
API2TOTEAOT2 OEPI
20<M2TIKi2N EAETXflN

164 a 20 I. riept 8e twv Go^i(nLK(x)v ^Xeyxoiv /cat rojv

<j)aivoix€vo)v iikv iXeyxoJv ovrcov 8e TTapaXoyiGfiwv

dXX' ovK eXeyxwv Xeywfxev, dp^dfjuevoi Kara. (f>vaLV

(1770 rCOV TTpCJTWV.

"Ot6 jxev ovv ol fji€v elal cruXXoyiafMOL, ol 8' ovk

6vT€s SoKovai, (f)av€p6v. coGTTep yap Kal cttl ru)v

25 aXXwv TovTo yiverat 8ia rivos ojxoiorr^ro^ , Kal

em rcbv Xoywv (Laavrws e'x^'- '^^^ Y^P '^^ ^^'-^

OL fiev €)(ovaLv ev, ol 8e (^atVorrat, (fivXerLKcbs

164 b 20 (jivarjaavTes Kal eTTLOKevdaavres avrovs, kol KaXol

OL fxev 8ta. KoXXo^, ol he (jiaivovraL, KopLfiwaavres

avTovs- €7TL re rcov dijjv^^cov waavTws' Kal yap

TOVTCJV rd fxev dpyvpos rd 8e xp^^^os ioTLv dXrjdoJs,

rd 8' ecTTt pLev ov, ^aiveraL 8e Kard rrjv ataO-qaLV,

OLOV rd p,ev XLdapyvpLva Kal rd KarrLrepLva dpyvpd,

25 rd 8e ;^oAo^a<^it'a xP^^d. rov avrdv 8e rporrov

Kal avXXoyLcrpLos Kal eXeyxos 6 fiev eariv, 6 8' ovk

" The reference appears to be provision of members of the
tribal choruses at Athens for choral competitions (see Xen.
Mem, iii. 4, 5).
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ARISTOTLE ON
SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS

I. Let us now treat of sophistical refutations, that

is, arguments which appear to be refutations but
are really fallacies and not refutations, beginning,
as is natural, with those which come first.

That some reasonings are really reasonings, but intro-
that others seem to be, but are not really, reasonings, (^hs^^-^n^
is obvious. For, as this happens in other spheres The dis-

from a similarity between the true and the false, so between

it happens also in arguments. For some people reasonings

possess good physical condition, while others have tions which

merely the appearance of it, by blowing themselves aiid^those*^

out and dressing themselves up like the tribal which are

choruses "
; again, some people are beautiful because ent, i.e.

of their beauty, while others have the appearance sophistical,

of beauty because they trick themselves out. So too
with inanimate things ; for some of these are really

silver and some gold, while others are not but only
appear to our senses to be so ; for example, objects

made of litharge ^ or tin appear to be silver, and
yellow-coloured objects appear to be gold. In the
same way also reasoning and refutation are some-
times real and sometimes not, but appear to be real

* Protoxide of lead, a by-product in the separation of
silver from lead.
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ARISTOTLE
164 b

kari jJiev, (fyatverai 8e Sta rrjv aTreipiav ol yap

airetpoL uiOTxep av amiypvre's TToppcoOev dewpovaiv

.

165 a o ixev yap crvXXoyiafjios €k tlvwv earl reOevrwv

(Lare Xlyeiv erepov tl ef dvdyKTjg ra)v KeipLevwv

8ia Tcov KeLfievwv, eXeyxos 8e crvXXoyiapLos pier

avrtcfxiaecos rov avpLTrepdcrpLaro?. ol 8e rouro

TTotovai fiev ov, hoKovat 8e 8ia iroXXas alrias, (Lv

5 €1? roTTog €V(f)V€arar6s icrrt, /cat S-qfioacwraros 6

Sta rwv 6vop,drwv. eTret yap ovk eariv avrd rd

7Tpdyp,ara hiaXeyeadai (f)€povrag, dXXd rolg 6v6-

pbaaiv dvrl rcov Trpaypiarojv p^pco/xe^a avpu^oXotg,

ro avpLpalvov cttl rojv ovopiarcov /cat em rcov Trpay-

pidrixiv rjyovpieda avpc^aLveiv, Kaddirep em rwv

10 ifjTJ(f)OJV rots' Aoyt^o/xeVots". ro 8 ovk eariv bpioiov.

rd fjuev ydp ovopLara TreTrepavrai, /cat ro rcx)V Xoywv

TrXrjdos, rd 8e Trpdypuara rov apidpiov ctTvetpa eariv.

dvayKalov ovv TrXeiw rov avrov Xoyov /cat rovvopLa

ro ev aripuaiveiv. axjirep ovv /ca/cet ol p/rj heivoi.

15 rds tjiTj^ovs cjiipeiv vtto rdjv emarripioviov napa-

Kpovovrai, rov avrov rpoTTOv /cat evrt ra)v Xoyiov ol

rcov ovopidrwv rrjs hvvdpiecos drreLpoL TrapaXoyi-

t,ovrai /cat avrol hiaXeyopievoi /cat dXXwv aKovovres.

8ta piev ovv ravrrjv rrjv alrtav /cat rag Xexdr^ao-

pcevas eart /cat avXXoytapios Kal eXeyxos (f)aLv6p,evos

20 piev OVK CUP' 8e. CTret 8' iarl ricn pidXXov npo epyov

ro SoKelv etvaL ao(f)ols r^ rd elvat Kal p,r] hoKeiv

(cCTTt ydp r) ao(f>iarLKrj cf)aLVopLevrj ao(f)ia ovaa 8 ov,

12



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, i

owing to men's inexperience ; for the inexperienced

are like those who view things from a distance.

Reasoning is based on certain statements made in

such a way as necessarily to cause the assertion of

things other than those statements and as a result

of those statements ; refutation, on the other hand,

is reasoning accompanied by a contradiction of the

conclusion. Some refutations do not affect their

object but only appear to do so ; this may be due

to several causes, of which the most fertile and wide-

spread division is the argument which depends on

names. For, since it is impossible to argue by intro-

ducing the actual things under discussion, but we
use names as symbols in the place of the things, we
think that what happens in the case of the names
happens also in the case of the things, just as people

who are counting think in the case of their counters.

But the cases are not really similar ;(ffor names and

a quantity of terms are finite, whereas things are

infinite in number ; and so the same expression and

the single name must necessarily signify a number
of things.N As, therefore, in the above illusti-ation,

those who are not clever at managing the counters

are deceived by the experts, in the same way in

arguments also those who are unacquainted with the

power of names are the victims of false reasoning,

both when they are themselves arguing and when
they are listening to others. P'or this reason, there-

fore, and for others which will be mentioned here-

after, there exist both reasoning and refutation which

appear to be genuine but are not really so. But

since in the eyes of some people it is more profitable

to seem to be wise than to be wise without seeming

to be so (for the sophistic art consists in apparent and

13



ARISTOTLE
165 a

/cat o aocfuarrjs p^pryjuartCTTT)? drro (fyaivoixevqs

ao(f)Lag dAA' ovk ovcnqs), SrjXov on dvayKalov tov-

Tot? /cat TO Tov ao^ov 'ipyov SoKelu iroielv jxdXXov

25 rj TToielv Koi firj SoKelv. eon 8' to? ev Trpos ev

€L7T€Lv kpyov 776/31 cKaoTov TOV elSoTos difj€vheiv [xev

avTov nept a>v olhe, tov he i/reySo/xevov ifM(f)avi^eLV

Svvaadai. TavTa 8' ecrrt to /jlcv ev tco Bvvacrdai

oovvat Xoyov, to 8' et- tw Xa^eZv. dvdyKiq ovv

Tovs povXofJbivovs ao(f)LaT€V€LV TO Ta)v elprjpieucov

30 Xoywv yevos ^rjT€iv rrpo epyov yap ioTLV rj yap

ToiavTrj Svvafiis Trotr^cret ^aiveadai ao(f)6vy ov Tvy-

XOuVOVoL TTjv TTpoaipeaiv ^xovTes.

On fxev ovv ecrri tl tocovtov Xoywv yevos, Kal

OTL ToiavTTjg €(f)L€VTaL SvvdfX€OJ5 OV9 KaXovjxev ao-

(piOTas, SrjXov. TToaa 8' icTTiv etSrj tlov Xoywv twv

35 ao(pi(7Tt,Kwv , Kal €K TToawv TOV dpidjxov 7] 8vva-

jjiLs avTT] avveoTrjKe, Kat rroaa fiepr] Tvy)(dv€L ttjs

TTpayixaTCLas ovTa, Kal irepl twv dXXwv twv avi-Te-

XovvTwv etV TTjv Texvqv TavTXjV rjSr] Xi.ywp.ev.

II. 'EffTt hrj TWV ev Tw hcaXeyeaOai Xoywv reV-

Tapa yevrj, SiSaaKaXiKol Kal StaXeKTiKol Kal rreipa-

165 b GTiKOL Kai iptOTLKoi, SiSacT/coAt/coi p.ev ol eK twv

oiKeLwv apxiov eKaoTov p,adrjp.aTo<5 /cat ovk e/c

TWV TOV arroKpivopievov So^wv (TvXXoyLl,6p,evoL (Set

yap rrtOTeveiv tov p^avddvovTa), StaXektlkoI 8' ol

€/c twv €v86^wv avXXoyioTLKol dvTL(f)dcrewg , ireipa-

14



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, i-ii

not real wisdom, and the sophist is one who makes
money from apparent and not real wisdom), it is clear

that for these people it is essential to seem to perform
the function of a wise man rather than actually to

perform it without seeming to do so. To take a single

point of comparison, it is the task of the man who has

knowledge of a particular subject himself to refrain

from fallacious arguments about the subjects of his

knowledge and to be able to expose him who uses

them. Of these functions the first consists in being
able to give a reason, the second in being able to

exact one. It is essential, therefore, for those who
wish to play the sophist to seek out the kind of argu-

ment which we have mentioned ; for it is well worth
his while, since the possession of such a faculty will

cause him to appear to be wise, and this is the real

purpose which sophists have in view.

It is clear, then, that a class of arguments of this

kind exists, and that those whom we call sophists

aim at this kind of faculty. Let us next discuss what
are the various kinds of sophistical arguments and
what are the various component parts of this faculty,

and into what different divisions the treatment of

the subject falls, and all the other elements which
contribute to this art.

II. Of arguments used in discussion there are four Four kinds

kinds. Didactic, Dialectical, Examination-arguments usldln'di"-*

and Contentious arguments. Didactic arguments are
f"f2^?"

•
.

.

those which reason from the principles appropriate to

each branch of learning and not from the opinions of

the answerer (for he who is learning must take things

on trust). Dialectical arguments are those which, (2) Dia-

starting from generally accepted opinions, reason to
^®^*'*'*'-

establish a contradiction. Examination-arguments (3) Exami-
nation.

