.

Conclusion: To vmokeiuevor dpa &t Alfos.

The solecistic conclusion requires either the false and solecistie
minor,

T Vmoxeluevov €ori ToiTov v Aéyers adrd elvar,
which with the true major,

T Tobrov dv Aéyeis adrd elvar onpalver 76 Alfov,
gives the conclusion,

T dmoxeluevov &pa &ori Aoy :
or the false major,

T olros 8v Aéyeis alrd elvar anualver 16 Alfov.

2] Elmeiv. So read with one of the MSS. for elmev. After
oiros add ) robrov. Then the complete sentence is, EvAov &
elmely olros #) Tobrov otder diagéper, where olros and roirov merely
represent cases, their gender being disregarded.

8] For rov AMbov onpalvew obros, read Alfov enpalvew 76 olros.
Here Aristotle assumes that the conclusion depends on a false
major premiss; above he assumed that it depended on a false
minor. As the reasoning relates not to things but to words,
the realistic copula érrw is replaced by the nominalistic copula
onpalve.

4] We have MS. authority for omitting the article before
Alfor. In the infancy of grammar Aristotle could not give a
very lucid explanation from the want of technical terms: but
he has sufficiently shewn that no solecism can enter a valid con-
clusion unless there was already a solecism in the premisses;
and that the paralogism of solecism depends on the ambiguity
of the neuter pronoun, which has the same form for the nomina-
tive and the accusative.
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CHAPTER XXXIIIL

1] Meradépeatar is the characteristic of a dialectical as opposed
to a scientific principle, or, within the limits of science, of an
axiom (koun) apyif) as opposed to a thesis (8la dpxr), that is, of
a method as opposed to a doctrine. It is an ontological proposi-
tion, and has no relation to any one object of thought more than
to any other. [T&v rerpaywrioudv] Tov pév odk &ori pereveykeiv
31a 70 éx T6v WBlwv elvar dpxdv, Tov 8¢ mpds WoAAols, Gppdoer ydp.
Ch. xi. Kant would explain its universality by making it sub-
jective, i.e. part of the framework of the logical faculty, only
regarding as objective truths those which are specific and
limited in range. The falsifications of dialectic maxims may be
regarded as the xowai dpxal of eristic. The character of trans-
ferability, therefore, is common to dialectic and eristic principles.

2] This was Dugald Stewart’s opinion. He thinks the book
of Sophisms the most useful part of the Organon, and that it
supplies a very convenient phraseology for marking concisely
some of the principal fallacies which are apt to impose on the
understanding in the heat of viva voce disputes. However, he
expressly excepts the fallacies in dictione as too contemptible to
be deserving of any notice. Phkilosophky of the Human Mind, 2, 3.
On the other hand, see the examples accumulated by Mill under
the head of Ambiguity.

3] This idea, expanded by Wallis, is somewhat overpraised by
Dugald Stewart, who was ignorant of its parentage. He tran-
scribes the words of Wallis “for the benefit of those who may
hereafter speculate upon the theory of wit.”” Phkilosophy of the
Human Mind, Note M.

4] Read, vis 6 dvodpevos;

57 Read, dpolws 8¢ kal mapd 16 ovpBeBnKds kal wapd TGy EAAwY
&kaorov.

6] Eimeiv usually denotes rather the substance than the words
of a speech : but in the Rhetoric, as here, it is used to designate
diction. O yap amdxpn 70 Exew & del Aéyew, GAN dvdyxn kal
raita ®s 8€l elmety, kal ovuBdAAerat MoANL mpds TO pavivar Moty
riva Tov Adyov. Rhetoric, 3. 1.

7] The meaning of perarifeuévns appears from the Analytica.

M2
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To & dvriorpépew éorl 10 perarifévra 70 ovumépacpa woiely TOV
ovAAoyioudy 8t ) 10 dxpov 1@ péoe odx Tmdpfel §) Tolro TQ TeAew-
ralp. ’Avdyxn yap tob ovumepdoparos dvriorpagévros kal Tis
érépas pevodoms mpordoews dvapeiocfar Ty Aovmjv. An. Priora, 2. 8.
¢ Conversion here means the employment of the contradictory
of the conclusion as a premiss to disprove the original major or
minor premiss. For the contradictory of the conclusion com-
bined with either of the premisses will upset the other.” Thus
we shall have three syllogisms all equally probable and im-
probable.

Al M is P,
Al § is X
. Al 8§ is P
Al M is P,

Some S is not P,
.*. Some § is not I,

Some § is not P,
All § 8 M,
. Some M is not P.

8] We have observed before that a syllogism with a false
premiss may be either dialectic (el yap ék Yevddy pév &wddfwr
3¢, Aoyixds. Topica, 8. 12), or sophistic, or pseudographic. See ch.
xviii, note 1. Grote has pointed out that under these circum-
stances it must be excessively difficult, not to say-impossible,
to draw a line between sophistic and dialectic proof. Certainly
there is nothing here like extinction of species to establish a
gulf between the genera, and the boundary, if there is one, can
only be fixed somewhat roughly, as between right and wrong
in morals, by the arbitration of common sense,—as &v 6 ¢ppdvipos
oploete. A

9] To 8¢ yvpvdlesOar duvduews xdpw, kal pdAiora Tepl Tds mpo-
tdoeas xal dvordoes. "Eore yap bs anhés elmely duakexrikds 6 mpo-
Tatikds Kkal évorarikds. "Eort 3¢ 70 pév mporelveslar &v moielv Ta
nhelw, det yap év Ao Andpbivar mpds 8 6 Adyos, 70 & vicraclar 70
& mOM® §) yap dawel 1) dvaipel, 10 pev Bidovs 10 8 od TéY mpo-
rewopévwv. Topica, 8. 14. ¢ Facility comes by practice, and is
chiefly shewn in proposition and enstasis. For dialectic power
is the power of putting propositions and raising enstases. Pro-
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position reduces plurality to unity; for the subject in dispute
must be referred to a class. Enstasis resolves unity into plu-
rality ; for it distinguishes inconclusive from conclusive proof,
or divides a universal proposition into particulars, of which
some are granted and others denied.’

10] There is a similar statement in Topica, 8. 11. Eln & &v
wote Adyos kal ouumemepacuévos pi) cvpumemepaciiévov Xelpwy, Srav &
pev & enfév auumepalvnrar uy TolovTov Tod mwpoBAijuaros Svros, 6
8¢ mposdényrar Towlrer 4 éoTw &dofa kal dAnbi, xal py &v Tols
npoochauBavopévos 71 6 Adyos. ¢ A complete proof is of inferior
merit to an incomplete proof, if the premisses of the former are
more improbable than the conclusion requires, and the premisses
to be supplied for the latter are both probable and true and only
remotely related to the conclusion.’

11]"Eori 3¢ Adyov koAboar cupmepdvacat Terpaxds. *H yap dve-
Advra map’ & ylverar 16 \eddos, 7 mpds TOv pwrérra Evoraciy
elmdyra: moAAdkis ydp odde AéAvkev, 6 pévror mvvbavduevos ob dvva-
rat moppwtépw mpoayayely: Tplrov 8¢ mpds & Npwrmuévas ovuBaly
yap v &k ptv 76y Npornuéver py ylvesbar & PovAerar dia 70 Kaxds
Npwriiclat, mpooredévros dé rwos ylveobar 16 cuumépacpa. El pev
odv pnkére dvvarar mpodyew & épwrdy, wpos Tov dpwrdrra €l dv 3
dvataos, el 3 dvvarar, mpds Ta Nfpwrnuéva. Terdprn d¢ kal xeplom
Tdv dvordaewy 7 mpods ToV Xpdvor: &nor yip Towadra évloTavral mpos
& SiakexBijvac mAelovds dore xpdvov Tijs wapovons diatpiBis. Al pev
ol ordoeis kafdmep elmaper Terpaxds ylvovrar Aais ¥ ol Tév
elpnuévoy % mpdTy pdvov, ai 8¢ Aoimal kwAvoes Twes xal éumodiopol
16y ovumepasudrwv. Topica, 8. 10. ¢There are four modes of
preventing proof: first, the repudiation of a false premiss; se-
condly, an objection that silences the prover, for he is sometimes
silenced by an objection not really fatal; thirdly, an objection
that meets the premisses; for though the premisses are at first
inadequate, some further addition might make them adequate.
If the prover cannot complete the proof, he is silenced; if he
can, only the original premisses are met. The fourth and worst
enstasis is addressed to the time. For an objection may require
a longer rejoinder than the time permits. Only the first of
these enstases is solution, the rest are merely evasions and hin-
drances of proof.” The argumentum ad hominem of the school-
men seems a translation of Aristotle’s svAAoytopds mpds Tov dmo-
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xpwdpevoy, but it does not mean the same thing, for the latter,
it appears, is not addressed to the opinions but to the powers of
the disputant. Argumentum ad hominem corresponds better
with pirastic proof, the premisses of which are the opinions of
the respondent. The argumentum ad verecundiam may refer
to the locus of authority or to the locus for entrapping in para-
dox, the discrepancies of secret and avowed opinion (ch. xii).

CHAPTER XXXIV.

1] Sohowiouds. So read for suAloyiopds, and coloixiopods for
avAhoytopods below. For this excellent emendation we are in-
debted to Pacius.

2] ‘H pev wpdfeots tijs mpayudreas puébodov edpeiv, adp’ As duwn-
odueda ovAroylfecbar mept mavros 100 mporedévros mpoBAijuaros €f
&vddéwr, kal abrol Adyov vméxovres unbev épotpev vmevavriov. To-
pica, 1. 1. “The aim of our inquiry is the invention of a method
that shall enable us to reason with probable premisses on every
problem that may be proposed, and to maintain any theses
against attacks without self-contradiction.” TIepl & &morploews
mpéTov pev droptaréoy i éoriw Eyov Toi kakds dmoxpwopévov kaldd-
mep Tol kaA@s épwrdvros. "Eoti 8¢ 10D KaAds épwTdrTos oiTws éma-
yayelv Tov Adyor dore moujoar TOv Amoxpwduevor Ta ddofdrata
Aéyew 1@y da ™y @éow draykalwv, Tob & amoxpiroudvov TO i) O
avtov palvesfar ovpBaivew 76 ddvvaror § 10 mapddofor dAAG dia
mw Oéow: érépa yip lows dpapria 76 Oéocbar mpdTov 8 K St Kai 70
Oépevov pui) pvAdéar kara tpémov. Topica, 8. 4. ¢ To determine rules
for the answerer, we must first define the aims of the questioner
and answerer. The aim of the questioner is so to conduct the
reasoning as to force the answerer to the most improbable pro-
positions necessitated by the thesis: the aim of the answerer to
make the impossible or paradoxical propositions appear due not
to himself but to the thesis. For it is a different fault to ad-
vance a wrong thesis, and after advancing it not to defend it as
well as one might.” Kara rpdmov here, and duotpdnws in the
text, scem to mean, not consistently or without self-contradic-
tion but, with a degree of probability that varies with the
thesis. 'Emei 8 6 kaA®s cvAhoylduevos é& évdoforépwr kal yrwpi-
potépor 70 mpoBAnlir dmodeikvvat, pavepoy os addfov ueév dvros
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GmAGs Toi Ketuévov ol doréov 1@ dmoxpwopéve o000 8 py Soxel
GmA@s, 000" b Boxel pev frTow 3¢ Tol cuumepdoparos dokel. Topica,
8. 5. ¢ As premisses should be more probable and certain than
conclusions, when the thesis is improbable, the answerer may
refuse both all improbable premisses and all which though pro-
bable are less probable than the contradictory of the thesis.’
Adyov vméxew seems nearly the same as 0éow pvrdrrew. “Yméxew
3¢ xal Oéow xal Spiopdy adrov avrd dei mpoeyxepioarra. . . JAdofor
¥ imdbeow edAaBnréov Pméxew. Topica, 8. g.

8] Throughout this treatise the questioner has represented the
sophist ; so that we were hardly prepared for the announcement
that answering is the sophistic side of dialectic. The rest of the
Topica, however, is written more from the point of view of the
questioner; and the answerer appears as a sophist. *Emrlunos
3¢ Adyov kar’ adtdv T€ TOV Adyov Kai Grav épwrarar oly 7 avri.
IToANdkis yap Tod pi kaAds diethéxbar 7ov Adyov 6 épwrdpuevos alrios
3id 70 pi) ovyxwpety €f Gv v duakexbivar kakds mpds Ty Oéow. O
yap éorw éni Oarép pdvov 70 xads émrehesfijvar 1O Kowodv Epyov.
’Avaykaiov ody éviote mpds Tov Aéyovra kal pi mpods Tiw Oéow ém-
XE€Lpe, Srav 6 dmoxpwdpevos tdvavria ¢ épwrdyTL TapaTnpy TPOO-
emnped{wy. Avoxolaivovres odv dywyioTikas kal o¥ diakextixds moi-
olvrar Tas duarpfds...... "Ewel 3¢ ¢adros xowwvds 6 éumodilwr 10
xowov &pyov, Sfov 87t kal év Adye. Kowdv ydp 7t xai év rodrois
wpokeiuerdy o, AN 16V dywvilopévov. Tovrots & otk éoTw dp-
Porépois TUXely Tod atrod Téhovs. Awadéper & oddév dv Te dia ToOD
dmokplvesfar dv 1€ dia Toi épwrav mouj tovro. O TeE yap épaTikGs
épwtdr pavAws Siakéyerar, & 7T &v ¢ dmoxpiveafar pi) didods 1O Ppat-
vépevoy und éxdexduevos 8 r{ more PovAerar 6 pwrdy mvféobar.
Topica, 8. 11. “In criticising we must distinguish between the
argument and the arguer. The badness of an argument is often
imputable to the answerer who refuses to grant the premisses
which would fairly confute the thesis. For it is not in the
power of one of the disputants without the co-operation of the
other to accomplish successfully their joint task. Accordingly,
the questioner is sometimes forced to argue against the answerer
instead of against the thesis, if the answerer takes every means
of thwarting him with unscrupulous effrontery. This perversity
makes the argumentation eristic...... He is a bad associate who
impedes the commen work in reasoning as in any other occu-
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pation. Both disputants attain their object in well-conducted
argument, though not in eristic, for both cannot be victorious. It
is equally reprchensible to spoil the common business by captious
questions, and by refusing to admit what one really believes or
pretending to misunderstand the questions.” Tlpds yip rov wav-
Tws &rorduevor mavtws dvriracréov éotiv. Topica, 5. 4. ¢The un-
scrupulousness of the respondent forces the questioner to be
unscrupulous.’

It is not solely in the province of the answerer, however, that
we may sce the contiguity (yewrviaois) of eristic and dialectic.
A conclusive dialectic proof may be formed of false premisses.
"Eri 8 émel yvuraoias xal welpas xdpw aAX' ot didackalias oi Totod-
ToL TGV Adyww, dijAor Gs od pdrov TAAnOy cuvAloyioTéor dANG Kai
Veidos, obdE 8 GAnOGY del AN ériote kal Yevdov. IToAAdxis yap
&Anlods TeOévros avaipelv avdykn Tov diakeyduevov, dGate mporaréoy
ra Yevdy. ’Eviore d¢ xai Yevdobs tedértos adraiperéor did Yevddv.
Oider yap kwAiew Twl dokelv 7 i) Svra pallov 16v &\nbév, dot’,
éx TGV éxelvy SoxovrTer Tob Adyov ywopévov, padov &rral TeTelo-
pévos i) dpernuévos. A€l d¢ Tov kaAds peraPBiBalorta dakexTikds Kal
Wi époTikGs peraBiBdlew, kabldmep Tov yewuérpny yewuerpikds, v
T€ Yeidos dv T dAnbes 3j 10 ovumepawvduevor. Topica, 8. 11. ¢ As
practice and mutual examination, not instruction, are the object
of these argumentations, the dialectician must often prove a false
conclusion, and employ false premisses: for if the thesis is true,
the premisses of the confutation must be false. Even a false
thesis must sometimes be confuted by false premisses: for the
answerer may disbelieve the true premisses, and as the proof
must be composed of his beliefs, he will be convinced but hardly
enlightened. The proof, however, must be dialectic, not eristie,
whether the conclusion is true or false: just as a proof by a
geometer should be geometrical.” But dialectic proof may also
be inconclusive or fallacious. We saw (ch. v, note 4) that the
locus a dicto secundum quid is the common property of eristic
and dialectic: we saw (ch. xii, note 1) that the dialectician does
not abstain from the locus non causa pro causa: we saw (ch. xxii,
note 10) that paronyms are in Greek a locus of dialectic, in
English a locus of sophisms. It appears also that ambiguity is
common ground to the dialectician and sophist. Xpijowpor 8¢ 70
wmocaxds Aéyerar émeanépar. ... kal mpos 16 mapahoylrachar. Eidd-
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Tes yap moocax®s Aéyerar, alrol épwrdvres dvvnodueda wapaloyl-
oaglar, éav Y Tvyxdry edds 6 dmoxpwdpevos mooaxds Aéyeral.
YEar1 8¢ odk oikelos 6 Tpdmos olros Tijs diakexTikijs® did mavTeAGs eDAa-
Bnréov Tols diakexrikols TO TowodTov, TO WPds Todroua SiaAéyeobar,
éaw pij) Tis AAAws éfadvvari) mepl 1o mpokeuévov Siakéyeasbar. Topica,
1.18. ‘A knowledge of the various meanings of a term is
useful, because it enables us when questioning to construct falla- °
cies, if the answerer has not the same knowledge. This mode of
reasoning is not characteristic of dialectic, and should be utterly
avoided, unless there is no other possible means of attacking the
thesis.” Elsewhere the locus is recommended without even this
slight admonition. *Er. éav moMaxds Aéynrai, xeipevov 8¢ jj Gs
vmdpxet ) bs ody vmdpxer, Odrepov dewxvivar Ty wAeovaxds Aeyo-
wévov, & ) dpde évdéynrar. Xpnoréov & éml TGy Aarfavdvrev.
"Eav yap pi) Aavfdrny moAhaxds Aeyduevor, évomioerar 6t ov dielhe-
xrat Omep adros fmdper dAAG Odrepov. Topica, 2. 3. ¢If a predi-
cate is ambiguous, prove it in the wrong sense if you cannot in
the right. This is only practicable when the answerer fails to
detect the ambiguity : otherwise he will object that the term is
not used in the confutation in the same sense as in the thesis.’
Finally, the advice to the geometer (ch. v, note 5), to decline
answering before any but a geometrical tribunal, looks very like
an admission that all pirastic is sophistic (see Appendix E).

4] This refers to ch. 1. ’Emel & éotl Tior paAAov mpd &pyov 10
‘dokety €lvar gogols 7 TO €lvar xal py dokelv, dijAov 8Tt dvaykaiov
ToUtots Kkal 70 Toi dodoi Epyov dokelv morely waAAov 7 oty kal pi)
Soxelv. "Eori &', ds & wpos &v elneiv, Epyov mepl ékaorov Toi €lddros
dpevdety pév adtov mwepl Qv olde, TOv d¢ Yevdduevoy éudavilew
dtvaclar. Tabra & éorl 70 pév év 7¢ dvacbar dodvar Adyov, 70 ¥
& 79 AafBeiv.

5] The Topica begins with a classification of propositions and
problems (theses). TIp&rov odv Bewpnréor ek Tlvwy ) pébodos. EL by
AdBoiper mpds méoa kal mola kal éx Tivwv ol Adyor kal wds Tolrwy
elmoprjooper, Exoyper &y ikavds 10 mpokelpevov. “Eari § dpfpud ioa
xai 7 adrd, éf Gv T€ oi Adyot kal wepl Gv of guAAoywopol. Tlvovrar
pev yap oi Adyot éx Tév mpordoewr: mepl Gv 8¢ oi auAloyiopol, Ta
wpoBAfuard dori. Ilaca 8¢ mpdrasis xal wav wpdBAnua 4 yévos 7
v 7) oupPBeBnkds dnroi. Topica, 1. 4. ¢ We have first to ex-
amine the elements of the method, that is, the number and
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nature of the points to which arguments are addressed, and of
the elements of which they are composed, and how they are
obtained. The two questions are identical: for arguments are
composed of propositions, and addressed to problems; and every
proposition and problem is a genus, definition, property, or
accident.”

6] The sources of proof are pointed out partly by describing
the dpyava and partly by enumerating the loci. Ta pev odv yéry
mepl v T€ of Adyor Kai éf dv, dwwpiobw' T4 & Spyava, ' Gy edmo-
prigoper TGy ovAAoywoudy, éoti Térrapa, &v pév T mpordoeas AaBel,
delrepor 8¢ mooaxds &xactov Aéyerar dtvaclar diehelv, Tplrov Tas
Siaopis evpetv, Téraprov 8¢ 1) Tod dpolov oxéyis. “Eori 8¢ Tpdmov Twa
xal 7 7pla Tovrwv mpordseis. Topica, 1. 13. ¢So much for the
classification of problems and premisses. Operations subsidiary
or instrumental to proof are four: the collection of propositions,
the definition of equivocal terms, the discovery of similarities,
the discovery of dissimilarities: and all four may be regarded as
the collection of propositions.’” Ta uev odv dpyava 8 &v ol ovA-
Aoywopol Tair’ éotiv: ol 8¢ Témor mpds ods xprioyua Ta Aexfévra olde
elolv. Topica, 1. 18. ¢Such are the materials of proof: the
maxims which will enable us to apply them have now to be
enumerated.’

7] Arrangement and answering are treated of in the 8th book.
Some of the precepts relating to solution appear to be lost.

8] Aristotle’s desire to give an appearance of amplitude or
development (mA7jfos) to his system has been very injurious to
it. This has led him, with astonishing naiveté, to pretend to
multiply the loci by repeating them for each of the predicables
in a different order. He professes to do this for the sake of clear-
ness; but it is difficult to conceive anything less luminous than
the mode of exposition he has adopted. M3 Aavfavérw & 7juas
871 70 mpds 10 1iov kal 7O yévos xal 70 oupBeBnkds wdvTa Kxal wpos
Tods Gpiopovs Gpudoer Aéyeobar... "AAXN ob did Tobro plav éml wdvrww
xafohov pébodov {nryréov. Obre yap pddiov elpeiv Tobr éoriv, €16
etpefeln, mavteAds doadys xal dvoxpnoros &v eln mpds THY Wpoxei-
wévny mpayparelav. ’l1dlas 8¢ xal’ Exaorov TOV diopiolévrwr yevdv
&modobelons pebddov paov & Tdv wepl Ekaarov olkelwy 7 diéfodos
705 mpoxeyuévov yévour dv. Topica, 1. 6. It should be observed,
that the rules for proving property and genus and accident are
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all applicable to the proof of definition: yet we must not try to
establish a single body of rules of universal application. Such
rules would be difficult to invent, and, if invented, would be very
obscure and hard of application. By giving separate rules and
appropriate methods for each predicable, we facilitate the ex-
amination of the different problems.” According to Alexander
Aphrodisiensis, Theophrastus attempted to unite the canons of
proof in a single system, and verified Aristotle’s prediction: but
against the failure of Theophrastus we may set the exposition of
the methods of induction by Mill.