15



ARISTOTLE
165 b

5 ariKOi 8' ol eK rcov Sokovvtcov ro) aTTOKpivo^evoj

/cat avayKaLwv elSevai ro) 7TpoaTTOLovyb4.va) ^^(eiv

T'qv emoTTJixrjv {ov rporrov Se, hichpiarai iv eripois),

epLOTLKOi 8 OL €K TCOV (f)aLVOfX€VOJl' ivSo^WV JJLT]

bvrojv 8e avWoyiuTLKol ^ (f)aiv6pievoi avXkoyiari-
Kot. TTepi ixev ovv rcov dTToSeiKTLKcov iu rols 'Ara-

10 XvTCKots eiprjrai, nepl 8e rojv SiaXeKTiKwv /cat

neipaariKaJv iv rot? aAAoty rrepl 8e Tchv dycoviari-

Kwv /cat epiariKcov vvv Xeywp,ev.

III. WpcjTov Srj XrjTTriov ttocjojv aro)(d^ovraL ol

tv roZ's Aoyot? dyojvil^ojxevoi /cat SLacJuXoveiKouvres

.

CCTTt 8e TTevre ravra rov dpidp^ov, e'Aey;^©? /cat

15 ijjevhos /cat TTapdho^ov /cat aoXoLKLupios /cat TreyLTTTov

ro TTOLrjaaL dhoXeax'fjcrai rov TrpoahLaX^yopbevov

rovro 8 ecTTt to TroAAa/ct? dvayKal^eadaL ravro
XeyeLV rj ro jxtj 6v, dXXd ro (j)aLv6p,evov exaarov
eti'at rovrwv. jjidXcara jxev yap npoaipovvrai

<f)aiveadai iXeyxovres, Sevrepov 8e ip€vS6p.€v6v Tt

20 SeiKvvvai, rpirov els TrapdSo^ov dyeiv, reraprov
Be ooXoLKLl,etv rroLelv rovro 8' earl ro TToirjaat

rfj Aefet ^ap^apl^etv e/c rov Xoyov rov drroKpivo-

fjLevov reXevralov he ro nXeovoKLg ravro Xeyeiv.

IV. TpoTTot 8' etcrt rov fxev eXeyxeiv hvo' ol fxev

yap eiai Trapd rrjv Xe^tv, ol 8' e^oi rrjs Aefeo*?.

25 eon 8e rd puev Trapd rrjv Xe^iv ejXTTotovvra rrjv

(j>avraaiav e$ rov dptdfxov ravra 8' earlv ojuojvu/xta,

dpL(j)L^oXia, avvdeoLS, hiaipeais, irpoacphia, a^rj/xa

Xegeojg. rovrov Se iriarLS rj re 8td rrfs eTrayojyrjs

/cat CTuAAoytCT/Ltd?, dv re Xrj(f)6fj rig dXXos, /cat ort

Topics 159 a 25 if.

* Topics i-viii.
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ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, ii-iv

are those which are based on opinions held by the

answerer and necessarily known to one who claims

knowledge of the subject involved (in what manner,
has been described elsewhere **). Contentious argu- W Con-

ments are those which reason or seem to reason
from opinions which appear to be, but are not really,

generally accepted. Demonstrative arguments have
been treated in the Analytics, and dialectical argu-

ments and examinations have been dealt with else-

where.'' Let us now deal with competitive and
contentious arguments.

III. We must first of all comprehend the various the per-

objects at which those aim who compete and contend tion of
in argument. They number five : refutation, fallacy, S^^Ajl
paradox, solecism, and, fifthly, the reduction of one's iii-xv).

opponent to a state of babbling, that is, making him Jj^t&nUous'^

to say the same thing over and over again ; or, if argument

not the reality, at any rate the appearance of each number.

of these things. Their first choice is a plain refutation,

their second to show that their opponent is lying,

their third to lead him on to a paradox, their fourth to

make him commit a solecism (that is, to make the

answerer, as a result of the argument, speak un-

grammatically), and, lastly, to make him say the

same thing over and over again.

IV. There are two modes of refutations ; one has (A) Re-

to do with the language used, the other is unconnected fc^^^™xi).
with the lanffuaffe. The methods of producinsr a («) Refuta-

tion by
false illusion in connexion with language are six m fallacies

number : equivocation, ambiguity, combination, di-
^g^Jj^'

vision, accent and form of expression. The truth of diction,

this can be verified by induction and by syllogistic Zxln
^^^

proof based on this (thouffh some other assumption number,

is also possible), that this is the number of ways in to

:

17



ARISTOTLE
165 b

roaavra)(^u)? o.v rots avroXs ovofiaai, Kal Adyois" fMT]

30 ravTo SrjXwaaifjLev . elal Be napa fxev rrjv ofxaj-

vviiLCLv ol Toioihe rcbv Xoycov, olov otl fxavdavovaiv

OL eTnarajjievoi' to. yap aTxoCTTo/x.art^o/xep'a jxavOa.-

vovGLV OL y/Da/x/xart/cot. to yap fxavdaveLv ofxco-

vvjjLov, TO T€ ^vvievai XP^H'^^^^ '^fj
€7TLaTrjfjirj /cat

TO Xajx^dvetv eTnaT'qixrjv. Kal ttolXlv oti to, /ca/ca

35 dyadd' to. yap hiovTa ayadd, to. 8e /ca/ca Seovra.

htTTOv yap TO Seov, to t' dvayKalov, o avfjL^aLvei

TToAAa/ct? Kal €7tI TcJov KaKcbv (eaTL yap KaKov tl

dvayKalov), Kal Tdyadd Se Seovra (f)aiJi€v etvai.

€Tt Tov avTov Kadrjadat /cat eoTavat, /cat Kdyiveiv

Kal vyiaLveiv. barrep yap avtOTaTo, eaT7]K€v, Kal

i66di ooTTcp vyidt,eTo, vyiatvef dviOTaTo S o KaOy^fievos

Kal vyid^eTo 6 Kdpivcov. to yap tov Kdp,vovTa

OTCovv TTOLelv r) 7Td(T)(^€i,v ovx €V orip^aivet, oAA' ore

p,kv OTL 6 vvv Kafxvwv,^ 6t€ S' OS" eKafive npoTepov.

6 ttXtjv uyia^ero fjLev Kal KdpLVcov Kal 6 KapLvwv

vyLaiv€L 8' ov KdpLViov, aAA' o KdfMvwv, ov vvv, dXX*

6 TTpoTepov. napd 8e Trjv dp,^L^oXiav ol tololSc,

TO ^ovXeadat Xa^eXv /xe tovs noXep^Lovs. Kal dp*

6 Tt? yLvojoKeL, TovTo yLvd>aK€L ; Kal yap tov yivu)-

OKovTa Kal TO yLvwoKopLevov ivSex^Tai a»? yLvco-

OKOVTa crqp^rjvaL tovtw to) Adyoi. /cat dpa o opa

^ Deleting rj KaO-qnevos after KayLvutv with Wallies.

" i.e. can write or spell.

' i.e. ' ought to be.'

18



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, iv

which we can fail to indicate the same thing by the

same terms or expressions. Arguments such as the (D Equi-
r- 11 . I J • . • < T-i 1 vocation,
lollowing are based on equivocation : Ihose who
know, learn ; for it is those who know the use of

letters that learn <* what is dictated to them.' Here
' learn ' is equivocal, meaning ' understand by using
knowledge ' and ' acquire knowledge.' Or again,
' Evils are good, for what must exist is good, and
evil must exist.' Here ' must exist ' is used in

two senses ; it means ' what is necessary,' which is

often true of evils (for some evil is necessary), and we
also say that good things ' must exist.' ** Or again,
' the same man is seated and standing and is

a sick man and restored to health ; for it is the

man who stood up that is standing, and it is he who
was recovering his health that is restored to health,

but it was the man who was seated that stood up and
the man who was sick that was recovering.' For that
' the sick man ' does such and such a thing or has

such and such a thing done to him, has not one
meaning only but at one time means ' the man who
is now sick,' and at another time ' the man who was
formerly sick.' But it was the sick man who began
to recover his health when he was actually sick, but
he is in good health when he is not sick and is not
the sick man now but the man who was formerly
sick. The following examples are connected with (2) Am-
ambiguity :

' To wish me the enemy to capture,' ^'^uity.

and ' when a man knows something, surely there is

knowledge of this '
; for it is possible by this expres-

sion to signify both the knower and the thing known
as knowing.'' And ' what a man sees, surely that

' i.e. ' knowledge of this' can mean either knowledge on the
part of the knower or knowledge of the thing known,

19



ARISTOTLE
166 a

10 Tts", Tovro opa; opa 8e top Kiova, djcrre opS. 6

KLOJV. /cat dpa 6 av (f)rj^ elvai, rovro av
<f>'f]s

etvai;

(f}f]s 8e XlOov etvat, av dpa (f)rjg Xtdos elvat. Kal

ap kari atyoJvra Xeyeiv ; htrrov yap koI to ai-

ycovra Xeyeiv, ro re tov Xeyovra aiydv Kal to rd
Xeyofieva. elal 8e rpels rponoL rdJv Trapd ttjv

15 opoxivvpiLav Kal rrjv a/x^ijSoAtW, et? piev orav •^ o

Xoyos ^ Tovvopia Kvpicos oiqpiaivr] TrXeio), otov derog

/cat Kvwv elg Se orav elwdores (Lpuev ovrw Xeyetv
rpiro's he orav ro avvredev TrXeico a'qpiaivr], /ce;^cu-

piapievov 8e ctTrAcus", otov ro errLararai ypdp,p.ara.

eKarepov p-ev yap, el ervx^v, ev ri arjpLaivei, ro

20 emararaL /cat ra ypap-piara- dpi^oi he nXeio), r^ ro

ra ypapipiara avra eTriarrjpbrjv e;\;etv' ^ rcov ypap,-

pLarwv dXXov.

H piev ovv apL(f)L^oXia Kal opicovvpiia Trapd rov-

rovs rovs rpoTTovs eariv, rrapd he rrjv avvdeaiv rd
roLahe, olov ro hvvaadat, Kadijpievov ^ahil^eiv Kal

25 ^1^ ypdtjiovra ypd(f)eLv. ov ydp ravro (rqpLaivei

,

av hieXcov rt? ^'^ttJI Kal avvdetg, ws hvvarov ro^

KaOrjpievov jSaSt^eti^^- /cat rovd^ d)aavrojs dv ris

avvdi], ro /xt) ypd(f)Ovra ypdcjyeiv arjp,aLV€L ydp cos

ex^i hvvapiLv rov p,r) ypd^ovra ypd<j)eLv. edv he

30 p,ri crvvdfj, on e;^ei hvvapLLv, ore ov ypd^ei, rov

^ Reading to for t6v.

* Deleting /cat yiT) ypd<j>ovTa yP'^'f'^'-^ after ^aBi^eiv witii

Wallies.

" The personal pronoun not being expressed in Greek,
TovTo. l)eing neuter, can be either the siiliject or object of the
verb dpa. '' ' eagle ' or ' pediment.'

" ' Dog,' 'dogstar' or 'Cynic philosopher.'
^ In which case the meaning is that a man, while sitting,

has the power to walk (if he wishes to do so).
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ON- SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, iv

(he) '^ sees : a man a pillar sees, therefore the pillar

sees.' Again, ' Surely you insist on being what you
insist on being. You insist on a stone being : there-

fore, you insist on being a stone.' Again ' Surely

speaking is possible of the silent.' ' Speaking of

the silent ' can also be taken in two ways, either

that the speaker is silent or the things spoken of

are silent. There are three modes connected with

equivocation and ambiguity : (1) when the expres-

sion or name properly signifies more than one thing,

such as deros '' and Kvoiv," (2) when we customarily

use a word in more than one sense, (3) when a word
has more than one meaning in combination with

another word, though by itself it has only one mean-
ing, for example, ' knowing letters

' ; for it may
so happen that taken separately ' knowing ' and
' letters ' have only one meaning, but taken together

they have more than one meaning, namely, either

that the letters themselves have knowledge or that

someone else has knowledge of the letters.

Ambiguity and equivocation then take these (3) Corn-

forms. The following examples are connected with orword".

the combination of words, for instance, ' A man can

walk when sitting and write when not writing. ' The
significance is not the same if one utters the words

separately ** as it is if one combines them, namely, ' a

man can walk-while-sitting,' ^ and, similarly, in the

other example, if one combines the words and says
' a man can write-when-not-writing,' for it means
that he can write and not write at the same time ;

whereas if one does not combine the words it means
that, when he is not writing, he has the power to

' In which case the meaning is that it is possible for a
man to walk and sit at the same time.
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ARISTOTLE «

166 s

ypd<ji€iv. Kal, fxavdavei vvv ypdfxyiara, etVep ifidv-

davev a iiriararai. eVi to ev fxovov Bwdfievov

<f>€p€iv 77oAAa hvvaadat <^epeiv.

Ylapd 8e rrjv StaipeaLv, ore to, irevr' icrrl 8vo

Kai rpia, Kal TTepirrd Kal dpria, Kal to fiell^ov icrov

35 Touovrov yap Kal krt Trpos. 6 yap avros Xoyos

SiTjprjixevos Kal avyKeipuevog ovk del ravTo arjpial-

vetv dv So^etev, olov " iyo) a eOrjKa SovXov ovt^

iXevdepov " Kal to " TrevrrjKovr^ dvSpojv eKarov

AtTTe Sios" ^K^i-XXevs
."

166 b Ylapd Se Tr]v irpoacphiav iv fiev rot? dvev ypa<j)i]s

hiaXeKTLKols ov pdhiov iroirjaai Xoyov, iv 8e rots:

yeypaixfievois /cat TrotT^/xaat [xdXXov, olov /cat rov

'Op,rjpov eVtot ScopdovvTai jrpog tovs eXey^ovTas

5 (hs dTOTTOJS elprjKOTa " ro fxev ov KaTaTrvderai

ofiPpo)." Xvovat yap avro Trj TrpoawSia, XeyovTes

TO ov o^vrepov. Kal to Trepl to evvnvLov tov

^Ayafiefjivovos, oVt ovk avTos 6 Zeuj elnev " 8t8o-

p,€v 8e ol ev)(os dpiadai," dXXd tco evvTTvicp eve-

TcAAero 8t8di^at. Ta pikv ovv TOiavTa irapa T-qv

TTpoacphiav iariv.

10 Ot 8e TTapd TO a)(fjp,a Trjs Xe^ews avfi^aivovaiv,

" With a different combination of words this can mean,
' He understands now what he knows because he has under-
stood letters.'

* This can also be taken to mean, ' Being able to carry

many things, you can carry one single thing only.'
' If 5 =2 and 3, 5 =2 and 5=3, and so 5 is l)oth odd and

even : again, if 5=2 and 5=3, then 3=2, i.e. the greater =
the less, since 3 is also 2 + 1

.

'' From an unknown source in Greek comedy imitated by
Terence, Andria 37.
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write. Again, ' He now understands letters, since

he has understood what he knows ' **
; and further,

' One single thing being able to carry, many things

you can carry.' *

The following propositions are connected with divi- (4) Division

sion :
' 5 is 2 and 3,' ' 5 is odd and even,' ' the

greater is equal to the less,' for it is so much and
something more.'' For the same sentence divided

would not always seem to have the same meaning
as when taken as a whole, for example, ' Free I made
thee a slave ' ** and ' goodly Achilles left a hundred
(and) fifty men. '

"

It is not easy to construct an argument relating (5) Accent,

to accent in discussions which are not written down,
but it is easier in written matter and poetry. For
example, some people emend Homer to meet the ob-

jection of critics that his phrase ' to /xev ov KaTanvdiTai

o/xf3pw ' is a strange one.^ For they solve the difficulty

by a change of accent, pronouncing the ov more
sharply.^ Also in the passage about Agamemnon's
dream ^ they say that Zeus himself did not say, ' But
we grant * him to secure the fulfilment of his pi:ayer

'

but bade the dream to grant it.^ Such examples,

then, depend on accentuation.

Refutations which depend on the form of expres- (6) Form of
expression.

* Probably quoted from some Cyclic poem. The words can
mean either ' left 150 men ' or ' left a hundred men fifty.'

f II. xxiii. 338 :
' part of which decays in the rain.'

" i.e. substituting ov, ' not,' for oiJ: 'and it does not decay
in the rain.'

'' II. ii. 1-35 ; but the actual words quoted occur in //. xxi.

297 and are spoken by Poseidon. For this and the following

example see Poet. 1461 a 22-23.
* i.e. biBofxev.

^ i.e. 8t8o/iev = StSdvai, the infinitive being used as an
imperative.
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orav TO fXT] ravro coaavTcos epjxrjvevrjTaL, olov to

appev drjXv rj to drjXv dppev, rj to jLtera^j) da.T€pov

TOVTWV, ^ TToXtV TO TTOIOV TTOOOV ^ TO TTOOOV TTOLOV,

7] TO 7TOIOVV 7Ta.a-)(ov rj TO hLaK€L[j,€vov TTOielv, /cat

15 TaXXa 8', ws Si'^prjTaL irpoTepov. euTi yap to pLTj

Tiov TTOieiv ov (h's tCjv TTOtelv Ti TTJ Xe^€L arjjjiaiveiv.

OLOV TO vytaLveLV o/jlolo)? tco axTJfJLaTL Trjg Xe^ecos

XeycTai to) TepLveiv t) olKohojxeZv /cairot to fxev

TTOLOV Tt KOL hLaKeijXeVOV 770)9 §17X01, TO 8e TTOLelv

TL. TOP aVTOV Se TpOTTOV Kal CTTL TOJV dXXiov

.

20 Oi fiev ovv rrapd ttjv Xe^LV eXey)(OL e/c tovtcov

TOJv TOTTOiv ciaLv Tcov 8' efo) TTJs Xe^eojg vapa-

XoyLopicov e'ihrj eoTLV eVra, ev fxev Trapd to avfi-

^e^TjKos, SevTepov 8e to ciTrAcas' t^ jJirj dirXo)? dAAa

TTTJ ri TTOV ^ TTOTC Tj TTpOS TL XcyeodaL, TpLTOV 8e TO

TTapd TTjv Tov iXeyxov dyvoLav, T€TapTov 8e to

25 TTapd TO irrop^evov, tt€jjltttov 8e to Trapd (^to} to iv

d.pxfi Xapb^dveiv,^ cktov 8e to p,rj atVior 6t>s" alTLov

TLdevaL, €^Sop,ov Be to Td ttXclo} ip<oTT^p,aTa ev

TTOietv.

V. Ot pi€v ovv TTapd TO avpL^e^rjKos TrapaXo-

yLOfJLOL eloLV, OTaV 6p,OLWS OTLOVV d^Livdfj TO) TTpdy-

30 /xttTi Kal TO) crvpL^e^-qKOTL VTrdpx^LV. CTrel ydp to)

auToj TToAAa crvp,^€^rjK€v, ovk dvdyKrj Traot toi?

KaT-qyopovpicvoLS , Kal Kad^ ov KaTTjyopeLTaL, TauTct"

vdvTa VTTapx^iv. otov el 6 Ko/Jio/co? eTcpov dv-

^ Reading napa Kto^ to eV apx^ Xafi^dvfiv with Strache.
* Reading ravra with Casaubon.
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ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, iv-v

sion occur when what is not the same is expressed

in the same form ; for example, when the mascuHne
is expressed by the feminine or vice versa, or the neuter

by the masculine or feminine ; or again Avhen a

quality is expressed by a quantity or vice versa, or the

active by a passive or a state by the active, and so

forth according to the distinctions previously made."

For it is possible for something which is not of the

nature of an action to signify by the language used

something which is of the nature of an action ; for

example, to ' flourish ' is a form of expression like

to ' cut ' or to ' build '

;
yet the former denotes a

quality and a certain disposition, the latter an action.

So too with the other possible examples.

Refutations, then, connected with language are (6) Byfal-
, T ,1 1 r^r r 11 • lacies which
based on these commonplaces. Ui lallacies un- ^^g ^( ^.

connected with language there are seven kinds :
pendent on

(1) those connected with Accident ; (2) those in These are

which an expression is used absolutely, or not abso- number,
lutely but qualified as to manner or place or time or depending

relation ; (3) those connected with ignorance of the

nature of refutation ; (4) those connected with the

consequent ; (5) those connected with the assump-

tion of the original point to be proved
; (6) those

which assert that what is not a cause is a cause
; (7)

the making of several questions into one.

V. Fallacies connected with Accident occur when (i) Acci-

it is claimed that some attribute belongs similarly to
^^^^'

the thing and to its accident ; for since the same
thing has many accidents, it does not necessarily

follow that all the same attributes belong to all the

predicates of a thing and to that of which they are

predicated. For example, ' If Coriscus is different

« Topics 103 b 20 if.
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OpciiTTov, avros avrov erepog- eon yap avdpojTTOs.

Tj et TiWKpdrovs erepog, 6 Se HojKpdrrjg dvdpwTTOs,

36 erepov avdpwTTOV cf)aalv (hpLoXoyrjKevai Sto, to avfi-

^e^rjKevai, ov €cf)rjcrev erepov elvat, rovrov elvai

dvdpcoTrov.