9] It is difficult to reconcile Aristotle’s assertion with what
we know had been done by Plato and Socrates and the Eleatics
and Megarians. What he really performed in his dialectical
treatise was to indicate a number of methodic principles or
elements of method (r& xouwd); and it is probable that none of
his predecessors had separated and extricated these from the
specific propositions (ra {dia), or what some would call the mate-
rial, as opposed to the formal, elements in which they are
imbedded in actual ratiocination.

10] What the rhetoricians gave their pupils to learn by heart
were, doubtless, not complete speeches, but finished portions of
speeches, i. e. what Quintilian would have called loci communes,
and the later Greek rhetoricians rémoi. Aristotle might have
used the word here, and we may even suspect that he originally
used it, for as the sentence now stands there is an awkward
repetition of Adyovs. But he was forced to use the latter word
to distinguish the method of his predecessors from his own. For
his own system is merely a list of loci. He has erred nearly as
much by the omission of examples as his forerunners by the
omission of rules. He has not even given us the maxims that
group themselves about the different loci, although he admits
that the exact form of these propositions is of the utmost im-
portance to the disputant. Tlpdraciv Te xownw paAov 3 Adyov els
poijuny Oeréov, dpxils yap xal vmobéoews edmopiirar perplws, xahe-
wdv. Topica, 8. 14. ¢ A universal proposition is better worth
remembering than a chain of proof : for a moderate command of
principles and premisses is difficult to obtain.” He recommends
however, like his predecessors, that whole arguments should be
committed to memory. Tlpds e 76 mAewordxis dunimrovta Tdv
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wpoBAnudrwy éfenioraclar 3¢t Adyovs, kal udiiora Tepl TGV MpdTWY
Oéaewv- v Tovrois yap dmoduomeroiow ol dmoxpiwduevor woOAAdKis.
‘We should get by heart arguments on the problems that
oftenest arise, particularly on the elementary theses; for here
chance often makes the answers take an unlucky turn.’ ’Amo-
dvomerobow is a metaphor from dice. First principles are so
difficult to elicit by questioning that the questioner may be
baffled without any skill on the part of the answerer. [Compare
the use of edmerés. Kal yap deiv adrov xal AaBeiv mapa Tdv épw-
Topévey tas toavras mpordoes otk evmerés. Topica, 7. 5.] A€l
d¢ xal memounuevovs Exew Adyovs mpds T& TowaiTa TGV mpoBAnudrwy,
&y ofs ehaxlrTwy edmopioarres mpos wAeloTa Xpnoipovs Efopev, odrol
8 eloiv ol kafdov, kal mpos ols moplfecbar xakemwrepoy ek TGV wapa
nodas. Topica, 8. 14. ¢ We should have ready-made arguments
for the conclusions that depend on the fewest premisses and yet
are oftenest wanted, namely, the most abstract, and for those
problems whose proof is difficult to extemporize.’
117 Read aAAa 7pi3.
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CH. vi1, note 2. ’Emonaofar was a common term in the schools.
E.g. ‘H ptv apvdpia kai &vros pavrasla olx &v ey xpimipiov' 16
yap wire admiy wire 10 Tojoar Tpavds évdelkvvobar od mépuker
Nuas wellew odd els ovyxardfeow émomacbar. Sextus Empiricus,
Adversus Logicos, 1. ¢ A faint and weak sensation, according
to Carneades, cannot be a criterion or ultimate evidence of truth :
for, not clearly revealing either itself or its cause, it is not apt to
persuade us or induce our assent.’

CH. vi11, note 6. Pawopévovs 8¢ ody STwoiy dAAa Tols Totoiode.
For the meaning of rois Tow0lode, compare, O3 3 pnropiki) 16 xab’
&kaarov Evdofov Oewpiiaet, olov Swkpdrer 9 ‘1nmia, dAAa 10 Tols TOL-
oiode, kabdmwep xal i) drakextixd. Kal yap éxelvn cvAhoyllerar ody é¢
v &rvxe, palverar yap drra xal tols mapahnpovow, AAN éxelvn pév
éx Tév Adyov deopdvov, 1) 8¢ pnropiky &k TdY 7o BovAedeolar elwbo-
Tov. Rhetorie, 1. 2. ¢ Rhetorie, like dialectic, examines what is
probable, not to any individuals, but to certain classes. Dia-
lectical proof appeals, not to any opinions, for madmen have
opinions, but to the opinions of those who want not understand-
ing but evidence; and rhetorical proof to the opinions of those
who are accustomed to deliberate.” ’Ex 16v Adyov deopérov=iéx
7Oy évddfwy Tols Adyov deopévors, and &k T@v 70n PovAebealar elwbd-
Tov=_¢x Tov mbavdv Tois 10 PovAeveolar elwbsow. Ior the mean-
ing of 7év Adyov deopévwy, compare, Ob det 8¢ mav mpdPAnua olde
wmaocay 0o émakomely, GAN fjv dmopiioeter &v Tis TGY Adyov deopévor
xal uy xohdoews 7 alobjoews® of uev ydp amopoivres mdrepov el
ToVs Oeods Tiudy kal Tods yovels dyamav 1) ob koAdoews déovrar, of B¢
mdrepov 4 xuoy Aevkd) ) off alofijcews. Topica, 1. 11. ¢ We should
not examine every problem or thesis, but only such as may be
doubtful to a person who wants not intelligence but proof, not
those which are doubtful to a person who wants castigation or
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to a person who is defective in a sense. He who questions
whether we should reverence the gods or love our parents wants
punishment, he who does not know that snow is white wants
an organ of sense.’

CH. x1, note 2. Aristotle seems to have thought that, if we
were in full possession of the ultimate conceptions, that is, the
definitions of the ultimate terms, we should be able to predict
the special propositions which are the ultimate basis of deduc-
tive science: that the conjunction of the terms 4, B, C, &c. in
all the primary objective theorems, 4 is B, B is C, Cis D, is, to
use the words of Kant, not synthetical but analytical, just as
in geometrical theorems. Brown, in his celebrated treatise on
Causation, has attempted to shew that, in the natural sciences
at least, that is, in those that deal with changes or events, i.e.
successions of phenomena, the ultimate immediate conjunctions
are unpredictable, i. e. though constant juxtapositions, are inex-
plicable and mysterious. It is not quite clear what Aristotle
considered to be the logical relation of the cause and effect in his
causal definitions of natural phenomena; but, if we may judge
from his expression, Awx yap 10 Bavud(er of dvbpwrot kai viv xal
70 mpdTov fpfavro Pthocopely,...... 3¢t 8¢ els 70 évavrlov xal 70 dpet-
vov kard v wapoyulay dmorehevriicar, Met. 1. 2, ¢ Men began to
philosophize because they wondered, but the end of philoso-
phizing should be something better, the cessation of wonder,” he
secems to have expected that, in any province of inquiry what-
ever, if we carried the analysis far enough, when we arrived at
the ultimate immediate conjunctions, whether of coexistent or of
successive terms, we should find them neither inexplicable nor
mysterious, but the evidently necessary result of determinate
relations.

Kara expresses causation (SAws 8¢ 76 xad’ 3 loaxds kal 76 alriov
vmapfet, dote Kal 70 kad’ adTo MoANaxds dvdykn Aéyesbai. Met. 4.
18). Accordingly the proposition, 76 A tndpxe. 76 B kad’ aind,
means that all the conditions of the conjunction of 4 and B are
contained in A4 and B themselves: that we are not to look for
its cause in the interposition of any third independent term.
The conclusions of science, as well as the first principles, are
xa’ avra Vmdpxovra, that is, 70 ka8’ avrd vmdpyew is not confined
to immediate conjunctions except so far as it excludes the inter-
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ference of any foreign cause. We may add that in the expres-
sion, 76 A vmdpxer ¢ B kab’ airo, adro is either the subject or
the predicate, i. e. xad’ ai7é means, as appears from Aristotle’s
definition of the two classes of xaf’ aird vwdpyovra, either xar’
adrd 76 A, or xar' alrd 10 B: e.g. ypapuy vmdpxet Tpiydre xar
aird 70 Tplywvor, but 16 €00V vmdpxe ypapus kar adrd 7O endd.

Ca. xx, note 3. Eudemus, the disciple of Aristotle, informs us
more than once that the theory of ambiguity (ré Siocodr) was
invented by Plato. ITappevidov ptv odv dyacfeln &v tis dvafio-
wiorots dxolovbrjoavros Adyots kal ¥wd TowovTwy dmarnfértos & olmw
16re dieceadgnro; Oire yap T0 moAAaxds éNeyev ovdels, GAAa TIAd-
Twv TpdTOs 70 dioadv elofyayev, obTe 76 kal’ avTd Kal TO KaTE OUM-
BeBnxds' palverar 3¢ U1 TovTwy Siayevabijvar. Eudemus, quoted by
Simplicius on Phys. Ausc. 1. 3. ¢ We ought not to be surprised
that Parmenides was misled by inconclusive reasonings and
fallacies which in his time had not been exposed. For in his
days no one had heard of equivocation, a method of solution first
introduced by Plato, or of the distinction of subject and attri-
bute which he overlooks.” See also ch. x, note 1.

CH. XXX1V, note 3. ’Ewel 3¢ mpookarackevd{erar mpds avriy Gbs
ob udvov welpav dvarar AaBetv diakextikds GAN' &s eldds. This
should have been translated, ¢Since it claims the power of
catechizing or cross-examining not only dialectically but also
scientifically.’
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BeceING the question!, or, assuming the point to be proved,
is a specific case of failing to demonstrate a theorem. This
occurs in various ways, either when' the reasoning is inconclu-
sive, or when the premisses are less evident than the conclusion,
or equally devoid of evidence with the conclusion, or when they
are its consequents rather than its antecedents. For demonstra-
tive premisses must be antecedent to the conclusion and more
evident. None of these cases is begging the question. But
some propositions being self-evident, others having a derivative
evidence (for principles have their evidence in themselves, con-
clusions derive their evidence from other propositions), to
attempt to make a proposition that is not self-evident evidence
of itself is to beg the question.

This may either be done by directly assuming the conclusion
or by assuming what is properly a conclusion from a proposition
as a premiss to prove that proposition, proving, for instance, 4
by B and B by C when C can only be proved by 4. TFor this
amounts to proving 4 by 4. An example of this is the pre-
tended method of constructing parallels. Here the prover un-
consciously assumes an operation which cannot be performed
unless parallels have been constructed?. The proof therefore
asserts a thing to be true if it is true, and if it were valid, all

. propositions would be self-evident, which cannot be.

"~ When the conclusion, ¢ is A, and the major, B is A4, are
equally deficient in evidence, there is not of necessity a begging
of the question, but there is clearly no demonstration; for that
cannot be a premiss of demonstration which is no more evident
than the conclusion. But if the middle and minor, ¢ and B,
are so related as to be identical, either because they are con-

N
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vertible or because the middle involves the minor, the argument
is a begging of the question. For the major premiss, B is A4,
might be proved by the minor premiss and conclusion if the
middle and minor are convertible. If it cannot be, it is only
from the comparative extension of the terms, not from any other
relation. If they are convertible, we might, as was stated,
prove the major premiss from the minor and conclusion, and we
should have a circular proof of three propositions in which each
would be alternately premiss and conclusion.

Similarly if the minor premiss, ¢ is B, is no more evident
than the conclusion, €' is 4, we have not necessarily a begging
of the question, but we have a failure of demonstration. If,
however, the major and middle terms are identical, because they
are convertible or because the major is involved in the middle,
then we have a begging of the question as before®. For begging
the question arises, as was explained, when a proposition not
self-evident is made to prove itself.

If then begging the question is making a proposition not’
self-evident prove itself, and this is a failure of proof, from the
premiss being no more evident than the conclusion, because the
premiss and conclusion either affirm two identical predicates of
an identical subject or an identical predicate of two identical
subjects, the question cannot be begged in the second figure
in either of these ways, but only in the figures that give an
affirmative conclusion, namely, the first and third®.

In negative syllogisms there is a begging of the question in
the first and third figures when an identical predicate is denied
of two identical subjects, and it is not either premiss indifferently
that begs the question but only the major?°.

In the second figure there is a begging of the question when
two identical predicates are denied of an identical subject, and
it is not either premiss indifferently that begs the question but
only the minor, because the position of terms in the other pre-
miss of negative syllogisms is not homologous to the position
of terms in the conclusion.

Begging the question in scientific discussion is what really
satisfies these conditions, in dialectic what has the appearance
of doing so.

We have some further remarks in the Topica :—

N2



180 APPENDIX A.

Td & év dpxfj méds alretrat 6 épwtdv xkad dAfleav pév év
rois *Avadvrikois elpnral, kard 86fav 8¢ viv Aexréov. Alrei-
obar 8¢ paivovrar Td év dpxfj mevraxds. Pavepdrara pév
kal wpdrov €l Tis aldrd 7O Selkvvobar Séov alrioer Tobro & ém’
avTob pév ov padiov AavBdvew, év 8¢ Tois quvwvipois kal év
8oots O Svopa kal 6 Aéyos 16 aiTd onuaiver pdMiov. Aed-
Tepov 8¢ Orav xara pépos Séov dmodeifar kalbbhov Tis aiTioy’
olov €l émixelpdv Ott TV évavriov pla émaTiun, GAes TEV
dvrikeipévor dfiboee plav elvar Soxel yap & €8et kab’ adrd
Sctfar per EN\wy aitelolar mhetbvov. Tpitov €l Tis, 76 kabbhov
Seifar mpokewpévov, kara pépos alriceier olov el mwdvrov Tav
évavtiov wpokeipévov, Tovde Twdv dfidoee Sokel yap kal
olros, & pera mhelbvov et Seifar, kald adrTd kal xwpls alirei-
olar.  Mdiw € 7is Sie\ow aireirai & mpoPAnbév: olov €l Séoy
Seifar Ty latpiki)y Dytewod kal vooddovs, xwpls éxdrepov dfid-
caev. *H el 1is Tav émopévav dAAfhois éf dvdykns Odrepov
alriioetev, olov v wAevpav davpperpov Tfi Sapérpw, Oéov
dmodeifar 8rv 9 Sudperpos T whevpd. Topica, 8. 11.



APPENDIX A. 181

What begging of the question is to the philosopher we have
examined in the Analytics: what it is to the dialectician we
will now explain. It appears to occur in five ways. The first
and most manifest way is when the very thing that should be
proved is assumed. This cannot easily pass undetected when
the terms are the same, but when synonyms are used, or a name
and a circumlocution, it may escape detection. A second way
is when a particular ought to be proved and the universal is
assumed : as, for instance, if we have to prove that contraries
are objects of a single science, and assume that opposites, their
genus, are objects of a single science. It appears that what
should be proved alone is assumed in company with other pro-
positions. A third way is when a universal ought to be proved
and the particular is assumed ; as when what ought to be proved
of all contraries is assumed of some. Here too it appears that
what ought to be proved in company with other propositions is
assumed alone. A fourth way is when we divide the problem
to be proved and assume it in detail ; as if we have to prove
that medicine is the science of health and disease and succes-
sively assume it to be the science of each. A fifth way is when
two facts are reciprocally involved and we assume the one to
prove the other; as if we assume that the side of a square is
incommensurate to the diagonal when we have to prove that
the diagonal is incommensurate to the side.



182 NOTES TO

NOTES TO APPENDIX A.

1] ARISTOTLE examines the relation of the terms in a syllogism
containing a petitio principii, and determines which premiss in
each of the figures may be the petitio. In the first figure, if
the principium, or conclusion assumed, is affirmative, either the
major or minor premiss may be a petitio, and the middle term
will be identical with the minor or major. If the principium is
negative, the major premiss is the petitio, and the middle is
identical with the minor. In the second figure the principium
must be negative, only the minor premiss can be a petitio, and
the middle term will be identical with the major. In the third
figure, whether the principium is affirmative or negative, the
major premiss is the petitio, and the middle is identical with
the minor. All this is obvious from an inspection of the sym-
bols of the figures. It does not throw much light on the nature
of petitio principii, but for the satisfaction of the reader we give
it in Aristotle’s own words. Airnua, petition, is the assumption
without proof of a proposition which ought to be proved. It
may or may not be opposed to the belief of the respondent.
Hypothesis is, properly, an indemonstrable proposition. A rela-
tive hypothesis is a proposition which ought to be proved, but
which is believed by the respondent and is assumed without
proof. “Oca pév odv Bewrd Svra AapBdver adrds piy deifas, Tadr’,
éav pdv Soxobvra AapBdrn 7@ pavfdvovri, vmoriferar, ral o ovx
&nA\Gs vndfeais A& wpds Exelvov pdvor dv B¢ 1) pndemas évovons
36€ns 1) xal &vavrlas &vodons AapBdvy 10 aird, alreirar. Kal rovre
Siadéper vmdleots xal alrmua* &ori ydp almpa 1 vwevavriov Tob
pav@dvovros Tfi 3dfp, ) 8 &v mis dmodewkrov v AapBdvpy kal xpiitas
un Odelfas. An. Post. 1. 10. “What is capable of proof, but
assumed without proof, if believed by the learner, is, relatively
to the learner, though not absolutely, an hypothesis; if the
learner has no belief or a disbelief, it is a petition; and this is
the difference. Petition is an assumption opposed to the belief
of the learner: or, still wider, a demonstrable proposition as-
sumed without demonstration.” Alrnois 7od & dpx7 is an alrqua
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where the proposition assumed is the conclusion which ought to
be proved.

2] It is not easy to say what is the vicious construction that
Aristotle contemplates. Euclid postulates the power of drawing
any circle from a given centre with a given radius, that is, the
use of the compasses as well as of the ruler. Some geometer
may have attempted the impracticable feat of solving the pro-
blem without the help of this postulate.

3] Perhaps for # djAov rc we should read didr: 7. Compa.re
below, # ¢ dvriorpépew ) 1@ &mecbar. Or we might read, el
dnhovdri, except that dnylovdre in the sense of ¢that is to say’
belongs to a later period of Greek.

4] The meaning of rpdmos is not obvious.

5] Assuming the conclusion to be affirmative, let us examine
a sylloglsm in Barbara :—

All B is 4,
All C is B,
. All C is 4.

And let us first suppose that the major premiss is a petitio prin-
- cipii, 1.e. that the proposition All Bis 4 is identical with the
proposition All 0is A. This can only be because the terms B
and C are identical.

Next let us suppose that the minor premiss is a petitio prin-
cipii, i. e. that the proposition All C is B is identical with the
conclusion All C'is A. This can only be because B and A are
identical.

The identity of the terms is their convertibility or their
sequence (Ymdpxes, &merar). This, however, requires some limi-
tation, for as the major is always predicated (¥wdpxet, &merar) of
the middle and the middle of the minor, if this were enough to
constitute petitio principii, every syllogism with a problematical
premiss would be a petitio principii.

6] Perhaps for delxvvrar we should read dewvvnrar, which must
otherwise be understood.

7] When the major premiss is the petitio, i. e. when

B is 4,and
C is 4,
are identical, we may apply the formula raird rois airois vmdpye,



184 NOTES TO

A being raird, and B and C 7a aird. When the minor premiss
is the petitio, 1. e. when

C is B, and

Cis 4,
are identical, we may apply the formula raira r¢ aird imdpxer,
B and A being ratra and O 75 aird.

8] Otderépws. So read, disregarding the MSS., for xal rpire
dugorépws. As the conclusion of the second figure is always
negative, it can never be begged by an affirmative premiss, such
as the above-cited formulas imply.

9] In the third figure in Disamis,

Some B is 4,
All Bis C
. Some C is 4,

the major premiss may be a petitio principii, and we may apply
the formula 76 ad7 rols atrois vmdpxet. The minor premiss can
never be an assumption of the conclusion, for their terms are
dissimilar [odx dvrlotpogoi. See below].

10] If the conclusion is negative, in Celarent of the first figure,

No B is 4,

All C is B,

. No C is 4,

and Bokardo of the third,

Some B is not 4,
Al B 1 C,
*. Some C is not 4,

the major premiss may be a petitio principii. The minor premiss
cannet, because in these figures it is always affirmative; besides
which, in the third figure the minor premiss and conclusion are
not composed of similar terms in similar positions (odx dvri-
orpogot). We may here notice an inaccuracy of Aristotle, if the
text is correct. An inspection of the symbols given above shews
that the first and third figures require the formula érav o aird
amd 76y alréy (dmapvijra), whereas the formula érav ra adra dmd
tod adrod only applies to the second figure.

11] ’Avriorpépew, i. e. dvriorpdpws Eew. In the second
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figure the only possible petitio principii is in the minor premiss

of Camestres :
All 4 is B,

No C is B,
*. No C is 4.
In Cwxsare,
No 4 is B,
All C is B,
. .. No C 1s 4,
no petitio prineipii is possible. Why not? Because the major
premiss and conclusion are not composed of analogous or corre-
sponding terms (odx dvriorpogoi of 8por). For dmodarikods we
should probably read some word expressing the mood which the
moderns call Casare.
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THE objection that a proposition is not the cause of a false
conclusion, a formula often heard in controversy, is made in
reply to a reductio ad impossibile in defence of the proposition
contradicted by the framer of the reductio. For unless the
opponent has contradicted the proposition the respondent will
not deny that it is responsible for the conclusion, but will object
to some other proposition ; nor will he use the formula against
direct disproof, for here the thesis is not employed as a premiss.
Moreover in direct disproof by three terms, it cannot be said
that the confuted thesis is irrelevant to the syllogism. This can
only be said when a proposition may be eliminated without
annihilating the syllogism, which cannot be the case in direct
disproof, for without a thesis to be confuted there can be no
confutation?.

It is clear then that the formula can only be employed against

reductio ad impossibile, when the thesis impugned is so related
to the conclusion that it may be suppressed without destroying
the conclusion. :
" The most obvious case of the irrelevance of the thesis to the
conclusion is when the thesis is not connected by any middle
terms with the conclusion, as we said in the Topica* in discuss-
ing the fallacy of non causa pro causa. We should exemplify
this if, to disprove the commensurateness of the side of the
square to the diagonal, we appended an argument for Zeno’s
theorem that there is no such thing as locomotion, pretending
thereby to establish a reductio ad absurdum, for there is abso-
lutely no connexion between this theorem and the thesis.