Ot 8e TTapd TO aTrXcos ToSe r) tt^ XeyeaOai /cat {xtj

KvpLws, orav to ev fxipei Xeyop^evov (Ls (XTrXcos

167 a eiprjixevov Xrj(f)6fj, olov el to fxr} 6v ecm ho^aoTov

,

OTL TO jjLrj ov koTLv OV ydp TavTov elvai re tl Kal

eivaL dTrXo)?. ^ ttolXlv otl to ov ovk eoTiv ov, el

TOiv ovTOJV Tl jx-q icTTLV, otov el fXT] dvdpioTTOS. ov

5 yap TavTO jjltj elvai tl /cat dTrXcjs [xrj elvai- (jyaiveTai

be 8ta TO TTapeyyvg Trjg Xe^eiog /cat fxiKpov hia<j)e-

peiv TO etvat rt tov eti^at /cat to jxt) elvai ti tov fxr)

elvai. ofxoiios 8e /cat to irapd to trfj /cat to d/nXios.

olov el 6 'IvSo? dXog pieXas cov XevKog eoTi tovs

ohovTas' XevKO^ dpa /cat ov Aeu/co? icTTiv. rj el

10 a/jiffxx) TTrj, OTL djjia Ta evavria vrrdpx^f'- to he

TOLOVTOV 677 cvicov jxev TTavTL dewprjaai pdSiov, olov

el Aa^coi' TOV AWiona elvai /zeAai^a tovs dSovTas

epoLT* el XevKog- el ovv TavTTj XevKos, otl jxeXas

/cat ov jLteAa?, o'ioiTO StetAe;^^at cryAAoytcrrt/cois'

TeXeiiLaas ttjv epcoTTjaiv. e-n eviojv he Xavddvei
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ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, v

from " man," he is different from himself, for he is a

man '

; or ' if he is different from Socrates, and

Socrates is a man,' they say that it has been admitted

that Coriscus is different from a man, because it is

an accident that the person from which he said that

Coriscus is different is a man.
Fallacies connected with the use of some particular (2) The

expression absolutely or in a certain respect and not absolutely

in its proper sense, occur when that which is pre-
gQj^g"?yj^,i.

dicated in part only is taken as though it was predi- flcation.

cated absolutely. For example, ' If that-which-is-not

is an object of opinion, then that-which-is-not is '

;

for it is not the same thing ' to be something ' and
' to be ' absolutely. Or again, ' That-which-is is not,

if it is not one of the things which are, e.g. if it is not

a man.' For it is not the same thing ' not to be some-

thing ' and ' not to be ' absolutely ; but, owing to

the similarity of the language, * to be something
'

appears to differ only a little from ' to be,' and ' not

to be something ' from ' not to be.' In like manner
when something is predicated in a certain respect

and absolutely ; for example, ' If an Indian, being

black all over, is white in respect of his teeth, then

he is white and not white.' Or if both attributes

belong in a certain respect, they say that the contrary

attributes belong simultaneously. In some cases this

sort of fallacy can be easily perceived by anyone
;

if, for example, after securing an admission that the

Ethiopian is black, one were to ask whether he is

white in respect of his teeth, and then, if he be white

in this respect, were to think that he had finished

the interrogation and had proved dialectically that

he was both black and not black. In some cases, on

the other hand, the fallacy escapes detection, namely,
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15 TToAAaKLs ,
€(f)

oawv, orav tttj Xeyrjrai, Kav to

aTrAcu? S6^€L€v aKoXovOelv, Kal ev oaotg nrj pdSiov

dewpyjaat, iroTepov avrojv Kvpiios aTToSoreov. ytve-

rai Se to toiovtov iv ols o/xoto)? virap^^ei to. olvti.-

Kcifieva' SoKct yap ^ dfji(f)Oj t) fxr^heTepov SoTeov

dirXcos etvai KaTrjyopeiv, olov el to fxev rjixiav

20 XevKov TO 8' rjfXLcrv fxeXav, iroTepov XevKov t]

fieXav;

Ot oe TTapa to fxrj Stajpiadai rt ioTi avXXoyiofjios

rj TL eXeyxos, dXXd Trapd Tr]v eXXeLtjjiv yivovTai tov

Xoyov eXeyxos p-ev yap dvTL<f)aaLs tov avTov /cat

evos, p,rj ovo/xaTog dXXd TrpdyfxaTog, Kal oi^o/xaro?

25 jj,rj arvviovv/jiou dXXd tov avTov, e/c Td)v SodevTwv,

i^ dvdyKr)s, p,r] avvaptdp^ovp^evov tov iv dpxfj,

KaTa TavTO Kai Tipos TavTo Kal cvaavTOJS Kal iv

Tcp avTcp xpovo). TOV avTov Se Tpoirov Kal to

t/jevaaadai Trepi tivos. eVioi 8e dTroXiTTovTeg tl

Twv X€)(6€VTwv (f>aivovTat iXeyx^cv, olov otl TavTO

30 onrXaaiov Kal ov SnrXdatov Ta yap Svo tov p,ev

evos SiTrXdoca, tcov 8e Tpiwv ov SnrXdata. rj et to

avTO TOV avTov StrrXdaiov Kal ov BiTrXdaLov, oAA'

ov KaTa TavTO' KaTa jxev yap to p,rJKos SnrXdaiov,

KaTa Se to TrXaTos ov SiTrXdatov. ^ el tov avTov

Kai KaTa rauro /cat ojaavTcos, oAA* ovx dfxa' Stoirep

35 ccTTt <j>a(,v6pi€vos eXeyxos- cXkol S' dv rtj tovtov

Kal els Tovs Trapd Tr)v Xe^iv.

Oi 8e Trapd to iv dpxfj Xapi^dveiv yivovTai fxkv
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where, when an attribute is ascribed in some respect

only, an absolute attribution would also seem to

follow, and where it is not easy to see which of the

attributes can be properly assigned. An instance

of this occurs when both the opposite attributes

belong similarly ; for then it is generally held that

it must be conceded that either both or neither can

be predicated absolutely ; for example, if something

is half white and half black, is it white or black ?

Other fallacies arise because no definition has been (3) ignora-

given of what a syllogism is and what a refutation,

and there is some defect in their definition. For a

refutation is a contradiction of one and the same
predicate, not of a name but of a thing, and not of

a synonymous name but of an identical name, based

on the given premisses and following necessarily

from them (the original point at issue not being

included) in the same respect, relation, manner and

time. A false statement about something also occurs

in the same manner. Some people, however, appear

to refute, omitting some of the above-named points,

showing, for example, that the same thing is double

and not double, because two is the double of one but

not the double of three. Or, they show that if the

same thing is double and not double of the same
thing, yet it is not double in the same respect ; for

it is double in length but not double in breadth. Or,

if it is double and not double of the same thing and
in the same respect and manner, yet it is not so at

the same time ; and so there is only an apparent

refutation. One might, indeed, force this fallacy

also into the category of those connected with

language.

Fallacies connected with the assumption of the (4) PetUio
principii.

29



ARISTOTLE
167 a

ovTws Kal Toaavraxoos oaaxc^S ivBex^rai to e|

apX^S" alrelaOai, ^atVorrat 8' eXiyx^^v Sta to firj

Svvaadat avvopdv to TavTov Kal to eTcpov.

167 b '0 8e TTapa to irropbevov cXeyxos 8ta to oteadat,

avTL(jTp€(f)€iv TTjv aKoXovdiqaLV . oTav yap TovSe

ovTos i^ dvdyKTjs To8t t^, Kal TovSe ovtos otovTai

Kal daTepov etvai ef dvdyKrjg. odev Kal at Trepl

5 T7]v Bo^av CK TTJs alaOrjcrecos dndTai, yivovTai

.

TToXXaKts yap t^v xoXtjv fxeXt VTreXa^ov Sid to eire-

aOai TO ^avdov xpd^l^^ '^V /^f'^tT'' Kal inel avp.-

^aivei TTjv yrjv vaavTos yiveadat Sid^poxov, kov

fj otappoxos, V7ToXap,^dvop,€v vaai. to 8' ovk

avayKOLov. ev re toIs prjTopiKolg at Kara to ar)-

pLclov a7ro8et^€ts" eK tcov irropievwv elaiv. ^ovXo-

10 pievoL yap Sei^at otl pcoixos, ro iiropievov eXa^ov,

oTi KaXXcoTTiaTrjg r) otl vvKTwp oparat TrXavojpievos.

TToXXois 8e TavTa p,€v vrrdpx^i,, to 8e KaTrjyopov-

pLevov ovx VTrdpx^t-- opboiws 8e /cat iv rot? cryAAo-

yiaTLKoZs , OLOV 6 MeXiaaov Xoyog ort direipov to

drrav, Xa^cbv to pi€v dirav dyevrjTov (eV yap p,r)

15 OVTOS ovhev dv yeviadai), to 8e yevopLevov i^ dpx^js

yeveadat. et pirj ovv yeyovev, dpx^v ovk ex^i to

vdv, uiOT aTTi-Lpov. OVK dvdyKrj 8e tovto crvpL-

paiveiv ov ydp et to yevop-evov dirav dpx^jv ex^i,

Kal €i TL dpx'^v e'x^t, yeyovev, toaTrep oi38' ei o

20 TTVp€TTiX)V deppLOS, Kal TOV deppLOV dvdyKTj 7TVp€TT€lV.
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original point to be proved arise in the same manner
and in the same number of ways as it is possible to

beg the original point ; they have an appearance of

achieving a refutation because men fail to perceive at

the same time what is the same and what is different.

The refutation connected with the consequent is (5) The

due to the idea that consequence is convertible. For ''°°^^*i'^®° •

whenever, if A is, B necessarily is, men also fancy

that, if B is, A necessarily is. It is from this source

that deceptions connected with opinion based on
sense-perception arise. For men often take gall for

honey because a yellow colour accompanies honey ;

and since it happens that the earth becomes drenched
when it has rained, if it is drenched, we think that

it has rained, though this is not necessarily true. In

rhetorical arguments proofs from signs are founded
on consequences ; for, when men wish to prove that

a man is an adulterer, they seize upon the consequence
of that character, namely, that the man dresses him-
self elaborately or is seen wandering abroad at night

—facts that are true of many people, while the

accusation is not true. So, too, in dialectical reason-

ings ; for example, the argument of Melissus that

the universe is infinite assumes that the universe has

not come into being (for nothing could come into

being from what does not exist) and that everything

which has come into being has come from a beginning;

if, therefore, the universe has not come into being,

it has no beginning and therefore is infinite. But
this does not necessarily follow ; for even if what
has come into being always has a beginning, anything

that has a beginning need not have come to be, any

more than it follows that a man who is hot must be

in a fever because a man who is in a fever is hot.
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'0 Se TTapa to /X17 airiov ws airtov, orav irpoa-

Xrj<f>6fj TO avairiov (l)s irap* eKeivo yivofievov rov

iXly^^ov. avfx^alveL 8e to tolovtov ev tois els to

ahvvarov avXXoyiafjLols' iv rovrots yap dvayKOLov

25 dvat,p€Lv TL roiv Keip,lvoiv. idv ovv iyKaTapid[xrjdij

ev Tot? avayKaioLS epwrrjixacn npos ro avfi^oLvov

dSvvarov, Sd^et irapd rovro yiveadai ttoXXukis 6

eXeyxos, otov on ovk eari tpv^'^ xal ^w^ ravrov

el yap (f)dopa ylveais ivavrlov, /cat ri] tlvI (f)dopa

earai tls yeveais ivavrlov 6 Se Odvaros <f>6opd ti?

30 Kal evavriov ^cofj, ware yeveais rj l,iorj Kal to l,rjv

yiveadav tovto 8' dSwaTov ovk dpa TavTov r]

^Xh '^^^ '^ ^^V- ^^ S"*? cryAAeAdytCTTttt • avpL^alvei,

ydp, Kov fx'q TLS TavTO
(f)fj

TTjv l,wr]v TTJ i/jvxfj, TO

dBvvaTov, oAAa fiovov ivavTLOv t,wrjv fxev davdTCO

ovTL (f)9opa, (f)dopa he yeveaiv. davXXoyLGTOL jxev

85 oSv dirXcbs OVK elalv ol tolovtol Adyot, npos 8e to

npoKeifxevov dorvXXoyiaTot,. Kal Xavddvei TToXXaKig

OV\ -^TTOV aVTOVS TOVS ipiOTCOVTas TO TOLOVTOV.

01 pL€V OVV TTapd TO eTTo/jievov Kal rrapd to p.rj

aiTLov Adyot tolovtol eloLV ol Se Trapd to tcx 8uo

ipcoTTJfxaTa ev iroLeLV, OTav Xavddvrj ttXclw ovTa Kal

168 a ojs evog ovtos dTToSodfj dTTOKpLais fila. ctt' evioiv

fxev ovv pq^Lov Ihelv otl 7rAeia» /cat oti ov hoTeov
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The refutation connected with taking as a cause (6) Mis-

what is not a cause, occurs when that which is not
t^^^^n cause,

a cause is foisted into the argument as though the
refutation were due to it. Such a case occurs in

reasonings leading up to an impossibihty ; for in

these one is bound to destroy one of the premisses.

If, therefore, what is not a cause is enumerated among
the questions which are necessary for the production

of the resultant impossibility, the refutation will

often seem to come about as the result of it ; for

example, in the argument that ' soul ' and ' life ' are

not identical. For if coming-into-being is contrary

to perishing, then a particular kind of coming-into-

being will be contrary to a particular kind of perishing;

now death is a particular kind of perishing and con-

trary to life ; life, therefore, is a coming-into-being

and to live is to come-into-being. But this is im-
possible ; and so the soul and life are not identical.

But this conclusion is not the result of reasoning
;

for the impossibility occurs even if one does not
assert that life is identical with the soul but merely
says that life is contrary to death, which is a perishing,

and that coming-into-being is contrary to perishing.

Such arguments are not absolutely inconclusive but
only inconclusive as regards the point at issue, and
the questioners themselves are often equally uncon-
scious of such a state of affairs.

Such, then, are the arguments connected with the (7) Plur-

consequent and the falsely imputed cause. Those questions,

which are connected with the union of two questions

in one occur, when it is not noticed that they are

more than one and one answer is given as though
there was only one question. Sometimes it is easy
to see that there is more than one question and
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aTTOKpicTLV, oLov TTOTepov Tj yfj ddXaTTO, ianv rj 6
ovpavos; eV €vlwv 8' rjrrov, /cat ojs ivos ovros

7] OfioXoyovari rep pir} airoKpiveadai, to ipo)rwp,evov,

6 rj eXeyxeadai ^alvovraiy olov dp' ovros Kal ovros
earIV avOpconos; coar av ris rvrrrrj rovrov Kal

rovrov, dvdpwTTov aAA' ovk dvOpconovs rvTrrijaei.

Yj TTttAtv, J)v rd p,ev ianv dyadd rd S' ovk dyadd,

TTOvra dyadd rj ovk dyadd; onorepov ydp av (f)i],

kari [xev cbs eXeyxov ^ ipevSos (f)aLv6p.€vov So^clcv

10 av TTOietv ro ydp (f)dvai rwv pir) dyadwv rt elvai

ayadov ^ rdJv dyaOcov pcrj dyadov ipevSos. ore Se

TTpoaXrjcjidevrwv rivcov Kav eXey^os yivoiro dXrjOivos,

oiov e'i rLS Solt) opLolojs ev Kal ttoAAo. Xeyeadai

XevKd Kal yvpuvd Kal rv(f)Xd. el ydp rv^Xov rd

p.rj exov oifjLV TTe<j)VK6s S' e^eir, koI TV<f)Xd earai

15 rd piTj exovra 6i/jlv 7Te(f)VK6ra 8' ex^tv. orav ovv

TO piev exj) TO Se p^rj exj), rd dpcf)co earai rj opcovra

r] rv(f>Xd- orrep dSvvarov.

VI. ""H Brj ovrcos Siaipereov rovs (jiaivopevovs

avXXoyiapLovs Kal eXeyxovs, r} irdvras dvaKreov

els rrjv rod eXeyxov dyvoiav, dpxrjv ravrrjv noir]-

20 aap,€vovs' eart ydp drravras dvaXvaai rovs XexOev-

ras rpoTTOvs els rov rod eXeyxov hiopiapov. rrpcorov

piev el aavXXoyiaroL- Sel ydp e/c rcov Keipevwv

avp^aiveiv ro avpurepaapia, coare Xeyeiv i^ dvdyKrjs

dXXd pr] <j)aiveadai. erreira Kal Kard rd pieprj rov
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that an answer should not be given, for example,
when it is asked ' Is the earth sea, or is the sky ?

'

Sometimes, however, it is less easy, and thinking

that there is only one question, people either give

in by not answering the question or suffer an apparent
refutation. For example, ' Is A and is B a man ?

'

' If so, if a man strikes A and B, he will strike a man,
not men ?

' Or again, ' Where part is good and part

evil, is the whole good or evil ?
' Either answer

might possibly seem to involve an apparent refuta-

tion or false statement ; for to say that something
is good when it is not good or not good when it

is good is a false statement. Sometimes, however,
if certain premisses are added, there might be a

genuine refutation. For example, if one agrees that

a single thing and a number of things are alike called
' white ' or ' naked ' or ' blind.' For if ' blind ' is

used of something which does not possess sight

though it is its nature to possess it, it will also describe

a number of things which do not possess sight though
it is their nature to possess it. When, therefore,

one thing has sight while another has not, they will

either both be able to see or both be blind ; which is

impossible.

VI. We must either divide apparent reasonings [Note (a).

and refutations in the manner just described or else faiildes^a

refer them all to a false conception of refutation, all be repre-

making this our basis ; for it is possible to resolve all forms of a

the kinds of fallacy which we have mentioned into
iacv^^>'"

violations of the definition of refutation. Firstly, we igrwraiw

must see if they are inconclusive ; for the conclusion * ^^

ought to follow from the premisses laid down, so that

we state it of necessity and do not merely appear to

do so. Next, we ought to see if they accord with the

35
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8iopt,afxov. Twv fiev yap ev rfj Xe^et, ol fxev elai

25 TTapa TO ScTTov, olov 7] T€ ofxojvvfjiia Kal 6 Xoyos

/cat T) 6fjiOioaxr)iJioavv7] {avvrjdeg yap to Trai^ra cos

ToSe Ti arjfxaiveiv), -q Se avvOeats Kal Stat/oecrts' Kal

TTpoGcpSia TO) fxrj Tov avTov elvai tov Xoyov rj

Tovvofxa Bia(f)€pov. eSei 8e Kal tovto, Kaddnep

Kal TO Trpdypia, TavTov, el fxeXXei eXeyxos rj avX-

30 XoyicfMos eaecrdai, otov et Xcottlov, jxtj IfxaTtov avX-

Xoylaaadai aAAa Xwmov. dXrjOeg pcev yap KaKelvo,

oAA' ov avXXeXoyLOTai, dAA' ert ipcoT'qp^aTos Set,

OTi TavTov arjfjbaivei, irpog tov ^rjTovvTa to 8ta rt.

Ol Se Trapd to avjjL^e^rjKos opcaOevTos tov crvX-

35 Xoyiapbov (f)av€pol yivovTai. tov avTov yap opiapiov

Set Kal TOV iXeyxov yiveaOai, ttXtjv TrpoaKeiadai

TTjv dvTL(f)aoLV 6 ydp eXeyxos avXXoycafxos dvTL-

(j)d.aea)5' ei ovv p,'q ioTi avXXoytafxos tov avfx-

^e^TjKOTOS, ov yiVerat eXeyxos. ov ydp ei tovtwv

ovTOiv dvdyKTj toS' eii^at, tovto S' eart XevKov,

40 dvdyKTj XevKov elvaL Sta tov avXXoyiofxov. ovS*

168 b et TO Tpiywvov 8volv opdaiv tcra? €;)^et, avpb^e^TjKe

S' avTcp ax'^iP'O.Ti elvai ^ TrpcoTco rj dpxfj, otl

ax'TjP-o. Tj dpx^] ^ TTpcoTOV TOVTO. OV ydp
fj (Txrjfia

oyS' 1^ rrpcoTov, dAA'
fj

Tpiycjvov, r] aTToSet^t?,

ofioiws Se Kal irrl twv dXXwv. cuctt' et o eXeyxos

5 avXXoyiaiios tls, ovk dv e'irj 6 /card avp-^e^r^Kos

eXeyxos. dAAd Trapd tovto Kal ol Te;ft'tTat /cat

36



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, vi

remaining parts of the definition. For of the fallacies illustrations

connected with language, some are due to a double j^°jeg ^g'.

meaning, for example equivocation and ambiguous pending

phraseology and similarity of formation (for it is (i) diction.

customary to indicate everything as a particular

substance), whereas composition, division and accen-

tuation are due to the phrase not being the same or

the name different. For the name also, like the thing

signified, ought to be the same, if refutation or

reasoning is to result. For example, if the subject

is a mantle, you should come to a conclusion about

a mantle, not about a cloak ; for the latter con-

clusion is also a true one, but the reasoning is not

complete, and a further question must be asked to

prove that words mean the same thing, if the answerer

asks how you have refuted him.

Fallacies connected with Accident become obvious (2) Acci-

when ' proof ' has been defined. For the same
definition ought to be true also of refutation, except

that ' the contradictory ' is added ; for refutation is

a proof of the contradictory. If, therefore, there

is no proof of the accident, no refutation takes place.

For if, when A and B are, C is, and C is white, it

does not necessarily follow that it is white because

of the syllogism. And again, if the triangle has its

angles equal to two right angles, and it happens to be

a figure, element or principle, it does not necessarily

follow that because it is a figure, element or principle

it has this character ; for the demonstration is con-

cerned vdth it not qua figure or qua element but qua

triangle. And so likewise with the other instances.

Thus, if refutation is a kind of proof, an argument
depending on an accident could not be a refutation.