Another case is when the conclusion is connected with the
thesis but is not its consequence. The connexion may be traced
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either fiom the attribute or superior term of the thesis, or from its
subject or inferior term. As an illustration of a connexion with
the inferior term, suppose the thesis to be, All B is d, the pre-
misses, All Dis C, All Cis B, and the false conclusion, All Dis B¢,
If, eliminating the superior term 4, we can retain the premisses,
All D is C, All O is B, the conclusion, All D is B, is independent
of the thesis. Again, let us trace the connexion to the superior
term, and suppose the thesis to be, All B is 4, the premisses, All
A is E, All E is F, and the conclusion, All 4 is F7. Here, too,
the conclusion is unaffected by the suppression of the thesis.
But when the impossibility is connected with the more remote
of the two terms of the thesis, it will be the consequence of the
thesis. When, that is to say, an inferior series of terms com-
posing the rafiocination is linked on to the superior term of the
thesis, so that the first impossible conclusion is, All D is 4, the
elimination of 4 eliminates the impossibility ; and when a
superior series is linked on to the inferior term of the thesis, so
that the first impossible conclusion is, All B is F, the elimination
of B eliminates the conclusion. Similarly when the proposi-
tions are negative. It is clear, then, that when the impossibility
is not enchained to the remotest term of the thesis it is inde-
pendent of the thesis, and when it so enchained it is dependent.
Or may it not even then be independent? For if, instead of
the thesis, All B is 4, we had a thesis, All X is 4, and the
premisses, All D is C, All C is X, the impossible conclusion, All
D is 4, would still result; and similarly if the ratiocination con-
sisted of a superior series of terms. As, then, in spite of the
suppression of the first thesis the impossibility remains, is not
the first thesis irresponsible for the conclusion? No. The
independence of the conclusion and thesis does not mean that a
different thesis might lead to the same conclusion, but that, if
the first thesis were suppressed, the remaining existing premisses
would of themselves involve the conclusion®. For the same
impossibility may easily result from various theses: for instance,
parallels may be proved to meet both from the thesis that if a
straight line fall upon two parallel straight lines it makes the
exterior angle greater than the interior and opposite angle upon
the same side!?, and from the thesis that a triangle contains
angles equal to more than two right angles!l.
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1] This is oddly worded. Perhaps we should read &rav

wpoamoijon Tovro & dewkrvs TO Gdvwarov, or, 8rav mpds dvripacw
Tovrov dewvinrar 16 ddivarov.

2] ’Avrigijoavros. So read for dvrigrjoas. One MS. gives
dvridnioas Tis.

8] In a direct disproof of a thesis if we cancel the thesis, or
rather the terms of which it is composed, we cancel an essential
part of the syllogism.

4] This refers apparently to ch. v. of Sophistici Elenchi. If
so, this passage must be a later addition, as we have seen (note
to ch. ii) that the Analytica was written before the Sophistici
Elenchi.

5] Things are said to be ovvexfj, continuous, when the limit
which separates them is common to both. To 3¢ ovvexis dmep
& dpevdy o 1) anrdpevov. Aéyw 8¢ ovvexés 8rav Tadtd yérmrar xal
& 70 éxarépov wépas ols dnravrar kai ovvéyovrat, dore dfjhov 8ri TO
auvexes év Tobros ¢€ dv & T mépuke ylyveofar kara THY olvayw.
Metaphysica, 10. 12. € Continuity is a species of holding on or
touching. Two things are continuous when the two extremities
by which they touch and hold together are one and the same.
Continuity, therefore, is between things united at the point of
contact.” Svvexes 8¢ Aéyerar ob 5 xlvnos pla xad’ adro kal ui
oldv Te &\Aws* pla & o ddialperos. Metaph. 4.6. ¢Two parts are
continuous whose motion is essentially and necessarily one and
indivisible.” If we gave xivnois a logical sense, in which sense
xiwelofas is sometimes used, two propositions would be osvvexs
which must stand or fall together. We shall see however that
Aristotle calls a thesis and conclusion guweyi} when their destinies
are not thus implicated.

6] For example: suppose the thesis to be, Every animal lives ;
the premisses, All snow is white, All that is white is an animal;
the conclusion, All snow is an animal. Here the subject of the
thesis is a part of the conclusion. :
. 7] Suppose the thesis to be, as before, Every animal lives;
the premisses, All that lives is a plant, Every plant is insensible ;



APPENDIX B. 191

the conclusion, All that lives is insensible. Here the predicate
of the thesis is a part of the conclusion.

8] 'Apxis is emphatic. When we take an inferior series, 6 é¢
apxiis 8pos, the extreme or remotest term, is the superior term
of the thesis. When we take a superior series, 6 ¢§ dpxfis pos
is the inferior term of the thesis. Let the thesis be represented
by M N, where M is the subject and NV the predicate. The in-
ferior series will be represented by KX L M; the superior by N O P.
For the validity of a reductio ad absurdum of the thesis ¥ N, a
ratiocination composed of the inferior series of terms must pro-
duce no absurdity until it embraces the superior term of the
thesis, N: and a ratiocination composed of the superior series
must produce no absurdity until it embraces the inferior term
of the thesis, . In the previous examples by combining the
thesis with the conclusions we might obtain the further absurd
conclusions, All snow lives, and Every animal is insensible, and
the ratiocinations embrace the extreme terms of the thesis. But
the reductio is not valid, because these are not the first ab-
surdities that arise, for before introducing the thesis we had
previously arrived at the same, or rather, equal absurdities, All
snow is an animal, and All that lives is insensible.

9] We should add,  or an equally impossible conclusion ;’ for,
as we saw in the last note, it is not exactly the same conclusion.

A reductio ad absurdum, being an assignation of cause, should
stand the test of the method of difference. The impossibility
that is found in the presence of the thesis should disappear in
its absence. A similar consideration should guide us in deter-
mmmg to what class a fallacy should be referred. See ch. xxii.

'10] I have assumed that in speakmg of exterior and interior
angles Aristotle uses these terms in the sense in which they are
used by Euclid, 1. 29. A scruple as to his meaning is suggested
by his saying that the lines will meet if the exterior angle is
greater than the interior, when it is clear that they will equally
meet if it is less: but this scruple vanishes when we observe
that in the next hypothesis he says, that they will meet if the
angles of the triangle are greater than two right angles, when
he might just as well have said, unless they are equal.

11] Euclid, 1. 32.
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YEvoraois 8¢ éori mpéracis mpordae évavria. Aiagépe 8¢
Tiis mpordoews, St¢ THv ptv &voraow évdéxerar elvar kal émi
pépovs, Ty 8¢ mpbracw 7 GAws olk évdéxerar, 7 ovk év Tols
xafodov gvAhoyiopois. Péperar 8 ) Evoraocis Sixds Te Kkal
8ua 8vo oxnudrwv, Sixds piv 6ri § kabbéhov 4 év péper mwioca
évoraois, i 8bo 8¢ oxmudrwv 8ri dvrikeipevar pépovrar TR
mpordoe, 7& 8¢ dvTikelpeva év TG mWpdTw Kkal év TP TpiT

[ , H D WPWTY ® TpiTY
oxipart wepaivovrar pbvors. “Orav yap dfidap mwavrl dmdp-
Xew, éviordpela # 81 ovdevi § 8ri Twi odx Twdpxet, TobTaw 8¢
70 pév pnbevi éx Tob mpdrov oxruaros, & 8é Twi u éx TOD

) 7

éoxdrov. Olov &orw 70 A, plav elvar &moripny ép o 70 B,
évavria wporelvavros 8 plav elvar Tév évavriov émwotipny, 4
o o b 9 ~ ) e 3 2 \ \ 1] I
é7L BAws ovx ) alr) TOv dvrTikeipévor évioTaral, Ta 8¢ évavria
avrikelpeva: dore yiveabar 0 wpdrov oxfipa 1 6Tt TOD Yra-
oTob kal dyvdorov ob pia Tovto 8¢ 76 I, Kara yap rob I
700 yvwoTod kal dyvdorov, TO ptv évavria elvar ainbés, 7o 8¢
plav adrav émaripny élvar Yebbos. lMdAw éml Tis oTepnTikis

2 3 4 ’ o \ \ I's 2 2
wpordoews doavrws. *Afiodvros yap 16 pi) elvar plav émori-
unv Tov vavriov, 9 ri wdvrwv TGOV dvTikepévov 1) 6Tt TEOV
7oV évavtiov ) adt) Néyopev, olov Lyiewod xal vooddovs. T
pév oy wdvrwv ék Tod mpdrTov, TO 8¢ Twwy ék Tob TpiTov aX7-
paros. ‘AmAGs yap év wiau, xabolov pév éviardpevov, dvdykn

~ -~ ry

wpds 1O kaBbhov &V mwporewopévwy THy dvrigpaow elmeiv. Ofov,
€ py Ty avtiy afwl Tav évavriov wdvtov, elmbvra TV AvTI-
xewpévov plav. Obrw & dvdykn 16 mpodrov elvar axfipa: pégov
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APPENDIX C.
ENSTASIS, OR OBJECTION.

AN enstasis!, or objection, is a proposition proving the contra-
dictory or contrary of a premiss. It differs from a premiss be-
cause it may be particular, while a premiss must be universal, at
least for univeral conclusions. An objection has two degrees,
and is urged in two figures: it has two degrees because it proves
‘either the contrary or the contradictory of the premiss; and it
has two figures, because it proves the opposite of the premiss,
and the opposite (at least if the premiss is negative) can only be
proved in the first and third figure. If the premiss is a uni-
versal affirmative, the objection proves a universal negative or
particular negative; in the first case the proof is in the first
figure, in the second case in the third. Let 4 represent objects
of the same knowledge, or simultaneously known, B contraries,
C the knowable and unknowable, D opposites, £ health and dis-
ease. If the premiss objected to is, All contraries are objects of
the same knowledge, the objection may be either that no oppo-
sites are objects of the same knowledge, and the proof will be in
the first figure, .

No D is A,

All B is D,
.. No B is 4%:
or it may be that the knowable and unknowable are not objects
of the same knowledge, and the proof will be in the third figure :

No C is A,
All C is B,
.*. Some B is not 43 ,
Similarly if the premiss objected to is negative. For if it asserts
that no contraries are objects of the same knowledge, we may
0



194 APPENDIX C.

yap yiverar 76 kabéhov wpds 70 éf dpxis. 'Ev péper 8¢, mpos
8 éort kalBéhov xal o Aéyerar % mpéraais, olov yvworod xal
dyvdarov ui) Ty avtiv & yap évavria kalBbélov wpds Tadrar
kal yiverar 70 7plrov axijpa pégov yap 10 év péper Aapfa-
véuevov, olov 70 yvwatdv kal 18 dyvwotov. 'Ef v ydp éore
ovA\oyloadlar Tovwavriov, éx Tobrev kal Tas évordoes émi-
Xetpobpey Néyew. Aw kal éx pbvaov Tdv. oxnudrov TovTww
dépopev. 'Ev pbvois yap Tovrois of dvrikelpevor ovAhoyiopol
8ia yap Tob péoov odk fv karagarikds. "Ere 8¢ xdv Aéyov
8éouro whelovos % 8i& ToD péaov axfparos: olfov, € py Soin Td
A ¢ B vmdpxew 81& 10 pi) dxodovletv adrd T I.  Tobro yap
8! d\\wv mpordoewv Ofjhov: ob el 8¢ els dAAa éxTpémesOar
v &oracw, dAN e0s pavepav éxew thv érépav mpéracw.
A kal T3 onpelov éx pbvov TodTov TOD aXrHparos ovk EoTiw.
'Emokentéov 8¢ kal mepl Tdv dAA\wv évaTdoewy: olov mepl TGV
éx Tob évavtiov, xal Tob dpolov, kal Tob kard 86fav: xal el THv
é&v pépe éx Tob mpdrov A THY oTepnTikAy éx ToD péoov Suvardy
Aafeiv. Anal. Prior. 2. 28.

Nepl 8¢ Mdoewv éxbuevéy éori Tév elpnuévov elmeiv. *Eote
8¢ New 1) dvrioulhoyiodpevor 1) évoracw éveykivra. To pév
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either object that all opposites are objects of the same know-
ledge, and then the proof is in the first figure:
All D is 4,
All B is D,
... All Bis 4:
or we may object that some contraries, say, health and disease,
are objects of the same knowledge, and then the proof is in the
third figure :
All E s 4,
All E is B,
.*. Some B is 4.

If the objection has to prove the contrary of the premiss, the
genus comprehending the subject of the premiss must be made
the subject of the objection and receive a contradictory predicate.
If the premiss is that no contraries are known together, the
objection says that all opposites are known together, and we
have the first figure, for the genus of the original subject is the
middle term and the original subject the minor. If the objection
has to prove the contradictory of the premiss, a species com-
prehended under the subject of the premiss must be made the
subject of the objection, as knowable and unknowable are com-
prehended under contraries. Then we have the third figure, for
the middle term is an inferior species comprehended under the
minor. A premiss that gives an opposite conclusion is an objec-
tion, and such can only be applied in the first and third figures,
for the second cannot give an affirmative conclusion. Besides,
in the second figure more premisses would be necessary. If we
objected to the proposition, All B is 4, that No 4 is C, a second
premiss must be expressed to make the disproof evident. But
objection should be complete in itself and require no further
premiss to be expressed . For the same reason the second figure
is the only one unfitted for proof by signs. We must at some
future time examine the remaining modes of objection, namely,
the objection of contraries, of similars, and of authority; and
inquire whether an objection proving a contradictory cannot be
raised in the first figure %, or an objection proving a negative in
the second. '

Next to enthymeme (oratorical proof) real and apparent,
solution remains to be explained. Solution is enstasis or counter-

02
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oly dvriovAhoy(lealar Sihov 611 ek TGV avTéy Témwy évdéxerar
moelv: ol pév yap ovlhoyiopol éx Tdv évdéfwy, Sokotvra O¢
moAA& évavria dAAfhos éoriv. Al & évardaes pépovrar, kabd-
mep Kal év Tols Tomikols, TeTpaxds: 1 yap ¢ éavrod, 1) éx Tob
dpolov, ) éx Tob évavriov, # éx TGV kexpiuévov. Aéyo 8¢ d¢’
¢avrod ptv olov, el mepl épwros €ln év@iunua ds emovdaios, %
&voraots Suxas, § yap kabohov elmévra 8mt midoa Evdeia mwovn-
pov, 1 kata pépos 8ri otk dv éNéyero Kadvios &pws el py foav
kal wovnpol &pwres. 'Eml 8¢ Tob évavriov &voracis péperar
olov, €l 10 évOunpa v 6t 6 dyalds dvip wdvras Tovs Pilovs
€0 moie, dAN o8’ 6 poxOnpds kaxds. 'Eml 8¢ Tdv dpolwv, €l
v 10 &vbiunpa 81t of kakds mwemovlires alel piogobow, ST AN
oUd¢ ol €U mwemovlires alel puhodow. Al 8¢ kpicas ai dwd Tdv
yvwpipwy dvlpav olov, €l Tis évBiunpa elmev 61t Tols pebiovar
8¢l avyyvduny Eeaw, dyvoobvres yap duaprdvovow, évaTacis
81, otkovw 6 IMirTaxds aiverés: od yap dv peilovs {nuias évo-
pobérnaev édv.mis pebiwv apaprdvy. Rhet. 2. 25.
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proof. Counterproof will obviously be derived from the same
repertories as proof. For the repertory of proof is the sphere
of probabilities, and probabilities support opposite conclusions.
Enstasis, or objection, as we said in the Topica, is of four orders:
it is the allegation of co-ordinates, or of contraries, or of similars,
or of authority. The allegation of co-ordinates is of two kinds.
Suppose the enthymematic premiss objected to to be, that no
love is evil, we either allege the genus of the subject, and object
that all want is evil, or we allege a species of the subject, and
object that a Caunian love is evil 8. For an example of the alle-
gation of contraries, suppose the enthymematic premiss to be,
that a virtuous man is a benefactor to all his friends, we may
object that a vicious man does not hurt all his friends”. For an
example of the allegation of similars, suppose the premiss to be,
that those who are injured always hate, we object that those
who are benefited do not always love®. In the allegation of
authority we quote the judgment of the eminent. Suppose the
enthymeme to be, that ignorance is an excuse for the violation
of law, and therefore intoxication is, we object that if this were
true, Pittacus would have been wrong when he increased the °
penalty for offences produced by intoxication °.
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17 Enstasis is either the solution of a fallacy by pointing out
why the reasoning is inconclusive (3walpeats), or the disproof of
a false premiss (dvaipesis). It is the latter only that is now
examined. Enstasis is neither the mere negation of a propo-
sition, nor the assertion of the contrary or of the contradictory
of that proposition, but is the major premiss of a syllogism by
which the contrary or contradictory may be proved.

2] Were it not for this kind of enstasis and the locus of
authority, the final appeal in dialectic, on the part both of ques-
tioner and answerer, would be solely to induction. But it seems
the answerer might not only appeal to induction, but to a prin-
ciple more abstract and universal than the proposition in dispute.
But for the adros épa of Aristotle, one would have thought that
this mode of disprogf should be rather called antisyllogism than
enstasis. From the modern sense of the word instance (instantia
=enstasis) this kind of enstasis, in physical questions at least,
seems to have early fallen into desuetude.

8] In the Topica we have an ethical example of this kind of
enstasis. "Er¢ 8rav pi) 3} évavriov 7¢ yéve, oxomelv pi) pdvow el 1o
dvavriov &y 7§ adr@ yéver GAAG kal T dva péoov. 'Ev § yap Ta dxpa
kal 7@ qva wéoov, olov &mi Aevkod xal uéhavos. "Evoraois 8t 1) pev
&vdeia xal SmepPBodl &v 1§ adrd yéve, & 1@ xak§ yap Gudw, TO B3
pérpiov, dva péoov dv totrwy, odk & T kak@ AN’ &v 1@ dyads.
Topica, 4. 3. ¢ When the supposed genus of a term has no con-
trary, we should observe whether it is the genus not only of the
contrary of the term, but also of the intermediate gradations.
For (Proposition) contraries and their intermediate gradations
belong to the same genus, as we see in colours. Objection: the
contraries, excess and defect, belong to the genus evil, while
their intermediate gradation, the mean, belongs to the genus
good.” [This enstasis is clearly not valid; for good and evil are
accidents, not genera, of the mean and extremes: the common
genus is relative quantity.]
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4] It is clear that an affirmative proposition may be disproved
in the second figure. But Aristotle apparently would call such
a disproof not enstasis but antisyllogism. Energetic brevity is
a requisite of enstasis: its probative or subversive force must be
instantaneously felt without further explanation. The second
figure, therefore, being, as is here without much reason assumed,
more intricate and cumbrous and requiring more enucleation than
the others, is not short, sharp, and decisive enough for enstasis.

5] Enstatic disproof in the third figure may just as easily be
stated in the first : otherwise, regarding the above-given disproof
in the first figure as rather antisyllogism than enstasis, we might
agree with Whately in calling the third the enstatic figure.

6] This class has been analysed in the preceding passage. Té
év0lunua seems, perhaps, rather to point to a conclusion than a
premiss: but in this chapter enthymeme is used as the genus
of mapddeiypa or induction, and every dialectical premiss is the
result of induction.

7] Analysing this example as in the preceding passage, we
must, as far as I can see, for our minor premiss borrow from the
locus of contraries the maxim that the action of the virtuous is
opposite and analogous to that of the vicious, and for our major
transform the enstasis, that the vicious does not hurt every
friend, into the equipollent proposition, that to act oppositely
and analogously to the vicious is not to benefit every friend.

8] For our minor premiss we must borrow from the locus a
fortiori, vel minori, vel pari, the maxim that those who are
injured act oppositely and analogously to those who are served,
and, for our major, transform the enstasis, that those who are
served do not always love the benefactor, into the equipollent
proposition, that to act analogously and oppositely to those who
are served is not always to hate the injurer. Both these exam-
ples seem to apply the same maxim. (See, however, Topica,
2. 7, quoted below.) They shew that it is unsafe to assume, as
is usually done, that the maxims or metaphysical principles of
proof always occupy the position of major premisses.

9] The example is so carelessly given that it is not certain what
analysis Aristotle intended. I conjecture the following: The pre-
miss objected to is, that ignorance is an excuse: the enstatic syl-
logism is, Drunkenness is not an excuse (teste Pittaco), drunken-
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ness is ignorance, therefore some ignorance is not an excuse.
This kind of enstasis only differs from the first in the modality
of the enstatic premiss. It has no intrinsic probability, derives
no evidence from experience, but rests solely on the authority of
Pittacus.

It seems an arbitrary arrangement to call disproof by the loci
of contrariety and similarity, not antisyllogism but enstasis;
and the illustrations are unfortunately chosen, for, without being
told, we should never have suspected that they were taken from
different loci.

Contraries are a locus common to the attack and the solu-
tion. Zxomelv 8¢ i wdvov én’ adrod Tod elpnuévov, GAAa kal &mi Tod
évavrlov 16 &vavriov: olov 8ri 70 dyabov odx &f dvdykns ndu: ovdé
Yap 70 Kkakov Avmnpdy* %) €l Todro kdkeivo. Kal €l §) dikatoovim émi-
arijun, kal ) &dixla dyvoa. EL 8¢ tobro wij, obd’ éxeivo....Ovd¢v yap
&AXo viv dfodpev i) 0 vavrlov 7@ dvavriy dxolovfeiv. Topica, 2. 9.
‘The questioner may quit the subject in dispute and examine
its contrary. He may confute the thesis that the good is always
pleasant, by the fact that the bad is not always painful, or vice
versa, or the thesis that justice is knowledge, by the fact that
injustice is not ignorance: the axiom assumed being that con-
trary subjects must have contrary predicates.” Similars are also
a common locus. "Ert ék Tod dpolws dmdpyew....el dvo dvoiv Spolws
vmdpxer €l yap 10 Erepov 1 érépe pi vmdpxer, odd¢ TO Aowwdv TE
Aowmg® el 8¢ Umdpxet 10 Erepov 19 érépy, xal TO Aowwdy T@ Aoimd.
Topica, 2. 10. ¢Similars are another locus. If there is an equal
probability that two subjects have respectively two predicates,
if one has its predicate we may infer that the other has, and vice
versa.! Aristotle justifies the example he has given of enstasis
from similars by what he says in the Topica: Ai uév olv mpérac
do pnletoar (évavriwv) ovumhokai ob mowiow &vavrlwow: TO yap
Tovs plhovs €0 moieiy T¢ Tovs éxfpods kakds ovx éoTw évavrior® dpu-
¢drepa yap ailperd kai Tob adrov 7jfovs. OUdE 10 ToUs PlAovs kaxds
19 Tovs &xfpods €V, kal yap TaiTa duddrepu Pevkra kal Tob atrov
10ovs.... Ta 8¢ Aownd wdvra Térrapa moel évavrisow. T yap Tods
¢irovs €) morely T Tods plhovs xaxds évavrlov. Topica, 2. 7. ¢ The
two first syntheses of contraries are not themselves contraries.
Benefiting a friend is not contrary to hurting an enemy, for
both are desirable and proceed from the same disposition; nor
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is hurting a friend contrary to benefiting an enemy, for both
-are undesirable and proceed from the same disposition. But the
other four combinations, benefiting a friend, hurting a friend:
benefiting an enemy, hurting an enemy: benefiting a friend,
benefiting an enemy : hurting a friend, hurting an enemy ; are
all respectively contraries.”