Yet it is along these lines that specialists and men of
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oXcog OL eTncrT-qfMoves vtto rchv dv€7n<JTr]fi6vojv

iXeyxovrai' Kara avix^e^-qKos yap TToiovvrai rovs

avXXoyLa/jLovs rrpos rovs etSoras". ol 8' ov Svvd-

jxevoi Staipelp r) ipcoTcvpievoi StSoauiv t] ov Sovres

10 olovrai SeSco/ceVai.

t oe Trapa to tttj Kai aTTAws, on ov rov avrov

rj Kara^aais Kai rj aTrd^acrts'. rov yap tttj XevKov

TO TTTJ ov XevKov, Tov 8' ctTrAcos' XevKov TO olttXcjs

ov XevKov OLTTot^aais . el ovv hovTO's Trfj elvat XevKov

15 <x)s clttXcos elprjfjievov Xafx^dvet, ov Troiet eXey^ov,

(f)aLveTai Se Sid ttjv dyvoiav tov tl Iotiv eXeyxos.

^avepwTaToi 8e iravTOiv ol irpoTcpov Xe^OevTes

Trapd TOV tov iXey^ov SiopLGfxov 8td /cat irpoa-

7]yop€v9rjaav ovtcos' Trapd yap tov Xoyov T7]v

20 eXXeiipLv 7} <f)avTaaia yiVerai, /cat Scaipovfievois

OVTCOS Koivov em Tracrt tovtols deTeov ttjv tov

Xoyov eXXeiifjLV.

Ol re Trapa to Xap,^dv€iv to ev dpyrj Kai to dvai-

Tiov (hs a'LTiov Tidevai hrjXoL 8ta tov opiapiov. Set

ydp TO avp,7T€paapia tw TavT^ elvat} avfi^atveLv,

25 OTTep ovK rjv €v Tots dvaiTLois' Kai ndXiv /X17 dpiQ-

ixovfjicvov TOV €^ dpxrJ9, oTrep ovk exovcriv ol irapd

TTjV aLTTjaiv TOV €v apxfj •

01 8e Trapd to eTTop-evov fiepos elal tov avp,^e-

^rjKOTOS' TO ydp eTTOpLevov avp,p€Pr}K€, Sia(f)€pei 8e

* Omitting alna tov after etvai with ABC.

" 167 a 21 flF.

* napaXoyiafioi from napd and Xoyos in the sense of ' de-

finition.'
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science in general are refuted by the unscientific ; for

they argue with the men of science with reasonings

based on accident, and the latter, being incapable of

making distinctions, either give in when questioned,

or think that they have done so when they have not.

Fallacies which depend on whether a statement (3) The

is made in a limited sense or absolutely occur be- of'atoo^ute

cause the affirmation and denial are not of the same and quali-

thing. For ' not partly white ' is the negation of ments.
' partly white,' and ' not absolutely white ' of ' abso-

lutely white.' If, then, one takes the admission that

something is partially white to mean that it is abso-

lutely white, he does not cause a refutation but only

seems to do so owing to ignorance of what a refuta-

tion is.

The clearest fallacies of all are those already (4) Defec;

mentioned " as connected with the definition of ^-q^
deflm-

refutation (hence also their name) ^ ; for the semblance
of a refutation is due to the defect in the definition,

and, if we distinguish fallacies in this way, we must
put down ' defect of definition ' as common to all these

cases.

Fallacies due to assuming the original point and (5) PetUio

stating as a cause what is not a cause are clearly i""»'^J^*-

exposed by means of the definition. For the con-

clusion ought to follow because this and that is so,

which is not the case when the alleged cause is not

the cause ; and, again, the conclusion should follow

without the original point being included, which is

not true of arguments based on the begging of the

original point.

Fallacies connected with the consequent form part (6) The

of those due to accident ; for the consequent is an <'o°sequent.

accident but differs from the accident because the
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Tov av/ji^e^rjKOTOS, on to /xev av^^e^-qKos eoTiv

30 60' ivos fiovov Xa^elv, olov TavTo etvai to ^avdov
Kat fxeXt Kal to XevKov /cat kvkvov, to 8e Trapeno-

fievov del ev TrXeioaLV to. yap evl TavTco TavTO,

Kai aXXrjXoLs d^tovfxev elvat raura- 8to yiVerai

Trapd TO iiTOfxevov eXeyxog. eart 8' ov ttolvtws

aXiqdes, olov av
fj

XevKov Kara avpi^^^r^Kos- Kal

35 yap rj p^tcoi' /cat o kvkvos to) XevKO) TavTov. r)

ttolXlv, CO? €v TO) MeAiaCTou Xoycp, to avTo elvat

Xap,^dv€L TO yeyovdvat Kal dpxrjv ex^iv, rj to toa^

yiveadac Kal TavTo fieyedos Xapi^dvciv. oti yap
TO yeyovos ex^t dpx'qv, Kal to exov dpxrjv yeyovevai

d^ioL, d)s dfjicfxju TavTa ovTa tw dpx'rjv ^X^''^>
'^^

40 T€ yeyovos Kal to TreTrepaajxevov .^ o/xoiios Be Kal

169 a 6771 Tcov tawv yLvopiivojv el tcl to avTo fxeyedog

Kai ev Xafi^dvovTa taa yiVerat, /cat Ta taa yuvofieva

ev pbeyedos Xajx^dvet. cooTe to errofxevov Xafi^dvei.

eirei ovv 6 Trapd to avpi^e^rjKos eXeyxos ev ttj

ayvota tov eXeyxov, (ftavepov otl Kal 6 irapd to

6 eTTOfievov. emcTKeTTTeov 8e tovto Kal dXXoiS-

Ot 8e TTapd TO Ta irXeiw ipojT-qp.aTa ev Troielv ev

TO) jXT] htapdpovv rjfxds rj fx-q Biatpelv tov ttjs npo-

Taaecos Xoyov. rj yap irpoTaai's eaTiv ev /ca^' evos.

^ Reading Taa for taois.

* Bekker misprints TTf.TTepaoy.ivov as TreTrepaofievajv.

" But it does not follow that because snow is white and
swan is white, therefore snow is swan.

* Cf. 167 b 13 f.

" Cf. 179 a 26 ff., 181 a 22 fF.
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accident can be secured in the case of a single thing
by itself, for example, a yellow thing and honey are

identical, and so is a white thing and a swan, whereas
the consequent always exists in more than one thing

;

for we claim that things which are the same as one
and the same thing are the same as one another

;

and this is how refutation proceeds when the con-

sequent is involved. It is not, however, always true,

for example, in the case of accidental whiteness
;

for both ' snow ' and ' swan ' are the same in respect

of whiteness." Or again, as in the argument of

Melissus,* someone takes ' to have come into being
'

and ' to have a beginning ' as the same thing, and
' to become equal ' as the same thing as ' to take on
the same magnitude.' For because what has come
into being has a beginning, he claims also that what
has a beginning has come into being, on the ground
that * having come into being ' and ' being finite

'

are both the same thing, because both have a begin-
ning. Similarly, too, in the case of things which
become equal, he assumes that, if things which take
on one and the same magnitude become equal, then
also things which become equal take on the same
magnitude. In doing so he is assuming the conse-
quent. Since, then, the refutation where accident
is concerned depends on ignorance of the nature of

refutation, so also, it is clear, does the refutation

where the consequent is concerned. But we must
examine this question from other points of view also."

Fallacies connected with the union of several (7) The

questions in one are due to our failure to differentiate ""veraf

or distinguish the definition of the term ' proposi- questions

tion.' For a proposition is a single predication about
a single subject. For the same definition applies
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o yap avTos opos €v6s (Jlovov koL olttXcjs tov Ttpdy-

10 fiarog, olov avdpwTTOV /cai evos p,6vov avdpcuTTov

ojjioicog he /cat e-nl tojv aAAcuv. el ovv /xta irporaais

7] ev Kad €v6g d^iovcra, /cat dnXaJS earat Trporaais

7] roiavrrj epwrrjcns. eVet S' o avWoyta/xos e/c

TTporaaeoiv, 6 S' eXey^os avXXoyLcrp.6s , /cat o cAey-

Xos karat e/c Trpordaewv. el ovv rj Trporaais ev

15 Kad evos, (fiavepov on /cat ovros ev rfj rod iXeyxov

ayvoLO.' cfyatverai yap elvat, Trporaais r) ovk ovaa

Trporaais . ei piev ovi^ heSwKev aTTOKpiaiv (hs Trpos

jLtt'ai' epwrrjaiv, earai eXey^os, el Se jxr) beSojKev

aXXd (fyaiverai, ^aivopievos eXey^os. ware TTOvres

OL rpoTTOi TTiTrrovaiv et? rrjv rov iXey^ov dyvoiav,

20 OL fxev ovv TTapd rr)v Xe^iv, on (fyaivofxevq rf

avri<j)aais , OTrep rjv iSiov rov eXeyxov, oi 8' aAAot

TTapa rov rov avXXoyiajxov opov.

VII. H S avarr] yiverai rcov jxev Trapd rrjv

ofxwvvfjiiav /cat rov Xoyov ru) fir] Svvaadai Statpeii^

ro TToXXaxdJs Xeyofievov {evia yap ovk evrropov

25 SieAeti', olov ro ev /cat to ov /cat ro ravrov), rcov

Se TTapa avvdeaiv /cat hiaipeaiv rco p,rjhev oieadai

hia(f)epeiv avvride/Jievov r) hiaipovfxevov rov Xoyov,

KadaTTep ctti rwv TrXeiarwv. opioiojs Se /cat rcov

TTapa rrjv TTpoacpSiav ov yap dXXo So/cet arjixaiveiv

avUfxevos /cat eTTireivofievos 6 Xoyos, ctt' ovSevos

^ Reading rponoi for tottoi with Michael Ephesius.
* Adding tj with ^V allies.
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to ' one single thing ' and to ' the thing ' simply
;

the definition, for example, of ' man ' and of ' one
single man ' is the same, and so, too, with the other
instances. If, therefore, a ' single proposition ' is

one which claims a single predicate for a single sub-
ject, a ' proposition,' simply, will also be a question
of this kind. And since reasoning is based on pro-
positions, and refutation is a process of reasoning,
refutation will also be based on propositions. If,

therefore, a proposition is a single predication about
a single thing, clearly this fallacy also depends on
ignorance of the nature of refutation ; for what is

not a proposition appears to be one. If, therefore,

a man has given an answer as though to a single

question, there will be a refutation, but if he has not
given it but only appears to have done so, there will

be only an apparent refutation. Thus all the kinds
of fallacy fall under the heading of ignorance of the
nature of refutation—^those connected with language
because the contradiction, which is a particular char-

acteristic of refutation, is only apparent, and the
rest because of the definition of reasoning.

VII. In fallacies connected with verbal equivoca- [Note (/s).

tion and ambiguous phrases the deception arises from above^fal-

the inability to distinguish the various meanings of a |?cies arise

term (for there are some which it is not easy to distin- fused think-

guish, for example, the meanings of ' unity,' ' being '

|n|b1lity*^to

and ' identity '). In fallacies connected with combina- make dis-

tion and disj unction the deception is due to the supposi-

tion that it makes no difference whether the term is

combined or disjoined, as indeed is generally the case.