The fourfold division of enstasis may be illustrated by a four-
fold character of propositions and organa. *Eori 8¢ mpdraots dia-
Aexriky) épdrnois Evdofos i) maow ) Tols wAelorous 7 Tols Togols, kai
Tolrois 7) waow i) Tols wAeloTois %) Tols pdAioTa yvwpiuots, u wapd-
dofos. Oeln yap &v Tis 10 dokoby Tols cogols, ¢av i) évavrlov Tals
T&Y ToANGY ddfais jj. Eioi 3¢ mpordoeis diakextical kai 7d Tols év-
ddfois Buowa, xal travavria kar’ dvripacw tois dokodaw &vddfois elvai
mpoTeidueva, kai Soar dfar kara Téxvas elol Tas evpnuévas. Topica,
1.10. ‘A dialectic proposition is a proposition probable to all
or to the majority of mankind; or an opinion of all or the ma-
Jjority of philosophers or the most eminent of them, not opposed
to the opinion of the many; or a similar proposition respecting
similar subjects; or an opposite proposition respecting opposites ;
or any doctrine of the arts.’” Tas uév odv mpordoers éxAexréov
boaxds dwploln....Aet d¢ mporelvew kal Tas dvavrias Tals Pawopué-
vais €vdifois kar dvriaocw: xpriowov 8¢ kai TO Tolely avras év TP
ék\éyew py pdvov tas oboas évdifovs dANL kal Tas Opolas TavTats.
Topica, 1.15. ¢The propositions to be collected are, as was said
before, the opinions of the many or of philosophers, or the doc-
trines of the arts; and we may use any propositions that bear a
certain relation to these, i.e. where opposite antecedents have
opposite consequents, or similar antecedents similar consequents.’
In fact, propositions respecting a given subject, and, mutatis
mutandis, respecting similar or opposite subjects, might be treated
as identical. :

Enstasis was the only check on the inartificial induction by
simple enumeration practised in dialectic. 'Eav yap éml mdvrwv
palvnrac dalpeoiy mpoevéykasw i) émi WOAAGY, dftwréor kai kaddAov
Tiévar, 1) &voracw Pépew &ml tlvos ol olrws. 'Edv yip undeérepov
Tovtwy moij, &romos ¢aveirar i Tifels. Topica, 2. 2. <If all or
many of the particulars into which a class is divided present an
attribute, we may demand either an admission that it is true of
the whole class, or an assignment of instances in which it is not
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true. If the respondent does neither one thing nor the other,
he is unreasonable.” (Antisyllogism was considered hardly suffi-
cient) "Ert & é&v tois yéveow émpPBAentéov, diawpoivra kar eldn pé-
Xpt 76y drduwv. "Av e yap wavtl palimrar vmdpxov &v Te pndevl,
woAAa mpoevéyxavte dfiwréor kaléhov dpoloyeiv, 1) Pépew Evaraaiy
éml rlvos oy ofrws. Topica, 3. 6. ¢ Subdivision, as far as we can
go, is useful; for whether we want an affirmative or negative
proposition, we must first adduce particular examples in which
it is true, and then challenge the respondent either to admit the
general principle or to allege contradictory instances.’

A disputant who is more accustomed to defence than attack
may quicken his wits when he has to attack by imagining him-
self on the defensive. “Ert 76 wpdBAnua mpdracw éavr@g moiovuevor
&vioraclar 1) yap évaraces Eorar émyelpnua mpos Ty Oéaw. Topica,
2. 2. ‘The questioner may imagine the thesis to be a premiss
against which he has to object as respondent: and his objection
to the proposition as a premiss will be a confutation of the pro-
position as a thesis.’

A common formula for urging an enstasis, especially when it
is directed against a major premiss and is a proposition which
the opponent is particularly interested not to contradict, is to
say that his argument proves too much: that, if good for any-
thing, it proves so and so (the contradictory of the enstasis). In
this case, instead of being put directly or ostensively, the enstasis
assumes the form of a reductio ad impossibile.
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APPENDIX D.
Kowal dpxai, or, Method-founding principles.

§ 1. To understand the nature of the common principles (xot-
vai dpyal) is to understand Aristotle’s conception of science, and,
indeed, his conception of logic; for his logic is resumed in the
contrast of science and dialectic, and this is the antithesis of
common and peculiar principles (dwac &pxal). We propose in
the following essay to collect some of the scattered indications of
their nature; and the necessity of explaining more or less com-
pletely each passage as it is quoted must be our excuse if our
observations seem to follow one another without much arrange-
ment. .

The most important passage is in the beginning of the
Rhetoric :—

Tav 8¢ &vbvunpdrey peylom dapopa xal udiiora AeAnfvia oye-
dov dmavras éoriv fimep kal mepl ™ diakexruciy puéfodov TV ouAAo-
yopdy. Ta pdyv yap atrdv &ori kard T pyropikiy domep kal Kard
7 dakexrikny® péfodov TdY cuAloyoudy, Ta 8¢ xar’ dAAas Téxvas
xal dvvdpes tas piv oboas 7as 8¢ ofmw karenuuévas. AW xal
AavBdvovoe Tobs &kpoards, kai paAANoy amTduevol ) kard Tpdmov pera-
Baivovow €€ alréy palov 8¢ cadés Eorar 16 Aeyduevov did mAewd-
vov pnfév. Aéyw yap diakexrikols T€ kal pnropixods ovAloyiopovs
€lvar mepl Gv Tods Témovs Aéyopev' odror 8 elaly ol xowfj wepl Sikalwy
kal puowkdy kal mepl moAirikdy kal wepl WOAAGY diapepdvrav T@
€lder olov 6 Tod uaAAov kal frrov Témos® ovdey yap paAAov &t éx
TovTov cuAAoyloacfas 1) évfvpnua elmeiy mept dixalwy 1) Puowdy 7

* Kard is here emphatic. Kard Th» Siakextucfy is equivalent to olxeia Tijs Sia-
Aexrixiis. We must distinguish between appropriate to dialectic and appropriate
to a given subject-matter. Those principles are properly dialectical and compose
a dialectical proof which are not peculiar to any subject-matter (xowaf). Those
which are peculiar to any subject-matter [1Bia: Tob wpdyuaros] are extra-dialectical,
and constitute a proof scientific or pseudographic.
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mepl Srovedy kaitor Tabra €lder diapéper ia 8¢, Soa &k TOY Wepl
&xaoTov €ldos kal yévos mpordoedy dorw* olov wepi Puawkdy elol
mpordaes ¢ dv olre &wlunua oire cuAloywouds éaTi mepl TGV 101
k@v* kal wepl Tovtrwy dAAat & Qv ovk €otar mepl TAY Puaikdy
Spolws d¢ Todro Exel éml mdvrwr. Kdkeiva pev o moujoel mepl ovdéy
yévos Eudpova: mepl oldév yap Umokeiperoy éoTv Taita d¢, Bow Tis
&v BeAtlovs éxAéynTar Tas mpordaets, Mjoer moujoas AAANY émio rjuny
Tijs StakexTikils kai pyropikilst av yap évrixn apxals, ok éru dia-
AexTici) ovde pmropic) GAN éxelvn éotar fis Exew Tas apxds. "Eore 8¢
Ta TAelora 1OV évbuunudrwy &k TovTwY TOV €0y A€eyduera TOV katd
wépos kal diwy, éx & TGV Kowdy éAdrTw. Kabamep olv xai év tols
Tomikols, xal évravfa Siatperéov TéY érOuvunudrov Td te €idn kai Tovs
Tdmovs éf Gy Anmréov.  Aéyw B¢ eldn pév tas kabéxaorov yévos ldias
mpordcets, Témovs B¢ Tous kowols Opolws wdvrwy. [pdrepov ody
elmoper wepl 76y elddv. Rhet. 1. 2.

¢ Between rhetorical proofs the most important distinetion,
a distinction which has been most commonly, not to say uni-
versally, overlooked, is one which also exists between dialectical
proofs: some are characteristic of rhetoric or dialectic, others
properly belong to certain special sciences or arts, whether such
sciences and arts are generally recognized or still remain to
be invented. If the science has not yet been established, the
theorems and proofs are not familiar to the audience to which
they are addressed; and if the prover adheres too closely to
the scientific method, he abandons the proper rhetorical or
dialectical method. This requires further explanation. Proofs
that properly belong to rhetoric and dialectic are applications of
a locus communis. Loci communes are principles that apply
indiscriminately to ethical, physical, political problems and
other heterogeneous spheres, as, for instance, the argument
a fortiori or a minori. A dialectical or rhetorical proof of this
character applies equally to ethical and physical questions and
other subjects different in kind. Intransferable (that is, not
properly rhetorical or dialectical) proofs are composed of propo-
sitions which relate exclusively to particular departments of
nature. For there are propositions respecting physical objects
which furnish no rhetorical or dialectical proof on ethical ques-
tions, and there are ethical propositions which furnish no proof
on physical problems, and so of the other provinces of science.

—— ey
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The common principles give no scientific knowledge of any class
of things, for they do not constitute the essence of any class :
whereas the peculiar principles if well selected, though people
may not be aware of the fact, go towards constituting a parti-
cular science, distinct from rhetoric or dialectic. For if the prover
happens to hit upon first principles his proof is not rhetorical or
dialectical but scientific. Most rhetorical proofs are composed
of specific, that is, particular and intransferable propositions;
only a minority are composed of common principles. A rhetorical
treatise, therefore, like a dialectical treatise, must distinguish
the specific principles of proof from the loci of proof. Specific
principles are principles that exclusively belong to a particular
class of problems; loci are methods (premisses) of proof that are
equally applicable to all classes.”

In the last sentence instead of rods kowovs we should have
expected ras xowds [mpordoeis]. But this passage is one instance
of a certain indecision in Aristotle’s mind whether to treat the
loci as premisses or as methods, as indicative or imperative, as
categorical or hypothetical, as constituent principles (in the
language of Kant) or as regulative, as objective or subjective,
as laws of nature or as rules of procedure. He avoids, there-
fore, the unmistakeable term, mpordoets, and uses the obscurer
term, loci. However, even from the present passage, we may
certainly infer that the word loci designates premisses. Aristotle
does not say, Every proof has two elements; one is formal or
dialectical, the other is material or extra-dialectical: but he
says, There are two divisions, two separate classes, of proofs;
one proof is properly dialectical, the other is not properly.
dialectical. As the specific or sectional character of the pre-
misses is the differentia of the one class, the generic or catholie
character of the premisses must be the differentia of the contra-
distinguished class. We shall see further on [§ 6] that one
branch of dialectic may consist entirely of such syllogisms :
but considering the subjects handled by the orator, it is clear.
that in oratorical proofs the maxims [ra xowd] and specific facts
[ra W] will be usually combined in the sameé syllogism.
Aristotle would therefore have done better in a rhetorical
treatise to found on the distinction of {Swa and xowd a division
not of proofs (év@vunudrwr) but of premisses.
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Another proof that locus may denote a premiss we have in the
fact that later on in the Rhetoric, not only the catholic prin-
ciples or loci proper but the €8y or specific principles, which are
perpetually called premisses, are designated by the term of loci.
After giving a collection of specific principles (eldn) he says:—
Els uev odv tpdmos tijs éxhoyfjs kal mpdros odros & Tomkds® 7d d¢
aroiyeia 7OV évbvunudror Aéywpev. Zroxeiov 3¢ Aéyw kal Témoy
&vbvpijpatos 0 alrd. . . . Sxedov pév odv Nuiy wepl éxdoTwy TAY
€elddy 7oy xpnolpwy kal dvaykaloy éxovrar ol rdmoi. ’Efeheyuévar
yap al mpordoeis mepl Exaordy elow, dor’ [Exopev] ¢ v det Pépew
1@ &vfvpripara Tomwy wepl dyafod 7 xaxod % xahoD 7 aloypod %
Sixalov 1) adlxov, kal wepl T6GY NOGY Kal mabnudrwy kal Efewy doal-
Tws elAnupévoe Hptv Imdpxovor mpdrepov ol Témor. “Ert ¥ dAAov
Tpémov kabBdhov wepl amdvrwy AdBwpev. Rhet. 2. 22. ¢One class
of materials, and the class that should first be collected, are
propositions such as I have given which (as contrasted with ra
&£ Smoyvlov, or the singular facts of each particular case) are in
the nature of loci. We now proceed to the elements of proof,
and by elements I mean [another sort of ] loci. We are already
in possession of loci on the particular subject-matters that are
indispensable or useful to the orator: for we have made a collec-
tion of propositions and enumerated the loci respecting the
expedient and honorable and right, and respecting characters
and passions and dispositions. There still remain another sort
of loci of universal application (the loci proper), which we now
proceed to enumerate.” When, however, we find that the loci
enumerated include etymology, division, definition, induction, it
must be confessed that we seem to have rather a list of methods
of reasoning than of premisses of syllogism. But the employ-
ment of each of these methods has to be justified by certain
postulates, expressed or unexpressed ; and if the loci are regarded
as propositions, it is these postulates that are the loci. (This
subject is resumed § 13.)

§ 2. We find frequent mention of commeon principles (ra xotvd)
in the analysis of science under the name of Axioms. ’Apéoov
¥ dpxiis ovAhoyorixijs Oéow pev Aéyw Hy piy €ore detfar pnd’ dvdyxn
ew Tov padnoduevdy 7 Hy & dvdyxn Exew 1oV Srioby padnod-
pevoy, dfiwpa. Analytica Posteriora, 1. 2. ¢ Immediate syllo-
gistic principles are either theses, that is, are indemonstrable,
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but not the necessary conditions of all inference: or axioms,
that is, the common conditions of all inference.” If science as
well as dialectic has both ¥t and xowai dpxal, how, it may be
asked, do they differ, and how can the xowai &pxa: be the dis-
tinguishing badge of dialectic [kara mjv diakexriciy, § 1]? The
answer is, that the common and peculiar principles exist both
in science and in dialectic, but exist in an inverse ratio. In
dialectic the common and abstract principles predominate, and
the specific concrete facts are reduced to 2 minimum. In science
the specific data predominate, and the common principles are
reduced to a minimum, only those being admitted which are
requisite to constitute a faculty of inference. Of course when
dialectic investigation proceeds without, or with very scanty,
specific data, the result can only be a Barmecide feast of abstrac-
tions such as we have in the Parmenides. Aristotle himself in
his physical inquiries (‘ Physicam Dialectice suz mancipavit’),
forgetting his own canons, engages in a task which reminds one
of that set by Egyptian taskmasters of making bricks without
straw. But dialectic may command specific data in various pro-
portions, and ranges over a wide field, touching sophistry on
the one side and on the other approaching indefinitely near to
science. Kal, pdAAov dwrduevor (rdv Blwv) xara rpdmov, peraPal-
vovow éf atrdy [1ijs pnropixijs kal Tijs diakexrixijs . See § 1.

The common principles of science are identified with the com-
mon principles of dialectic. ’Emxowwvoior 8¢ wacas al émoriiua
dAMjAats kard Ta kowd (xowa 8¢ Aéyw ols xpdvrar @s éx Tovrwv
amodekvivres, GAN’ ob wepl dv dewkviovow, ovd § dewrdovat) xal 7
Stakexriky wdoats, kal € Tis xafdlov mwep@ro dewkvivar T& Kowd,
olov &rt dmav Ppdvar 7 dmopdrar, 7 81t loa and loww, ) TéY TolovTWY
drra. Analytica Posteriora, 1.11. ¢The common principles ex-
press neither the subject nor the attribute of a theorem, but are
the canons of demonstration; and are the common property of
the particular sciences, of dialectic and of (metaphysic or) what-
ever science it is which investigates these propositions; Of two
contradictories one or the other must be true ; Equals from which
equals are subtracted have equal remainders; and the like.
We must interpret this to mean that the common principles of
science are included among the common principles of dialectic,
not that they are coextensive. This is clear from the following
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considerations. The axioms, we saw above, are indispensable
to reasoning ; but many of the maxims cannot be indispensable,
for science contrives to dispense with them, e.g. the maxims
that constitute the unscientific formulas of reasoning by analogy
or a fortiori. Secondly, an axiom is a necessary truth, a maxim
may be merely a probability. Oix &ore & vmdbeois 0id almua 8
avdykn €lvar & adrd kal doxelv dvdykn. An. Post.1.10. ¢An
axiom differs from an hypothesis or petition in being necessarily
true and necessarily believed.” We know that dialectic only
professes to rest on probabilities (évdofa), and we find in the
Topica that this applies to the common as well as to the specific
principles, E. g. *H €l &ore pév 1o dudotv &va péoov, xal tév
€idov kal TGv yevdy, ) opolws dé,. . . Evdofor yap 16 Spoiws dudoiv.
Topica, 4. 3. “If a term and its contrary are connected by
gradations, it is a probable postulate that their genera, when
not identical, are connected by similar gradations.” Thirdly,
the axioms, as we saw above, are necessarily believed or self-
evident; whereas some, at least, of the maxims require the
evidence of induction. E. g. A€l yap 1a évarria &v 1¢ alrg yéve:
€lvar, av undty dvavrlov 7¢ yévew 5. "Owros & évavriov 19 yéver,
oxomeiv €l 70 évavriov &v 1§ dvavrip. ’Avdykn ydp 16 évavriov &v
¢ évavrly elvar, dvmep 7} evavriov T 7§ yéver. Pavepov d¢ TovTwy
éxaorov dua tiis émaywyfis. Topica, 4. 3. ¢ Contrary terms have
the same genus, unless there is a contrary to the genus. If
there is a contrary to the genus, it ought to contain the con-
trary term. These postulates are evidenced by induction.’
Even the laws of conversion require this support. ’'Emel & ai
avriféoes Téooapes, aromely éx pEv TOY dvmipdrewy dvdmalw éx
7ijs dxohovdijcews kal dvatpobyTt kal karackevd{ovri, AapBdvew & éf
énaywyis' olov €l 6 &vfponos (gov 10 7 {Gov ok avfpwmos. Topica,
2. 8. ¢There being four kinds of opposites (contradictories,
contraries, privatives, relatives) to prove or disprove a sequence
of two terms, we should observe whether their contradictories
present a converse sequence (i.e. whether the terms admit of
conversion by contraposition), and we must establish the law of
conversion by induction. For instance, if all man is animal, all
not-animal is not-man.” It is not necessary, then, to a dialectic
maxim to possess the evidence or necessity of a scientific
axiom.

e ———— e

————
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§ 3. The peculiar principles of science are definitions and
hypotheses, that is, propositions asserting the existence of the
things defined. ©éoews & i pev dmorepovoiy Té@v poplwy tijs &mo-
Pdvoews AauBdvovoa, olov Aéyw 10 elval T 7) 70 py elval i, vndle-
as, ) & dvev TovTov dpionds. Analytica Posteriora, 1. 2. ¢ Theses,
or peculiar principles, are either hypotheses, that is, affirmations
or negations of existence, or definitions.” Mill denies that defi-
nitions are an indispensable basis of science, and maintains that
postulates (hypotheses) suffice as germs of scientific evolution.
But, after pointing out that other logicians had combined the
definition with a surreptitious postulate, he himself, when he
maintains the self-sufficiency of the postulate, combines the
postulate with a surreptitious definition. For without a defini-
tion the postulate is merely the proposition, X exists ; and from
such a proposition, without any explanation of the nature (defi-
nition) of X, it is impossible that any consequences can be de-
duced. The specific basis of science is a definition—postulate, that
is, is composed of two distinct elements and cannot accurately
be called either a definition or a postulate. On this point Ari-
stotle has expressed the truth more exactly than either Dugald
Stewart or Mill. Ilaoca yap dmodewxrixy émariun mept Tpla éotl,
8aa te elvar Tileras, Tadra & éorl 7O Yévos, ol ToY kal avra malbn-
pdrov doti Oewpnrini), kal T& kowd Aeydueva dfiduara, éf dv mpdrwy
amodelxvvar, kal Tplrov Td wdbn, dv Tl onpalver Eaorov AapSdver.
’Evlas pévroc dmoriuas obdty kwAver &via Todrwy mapopdv, olov 7o
yévos piy vmorlbeofar elvas, &v 3} Ppavepdv 8ri &ori. . . . Kad Ta wdfy
ui AapBdvew t onpalve, &v 7 dfAa’ domep odde Ta Kxowa od Aau-
Baver v onpalve, T loa &nd lowy dpeelv, dre yvdpyov. 'AAN
otder frrov i) ye ploe Tpia Taird éori, wepl § Te delkvvor xal &
delxvvat xal éf Sv. An, Post. 1. 10. ¢In all demonstrative science
there are three elements: the subject, whose existence is as-
sumed and whose essential laws are developed; the axioms,
which belong alike to every science; and the attributes, whose
definition is assumed and whose existence in' the subject is the
law we demonstrate. When any one of these is obvious, it will
be neglected : if the existence of the subject is obvious, an hypo-
thesis is not needed: if the definition of a predicate is obvious,
it may be omitted. The meaning in the axiom of subtracting

equals from equals is too plain for definition. But really there
P
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are always three elements of demonstration, the subject, the
attributes, and the catholic eanons of proof.’

Any classification of the sciences that we choose to adopt will
serve as a classification of the specific principles of dialectic
(Spyara, €ldn). Aristotle gives one that has had a great currency
both in ancient and modern times, though different from that
which he adopts in his more philosophic writings. He says
they may be roughly classed as physical, ethical, and logical
(metaphysical). "Eori & &s mine wepihaBeiv 1@y mpordoewy kal
Tév mpoBAnudrey pépn tpla. Al pév yap ffikal wpordaets eloiv,
al 8¢ ¢uowkal, al 8¢ Aoywkal. ’'HOwkai pév odv al rowabrar, olov
worepov del Tols yovevor paAlov i) Tois vduois meidapyetv, éav dia-
Pwrdar Aoyikal 8¢, olov wdrepov rév dvavrlwy 7 avm) émoTiun 7
ol ¢uaikal 8¢, morepov 6 kdopos dtdios 7) ob* Spolws d¢ kai Ta mpo-
BA\ipara. Tlotax & &kaorar Tév mwpoepnuévwy, Spiopd pév odk
eUmeres anodobvat wepl avrdy, 17 d¢ dia Tijs émaywyiis ovwnbely wer-
paréoy yvwpi{ew éxdorny alrdv, kard T& Tpoepnuéva wapadelypara
émworomoivra. Topica, 1. 14. ¢ Propositions and problems may
be roughly thrown into three divisions, ethical, physical, and
logical. Of ethical propositions the following is an instance :
Should we obey our parents or the laws when their commands
are inconsistent ? of logical the following : Are contraries simul-
taneously known or not? of physical the following: Is the
world eternal or not? And so of problems. To define these
classes would not be easy, but we must endeavour to identify
them by practice with the help of these examples.’

§ 4. In the Topica the word dpyava denotes the particular
premisses (eldn). Aristotle elsewhere, or whoever named his
logical treatises dpyavov, uses the word in a different significa-
tion. In the Topica it signifies the materials ({An) which are
furnished to the artist, and the loci or maxims, as contradis-
tinguished from the materials, represent the tools with which he
works. But when the name of organon is given to the whole
of logic, it denotes the latter, i.e. the loci or purely logical
principles, which constitute an organ or faculty of cognition,
co-ordinate with the natural organs of perception (xpiripea), the
eye, the ear, the hand, or with artificial organs of appreciation,
the thermometer, chronometer, barometer.

When the problem is ethieal or physical, there is a difference
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in kind between the organa and loci, and they present the con=
trast of special and catholic principles. But when the problem
belongs to the third division, that is, when it is logical, the dis-
tinction disappears, the organa and loci coincide, and logical
conceptions are the materials as well as the tools of the dialec-
tician. Accordingly in another classification of problems Ari-
stotle describes the third division (ra Aoywixd) as instrumental
and subordinate theorems, that is, in terms which are equally
appropriate to the loci. TTpdBAnua & éorl diakextiov Oedpnua 7o
ovvrelvoy i) mpos alpeow xal uyiy, ) mpds d\ifeiar xal yréow, 7
adTo 7) bs ouvepydy mpds Tu Erepov TGV TowlTWY. . . . "Evia piv yip
Ty mpoPAnudrav xpiowov €ldévar mpds 16 éNéobar 7} puyeiv, olov
ndrepov 7) ndovn aiperdv i) ol, &via d¢ mpds TO eldévar udvov, olov
wérepov 6 xdopos didios i) of), Ema ¢ adra pév kad avrd mpds oDdé-
Tepov TovTwy, curepyd 8¢ doTi mpds Twa T@Y rowodrwr. IloAAd yap
aira pév xab’ avrd of PovAduefa yvwpllew, érépwy & Evexa, Smos
did Tovrwy &AXo T yvwplowpev. Top. 1. 11. ¢ A dialectic problem
is either a practical (ethical) or speculative (physical) theorem,
or is subservient to the decision of a practical or speculative
question (logical). That is to say, the solution of some pro-
blems is useful for our guidance in action, as whether pleasure
is to be pursued; that of others has no end beyond knowledge,
as whether the world is eternal : another class are in themselves
neither useful nor interesting but are ancillary to ulterior
inquiries.”

$ 5. From our present point of view we may see that Whately’s
distinction of logical and extra-logical fallacies will not bear
examination. He considers that some forms of fallacy, for in-
stance, the fallacy of equivocation, are essentially extra-logical.
Adopting the theory that logic is conversant not with things
or ideas but with words, he says that, whenever to detect a fal-
lacy it is necessary to understand the meaning of a word, the
fallacy is extra-logical. Tbe logician may happen to know the
meaning of the word, but, if he does, he does so not as a logi-
cian, but as a moralist or mathematician, or in some other
capacity. This is untenable. It is clear that the logician must
know the meaning of some terms. He must at least know the
meaning of all the terms of his own science. Unless a parrot
can be a logician, no one can be a logician to whom the terms

P2
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universal, particular, antecedent, consequent, necessary, contin-
gent, are mere words without meaning. This list may be ex-
tended almost indefinitely. If we reflect on what is discussed
in logical treatises, we see that the logician requires all the
conceptions as well as the vocabulary of—what till we find a
better name we will call—ontology (r& Aoywd). When, there-
fore, the problem belongs to the sphere of ontology, the logician,
by his logical knowledge, will be able to detect any fallacy that
depends on the meaning of the terms, and such fallacies will
be purely logical. The dialectician, however, has a still wider
range than the pure logician. He has to deal with all ethical or
physical conceptions that fall within common cognition (évdofa,
doxoivra Tois moAhoils). Ethical or physical premisses, though
special or particular propositions in one sense, that is, in respect
of the subjects to which they apply, are common or universal
opinions in another sense, that is, in respect of the minds by
which they are entertained. Fallacies from the application of
principles that lie beyond the range of ordinary information are
extra-dialectical (yevdoypagriuara). Whether ethical problems
can furnish a pseudographema may be doubted. Even the physic
of Aristotle’s day, composed, as Bacon says with some truth, of
vulgar notions loosely abstracted, could hardly furnish argu-
ments beyond the competence of the dialectician. Accordingly
the only examples of pseudographema that Aristotle gives, are,
agreeably to the etymology of the name, geometrical.

§ 6. Without stopping to discuss the relation of logic in its
modern sense to the logic (ra Aoywkd) of the Topica, assuming,
moreover, that the latter (of whose nature Aristotle has scarcely
given us any means of judging beyond the passages already
quoted) is the science to which the maxims properly belong, we
may regard it as more or less completely identical with ontology
or metaphysic. We have already seen (An. Post. 1. 171, quoted
in § 2), that the common principles are found alike in the par-
ticular sciences, in dialectic and in a certain universal science.
The name of this science is not given, but we are elsewhere told
it is metaphysic or philosophia prima. ’Emel 3¢ 6 palOnuarikds
Xpiitat Tols kowols Idlws, xal ras Tovrwy dpxas dv el Oewpioar Tijs
mpdrns phocodias. Metaphysica, 11. 4. ¢ As the mathematician
only makes a limited application of the common principles, their
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adequate investigation belongs to metaphysic.” A paradox here
arises. The common principles are the means by which the phi-
losopher makes himself intelligible to.the unphilosophic, they
are the intellectual capital, the common sense, of the ignorant.
Mpos 8¢ tas évrevfes xpriowyuos 1) mpayparela, diote Tas TG MOAAGY
karnpilunuévor dofas odx éx TGv dAAoTplwy AN’ ék TGV olkelwy doy-
pdrov Spihjooper mpds abrols, ueraBiBdlovres 8ri &y u) kaAGs dpal-
vovrar Aéyew nuiv. Topica, 1. 2. ¢ Dialectic is useful to the phi-
losopher in his intercourse with the world, because, giving him
possession of the creed of the uneducated, it enables him to
reason with them on their own principles and to influence their
opinions when he thinks them mistaken.” To say that the igno-
rant talk metaphysic without knowing it, and that metaphysical
reasoning is the reasoning of the uneducated, seems paradoxical,
and sounds like the sarcasm of a positivist. But though it is
asserted that the principles of the ordinary public are in sub-
stance metaphysical, it is not maintained that they apprehend or
state them with any precision. Taira yap (r@ xowa) obdev frrov
loaocw adrol (of udrar) kdv Boxbot Aav &w Aéyew. Sophistici
Elenchi, 11. ¢The uneducated possess the common principles
as well as the educated, though their expression of them may
be very inaccurate.” Besides, the truth is, that all reasoning,
scientific and unscientific, involves metaphysical principles; and
unscientific reasoning is only called pre-eminently metaphysical,
because it is composed in a larger proportion of those abstract
principles which, either because they are innate or because they
are the easiest and earliest generalizations, are of general accepta-
tion, than of the specific facts which can only be learnt by a
specially directed observation. "Eri 8¢ mpos évlovs 008’ €l iy dxpi-
Beardry Exoyuev dmamiuny pddiov &n éxelvns metoas Aéyorras® dida-
akallas ydp dorww & xard Ty émwoTiipny Adyos, Todro 3¢ &dvvaror’
AAN’ dvdykn dia TGy xowdy mowelobas Tds wioTels kal Tovs Adyovs,
Bomep kal &v Tols Tomkois éAéyopev mepl Ths Wpds Tods mOAAovs
&rredfews. Rhet. 1. 1. “To some minds the most exact science
would not enable us to convey persuasion. A teacher and a
learner are implied in the proper scientific proof, and this rela-
tion may be out of the question. Then the catholic methods
are the only means of persuasion or conviction, as I said in the
Topica about the intercourse of the philosopher with the world.”
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Plutarch, or the author of Placita Philosophorum, says that the
Stoics (who very likely took the doctrine from Aristotle) held
that the axioms, or principles that constitute the logical faculty,
are fully developed by seven years of age. Tav & évwoidr al uiv
¢voikal ylvovrar kara tods elpnuévovs Tpdmovs Kai dvemrexviTws, al
& 7jdn 8 fuerépas didackahias kal émuelelas' abrar pdv odv évvoim
xalobvrat udvov, éxelvar O¢ xal mpoAfjeis. ‘O 3¢ Adyos xad dv mpoo-
ayopevdpeda Aoyikol éx TGv mpoAewy auumAnpodrfar AéyeTar kard
™y mpdmy éBdudda. 4. 11. *Ideas are either natural, that is,
acquired in the way we have mentioned (sensation and expe-
rience had been mentioned), and inartificial, or are artificial and
the result of culture. The latter are specially called ideas, the
former are specifically called anticipations (axioms). The rea-
son, in virtue of which all men are called rational, is formed by
the development of the anticipations in the first seven years of
life’ In illustration of the statement that logical principles
are metaphysical theorems, we might refer to the ontological
inquiries on which the rudiments of logic are based in the
Sophistes of Plato, to the position of the axioms in the Meta-
physic of Aristotle, or to the metaphysical discussions in Mill’s
System of Logic, on the uniformity of nature, on the law of
causation, on chance, &c. &c., which lay the foundation for his
exposition of inductive method.

§ 7. After reviewing these general statements on the nature
of the loci, if we proceed to examine the list of them given in
the Topica and Rhetoric, our first impression is one of surprise.
The loci given are not easy to reduce to any common principle,
and their common principle, so far as it is perceptible, is not
what we might have expected. From Aristotle’s apparent iden-
tification of the maxims and axioms, we might have expected
to find the maxims to be applications or specifications or corol-
laries of the axioms. For some reason or other, perhaps to
reserve something for his immediate disciples, Aristotle has care-
fully avoided giving the loci in the form of propositions, so that
it would be rash to assert that the propositions which he con-
ceived to be grouped under the loci bear no relation to the
axioms: but we may safely say that no such relation is
obvious.

Many of the loci, most of those given in the Rhetoric, may
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easily be grouped under the category of correlatives. When
unable to demonstrate the attributes of any term taken by itself,
that is, when we have not materials for scientific reasoning (xad’
avro, kar’ ovolav), we still may reason dialectically (xar’ &AAo,
xatrd ovpBeBnrds), by leaving the term and examining another
term to which it stands in some definite relation, and then,
mutatis mutandis, transferring the attribute of the second term
to the first. The mutation to be effected, or the conditions of
the transfer, may be supposed to be expressed in an axiom or
topical maxim. Such correlatives are: Contraries, Similars,
(giving rise to the methods of induction, analogy, argumen-
tum a pari); Terms similar in quality and dissimilar in quantity
(giving rise to the argument a fortiori and a minori): Parts
(giving rise to the methods of partition and division): Elements,
(giving rise to definition): Antecedent, Consequent, Name (giving
rise to the argument from etymology), &c. &c. But the vast
majority of loci in the Topica are of a different nature, and are
held together by a different bond of union.

The nature of the arguments to be employed in a discussion,
and of the rules for their invention, must be determined by the
nature of the problem discussed or the thesis controverted. Every
proposition that is supported or subverted must assert or deny
a relation of subject and predicate, and this relation must be one
of four, that is, if 4 is the predicate and B the subject, the pro-
position must assert or deny that 4 is an accident, or a genus,
or a property, or the definition of B. Of course the definitions
of accident, genus, property, definition, must decide respectively
what is the nature of the proof required in support of any such
conclusion. Aristotle accordingly breaks these four definitions
into as many fragments as possible, presents them under as
many different aspects as he can imagine, and calls these frag-
ments and aspects of the definitions by the name of loci. But
the theories of accident, genus, property, are all resumed in the
theory of definition: for definition must be a truth or matter
of fact (GAnfts elmeiv) like accident, and a law like genus and
property, besides presenting its own peculiar characteristics. All
the loci, therefore, that arise from these four definitions may be
grouped under one head, the definition of definition. TIlpdrov
odv Oewpnréov &k Tivwy 7 pédodos. El b AdPoiuev mpds wioa xal
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mota kal &k tlvwy ol Adyot, kal wds Tovrwy edmoprioopey; Exouuer &v
ikavds 16 mpoxelpevov. "Eori 8 &plfug loa xal Ta adra ¢ &v Te ol
Adyot kal mepl &v o cvAroyiopol. Tlvovrar ptv yap ol Adyor éx Té¥
npordoewy, mept dv ¢ ol gvAhoywonol, Ta mpofAijpard dori. Ilaca
3 mpéragis kal wav mpdBAnua 7 yévos 1) Wiov §) avpBeBnxrds dnhol.
Topica, 1. 4. ¢Let us first enquire of what branches the method
is composed, and when we have classified conclusions and pre-
misses, and shewn how to obtain the latter, we shall have accom-
plished our task. The classes of premisses and conclusions, that
is, of propositions and problems, are identical ; for every propo-
sition and problem expresses either a genus, a property, or an
accident.” Property is then subdivided into property and defi-
nition. M) Aavfavére & fuas 8 ra wpos 10 diov kal 76 yévos xal
10 oupBeBnkds mdvra kal mpos Tovs dpiopovs dpudoer Aéyedbar.......
*Qore kard T0v &umpoclev dmododévra Adyov dmavt’ dv €l Tpimov
Twa Spikd Ta xarnplfunpéva. Topica, 1. 6. ¢ The rules for pro-
perty, genus, and accident all apply to definition: so that all
the rules may be regarded as rules of definition.” Tlpds pév odv
70 oupBefnrds S T&Y TowlTwy Kal ofrws émixepnréov. Mera 8@
tabra mepl Ty Wpos 10 yévos kal t0 Wiov émoxemtéov. "Eore Bd
Tabra orotyela T@y mpds Tovs Bpovs: mepl alrdy d¢ TovTwy dAiydris
al oxéyets yivovrar Tols diakeyouévors. Topica, 4. 1. ¢ After these
rules for disproving accident, the rules for examining pretended
genus and property must be expounded. These will be elements
of the method of testing definition. Genus and property are
seldom themselves the final object of dialectic discussion.” Tijs
d¢ mepi Tods Spovs mpayparelas pépn mévre dorlv. *H yap 81t BAws
ok &Anles elmely, xat’ o Totvopa, kal Tov Adyov (3l yap Tov Tod
&vfpdmov Spiopdy kara mavros dvpomov dAndevesdar) §j 8re Svros
yévovs olx E0nkev els 10 yévos 7) odx els TO olketor yévos &nke (3l
yap Tov dpu{duevor els 16 yévos Oévra Tas diagopis mpogdnTEw” pd-
Awora yap 7@ &v T§ Splopd 16 yévos doket T Tod opulouévov odalay
onpalvew), ) 8re odk 1Bios 6 Adyos (d€T yap TOv opiopdy Wiov elvar),
7 €l mdvra Ta elpypéva memoukds piy dpiorar und’ elpnke T Tl v
€lvat 7 opilopéve. Aoimov ¢ mapa Ta elpnuéva, €l SpioTar pev un
xaA@s & dpiorac. Topica, 6. 1. ¢ The method of examining defi-
nition has five branches. We either shew, as in the case of
accident, that the predicate is not true; or that the genus, at
least the proximate genus, the dominant part of the essence, is
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not given; or, as in the case of property, that the subject is not
sufficiently distinguished ; or, that the essence is not expressed ;
or, that the expression is inelegant.’

§ 8. We have seen that all the loci of solution by distinction
(dialpeats), that is, all the means of exposing the inconclusive-
ness of a disproof, may be reduced to the definition of confuta-
tion. [*H &7 ofrws diaiperéor Tods pawopévovs ovAloyiopods xal
éyxous, 1) mdvras dvakréov els Tiw Tob ENéyxov &yvowar. *Eori yip
dmarras dvakioar Tods AexOévras Tpdmovs els Tov Toi EAéyxov dio-
piopdy. Sophistici Elenchi, 6.] We now see that the loci of con-
futation, and, therefore, also the loci of solution by antisyllo-
gism and objection (dvalpeais), are all reducible to another defi-
nition, the definition of definition. The former definition is the
basis of what Cicero calls the logic of judgment, the latter of
what he calls the logic of invention. See his Topica, ch. 2. .

Though the definition of proof or disproof properly furnishes
the loci of solution, yet the questioner as well as the respondent
may sometimes appeal to this definition. This, however, is only
when the respondent has raised the question, whether the proof
is conclusive. "Eri domep o0d’ v ovAloyioug AauBdverar vl éari 0
ovAAeroylolas, del yap 8Ny 1) pépos 3 mpdracis é§ &v & avAhoyiapuds,
ofirws 0vd¢ 10 i N elvar del dvetvar &y 7@ TUAAoyLou@ GANG Xwpls
ToDTO TGV Keuévwy elvar xal mpds TOV duioByroivra el guANEAd-
yioTat 7 pi) Tovro, dmavrav, 8ri, Tobro yap Ny ovAAoyiouds' kai mpds
T0v 81i o0 70 T{ v €lvar guAAeAdyiorat, 81t val, Todro yap ékero
nuiv 76 7  elvar. “Qore dvdyxn xal dvev Tob T cvANoyiopds 1) Tod
7{ v evar cvAAeloylobar Ti. An. Post. 2. 6. ¢ As in proving we
do not define proof, for the terms of the syllogism are always
related as whole and part, so in demonstrating a definition (de-
fining) we ought not to assume among our terms a definition of
definition ; but as, if our proof is disallowed, we maintain it by
defining proof’; so if our proof of definition is disallowed, we may
reply by defining definition. As we draw a conclusion inde-
pendently of the definition of proof, so we ought to prove a
definition (define) independently of the definition of definition.’

[To digress from our present subject, we may observe that the
objection here raised by Aristotle to a mode of proving definition
hardly seems to express his final view. Indeed it admits of an
obvious answer. All dialectical proof is based, as we have just
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seen, on the definition of definition; a particular proof there-
fore, i. e. the proof of definition, may well rest on the same basis.
For a further answer to this objection see § 13.]

That the questioner sometimes appeals to the definition of
proof appears from another passage. To 8¢ uy évdéxecfar dua
¢dvar kai droddvar oldeula AapBdver dnddeifis, AN 1) éav 3ép deifar
xal 70 ouvumépaoua ofrws. Aelkvvrar 8¢ AaBoiige 10 TpdTOY KaTA
T0D péoov ot GAnbés, dmoddvar & ok dAnbés. To 8¢ péoov [xara
100 mpdrov dAnbis] ovdev diadéper elvar kal pN elvar AaBelv, doad-
Tws Kai 10 Tplrov [kara Tod péoov]. El yap é8d6n, xab’ od dvbpomor
dAnbes elneiv, €l xal [xad’ o] pi-&vfpemor dAndés, &N’ el pdvov
[xaf’ ol] dr6pwmov, {Gov elvar u-(Gov 3¢ pij &rrar dAnbes elmeiv,
KaAAlav, €l xal pij-KarAlay, Suws (gov pi-{gov &’ ob. An. Post.L.11.
¢ That of two contradictory predicates one must be false, is never
expressed in demonstration, except when we wish to maintain the
cogency of a proof. We maintain it successfully if we can shew
that we have a major truly affirmed of a middle and not truly
denied [and this middle similarly related to a minor]. If we have
this, it is indifferent whether the middle can be truly denied of
the major or the minor of the middle. For if all man is animal,
and not not-animal [and Callias is man and not not-man), it
follows that Callias is animal and not not-animal, even though
not-Callias be also man, and not-man be also animal.’ The
passage is not very lucid, and a disputant would have very little
chance of victory unless he could shew with rather more force
and clearness than Aristotle in the text, that his reasoning was
an application of the axiom, and therefore satisfied the condi-
tions of proof. The passage, however, is interesting, as, com-
pared with the one last quoted, it raises a strong presumption
that in Aristotle’s mind the axiom is identical with the defini-
tion of proof. If so, the antithesis between axiom and definition
(two of the three classes into which he divides scientific prin-
ciples) has a point where it vanishes, the axiom being transform-
able into the definition of syllogism.

§ 9. It seems that at one time Aristotle thought that the loci
of invention (confutation) as well as the loci of solution might
be obtained from the definition of proof. This seems to have
been his theory when he wrote the Prior Analytic. After ex-
plaining the nature of syllogism and subdividing it into its
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moods and figures, he tells us, in effect, that these may serve as
so many sign-posts to guide us in our search for arguments.
MNés pév odv yiverar mas cvAhoyiouds xal Std wéowy Spwv kal mpo-
Tdoewy kai wds éxovody mpds dAAfjAas, & 8¢ molov wpdBAnua év
éxdote oxiuart kai moloy év wAeloot kal motov év éAdrroot delkvuras,
dijhov &k 1dv elpnuérov. Tés 8 edmopriooper abrol mpds 16 TiOéuevor
ael ovAAoytoudy, kal da wolas 6dod Anydueda tas mepi EéxacTov
apxds, viv 1jdn Aextéov. O yap udvov lows det My yéveaw Oewpeiv
1@y oUANOyLoudY, GAAE kal THY Slvamw Exew o moieiv. Anal.
Priora, 1. 27. ¢ The nature of syllogism and the number and
relations of its terms and premisses, and the figures in which
any conclusion may be proved, have been explained. It re-
mains to point out the sources from which we may obtain them
and the method of discovering premisses for each conclusion :
for we want not only to know the way in which proofs are pro-
duced, but to acquire a power of producing them.” He after-
wards recapitulates in similar terms. ’Ev wdaois pév odv oxijpact
xal dua wolwy kal woowy mWpordoewy xal mére Kkai wds yilverar ovAo-
ywouds, & 8 els mola BAenréor dvacxevd(ovti kal karagxevd{ovrt,
xal w@s dei {nrelr wepl Tod Tpokeywévov xal’ dmoiavody uébodov, Er
3¢ dua molas 0dod Anydueda ras wepl E€xagrov dpxds, 70y SteAnAi-
Oapev. An. Priora, 2.1. ¢The number of the figures, the num-
ber and nature of the premisses, and the conditions of proof, the
cardinal points in affirmative and negative proof, the universal
methods of investigation, and the paths which we must follow
in our search for evidence, have now been sufficiently explained.’
The preliminary accumulation or registration of facts and ma-
terials is spoken of in the same terms as in the Topica. [ExAap-
Bavew, éAnmréov, éxAéyew, éxhexréov, éxhoyy, diayeypaupéva, dia-
ypadi.] The precepts indicating the ground to be reconnoitred,
or the points to which our attention must be directed, are not
called oroixeia or Tdmoi, as in the Topica, but émpBAéyers, ém-
axépets, or oxéfrets. E.g. pavepor 82 xal 81 al dAAaw okéyrers TGV
kara Tas éxhoyds dxpetor mpos TO woielvy cvAdoytoudy. An. Prior. 1.
28. ¢To ascertain other relations among the facts we have
registered will be of no service in our reasonings.” AfjAov 8¢ xai
8re omota TavTd Anmréov Tab kard T émloxeywr, kal olx omola érepa
7% évavria. Tlpdrov ptv 8ri Tod péoov xdpw 7 éniBAeyns, 10 3¢ péoov

b ra would be better omitted.
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odx &repov dAAG Tadrov dei AaBeiv. Ibid. ¢In scanning our ma-
terials we must try to find propositions with a common factor,
because we want middle terms, which these only can give.’
SvpBalver &) tols ofrws émoromobar mpocemPBAémew Iy Gdov
tiis dvaykalas. Ibid. ¢To look for other relations would be to
make an unnecessary search in paths where we cannot find what
we seek.” The rules, introduced with such pretensions, only
amount to this: After accumulating our materials we must look
through them to find the terms of our proposed conclusion so
related, respectively, to any third term as they are in any of the
moods of any of the figures in which such a conclusion could be
proved. When we have found this, we have found our proof. In
this system it is evident that the moods of syllogism correspond
in function to the loci of the Topica. A brief trial of the system
would probably suffice to demonstrate its impotence, and the
loci, probably, were a second and more successful attempt to
found a method of invention. This order of succession of the
systems is confirmed by the fact that rdmos, the technical term
of the supposed second system, does not occur in the first ; while
¢niBAeyris, the technical term of the first, perpetually recurs in
the second. If our supposition is correct, the following passage
of the Analytic, which pretends to refer to the Topica as already
composed, must be regarded as a subsequent interpolation. Ka6d-
Aov pev oy bv det Tpdmov tas mpordoels éxAéyew, elpnrar oxeddy
3 dxpBelas B¢ dieAnAifapev v T mpayuarelg T mepl Ty dia-
Aextixiiv. An. Prior. 1. 30. < We have given a summary account
of the method of collecting materials. A more detailed account
is to be found in my treatise on Dialectic.” It is to be observed
that this passage only identifies the method of collection (éxAoy)
in the two systems: it does not identify the émBAéyeis with the
témo.. They cannot be identified ; for the one are deduced from
the nature of the predicables, the others from the nature of syl-
logism. If the term éxAéyew is here misapplied and refers not
to the organa but to the loci, it is pretty certain that the sen-
tence was not written by Aristotle.