So, too, in those connected with accentuation ; for

it does not seem ever, or seems very seldom, to alter

the significance of the word whether it is pronounced
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30 r) ovK eiTL TToWayv. tcov he rrapa to (T)(fjiia 8ta

rrjv ofjLoiorrjra rrjg Xe^ewg. ^(^aXeTTOv yap hieXelv

TToZa (haavrojs Kal rrola co? irepcos Xeyerat- crp^eSoi'

yap 6 Tovro Sum/xcvo? TToielv eyyvs icm rod

decopeiv rdXrjdes. /xaAicrra S' eTnoTTarai^ avveiTL-

veveiv, on ttoLv to Karrjyopovpievov Tivos vtto-

35 Xajx^dvojxev roSe rt kol d>s ev VTraKovofiev rep yap

evl /cat rfj ovaia fxaXiara Sokcl TTapeTrecrdai ro

roSe TL Kal ro ov. 8i6 Kal rcJov rrapd rrjv Xe^iv

ovrog 6 rpoTTOS dereos, TrpaJrov jxev on pbdXXov rj

aTTarrj yiverai jxer* dXXwv OKOTTovixevoig t] Kad

avrovs {rj p.kv yap /xer^ dXXov cr/cei/fis" hid Xoywv,

40 rj 8e KaO^ avrov ovx rjrrov St avrov rod rrpay-

169 b /xaros'), etra Kal Kad^ avrov dTrardadai avpL^aivei,

orav iirl rod Xoyov rroirjrai rrjv (JKei/jw en rj jxev

drrdrrj ck rrjs ojxoiorrjros , rj S' 6p.oiorrjs €K rrjs

Ac^eajs'. TOJv he rrapa ro avpi^e^rjKOS hid ro [xrj

hvvaaOai hiaKpiveiv ro ravrov Kal ro erepov /cat

5 €1^ KOI TToXXd, [xrjhe rois rroiois rcov Karrjyoprjjxdrwv

rravra ravrd Kal rep rrpdyfjian avji^e^rjKev. ojioiws

he Kal rcov rrapd ro enojievov jiepos yap n rod

avpi^e^rjKoros ro eirofxevov. en Kal errl ttoXXcov

(f)aiverai Kal d^iodrai ovrcog, ei rohe dno rodhe

jxrj )(0)pi^erai, p-rjh^ drro darepov )(a>pii[,eadai 6d-

10 repov. rctjv he Trapd rrjv eXXeiifjiv rod Xoyov Kal

^ Reading with Poste itnaTrdrai. for fTTiaTarat.

44



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, vii

with a lower or a higher pitch. In fallacies connected
with the form of expression the deception is due to

similarity of language ; for it is difficult to distinguish

what sort of things belong to the same and what to

different categories ; for he who can do this very
nearly approaches a vision of the truth. What in

particular seduces us into giving our assent to the
fallacy is the fact that we suppose that every predi-

cate of something is an individual thing and it pre-

sents itself to our ears as a single thing ; for it is to

the one and to substance that ' individuality ' and
' being ' are generally held most truly to be attached.
On this account also this kind of fallacy must be
classed among those connected with language ; firstly,

because the deception occurs more commonly when
we are inquiring with others than by ourselves (for

an inquiry with someone else is carried on by means of
words, whereas in our own minds it is cai-ried on quite
as much by means of the thing itself) ; secondly,

because, even in solitary inquiry, a man is apt to be
deceived when he carries on his inquiry by means of
words ; and, thirdly, the deception arises from the
similarity, and the similarity arises from the language.
In fallacies connected with accident the deception is

due to inability to distinguish the identical and the
different, the one and the many, and what kinds of
predicates have all the same accidents as their sub-
ject. So, too, in fallacies connected with the con-
sequent ; for the consequent is a branch of the
accident. Furthermore, in many cases it appears
to be true and is treated as axiomatic that, if A
is inseparable from B, then also B is inseparable
from A. In fallacies connected with the defect in

the definition of refutation and with the distinction
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rcjv TTapa to tttj Kal aTrAcDs" iv ro) irapa jxiKpov rj

aTTarrj- cos yap ovSev TrpoaorjfxaLVov ro ri r^ tttj ^
TTCOS 7) TO VVV KadoXoV avy)(WpOVjXCV . OfJiOLWS §€

KaL 6771 Ttbv TO eV
0,p)(fj Xafl^aVOVTCDV Kal TOJV

avaiTLwv, Kal oaoi to. TrXeico ipcoTrjfjiaTa cos ev

15 TTOiovatv €V (ZTraCTt yap rj aTrdTTj 8ia to Trapa

pLiKpov ov yap hiaKpi^ovpiev ovt€ ttjs npoTciuecos

ovT€ Tov (TvXXoytcrpiov Tov opov Sta rrfv elp-qpevrjv

airLav.

VIII. 'ETret 8' e^o/xev Trap' ooa yivovTai ol cftai-

vopievoL ovXXoyLcjpoi, €)(op,€v Kal Trap* oiroaa ol

20 ao^iGTLKol yevoLVT^ av avXXoyiapol Kal eXeyxot.

Xeyco 8e aocjyLOTLKOv eXeyxov Kal avXXoyiapov ov

fxovov TOV c/)aiv6p,evov ouAAoyio/xov ^ eXeyxov, p,r)

ovTa 8e, aAAa Kal rov ovTa p,€v, <f)aLv6pievov 8e

oLKelov rov ttpaypharos, elal 8' ovtoi ol prj Kara

TO TTpdypia eXeyxpvTes Kal SeiKvvvres dyvoovvTas

,

25 OTTep rjv Trjs TTCLpacjTtKrjs . eari 8' r) TretpacrTtKr)

pbepos TTJs StaXeKTiKTJs- avrrj 8e 8uvaTat oyAAoyt-

^eaOat ipevSos 8i' dyvoLav rod SlSovtos tov Xoyov.

OL 8e ao^iaTLKol eXeyxoi, av Kal avXXoyit,covTai ttjv

dvTL^aoLV, ov TToiovat SrjXov el dyvoel- Kal yap rov

etSoTtt ipLTToSLl^ovcn TOVTOLS Tols XoyoLs •

30 "Otl 8' €xop.€v avTovs Tjj avTrj piedoScp, SrjXov

Trap oaa yap (f)ai,v€Tai tols aKovovaiv cl>s rjpcorr]-

/xeva avXXeXoyiadaL, irapd TavTa Kav tco dnoKpivo-

pievcp 86^€i€v, oiOT eaovrai awAAoyta/xot ipevSelg

8ia TovTCOv 7] TravTCov r] evLCov o yap fx'q ipcxJTtjdels

46



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, vii-viii

between a qualified and an absolute statement the
deception is due to the minuteness of the difference

;

for we regard the qualification of a particular case or

respect or manner or time as having no extra signifi-

cance and concede the universality of the proposition.

So, too, when people assume the original point and
when the wrong cause is assigned and when several

questions are united in one ; for in all these cases
the deception is due to the minuteness of the differ-

ence ; for we fail accurately to carry out the definition

of ' proposition ' and ' reasoning ' from the above-
mentioned cause.

V^III. Since we know the various sources from (c) J5j/ r«-

which apparent reasonings arise, we also know those ^.^^J^
from which sophistical reasonings and refutations though valid,

would arise. By sophistical refutation and reasoning I to be germane

mean not only the seeming but unreal reasoning or re-
unde/dfs-'^^

futation but also one which, though real, only seems cmsion.

to be, but is not really, germane to the subject in hand.
These are those which fail to refute and show up
ignorance within the sphere of the subject in hand,
and this is the function of examination. Now this is

a department of dialectic, but it may reach a false con-
clusion owing to the ignorance of the person under
examination. But sophistical refutations, even if they
prove the contradictory of his view, do not make clear

whether he is ignorant ; for men try to entrap even
the man of scientific knowledge by these arguments.
That we know them by the same method is clear ; [Note (a).

for the same reasons which make the hearers think
fe°futaUon8

that a conclusion has been reached as a result of proceed on

questions, would make the answerer think so too, lines a™^
so that there will be false proofs as a result of all or apparent

some of these causes ; for what a man thinks he has
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35 oterat SeScoKevai, Kav ipcorrjOels deir], 7tXt]v cttI

ye TLVOiv d/xa ay/x^atVei Trpoaepiordv to eVSee? /cai

TO ifjcvhog €fJi(f)aVLl,€LV, oloV €V TOiS TTapO. TTjV Xi^LV

/cat Tov aoXoLKLUpLov. el ovv ol TTapaXoyidf^ol TTJg

avTi(f>da€a>s Trapd tov (j^aivofxevov eXeyxov elai, hi]-

Xov OTL Trapd ToaavTa dv /cat tcov ipevhwv ctrjaav

40 cruAAoytCT/xoi Trap' daa /cat o ^aivop.evo's eXeyxos.

170* o 8e (j>aLv6pi€vos irapd ra /Ltopta tov dXrjOLvov- eKd-

cfTov ydp cKXeLTTovTOS (f)av€Lrj dv eXeyxos, otov 6

rrapa to ^t) avpL^alvov Sid tov Xoyov, 6 els to

aSvvaTov /cat o Tds Svo ipwTrjaeis fxlav ttoiwv Trapd

TTjv TTpoTacriv, /cat dvTi tov Ka9* avTO 6 Trapd to

5 av/jb^ePrjKog, /cat to tovtov pbopiov, 6 Trapd to

eTTOfjievov ctl to jjirj eVt tov TTpdypt.aTOS dXX iirl

TOV Xoyov avix^alveiv etr' ai^rt tov KadoXov tt^v

avTi(f)a(nv /cat /cara rauro /cat Trpog rauro /cat

ojcravTcos Trapa re to CTrt rt ry 77a/3 e/caarov towtoji'*

ert rrapd to p.r] evapidp,ovp.evov tov iv dpxfj to ev

10 dpxfj Xafx^dveiv. coot e;^ot/uev av Trap ooa yivovTai,

ol TTapaXoyia/JLol' vapd TrXeitu fiev ydp ovk dv elev,

Trapa 8e to, elprjfieva eaovTai vavres.

"EcTTt S' o aot^LOTLKos eXey^os ovx aTrXcos eXey-

XOS, dXXd TTpog Ttva- /cat o avXXoyiapLOS (haarrrajg.
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conceded without being questioned, he would grant

if he were to be questioned. But of course it some-
times happens that, as soon as we ask the requisite

question, we make the falsehood obvious, as happens
in verbal fallacies and those due to solecism. If,

therefore, false proofs of the contradictory depend on
the apparent refutation, it is clear that proofs of

false conclusions must be also due to the same
number of causes as the apparent refutation. Now
the apparent refutation depends on the elements

which compose a genuine one ; for, if any one of

these is lacking, there would only be an apparent

refutation, for example, that which is due to the

conclusion not resulting from the argument (the

reduction to an impossibility), and that which unites

two questions in one and is due to a fault in the pro-

position, and that which is due to the substitution

of an accident for the essence of a thing, and—a
subdivision of the last mentioned—that which is due
to the consequent ; moreover, there is the case where
the result follows in word only and not in reality, and
also where, instead of the contradiction being uni-

versal and in the same respect, relation and manner,

there is a restriction in extent or in connexion with

another of these qualifications ; and then again there

is the case of the assumption of the original point due
to a disregard of the principle of not reckoning it in.