We have supposed that Aristotle himself recognized the in-
efficacy of his first system. If successful, it would have been a
triumph of simplification, for it would have founded the whole
of dialectic on a single definition, the definition of proof. ’
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§ 10. From many expressions of Aristotle it might appear
that he would make the differentia between dialectic and science
to consist in the fact that science is based on definitions and
dialectic is not. ’AvrioTpéder 8¢ paAdov Ta v Tols pabijuaciwy ri
otder gupBefnrds AauBdrovow, &AN& kal ToiTe diadépovar Tdv &y
rois diakdyots, 4AN’ dpiopods. An. Post. 1. 12.  “The converse
of a scientific proposition is often true because no accidental
conjunctions are admitted as premisses in seience, which herein
differs from dialectic, but only definitions.” *H el ptv ofirws dmo=
Mperar 14 un vdexdueva dNws éxew domep Exew [os Exwv ?]
Tovs Opiopods 8 dv al dmodelfes, ov dofdoer AN émorioerar el
¥ aAndi) pev elvas, ob pévrow Taird ye adrois vmdpxew ratr’ ovolav
xal kard 70 €ldos, dofdrel kal ok émorioerat dAnfds. An. Post.
1. 33. < When the belief of a necessary law is founded on defi-
nitions which serve as the basis of demonstration, the belief is
not opinionative (dialectic) but scientific: whereas a belief in
the same proposition, without the knowledge that it is deducible
from the definition or essence of the terms, is not science but
opinion.” ’Exelvos &' elAdyws &ijrer 70 1 &ori, cvAloyifeafar yap
&oirey, apxi) 8¢ 1@y cuAhoywoudy 16 7l doTiw.  Awakexrikn yap loxds
obmw 701" v, doTe dvacbar kal xwpis Tod 7{ éori Tdvavria émoxo-
metw xal 76y dvavrlowy €l ) almi) émomiun.  Avo ydp éotw &8 Tis v
dnodoly Swkpdret dikalws, ToUs T° émaxrikods Adyovs kal 10 Opl{ecfar
xafohov' Tabra ydp éoTw dudo mepl dpxnv émoriuns. Met. 12. 4.
¢ It was natural that Socrates should seek for definitions, for he
wanted proof, and definitions are the foundation of proof. Men
were not then aware of the resources of dialectic, which enable
us to dispense with definitions in discussing the Socratic pro-
blems; and two procedures may be fairly assigned to Socrates,
induction and definition ; both of which aim at laying the
foundation of deductive science.” From what has preceded, it
appears that these statements must be accepted with some re-
serve. Dialectic as well as science is based on definitions,
though on definitions of objects of a different order. The defini-
tions on which science rests are definitions of a peculiar subject-
matter and its attributes (idwa), those on which dialectic rests
are definitions of fact, law, cause, experience, definition, proof,
that is of certain catholic relations permeating every sphere (xowd).
Equipped with definitions of these shadowy abstractions, dialectic
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in entering the controversial lists with the sole purpose of con-
structing opinion can dispense with the more solid and concrete
special information which scientific method requires for the
evolution of genuine knowledge.

Unsubstantial, however, as are these abstractions, they occupy
in this art the position of final causes, so that, from this point
of view, the maxims may be regarded rather as imperative and
hypothetical than as indicative or categorical. This character
is suggested by the formula Aet, which so often occurs in the
Topica. (See end of § 7.) Another term, ra mapyyyeAuéva, pre-
cepts of art, suggests the same conclusion. Tév 8¢ mpos radror
KaTaokevaoTikdy rérwy oddels Xpriaiyos mpods dpov. OV yap dmdyxpn
deifar Tadtov TO VWO TOV Adyov kai Tolvroua mpds 16 karackevdoar
87¢ Spopds, dAAG kal T& &AAa wdvra del Exew T mapnyyeluéva Tov
dpwopdv. Topica, 7. 2. *The topics for proving the identity of
the subject and predicate do not suffice to prove definition; for
if the predicate is a definition of the subject it must satisfy all
the other prescribed conditions.” As in the arts or productive
sciences, so in dialectic, we define the end we wish to accom-
plish (which here is the establishment of theorems of a certain
character), and the maxims are corollaries or conclusions from
those definitions, dictating the means to be employed if such
objects are to be realized. Dialectic then, like science, is based
on definitions, and, like practical science, on definitions of its
final cause.

Kant treats the logical maxims as rather hypothetical and
imperative than indicative and categorical, when, to explain, or
explain away, the autonomy or legislative power of the specula-
tive reason, he bids us regard her dicta not as a priori revela-
tions of the laws of the external universe, but as precepts issued
by reason for her own behoof, that is, in order to provide herself
exercise for her own functions. Being a syllogistic faculty she
bids us look at the world in such a way as will enable her to
syllogize. For instance, she issues the precept of generalization
and specification, i.e. she commands us wherever we have
species or plurality to find their genus or reduce them to unmity,
and wherever we have generic unity to subdivide it into specific
multiplicity, not because she knows a priori that nature is uni-
form or that things are arranged in classes and a hierarchy of
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law above law, but because, unless we contrive by some arrange-
ment of the logical lenses to discern such a hierarchy of classes
and laws, reason can have no scope for her inductive and deduc-
tive functions. The laws of the speculative reason (reflexions-
gesetze), then, he makes, in effect, hypothetical rather than
categorical. As far as I recollect, he avoids applying the term
hypothetical to the laws of the understanding (verstandes-
gesetze): but as he perpetually refers them to the possibility of
experience as their end and final cause, they may be, as a matter
of fact, categorical, but, so far as his system explains them,
they are only hypothetical, for such must be the character of
conclusions deduced from the conception of an end.

§ 11. One application of dialectic is said to be the investiga-
tion of the first principles of science. "Eri 3¢ xpawwos 7% mpay-
parela mpos Ta mpdra TOY wepi éxdoTny dmomiuny dpxdv. Ex pév
yip 16y olkelov 7OV xard v mporedeicay émoriuny dpxdv ©
&dvvaror elmely 7¢ wepl avTdv, émedny mphTar al dpyal amdvrwv
eloi, dua 3¢ T@v wepl Exaora évdifwr? dvdykn mepl alrdv dieAbeiv.
Tovro & oy 7 pdAora olkelor 7ijs diahextikijs éarly éferaotini)
yap oloa mpds tas amachdv Tev pedddwr dpxas 68ov &xer. Topica,
1.2. ¢Further, dialectic is useful for fixing the primary prin-
ciples of the particular sciences. There are no theorems com-
mensurate or coextensive with the principles of a (deductive)
science that can furnish us premisses for the investigation, for
the principles themselves are the primordial theorems; and
therefore there are only the common principles to which we can
appeal ; and their application is the proper function of dialectic,
or belongs to it more properly than to any other method. For
its power of criticism makes it a method for determining the
principles of all other methods.” We will not stop to ask how
dialectic, the method of opinion, can be competent to investigate
the principles of science (a question which Aristotle never suffi-

¢ To avoid ambiguity Aristotle should have written, éx 7&v oixelwy Tals.
&pxais.

4 TGy &34twy is a term of vague meaning. If we are to accept the statement,
we must interpret it to mean, ¢k 7&v kowav dpxdy Kal TEv pawouévar [Tis dumer-
plas). Before dialectic method can become scientific both elements must be
purified : the common principles must not be mere probabilities, and the specific
data must not be mere rumours of the great public but exact observations, and,
above all, quantitatively determinate.

.....
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ciently laid to heart), but assuming that dialectic includes all
that is opposed to deductive science (680s énd rd» dpxdv), and
that some severer branch of it, with a positive (karackevaorixi),
not merely a negative (dvackevaoric) function, may be identi-
fied with inductive method (680s éml ras épxds), we will proceed
to consider what is the character of the principles which it has
to establish.

If the principles of science are definitions, it is evident that
we cannot accept Mill’s account of definition. After maintain-
ing that propositions refer not to words or ideas, but to facts, he,
somewhat inconsistently, makes an exception against the most
carcfully considered propositions, definitions. This cannot be
admitted if we regard definitions as the result of inductive and
basis of deductive science. If induction and science deal not
with words but with facts, definition, the crown of induction
and foundation of deduction, must also relate not to words but
to facts. '

Aristotle makes two orders of definition—verbal, which are all
that Mill recognizes, relating to words, and real, relating to
facts. The latter order is subdivided according as the term
defined is that somewhat ideal object, something absolutely
irresolvable and elementary, or something derivative and resolv-
able into antecedent terms. The latter class is again subdivided :
it is either merely the precise statement or circumscription of a
phenomenon, and corresponds to the conclusion of a syllogism
in which the phenomenon is demonstrated; or it is a causal
proposition giving the invariable and adequate antecedent of a
phenomenon, and represents the premisses or the whole of the
syllogism in which the existence of the phenomenon is demon-
strated. ‘Opiopds & émedy) Aéyerar elvas Adyos Tod 7( éate, pavepov
8ri 6 uév Tis &orar Adyos Tod Tl anpalver 10 Svopa 7 Adyos Erepos
dvoparddns, olov o i onualvey, Tl dorw Flrplywvov. “Omep Exovres
8r dori, {yroduer dua i doTw. ... Els pev &) 8pos éoriv pov &
elpnuévos, &AAos & &ativ Spos Adyos 6 dpAdy dia 7{ ¢orw. “QoTe 6
pév mpdrepos onpalver pev, delkvvar ¥ o, 6 8 Dorepos pavepdy Bri
éorau olov dmddefis Tob Ti éomi, ) Oéoer Bladépwy Tijs dmodelfews.
Awagpéper yap eimetv da (L Bpovrd xai 1l éare Bpovr). 'Epel yap
ofiTw pev didre dmooBévvvrar 76 wip &y Tols vépear T( & ol Bpovri);
Yidos &mooBevvvpévov mupds v vépear. "Qarte & adrds Adyos EAAov
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Tpdmov Néyerar, kai @B utv amddeifis ouvexs, odl & dpiouds. “Emu
éoriv 8pos Bpovrijs Ydos &v védear Toiro 8 dorl 1iis T0D 7L doTw
anodelfews avumépaoua. ‘O 3¢ 1oV duéoswr Spiouds Oémis éorl Tob
7 éorww dvanddeixros. "Earw dpa dpiopds els pev Adyos Tod 7 éoTw
dvanddeixtos, els 8¢ ouAAoyiouds Tod Tl éori, mrdoer dagépov Tis
dnodelfews, Tplros 8¢ Tiis Tob T( éorw dnodelfews ovumépasua. An.
Post. 2. 10. "Eorw 6 épiouds § dpxi) dmodelfews, 1) dmddeifis Oéoec
Sagpépovaa, ) qvumépacud 1t dmodelfews. Ibid. 1. 8. ¢ Definition
is an exposition of essence, and one kind exhibits the significa-
tion of a name, or of a circumlocution, such as, triangular cha-
racter, equivalent to a name. When we know that an object
exists corresponding to the name, we may investigate its cause.
. .. . Besides nominal definition there is real definition; a state-
ment exhibiting the cause producing a phenomenon. The
former kind indicated without proof: the latter is a demonstra-
tion of essence without a demonstrative form. When it is asked,
Why does it thunder? the answer may be, Because fire is ex-
tinguished in a cloud. When it is asked, What is thunder ? the
answer may be, The extinction of fire in a cloud. Thus one and
the same statement, disguised in form, becomes either a defini-
tion or a proximate demonstration. Another definition is the
conclusion of an essential demonstration: as when we define
thunder, a certain noise in the clouds. Another kind is the
indemonstrable thesis or position of the immediate. Real defi-
nition, then, has three species: it is an indemonstrable state-
ment of the essence, or a deduction of the essence without the
deductive form, or a conclusion of a deduction of the essence.’
¢ Definition is either the premiss of demonstration, or the con-
clusion, or the whole demonstration dislocated.’

It is evident that the two last kinds present the contrast
which obtains between colligation and induction. Colligation
of facts is a term invented by Whewell to designate the explica-
tion of a conception or the precise circumscription of a pheno-
menon, which he regards as the final result of induction. Mill
retains the term colligation but makes it merely a preliminary
of induction, to which he attaches a new signification, making
it connote the whole process of discovery of first principles (6305
-¢nl tas 4pxds). According to him the end of induction is the
discovery of causal propositions, i. e. propositions which define

Q
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the unconditional and inseparable antecedent of that consequent
which was provisionally defined in colligation. If we use the
term ‘induction’ to connote not the whole process but its result,
it is clear that colligation is equivalent to Aristotle’s definition
which expresses the conclusion, and induction to his definition
which expresses the premisses, of demonstration.

In the syllogism to which Aristotle refers, the major term
represents the phenomenon or consequent, the minor term the
cause or antecedent, and the middle term the causal definition of
the major, indicating its relation of dependence on the ante-
cedent or minor. The major premiss then is the definition of
the attribute. "Eort 8¢ 10 péoov Adyos Tob mpdrov &kpov, did
nacas al émotijpar 8’ Spiopod ylyvovraw. An. Post. 2.17. ¢The
middle (in the ultimate syllogism) must be the definition of the
major, which shews that the basis of science must be definition.”
We may suppose that the definition of the primary subject or
ultimate irreducible cause will appear as the minor premiss of a
prior syllogism, but here Aristotle’s logic is incomplete, leaving
'many questions unanswered, and it may be doubted whether the
framework of the elementary syllogism is not too narrow to
exhibit the mechanism of causation.

It is clear that the definition of an attribute may be a causal
proposition, but it is mot equally clear respecting primary
subjects or elementary substances. Aristotle for the sake of
symmetry calls these also causal, saying they are self-caused.
*Eorw, @s épapev, radrov 10 eldévar t( éori xal 10 eldévar 1o alriov
100 7 dori. Adyos 8¢ tovrov Or &t T T alriov, kal TodTo 1) TO
abrd ) 8Aho. An. Post. 2. 8. ¢ To know the essence, as we said,
is the same as to know the cause of the existence, for every
thing has a cause, whether distinct from itself or identical.’

He elsewhere says that only substances are properly definable,
and that attributes are definable only in a secondary and inferior
degree. Pavepdv olv 8ri 6 mpdrws Kal &mAGs Jptouds kal TO T v
elvar TGy odady éotly: ob uyy dAAG Kkal TGy EN\wy duolws dorl
wAw ob mpdrws. Met. 7. 4. ¢ The primary and proper objects
of definition are substances: attributes are only definable in a
secondary degree” But it is clearly a straining of language to
call definitions of the uncaused or self-caused, causal proposi-
tions ; and if the essential function of definition is the expression
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of causation, we must reverse Aristotle’s dictum and say that
attributes or effects alone are properly definable, substances, at
least elementary substances, only in a secondary degree.

We have now before us the character of the propositions
which dialectic must, establish if she is to lay the foundation of
deductive science; and her loci of invention must be governed
by this character, just as the loci for investigating accident,
property, and genus were governed by the character of accident,
property, and genus. It follows that the loci of definition in
the Topica, none of which refer to the nature of causation, are
useless for evolving scientific principles. For loci of invention,
founded on the nature of causation, we must turn our eyes
elsewhere.

§ 12. We must look for them in the modern method of induc-
tion: and as a comparison of its ultimate principles with the
ultimate principles of dialectic will illustrate the conception of
dialectic method, let us examine the former as stated in Mill’s
System of Logic, in his luminous exposition of the methods of
agreement and difference.

Method of agreement. ¢ The mode of discovering and
proving laws of nature which we first examine proceeds upon
the following axiom : whatever circumstance can be excluded
without prejudice to the phenomenon, or can be absent notwith-
standing its presence, is not connected with it in the way of
causation.” [This axiom is evidently a definition, or corollary
from the definition, of cause or effect.] ¢ The casual circum-
stances being thus eliminated, if only one remains, that one is
the cause which we are in search of; if more than one, they
either are, or contain among them, the cause: and so, mutatis
mutandis, of the effect. As this method proceeds by comparing
different instances to ascertain in what they agree, I have termed
it the method of agreement; and we may adopt as its regu-
lating principle the following canon :—If two or more instances
of the phenomenon under investigation have only one circum-
stance in common, the circumstance in which alone all the in-
stances agree is the cause (or effect) of the given phenomenon.”
For instance, let the problem be, to find the effect of a given
cause : and let causes be represented by the capitals, 4, B, 0, &e.,
and effects by the italics, a, 4, ¢, &c.  “ Suppose that A is tried

Q2
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along with B and C, and that the effect is eéc; and suppose
that A is next tried with D and E, and that the effect is ade.
Then we may reason thus: & and ¢ are not effects of A, for they
were not produced by it in the second experiment; nor are d
and ¢, for they were not produced in the first. Whatever is
really the effect of A must have been produced in both in-
stances” [definition, or corollary from the definition, of cause
or effect]. ¢ Now this condition is fulfilled by no circumstance
except a. The phenomenon a cannot have been the effect of B
or C, since it was produced where they were not; nor of D or E, °
since it was produced where they were not. Therefore it is the
effect of A.”” [Why? In obedience to the celebrated principle
of the sufficient reason, that every event must have a cause.
This principle gives a categorical character to the otherwise
hypothetical conclusion of the method of agreement. Mill
derives it, under the name of the law of universal causation,
from induction by simple enumeration, and speaks of it in terms
similar to those in which Aristotle speaks of the axiom, as the
most certain of our beliefs, and one capable of serving as a cri-
terion by which all other beliefs may be tested. “Ore utv odv 7
Towa¥ty waody BeBatordry dpxi, SiAov. . . . A mdvres ol dmodeik-
vivres els Tavrny dvdyovew doxdry ddfav. Pioer yap dpx) Kal
16v &wv dswpdror alrn wdvrev. Met. 3. 3. ¢ This is of all
principles the most certain, and the one to which all demonstra-
tion appeals in the last resort; for it is the natural basis of all -
other axioms®’ From the preceding analysis it appears that
a single step of the method of agreement is an application of a
definition and postulate by an agglutination of at least six ele-
mentary syllogisms.]

Next let the problem be, to find the cause of a given effect.
¢ We may observe a in two different combinations, aéc and ade;
and if we know or can discover that the antecedent circum-
stances in these cases respectively were A BC and A D E, we
may conclude by a reasoning similar to that in the preceding

€ “ A general proposition inductively obtained is only then proved to be true,
when the instances on which it rests are such that if they have been correctly
observed, the falsity of the generalization would be i istent with the tancy
of causation ; with the universality of the fact that the phenomena of nature take
place according to invariable laws of succession.” Mill on Positivism.
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example that A4 is the antecedent connected with the consequent
a by a law of causation. B and C, we may say, cannot be causes
of a, since in its second occurrence they were not present; mnor
are D and E, for they were not present on its first occurrence.”
Method of difference. “In the method of agreement we
endeavoured to obtain instances which agreed in the given cir-
cumstance but differed in every other: in the present method we
require, on the contrary, two instances resembling one another
in every other respect, but differing in the presence or absence
of the phenomenon we wish to study. . . . If the effect of A BC
is abe, and the effect of B C, e, it is evident that the effect of
A is a. So again, if we begin at the other end, and desire to
investigate the cause of an effect.a, we must select an instance,
as abe, in which the effect occurs, and in which the antecedents
were A B C, and we must look out” [émBAentéor] « for another
instance in which the remaining circumstances é¢ occur without
a. If the antecedents in that instance are B C, we know that
the cause of 2 must be A. ... The axioms which are taken for
granted in this method are evidently the following: Whatever
antecedent cannot be excluded without preventing the pheno-
menon, is a cause or a condition of that phenomenon; whatever
consequent can be excluded with no other difference in the ante-
cedents than the absence of a particular one, is the effect of that
one.” [Definition, or corollaries from the definition, of cause or
effect.] “Instead of comparing different instances of a pheno-
menon to discover in what they agree, this method compares
an instance of its occurrence with an instance of its non-occur-
rence to discover in what they differ. The canon which is the
regulating principle of the method of difference may be expressed
as follows:—If an instance in which the phenomenon under
investigation occurs, and an instance in which it does not occur,
have every circumstance save one in common, that one occurring
only in the former; the circumstance in which alone the two
instances differ is the effect or cause, or a necessary part of the
effect or cause, of the phenomenon. . . .The method of agreement
stands on the ground that whatever can be eliminated” (can be
absent consistently with the existence of the phenomenon) “is
not connected with the phenomenon by any law. The method
of difference has for its foundation, that whatever cannot be
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eliminated, is connected with the phenomenon by a law.” [Defi-
nitions, or corollaries from the definition, of causation.]

The preceding exposition suggests several observations. The
foundation and keystone of inductive method, it appears, is the
definition of causation. The foundation of dialectic method is
the definition of definition. If a definition is a causal proposi-
tion, as Aristotle asserts in the Analytica, these two foundations
ought to coincide. But when Aristotle enumerated the loci of
definition in the Topica, he does not seem to have attained to
the view which he explains in the Analytica, that the scientific
definition of a phenomenon is the declaration of its cause. The
principal branch of his Logic is founded on the definition of
science, which is declared to be the knowledge of causes. ’'Exl-
oraclar oldueda Ekacrov §rav Ty 7 alrlay olduela ywdokew & Hv
10 mpayud éortw, 8ri ékelvov airla éotl, xal uy érdéxeddar TobT
dMws éew. An. Post. 1. 2. ¢Science is the knowledge of
necessary facts and their causes.” But instead of deducing from
this conception the method of inductive science, a problem that
asked the aid of the philosopher, he merely developes from it
theorems respecting the nature of deductive science, a province
which might have been safely left to the fostering care of the
mathematicians. Hegel was full of the notion that certain
metaphysical ideas were capable of being developed into regula-
tive principles and furnishing methods of reasoning; but he
never advanced beyond the haziest generalities, in which none
but the. cloudiest intellect could find satisfaction. It is to Mill
that the honour belongs of solving the problem that had so long
hovered before the eyes of philosophers, and shewing how the
idea of cause can be developed into various methods of rigorous
scientific inference.

Definition, which perhaps at some periods in the history of
logic was unduly exalted as a scientific process, undergoes in
Mill’s System of Logie, along with syllogism, a deal of vili-
nihili-parvi-pauli-pili-nauci-flocci-fication, and is degraded from
all her dignities. But for the ultimate foundation and evi-
dence, and the sole foundation and evidence, of inductive me-
thod as expounded in this system, we are forced, as we have
seen, to have recourse, reversing the bill of attainder passed
against them, to definition and syllogism. Induction in its
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strictest sense seems to be merely the idealization or universal-
ization of a singular fact, the transformation of the proposition,
this A BC is followed by abe, into the proposition, all A BC is
followed by ade. The faculty of making this transformation
can, doubtless, not be identified with, or made dependent on, the
syllogistic faculty. But if, as in Mill’s writings, the word in-
duction is used to signify the whole process of discovering first
principles (680s éml tas dpxds), then it appears, as we noticed
when quoting his exposition, that every single step of induction
is a crowd, at least an ample cluster, of syllogisms. Instead,
then, of declaring with Mill, that all deduction is induction, it
appears more accurate to assert that all induction is deduction.

The two elements, one general the other special, which Ari-
stotle found in dialectic and demonstration, are also to be dis-
tinguished in inductive science. Inductive method, as we saw
(§ 10) was the case with dialectic, assumes one definition and
proves another. The definition assumed, that of causation,
throws equal light on all inquiries, i.e. is a catholic principle
(xown dpx1j): the definition proved is a causal proposition, or law
of causation in a special department of nature, and is a truth
confined to a particular science (iia &px7).

Here we may resume a former topic. Aristotle objected (see
§ 8, quoting Anal. Post. 2. 6) to a proposed proof of definition, in
which one premiss should express the conditions of definition, and
the other assert their fulfilment, that every proof ought to have
some apparent cogency prior to any express exhibition of logical
rules and apparatus. If we consider the mode of reasoning in
the methods of agreement and difference, we shall perceive that
Aristotle’s objection is by no means fatal, and that his requisition
can be easily satisfied. The man who, assuming the validity of
the methods of agreement and difference, shews the invariable
and unconditional antecedent, let us say, for example, of dew,
has demonstrated its definition without expressly invoking any
logical or metaphysical canons. If an unconvinced critic de-
mands further satisfaction, he may justify the process by appeal-
ing in the way Mill indicates to the axioms and canons of in-
duction.

Another point that has been discussed will receive light from
the same consideration. We observed (§ 1) that the dialectic
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maxims may either be regarded as constitutive or as regulative,
1, e. either as premisses or as methods. The same is true of the
inductive canons. Possibly no inductive operator ever reasoned
as Mill reasons to shew the cogency of his methods. The in-
vestigator of nature employs the methods without troubling
himself about the metaphysical or ontological principles on
which they are based. But if he would demonstrate the validity
of the methods, these metaphysical or ontological principles must
be expressed and furnish the premisses of proof.

. § 13. This seems the proper place for a few words concern-
ing the celebrated question, whether definition is susceptible of
proof? In the Topica Aristotle had asserted it is.

"Avaipeiv uév odv Spov ofirws kai diua Tobrwy del meparéov. 'Edvw
3¢ xarackevd{ew BovAduefa, mpdrov pev eldévar dei 8t obdels 7
OAlyou @y diakeyopévwr Bpov auloyllovrar, GANA mdvtes ds dpxNY
70 Towdror AapBdvovois: olov oire mepl yewperplav xal &pibuods xal
Tas &AAas tas Towavras pabioeas. EW Gri 8 dxpiBelas piv dAAns
éorl mpayparelas dmodotvar kai 7{ éoriw 8pos kal nds Opilecfar Bet.
Nip &', 8oov ixavdv mpds Ty mapoboav xpelav, Tocoiror udvoy Aex-
téov, 811 duvarov yevéalar dpiopod kal Tob Ti v elvar ovAloyioudr.
El ydp &otw 8pos Adyos 6 70 7{ v €lvar 7§ mpdypart dnAdv, kal del
T4 &v 7¢ 8pg xarnyopoipeva &v 1¢ T doTi Tod Wpdyparos péva karn-
yopetofar (xarnyopeirar 8¢ év ¢ 1{ &oT Ta yévn kal ai Siapopal)
Pavepov, bs €l Tis AdBov raira pdvov &v ¢ 7{ doTi Tod mpdyuaros
xatnyopeiofai, 61v 6 tadra Exwy Adyos Spos éf avdyxns &v eln’ od
yap &vdéxerar &repov elvar Gpov Tob mpdypatos, émedy oddév Erepov
& 1@ 7 dori 10D npdyparos karnyopeirar. “Ori uev ody &yxwpel ovA-
Aoytouov 6pov yevéobar, pavepov. Topica, 7. 2.

¢ The disproof of a definition employs the foregoing topics.
As to the proof, we must observe, in the first place, that defi-
nitions are rarely or never proved by the questioner in dialectic
discussion, but are assumed as a basis of proof, as in geometry,
arithmetic, and similar sciences. In the second place, the exact
rules for the form and process of definition belong to another
method, and we have now merely to say what may suffice for
the present occasion. We say, then, that essence and definition
are susceptible of proof. For if definition is a proposition de-
claring the essence of a thing, and is composed of all the predi-
cates that say what it is, that is, of all its genera and differentize,
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it follows that if certain predicates fulfil these conditions in re-
gard to a given term, the proposition in which they are resumed
is the definition of that term, and there can be no other defi-
nition, for there are no other generic predicates. It is clear,
then, that we may prove a definition.” This seems to be plausi-
ble enough, and may be made more so if a little differently
worded. If we assume a priori that a certain relation of terms
is the relation of effect and cause, or of phenomenon and defi-
nition, and find a posteriori by appropriate evidence that this
relation exists between two given terms, we may conclude that
these terms are related as effect and cause, or as phenomenon
and definition. In the Analytic, however, Aristotle asserts
that such a proof, which he calls hypothetical, is vitiated by a
petitio principil. 'AA’ &pa &ori kai dmodeifar 70 T{ éoTt kar ololav,
é¢ tmobéoews 3¢, AaBdvra 10 ptv vl v elvaw éx TGy &v T@ Ti éoTIw
dlwy, Tadl 8¢ & 7¢ 7( éam pdva, kai Wiov 7 mav. Tobro ydp dori
70 elvas éxelve. *H maAw elAnge 76 7( v elvas kal év Tovre ; dvdyxn
yap && 700 péoov detfar. An. Post. 2. 6. ¢Is definition sus-
ceptible of a hypothetical proof, if we assume as our major that
the reciprocating or convertible combination of essential predi-
cates is the definition ; and as our minor, that certain predicates
are essential, and, when combined, reciprocate with the subject ;
and then conclude that these predicates compose its definition ?
No: here, as in the former case, the minor premiss is a petitio
principii.” Accordingly his definitive doctrine appears to be
that definitions are indemonstrable. *H ra mpéra dpiopol ésovrar
dvanddewror. An. Post. 2. 3. ¢ The first principles are indemon-
strable definitions.” Without controverting his assertion, that
the proof of a definition is not demonstrative, we maintain that
the reason he alleges is untenable. It is clear that if the prior
definition assumed as a premiss in order to prove a definition is
a definition of the same term, as in one of the modes of proving
definition which Aristotle examines, there is a petitio principii,
and, if the possession of the prior definition means anything
beyond the power of rightly applying a name, or of recognizing
an object when presented to sensation, such a proof hardly de-
serves the name which Aristotle concedes it, of dialectical (Aoyi-
xds) proof. Ofros pév odv 6 Tpdmos &1i odx &v €in &nddedfis, elpnra
wporepov, GAN" &L Aoyikds gvAAoyiopds Tob 7{ éorw. An. Post.2.8.
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But in the hypothetical proof, or, what is a similar process, the
establishment of causal propositions by the methods of induction,
the definition assumed (that of essence or cause) is a general or
metaphysical definition (kowdv), the definition to be established
is a specific or scientific definition (3w»r). The things defined
are quite disparate, the premisses are distinct from the conclu-
sion, and therefore there is no petitio principii. How then did
Aristotle come to imagine that there was this vice in the proof?
The cause of the hallucination seems to have been his own tauto-
logical way of defining definition or essence. His account, in
effect, amounts to this: Definition (rd 7{ v eivat) is composed
of—the elements of definition (r&a év r¢ 7( éori), or, essence is
composed of—the elements of essence. From so tautological and
unmeaning a premiss it would have been strange if any conclu-
sion could be drawn without a petitio principii. That he was
doubtful of the conclusiveness of his own reasoning we may
infer from his adding another objection, which we have already
discussed, § 8.

The true avenue to a possibility of error in the proof of
essence or causation lies, as Mill has indicated, in the fallibility
of observation. ¢ But if we cannot artificially produce the phe-
nomenon A4, the conclusion that it is the cause of a remains
subject to very considerable doubt......This arises from the diffi-
culty of assuring ourselves that 4 is the on/y immediate ante-
cedent common to both the instances. If we could be certain
of having ascertained all the invariable antecedents, we might
be sure that the unconditional invariable antecedent or cause
must be found somewhere among them.” This applies to the
method of agreement, and the method of difference may be
vitiated by similar non-observation.

Another method whereby it had been proposed to prove defi-
nition entirely a priori, namely, the method of division, is justly
charged by Aristotle with involving a series of petitiones prin-
cipii. “Ori 8 9 3id 76y yevdv dialpecis pkpdy Ti pdpidy ot tijs
elpnuérms pedddov, pddiov elv. "Eari yap 7 dialpeais olov dobers
ovAhoyiopdss 8 pév ydp Bt detfar alreirar, culloylferal ¥’ del v 76V
dvwlev. Tlpdrov & alrd rodro ENeNiifew Tods Xpwpévovs adry wdvras,
xal melfew émexelpovy Gs Svros duvarod mepl obolas dmddefw yive-
o0t kai 7od 7{ éorw. An. Prior. 1.31. ¢ Specification or subdivi-
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sion is a small item in the method of invention. Subdivision is
a sort of feeble proof wherein the conclusion wanted is always
assumed, and proof is only adduced of some antecedent propo-
sition. This vice was not detected by those who first practised
the method, and they would persuade us it was possible hereby
to demonstrate definitions and primary laws.’ To shew his
meaning he supposes that the problem is to define man. We
begin by an assumption that man is an animal, and after di-
viding animal into mortal and immortal, we prove conclusively
that man is either mortal or immortal. This however is not
the conclusion we want, and we make a second assumption that
man is mortal. Zgow Ovnrdv 8¢ [elvar Tdv dvfpwmor] odx dvaykaioy
@A’ alretrat.  Tobro 8 7y 8 &er qvAdoyloacfar. Ibid. Then sub-
dividing mortal animal into footed and not-footed, we can prove
that man is either footed or not-footed: we want, however,
something more positive than this, and are obliged as a third
assumption to postulate that he is footed. “Y'admovw & odx dvdyxn
[elvas Tov &vbpwmor] dGAAG AapPBdver. Tobro 8 v d &Bet mdAw deifar.
Ibid. And so on. It is evident that the defect of this method
consists in its pretension to be entirely a priori or independent
of experience, and the defect is removed as soon as we admit
that experience or a posteriori truths are an essential element in
the establishment of definition. This is given by Aristotle as
the key of the enigma in the preceding chapter. A ras dpxas
tas wepl Eéxaorov éumweiplas ol mapadodvar. An. Prior. 1. 30. ¢The
specific principles of proof must be derived from experience.” A
petitio is a premiss that is assumed without any evidence. “Orav
70 pi) 3 avrod yvworov 8 avrod Tis myepy dewvival, 167 alreirac
10 &£ dpxiis. An. Prior. 2. 16. But as soon as sensation or ex-
perience is recognized as an authentic criterion of truth, what
was before an almua becomes an alofnua, that is, a premiss
evidenced by the most unexceptionable authority. Speaking of
the method of division, Aristotle observes that its most im-
portant premisses are the arbitrary concessions of the disputant.
Otdapod yap dvdyxn ylverar 16 mpaypa éxetvo elvar Twvdl Svrwy
...... ob yap del 10 ovpmépaopa épwrdy, ovdé T@ dodvar elvai, GAN
Gvdyxn (8¢ Gvdyxns?) elvar éxelvwv Svrov, xdv iy ¢ 6 dmoxpwd-
pevos. An. Post. 2. 5. ¢ The conclusion of the process is deficient
in_necessity : now a conclusion should not be a matter of ques-
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tion or concession, but the inevitable consequence of the pre-
misses, unaffected by concession or denial’ In the inductive
method the decisive premisses are gained by interrogation, not
of a disputant but, of nature: and a criterion, somewhat hastily
rejected as unscientific, plays an essential part in the process.
Tis odv &\Aos Tpdmos [od miw odalav 3 16 7{ éore dewxrivar] Aounds ;
o) yap b delfer ye 1) aloffjrer #) 7§ daxrvAe. An. Post. 2. 7.
¢ What other method remains? The definer, surely, does not
point out the essence with his finger as an object of sensation ?’

If, then, the colligative or phenomenal definition cannot be
proved, we still maintain, looking at the modern methods of in-
duction, that the more important, the inductive or causal defini-
tion, is capable of proof. The assumption, however, of so catho-
lic a principle (xoun) dpxij) as the definition of causation, to say
nothing of the admitted possibilities of error in observation, re-
moves the proof from the sphere of deductive science or demon-
stration (&mddeifis), which rests exclusively on axioms and ac
épxal, to that of dialectic, or, to speak more accurately, philo-
sophic, method. So much for the limit of the power of the
catholic or methodic principles working on the special data of
experiment and observation.

$ 14. The reader may desire to have some specimens of the
dialectic maxims, about which so much has been said. As we
have stated, Aristotle avoids formulating them in the Topica;
but the schoolmen coined them in abundance after his indica-
tions. The following are taken from Sanderson’s Compendium.
They are divested of all reference to the predicables, and to each
maxim are appended certain limitations or exceptions, which he
calls fallentize. In dialectic the falsity of the maxim, that is, its
employment without due limitations and qualifications, though
it led to a false conclusion, was not considered to make the argu-
ment sophistic; but we have stated our opinion (see notes to
ch. viii), that in pirastic at least such false premisses constitute
the proof a sophism.

Loci a causa et effectu :—

Posita causa, ponitur effectus, et sublata tollitur.

Fallit in causa impedita: ut gravia non semper descendunt,
quia possunt ab aliquo impediente prohiberi.

Posito effectu, ponitur causa, et sublato tollitur.
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“Fallit in effectu permanente post causam ; ut manet edificium
mortuo @dificatore: in effectu producibili a diversis causis; ut
potest esse mors non epoto veneno: in effectu cause que ali-
quando fuit; ut corruere potest edificium superstite sdificatore.

Here we have the materials for the methods of agreement
and difference, but the architect was wanting.

Loci a subjecto et accidente :—

Posito subjecto, ponitur accidens.

Sublato accidente, tollitur subjectum.

Posito antecedente, concomitante, consequente, ponitur conse-
quens, concomitans, antecedens: ut, si est eclipsis, est plenilu-
nium.

Fallit si non est mutua necessitas ; ut quamvis, si est eclipsis, est
plenilunium, non tamen si est plenilunium, continuo erit eclipsis.

Loci ex oppositis et comparatis :—

Posito altero relatorum ponitur reliquum, et sublato tollitur.

Posito uno contrariorum, tollitur alterum.

Fallit in remissis qualitatibus; quia remissio qualitatis fit
semper per admistionem contrarii.

Sublato uno contrariorum, ponitur alterum.

Fallit in contrariis mediatis; ut mel nec album nec nigrum
est, sed flavum.

Contrariorum contraria est ratio; ut si frigus congregat hete-
rogenea, calor secernit.

Fallit in ratione subjecti; ut quia sanitas convenit animatis,
non propterea morbus inanimatis: et in causis quarum actio
determinatur a dispositione materi; non enim emollit lutum
frigus, quia indurat calor.

Posito altero contradictoriorum, tollitur reliquum, et sublato
ponitur.

Similibus et proportionatis similia conveniunt et proportion-
alia; dissimilibus et improportionatis dissimilia et mon propor-
tionalia.

Fallit nisi intelligatur reduplicative, de similibus qua similia ;
omne enim simile est etiam dissimile : unde non sequitur corvum
rationalem esse, quia Athiops est rationalis.

Maxime comparatz rationis sunt iste :—

Eorum que ®que sunt aut non sunt talia, si unum est tale,
et reliquum, si non est, nec reliquum.
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8i quod magis videtur esse tale, non est, etiam quod minus
videtur esse, non erit; ut, non placuit omnibus Homerus, qui
placebit Mevius ?

Si quod minus videtur esse, est tale, etiam id quod magis;
ut, fur si est suspendio dignus, certe dignior sacrilegus.

Loci a conjugatis (sdoroia) :—

Quorum unum convenit alteri, eorum conjugatum unius con-
venit conjugato alterius et negative similiter; ut, si albedo est
color, et album erit coloratum.

Fallit arguendo a concretis ad abstracta; ut, non propterea
albedo est dulcedo, quia album est dulce: et arguendo ab ab-
stractis ad concreta; ut, quia nulla albedo est dulcedo, non
propterea nullum album erit dulce. ~

Loci a toto et parte :—

Posito toto, ponuntur partes.

Fallit in toto mutilato; ut potest esse homo, quantumvis
amputato digito vel manu.

Sublato toto, partes tolluntur.

Positis partibus, ponitur totum.

Loci a divisione :—

Membrorum condividentium uno aut altero sublato, ponitur
reliquum, et posito tollitur.

&c., &c., &ec.

The criticism suggested by these numerous but inefficacious
maxims is contained in a homely Greek proverh :—

TIoAX’ ol’ dAdmnE, dAN' éxivos &v peyd. ¢ Many tricks knows
reynard ; one good one suffices the hedgehog.’
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LIMITS TO THE COMPETENCE OF PIRASTIC.

Ir would not be surprising, if, after the performances of
Socrates with the elenchus, some of the Socratici viri overesti-
mated the power and value of pirastic. The professed function
of pirastic is to examine a man’s pretensions to a given science,
although neither the examiner nor the auditory are themselves
in possession of it; and in the infancy of all the sciences, and
the absence of faculties or universities to pronounce on anybody’s
attainments, there was doubtless abundant scope for its exer-
cise. In the Charmides, where pirastic as producing self-know-
ledge is discussed under the name of sobriety, [i. e. cwgpooivy as
opposed, not to dxohacla but, to xavvdrps or éhafoveia, an am-
biguity which we need not pause to discuss,] it is shewn that
pirastic alone is not competent to the discharge of this function.
To test a man’s possession of a given science the examiner ought
‘to possess not only the theory of science in general, i. e. logic,
but also a knowledge of the theorems and methods peculiar to
the particular science in question. “On uév &) émomipny Twa
e, yvdoeral 6 adppwy Tov larpdy émixelpdy d¢ &) weipay AaPely
fris orly, 8N\\o Tt okéferar v TwdY; . . . Odrody év TovroLs dvay«
xalor okomety TOv BovAduevoy larpikiy okomelv, év ols mor &oTw.
Ob yap djmov & ye Tois & w év ols odx &orw.—O dfjra.— Ev tols
Pytewols dpa xal vocwdéow émoréferas Tdv larpdy, 3} larpixds éorw,
6 8p0és axomovpevos.— Eowev.—"H odv dvev larpixijs divarr’ & Tis
rovrev morépos émakolovbijoal ;—OD dijra.—O00d¢é ye &Nos oldels,
@s &owxe, TA latpds, olire &7) 6 odppwr latpds yap &v el mpos
cwgpostvy).— Eori rabra.—Iavrds dpa uaAlov, el i cwppooim
émomjpns émomiun pdvov dorl Kxal dvemornuoovvns, obre larpov
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duaxpivar ola re &orai émorduevoy Ta Tis Téxvys G py émordpevoy,
mpoomowovpevoy 3¢ 7} olduevor, oire &Aov oldéva T@v emoTapévwy
xal riody, v ye TV adrod Sudrexvov, domep ol dANot dnuiovpyol.
—®alverar, &pn.— Ap’ otw, v & &yd, Todr Ixer 7O &yabov fiy viv
evploxoper cwdposirmy odoay, 16 émorijuny ¢nloraclar kal dvem-
ornpocivny, 8t & ratry Exwv, §ru &v &ANo pavddvy, pady Te pabhi-
oerai, xkai évapyéorepa mdvra adr§ Puveirar, dre mpos éxdoTy ¢ &v
pnavldry mpookabopdvre T émaTiuny ; xai Tods dANovs &) kdAAwow
dferdoe mepl Gv &y kal alrds pdby, ol 8¢ dvev Tovrov &ferd{ovres
dofevéoTepov kal pavAdrepov Toito dpdaovar. Charmides, 40-43.
¢ That the pretended physician possesses some science, sobriety
(pirastic) may discover ; but before it can pronounce what science,
that is, in what province, it must examine him, not in extraneous
topics, but in his own province, that is, in questions of health
and disease. But no one understands these except the physician,
and if the sober-making man (dialectician) understands them,
he must possess medical science as well as sobriety (dialectic).
Sobriety (pirastic) then, or the science of science and nescience,
cannot distinguish between the genuine physician and the pre-
tended or self-fancied physician, nor between any genuine and
false professor of science, except in her own sphere (logic), and
must leave other artists to the judgment of their peers. The
only use, then, of the science of science, is that it enables us to
learn more easily and appreciate more completely any other
science, as it enables us in each province to see science in addi-
tion to truth: and it will enable us to sift more thoroughly the
pretensions of others to any other science that we ourselves may
happen to have acquired.’ '

Aristotle asserts the same, though with some exceptions in
practical matters. As a general rule, he says, to be competent
to judge whether a man possesses a given science, we ourselves
must have at least maidela, a sort of demi-science, an acquaint-
ance with the leading principles and peculiar methods of the
science in question. The physician can only receive his diploma
and the geometer his certificate of proficiency from a board of
physicians or geometers. But the title of physician may be
given to those who have had an education (raiwdeia) in medical
science as well as to the professional physician. “Exet & 7 vdfis
alry 1iis mokwrelas dmoplav, mpdrny pev 8rv dofeer &v Tod adrod

’
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€wat 70 kpivat 7ls 6pfas ldrpevkev olmep kai 16 larpedoar kal mofjoas
Yya Tov kduvovra tiis vdoov Tiis mapotamns' obros & dotiv larpds.
‘Opolws 8¢ Todro Kkal wepl Tas @ANas éumeplas kai Téxvas. "Qamep
odv larpdv 8¢l diddvar Tas ebfivas &v latpois ofirw kal Tovs dAAovs &y
tols Opolows. ’larpos & G re dnuiovpyds kai 6 &pxirexTovikds kal
7plros 6 memadevuévos mepl T Téxmy elol ydp Twres Towobror Kkal
wept doas s elmely Tas Téxvas' dmodidouer 8¢ 1O kplvew ovdév frrov
Tols memawevuévois 1) rols €lddmw. "Emerra xal wepl v alpeow
Tov adrov &v ddfetev Exew Tpdmov. Kai yap 10 éAéofar Spbds TdY
€lddrav &pyov éativ, olov yewuérpny Te TGV yewperpikdy kal xvBepri-
™y Téy «kvBeprmrikdy. El yap kal wepl éviwy &pywr xai Texvdv
peréxovor kal T@v WBiwtdy Tivés, GAN obrt Ty €lddTwy ye paAdlov.
"Qore xard wev tobror TOV Adyov odx dv €y 1O WAZfos wouréov
«Upiov ovre TGV dpxaipeqidv obte Tdr €bbvvdy. 'AAN lews od
wdvra Tadra Aéyerat kakds dud re TOv wdAat Adyov. . . . kal 8Tt wepl
&viwy ore pévov & wouwjoas ol dpwor &v kplveier, Sowv TEpya
yiyvéokovat kai ot pi) éxovres T Téxvnw, olov olkiav od pdvov &oti
yv@var Tod moujoavros GAAG kal BéATor ¢ xpduevos adth kpuel,
xpiitar & 6 olkovduos, xal wnddAwy xvPBepriTns Téxroros. kal Golimy
6 datrvpdv GAN ody 6 pdyewos. Pol. 3. 11. ¢ The hypothesis that
the people are qualified to elect and control the magistrates
presents a difficulty, because to judge whether the medical func-
tions have been rightly performed a man ought to be able to
perform them himself, that is, ought to be a physician; and so
in the other arts and sciences. As, then, a physician ought
to be judged by physicians, so ought other functionaries to be
judged by their peers. Now the title of physician may be given
either to the person who practises, or to the person who com-
bines practice with theory, or to the person who does not prac-
tise but has had an education in pedical science. Some hold
this position in every province, and are thought as competent
to judge as the scientific. The same may be said in respect of
the electoral power. Qualification to select requires knowledge,
and a geometer can only be rightly selected by geometers, a
pilot by those who know the pilot’s art. If there are any func-
tions and operations of which the uneducated are competent to
judge, yet they cannot be more competent than the educated.
According to this reasoning the people should not have the
power of election or control ; but perhaps it is open to gbjection,
B
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both on other grounds and because there are certain operations
of which the artist is not the sole nor the best judge, nor so
good as a person who knows nothing about the art; as a house
is Detter appreciated by the householder than by the architect,
a rudder by the steersman than by the shipwright, a banquet
by the banqueter than by the cook.” [Ilepl méoay fewplav xal
wéfodov duoiws Tameworépav Te kai Tyuwrépay b0 ¢alvovrar TpémoL
tiis &ews elvar, Sy ™Y ey Emoriuny 1o Wpdyparos xahds Exet
npocayopevew ™y & oloy madelav twd. I[emadevuévov yap éoti
xar& Tpdmov 1O ddvaclar xplvew eboTdyws T( KaAds 7) ul) kaAds dmo-
33waw & Aéywr. Towdrov yap ¥) twa xai Tov SAws Teradevpévoy
o0ldued elvai, xai memadedolar 16 dlvacar mowelv 1O elpnuévov.
[\ Todrov pev mepl mdvrov bs elmelv Twa kpirikdy voplloper, éva
T0v dpbudv dvra, TOv 82 mepl Twos PUoews dpwplopévns eln yap
4v s &repos Tov adrdv tpdmov diakeipevos ¢ elpnuéve mepl &
poplov. “Qare diov 8ri kal tijs mepl Puoews lotoplas det Twas
vmdpxew Spovs Towovrovs, Tpds obs dvapépwv dmodéferar Tov Tpdmor
Tév dekvupérov xwpls Tob mhs Exer TaAnOés, elre ofrws elre dANws.
De Partibus Animalium, 1. 1. ¢ Every theory and method, how-
ever humble or exalted its function, has two degrees in which
it may be mastered, one of which may be called science, the
other education. Education makes a man a competent judge
of the performances of the professional artist. Such a compe-
tence belongs to universal education, and indeed constitutes its
criterion. But while some are thus competent to criticize in
every province, others have a corresponding power in a limited
province. Physiology then, like other sciences, must have
certain canons by which, as by a standard of reference, a critic
will judge a writer’s method of demonstration, irrespectively of
the truth of his doctrines.’

From this passage it is clear that, according to Aristotle, there
are as many branches of education as of science; and that if he
speaks of logic as education it is not as universal education but
only as one of many branches, though perhaps one of the most
important. “Oca & éyxewpobor T@r Aeydvrwy Twes wepl Tis dAn-
Oelas dv Tpomov dei dmodéxesbar, B &madevolay TGV dvalvrikdy
Tobro dpdow. A€l yap mepl ToUTWY TjKELY mpoemarauévovs GAAG ui)
dxodovras {nreiv. Met. 3. 3. * Discussions in the exposition of
a physical system, respecting the method of demonstration to be
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required, betray a want of education in logic; for such questions
should be previously determined, and not investigated in a phy-
sical treatise.’

The grand problem for the educated critic is the appropriate
method of the particular science and the degree of accuracy
(éxptBeic) to be demanded in the demonstrations. Aéyoiro & &v
ikavds €l xara Ty Imokeyérny TAny Siagadnlely. To yap axpiBes
ol duolws &y &mage tols Adyois emnryréor, domep olde év Tols
dnpiovpyovpéots. . . . Tov adrov 8¢ tpdmov ral dmodéxeabar xpedv
&acror 76V Aeyoudvwr memawdevuévov ydp éotw éml rogoiTow
TéxpiBes émlnreiv xad' Exacrov yévos &’ Goov 7 10d mpdyuaros
¢iois émdéxerar. Iapamhijoor yip palverar pabnuarikod 7€ wilba-
voloyodvros amodéxesfar xai pnropuov dmodelfes dmaretv. “Exa-
otos O¢ Kplver xahGs & ywdokel, kal Todrwv éoTiv dyafds xpirijs.
Ka6' &aorov dpa 6 memadevuévos, amhds 3¢ & mepl mav memaidev-
pévos. Ethica Nic. 1. 3. “The exposition is adequate if it is as
precise as the subject admits. For the same amount of exacti-
tude is not to be required in all sciences any more than in all
arts. . . . General statements, then, must be admitted in ethical
science, for the educated critic varies in his demand of precision
in the different provinces of science, and no more asks for
demonstration from the orator than he accepts probabilities from
the mathematician. Competence to judge requires knowledge
of the subject-matter, and belongs in each province to the
educated ; universal competence, therefore, requires universal
education.’

We have seen that sophistic proof as differing from paralogism
depends on the employment of an inappropriate method or inad-
missible evidence: the pretender to science proves a theorem by
an unscientific method (ch. 6, note 5), or the questioner con-
futes the answerer accidentally, i.e. on topics not essentially
connected with the department he professes to have mastered
(ch. 18, note 1). The one case is simulated pirastic, the other
simulated science (ch. xi). In neither can the sophism be
detected by the ignorant judges (dxpoaral) of a pirastic con-
troversy ; for, as we have said before, we must not limit the
simulation of pirastic to the employment of thirteen principles
covering the defects of the thirteen paralogisms. It is clear
that the admission of legitimate and exclusion of illegitimate

R 2
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evidence in proof of a scientific theorem or disproof of a mar’s
pretensions to science is a function beyond the capacity of an
ignorant jury and which requires an educated judge. ’Awaidev-
ala ydp éors wepl €xaoTov mpaypa 16 Wi dvvacfar kplvew Tovs T
oixelovs Adyous Toi mpdypatos xal Tods dAhorplovs. Ethica Eud.
1. 7. ‘Those who are uneducated in a given department of
science are unable to discriminate between the theorems and
methods peculiar to it and those which are alien.” This explains
the recommendation to the genuine geometer (ch. 6, note 5)
to decline the pirastic tribunal. A large branch, then, of
sophisms, accidental or inappropriate confutations, and accidental
or inappropriate demonstrations, are merely indicated, not ex-
amined, in the present treatise.
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THE QUADRATURE OF THE CIRCLE BY HIPPOCRATES,
ANTIPHO, AND BRYSO.

As the quadrature of the circle by Hippocrates and the quad-
rature by lunules are the only examples which Aristotle gives
of a pseudographema, it is desirable to examine them with some
attention. The quadrature of the circle by means of lunules,
1. e. spaces limited by the intersecting arcs of two circles, is as
follows. We first invent a method of squaring a lunule :—

D J E

A " B

On the diameter 4 B describe the semicircle 4 CB; in this
inscribe the isosceles triangle 4 CB; and on the sides AC, CB
describe the semicircles 4 DO, CE B.

Because the angle ACB is inscribed in a semicircle, it is a
right angle (Euclid, 3. 31), and the square of the hypotenuse
AB is equal to the sum of the squares of the sides AC, CB
(Euclid, 1. 47). But circles, or semicircles, are to one another
as the squares of their diameters (Euclid, 12. 2), therefore the
semicircle 4CB is equal to the sum of the semicircles 4.DC,
CEB. Take away from these equals the segments 4 FC, CG B
which are common to each, and the remaining triangle 4C B is
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equal to the sum of the lunules ADCFA4, CEBGC, or the tri-
angle 4CH is equal to the lunule ADCFA. We therefore have
found a rectilinear area equal to a given lunule.

According to Alexander Aphrodisiensis, Hippocrates applied
this to the quadrature of the circle in the following manner :—

G

X E

A

On the diameter 4 B describe the semicircle 4CDB; in this
inscribe three lines, 4C, CD, DB, each equal to the radius 4K
(this is the same thing as inscribing a hexagon in the circle;
Euclid, 4. 15). On these describe the semicircles 4 FC, CGD,
DHB; and describe a fourth semicircle Z equal to one of these.

Then because circles or semicircles are as the squares of their
diameters (Euclid, 12. 2), the semicircle ACDB is equal to the
sum of the semicircles £, AFC, CGD, DHB. Take away the
segments which are common to these equals, and the remaining
rectilinear area 4CDB is equal to the sum of the semicircle £
and the three lunules. But we discovered a method of deter-
mining a rectilinear area equal to a lunule; take away, then,
from the rectilinear area 4CD B spaces equal to the three lunules,
and the remaining rectilinear area will be equal to the semi-
circle . Q.E.F.

What is the fallacy in this construction? This: it is true
that we found a method of squaring a particular kind of lunule,
that is, one whose upper arc was a semicircle and whose lower
arc was the fourth of a circle; but we found no method of
squaring such a lunule as we now have, i. e. one whose upper
arc is a semicircle and whose lower are is the sixth of a circle.
This is clearly the quadrature by lunules, and therefore (see
ch. xi) was not the method of Hippocrates. His method is
described by Simplicius on Phys. Ausc. 1. 2, on the authority
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of Eudemus, disciple of Aristotle, a witness whose evidence on
the question must be taken as decisive.

According to Eudemus, Hippocrates not only squared a lunule
whose outer arc was a semicircle, but also lunules whose outer
arc was greater or less than a semicircle. He then proceeded to
square the circle in the following manner :—

S~—

Let AC, BC be the radii of two concentric circles, and let
AC? equal 6 BC? In the inner circle inscribe a hexagon
(Euclid, 4. 15). Producing the radii CD &ec. to the outer circle,
and joining 4G, G E, &c., we inscribe a hexagon in the outer
circle. Join 4E, and on 4F describe a segment 4 HE similar
to the segment 4 G (Euclid, 3. 33). The inner circle plus the
lunule 4 GEH shall equal the triangle 4 G E plus the hexagon
in the inner circle.

Because 4 EF, being an angle inscribed in a semicircle, is a
right angle (Euclid, 3. 31), therefore 4 E? equals 4#?% minus
FE? (Euclid, 1. 47). But 4F? equals 44C?; and FE, being
the side of an inscribed hexagon, equals the radius 4C (Euclid,
4.15): therefore 4E? equals 34C?%. But the radius 4C equals
the side of the hexagon 4G or GE, and 4C? by construction
equals 6 BC? or 6 BD?. Therefore AE? equals 4G? plus GE?
plus 6 BD?. But similar segments are as the squares of their
chords [Hippocrates deduced this from the theorem that circles
are as the squares of their diameters (Euclid, 12. 2)]: therefore
the segment 4H E equals the segment 4G plus the segment
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G E plus the six segments of the inner circle. To these equals
add the area inclosed by the arc 4HE and the straight lines
4G, GE; therefore the triangle 4 GE equals the lunule AGEH
plus the six segments. To these equals add the hexagon in the
inner circle; therefore the triangle plus the hexagon equals the
lunule plus the inner circle.

To complete the quadrature of the circle Hippocrates must
have added: But we have shewn how to square any lunule:
deduct, then, from the triangle and hexagon an area equal to
the lunule, and the remaining rectilinear space is equal to the
circle. Next construct a square equal to this rectilinear space
(Euclid, 2. 14), and we have found a square equal to a circle.
Q.EF.

It is obvious that the fallacy of this is the same as that of the
previous method. Hippocrates was the first who wrote a treatise
of elementary geometry. Montucla (Histoire des Mathéma-
tiques) suggests what is very probable, that the construction
was offered as a specimen of fallacious reasoning, and that Hip-
pocrates as a geometer only intended to assert that we should
solve the problem of squaring the circle as soon as we could
square all the lunules as satisfactorily as he had squared certain
definite lunules. This seems to have been Aristotle’s view; at
least he gives the proof by lunules, which has the same defect
as the proof of Hippocrates, as an instance of abduction or
reduction (dmaywy?), i.e. a ratiocination which, though incom-
plete, advances one step towards the solution of a problem. ’Awa-
yoyi) ¥ éorlv Srav 1§ pev péow 1O WpdTov dijAov 7 Vmdpxov, T¢ ¥
éoxdre 10 péoov adnhov péy, Spoiws 3¢ moTOY 1) HAAAov ToD ouuTe-
pdoparos: & dv dAlya 7] T péoa Tod éoxdrov kal Tod péoov wavTws
yap éyybrepov elvas ovuBalver Tiis émarius...... Olov €l 0 A €l
rerpayori(eafar, 0 8 ép’ ¢ E edfypappov, 7o 8 ¢’ & Z xixhos* €l
T00 EZ udvov ely péoov 7o perd unvlokwr ioov ylvesOar ebbvypdupe
TOv KUKAov, &yyls &v el Tob €ldévar. An. Pr. 2. 25. ¢ Abduction
is a proof whose major premiss is certain and whose minor pre-
miss, though doubtful, is as certain or more certain than the
conclusion, or whose minor premiss requires but few steps for
its proof; for such a reasoning brings us one step nearer to
knowledge. For instance, let P (major) be a square, M (middle)
a rectilinear space, § (minor) a circle. If for the establishment
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of the minor premiss § M (the equation of the circle to a recti-
linear area) only one step is necessary, the elimination of the
lunules that enter into an equation we have discovered, this
preliminary equation is an advance towards solving the problem
8P, i.e. finding the equation of the circle to a square.’

An expression of Aristotle’s that apparently refers to this
subject (T¢ yap 7 T fuudkAia wepiypdpew py os det, §) ypauuds
Twas dyew pi) bs dv dxbelnoav, Tov Tapakoyioudy woieirar [6 Yevdo-
ypagav]. Topics, 1. 1. ¢ The pseudographema depends on semi-
circles being improperly described or lines improperly drawn’)
seems to indicate that Hippocrates or some one else introduced
some further trick in the manipulation of the ruler or com-
passes.

Eudemus introduces his account of the quadrature of lunules
(not the quadrature of the circle by lunules) in the following
terms. Kal ol tév unpwlokwy 8¢ rerpaywvionol, défavres elvar T@v
otk émmohalwy diaypappdrey did ™ olkeloryra Ty mWpds TOY KUKAow,
3¢’ ‘Immokpdrovs éypddnody Te mpdrws xal xard Tpdmov Eofav dmo-
dobijvas, dudmep EmmAéor dfrdueda te kal SiéNwpev. ¢ The quadra-
ture of the lunules, which is regarded as no superficial demon-
stration because it is based on the essential properties of the
circle, was invented by Hippocrates, and is generally admitted
to be scientific, and deserves a fuller notice in a history of
geometry.” Here émmohaiwr seems a reminiscence of Aristotle’s
definition of sophistic principles: Od6tv yap tév Aeyopévwr évdd-
fov Emmdhaor éxer TavTeAds T pavraciay, xabdmep mepl ras TéY
éproTikdy Adywv dpxas oupBéBnker Eew (ch. vili, note 1): though
Eudemus uses it to distinguish sophistic premisses, not, as Ari-
stotle, from dialectic, but from scientific. Olkeidryra reminds of
the olxeiar apxal which are characteristic of science.

Antipho inscribed a square in a circle, and in the four seg-
ments inscribed four isosceles triangles, in the eight smaller
segments eight smaller isosceles triangles, and so on, ad infini-
tum. He then probably proposed some method of summing
the series of triangles, and said that the sum of the series of
triangles plus the inscribed square was the rectilinear area
required.

Montucla observes that if he conld have determined the law
by which the triangles diminish in area, he might have summed
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the series and solved the problem. He therefore says that there
is nothing sophistical or ungeometrical about the procedure of
Antipho. It was by a similar method that Archimedes after-
wards succeeded in squaring the parabola. He first inscribed a
triangle in the parabola, then another in each of the segments,
and so on, and proved that the area of the first triangle, the two
second triangles, the four third triangles, &c., formed the pro-
gression I, 1, 1. &c., and that the sum of this series was 13.
Thus the parabola which is the sum of these triangles is 4 of the
inscribed triangle or % of the circumscribed parallelogram.
Probably if Aristotle had recognized the method of exhaus-
tion, or limits, or infinitesimals, as a scientific procedure, he
would have pronounced Antipho’s reasoning not sophistic but
pseudographie, or have conceded to it the name which he gave
to that of Hippocrates, Reduction. As it is, he clearly con-
sidered it as sophistical and unworthy the attention of the geo-
meter. His remarks are worth giving at length. To uév ot el
&v xal dxivntov 70 8v oxomely ob Wepl Ppioeds éort oxomelv. “Qaomep
yap kal 7¢ yewuérpn odx &ére Adyos éari mpds Tov dreAdvra Tas Gpxds,
GAN jfrou érépas émomiuns 1 macdy Kowds, oltws ovdd T@ wepl Pi-
cews...... “Opotor 3 10 oxomeiv €l ofrws &v kal mpos &AAY Oéow
Smotavoiy diaréyeclar TGy Adyov évexa Aeyopévov, olov v “Hpa-
xAeiTetov...... ) Adew Adyov épiotikdv. "Omep dupdrepor pev Exov-
ow ol Adyor kal 6 MeAivoov xal 6 [Mapuevidov, kal yap Jeidn Aap-
Bdvovor kai aovAAdytorol elo, palov d¢ 6 Mellooov doprikds xal
ovk éxwr dmopiav, AN €vds drdémov 8obévros TAAAa ovpPaiver TodTo
8¢ oldtr xahemdv. ‘Huiv d¢ vmokeirbw 1 Ppvoe §) mdvra 7 éma
Kwovpeva €lvar. Aflov 8¢ &k tijs émaywyis, dua 3¢ o0dd¢ Avew
dnavra wpoorker AAN' 1) Soa éx TéY dpxdy Tis émdewris Yevderau,
8oa 8¢ wi, of. Olov T0v Terpaywyiopoy TOV pév did TéY TENMdTOY
yewperpixod diaAaar, Tov 8¢ *AvTipdyTos ol yewperpixod. OV uw
GAN ¢medy) mepl pioews uev o), puoikas d¢ dmoplas ovpBaivet Aéyew
abrols, lows &xev kakds émi pukpor diakexbijvar mepl adrdy, éxel yap
dihodoplav 1) oxéyus. Phys. Ause. 1. 2. ¢ The question whether
existence is one and unchangeable is not a physical problem ;
for as the geometer does not reason with one who denies his
principles, but leaves him to be dealt with by some separate
science or by some power that is a common element of all the
sciences, no more does the physical inquirer. The examination
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of such a doctrine must resemble the confutation of a paradoxical
thesis like the tenet of Heraclitus, or the solution of a sophistic
proof. Such indeed are the reasonings both of Melissus and of
Parmenides, for the premisses are false and the conclusions are
illegitimate, though that of Melissus is the grosser and less sug-
gestive of the two. For he starts from an inadmissible premiss
and then obtains paradoxical conclusions; which is easy. We,
then, postulate as a first principle, that the natural world, in
whole or in part, is a scene of change. For this we may appeal
to the evidence of observation; and we are not bound to en-
counter, even by way of solution, any doctrine except such as
admits the principles of the science: just as the geometer is
bound to examine the quadrature of the circle by segments, but
is not bound to notice the reasoning of Antipho. However, as
the thesis, though unphysical as regards its truth, is physical
as regards the subject, let us examine it briefly. For the exami-
nation is philosophic and not merely dialectic’ Quadrature by
segments is an apt description of the method explained by
Eudemus, and doubtless refers to the method of Hippocrates.
The contradiction of geometrical principles, which in Aristotle’s
judgment made Antipho’s method ungeometrical, was either the
assumption (now admitted) that the sides of a many-sided poly-
gon coincide with the circumference of a circle, which contra-
dicts the theorem that a straight line only touches a circle in a
single point (Euclid, 3. 16), or (as this is rather the contradiction
of a conclusion than of a principle) the assumption that, starting
from the inscribed square, it is possible, by subdivision of the
segments, to reach the circumference, an assumption which
contradicts the principle of the infinite divisibility of space.

Bryso appears to have inscribed one square in a circle and cir-
cumscribed another, and to have said that as the circumscribed
square was greater than the circle, and the inscribed square less,
a third square that should be the mean between the two others
would be equal to the circle ; assuming that whenever two things
are greater and less respectively than the same other things,
they must be equal to one another.

It is plain that Bryso does not reason like a geometer;
Antipho’s reasoning approaches nearer to a pseudographema.
Bryso’s pemisses bear no relation to the principles of geometry ;
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Antipho’s contradict them, but still lie without the geometrical
sphere : for, whatever may be the case with natural philosophy,
geometry, being in Aristotle’s view a purely deductive science,
takes no cognizance of any reasoning which calls her first prin-
ciples in question.

With respect to the method of lunules and the method of
Hippocrates, a difficulty suggests itself. The principle or method
of these fallacies is evidently the omission of a limitation. Be-
cause we can square a particular kind of lunule, it is assumed
that we can square every kind of lunule; that is, the arguments
fall under the fallacy a dicto secundum quid ad dictum sim-
pliciter. How then can it be said that the principle of these
fallacies is not transferable to any other province ?

It is true that lunules cannot be applied to the solution of
ethical or physiological problems, but the suppression or sub-
stitution of limitations is practicable in every kind of discussion.
If these fallacies are pscudographemas because the rest of their
reasoning is geometrical, whereas Bryso’s and Antipho’s are
entirely ungeometrical, it would seem that there is no intrinsie
difference between a pseudographema and a sophism, only a dif-
ference in the accompaniments. But Aristotle speaks of them
as different in kind. He apparently considers the fallacy of the
pseudographemas to consist in the false geometrical proposition,
that every lunule must belong to one of the classes whose
quadrature has been given.
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