Thus we should know the various conditions under

which false proofs occur, for there are no further

conditions under which they could occur, but they

will always result from the above causes.

A sophistical refutation is not an absolute refuta- [Note O).

tion but is relative to some person, and so likewise ^af refuta-

is a sophistical proof. For unless the refutation which tion is not
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av [lev yap ixrj Xa^rj 6 re Trapa ro oiioivvjJLOv ev

15 orjf^aiveLV Kat o Trapa rrjv 6fX0L0(Jxy]IJ'0avv7}v ro

fMOvov ToSe Kat ol aAAot cLaavrws, out* eXeyxoi

ovre uvAAoyLapLol eaovrai, ov9^ 0.77X0)5 oure Trpog

rov epojTCjojJLevov eav he Xa^oiai, irpos fxkv tov

epuJTOJfxevov kaovrai, aTrXcos S' ovk eaovTai- ov yap

ev arjixalvov elXyjcfiaaLV, dXXa (fiaivofievov, kol Tra^a

TovSe.

20 IX. riapa TToaa 8' iXeyxovrai ol iXey)(6p,€Voi,

ov Set TretpdadaL Xa^^dveiv dvev rrj? tojv ovtojv

eTTicrrrjiJirjs aTravrcov. tovto S' ovSe/xta? icrrl re;^-

V7]5- aTTeipoi yap 'laojg at eVtcTT^/xai, otare S-^Aov

OTL /cat at aTToSei^et?. eXeyxot 8' etcrt koX dX'qOels'

oaa yap kariv aTToSet^aL, eari /cat eXey^ai rov

26 Be/xevov rrjv avri^aaiv rov dXrjdovs, olov el avfi-

puerpov rrjv Biafxerpov edrjKev, eXey^eiev av rt? rfj

aTToSet^et oVt davpup^erpos. ioare Trdvrcov Se'qaec

€7narT]p,ovas elvai- ol p,ev yap eaovrai irapd rds

ev yecop,erpLa ap^o-s /cat rd rovrojv avpTrepdapara,

OL he Trapa ret? ev larpiKjj, ol he Trapa rds rcov

80 aAAtov eTTLorrjpwv. dXXd p,rjv /cat ol ijjevhetg eXey^oi

opiOLCog ev dTTeipoi'S' /ca^' eKaarrjv yap rexyr]v earl

i/jevhrj? avXXoyiapiog , olov Kara yeojpberplav 6 yeoj-

p,erpiK6s Kal Kara larpiKTjv 6 larpiKos. Xeyco he

ro Kara rrjv re^y^v ro Kara ra? eKelvtjs dp^ds.

36 hrjXov ovv OTi ov Trdvrcov rdJv eXey^iov dXXd rcov
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depends on equivocation assumes that the equivocal absolute

term has only a single meaning, and unless that which relative

depends on similarity of termination assumes that ^ *^he

there is only substance, and so on, neither refutation

nor proof will be possible, either absolutely or rela-

tively, to the answerer ; whereas, if they do make
these assumptions, they will be possible relatively to

the answerer, but not absolutely ; for they have not

secured a statement which has a single meaning but

only one which appears to be such, and only from a

particular person.

IX. Without a knowledge of everything which [Note (y). A

exists we ought not to try and grasp the various ways ^^p of aU

in which the refutation of those who are refuted is refutations

brought about. This, however, is not the function sible, be-

of any art ; for the sciences are possibly infinite, and
a?etnflnft^

so clearly demonstrations are also infinite. Now in number.]

there are true as well as false refutations ; for wher-

ever demonstration is possible, it is possible also to

refute him who maintains the contradictory of the

truth ; for example, if a man maintains that the

diagonal of a square is commensurate with its sides,

one should refute him by proving that it is incom-

mensurate. So we shall need to have scientific

knowledge of everything ; for some refutations will

depend on the principles of geometry and their con-

clusions, others on those of medicine, and others on

those of the other sciences. Moreover, false refuta-

tions also are among things which are infinite ; for

every art has a false proof peculiar to it, geometry a

geometrical proof and medicine a medical proof. By
' peculiar to an art ' I mean ' in accordance with the

pi-inciples of that art.' It is clear, then, that we
need not grasp the commonplaces of all refutations
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napa rrjv ScaXeKTiKrjv XrjTrreov rovs tottovs' ovtol

yap KOLvoL TTpos o-Traaav rexvqv /cat BwafiLV. Kai

Tov pbkv Kad^ eKdarrjv €7Ti,arrjjjirjv eXeyx^ov rod ein-

OTT^p^ovos iaTL deojpelv, etre pbr^ wv (^atVerat ei t

eari, 8ia rl eari' rov 8' e/c reov koivcov /cat vtto

40 pLrjhepbiav rixvrjv rwv StaAe/crt/ccor. et yap cxofxev

i^ (Lv ol evho^ot avXXoyLupiol irepl otlovv, kyop^€V

170b e^ cLv ol eXey^oi' 6 yap eXey^os iariv dvTtcfiaaecos

avXXoyiapLos, cScrr' -^ et? r] Suo ovXXoytup^oL avri-

<j)daeois eXey^ds eariv. e)(op,ev dpa Trap o-rroaa

rrdvres etcrtv ot tolovtol. et he rovr e;)^o/xev, /cat

5 TO.? Xvoeis e)(opi€v at yap toutwv ivardaei'S Xvaeis

elaiv. €)(op,€v he, Trap oTvoaa yivovrai., /cat rovs

(f)aLVOfji€vovs, cf)aivop,€vovs Se ovx otwovv dXXd rot?

TOtotaSe* aopLora ydp iariv, idv rts" gkottt] Trap

OTToaa (jyaivovrai roZs rv^ovatv . a>are cf>avep6v

OTL rov SiaXeKriKov iarl ro Svvaadai Xa^elv rrap

daa ycverai. Sta rcov KOLvaJv fj d)V eXey^os rj cfjaivo-

10 puevos eXeyxos, /cat rj StaAe/crt/co? r) ^atvo/xevo?

StaAe/CTt/co? t) TreipaarLKOS

.

X. OvK ear I 8e hia<j)opd rd)v Xoycov r^v Xiyovai

rives, ro elvai rovs pt,€V rrpos rovvofia Xoyovs,

erepovs 8e irpos rrjV Bidvoiav droTTOv ydp ro vtto-

16 Xap^fidveiv dXXovs pev elvai rrpos rovvop,a Xoyovs,

erepovs he irpds rrjv Sidvoiav, aAA' ov rovs avrovs.

Tt ydp CCTTt ro p,rj rrpos rr]v Btdvoiav aAA' t) orav

p,r) p^p-^rat rep ovopiari, e0' a) olopievos epwrdadai^

^ Heading witli I'oste e^' c5 olofitvos ipwraoBai for olofitvos

ipujTdadaL e'<^' at of the mss.
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but only those which concern dialectic ; for these are

common to every art and faculty. And it is the func-

tion of the scientific man to examine the refutation [Note («).

which is peculiar to each science and see whether it is tions of the

apparent only and not real, or, if it is real, why it is so ;
diiUectician

whereas it is the function of dialecticians to examine a scientLst

refutation which depends on common principles which g^ghed.]

do not fall under any one art. For if we know the

sources of generally accepted proofs about any par-

ticular subject, we know also the sources of the refu-

tations ; for a refutation is a proof of a contradictory,

and so one or two proofs of a contradictory make up a

refutation. We know, then, the various sources of all

such proofs, and, knowing these, we also know their

solutions ; for the objections to these are the solu-

tions. We also know the various sources of apparent

refutations—apparent, that is, not to everyone but

only to a certain kind of mind ; for it would be an
endless task to examine the various ways in which
they are apparent to the man in the street. It is,

therefore, clear that it is the function of the dia-

lectician to be able to grasp the various ways in

which, on the basis of common principles, a real or

apparent refutation, that is, dialectical or apparently

dialectical or part of an examination, is brought about.

X. No real distinction, such as some people pro- [Note (e).

pose, exists between arguments used against the word
tincttons

J

and those used against the thought ; for it is absurd («) Argu-

to suppose that some arguments are used against against the

the word and others against the thought, and not the
^°J^*^

^

same in both cases. For what is failure to use the against the

argument against the thought except what happens °"^ "

when a man does not apply the term in the meaning
about which the man questioned thought that he
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o epa>rcofX€vo? eScu/cev; ro S' avTo rovro ecrrt /cat

77/30? TOVVOfXa. TO §6 77/30S" TT^V' StCtVOta;^, OTttV €^'

20 o) eScfj/cev Siavorjdeis. el Sr^^ TrAetco ar]fxaLvovTOS

rod ovofjiaros o'lolto ev arjixaiveiv /cat o epcorajv

/cat o epajra)[M€Vos, olov tao)? to 6V ^ to ev ttoXXo.

arj[j,aLveL, aAAa /cat o oiTTOKpLvofievos /cat o epojrcov^

ev OLOfjuevos etrat Tqpojrrjae, /cat eanv 6 Aoyo? oVt

ei^ 77ai'Ta, oi5Tos' Trpo? rovvofxa earai r) Trpos" tt^v

25 Stavotav Tou epcDTcofxevov StetAeyyu-evo?; et 8e ye

Tt? TToAAct oieTat arjfjiaiveiv, SrjXov on ov Trpos ttjv

OLoivoiav. TTptoTOV jxev yap irepl rovs tolovtov^

ecTTL Xoyovs to Trpos Tovvofxa /cat Trpos ttjv hidvoiav

OCTot irXeio} ar^ixaivovaiv , eiTa irepl ovtlvovv eoTiv

ov yap ev TCp Xoyco earl to Trpos ttjv SidvoLav elvai,

30 aAA' ev TO) Tov aTTOKpivopLevov e^^i-v ttios Trpos to.

oeoofjieva. elra Trpos Tovvofxa TrdvTas evSex^rac

avTOVs etv'at. to yap Trpos rovvofia to /xtj Trpos

TTjv Stavotav eti^at eaTtv ivTavda. el yap fir) TrdvTes,

eaovTat, rives erepot ovre Trpos TouVo/xa outc Trpos

rrqv hidvoiav ol he <f)aai ndvras, /cat hiaipovvrai

36 rj Trpos rovvo/Jia r) Trpos rrjv Sidvoiav etvai Trdvras,

dXXovs S' ov. dXXd fi'qv oaoi (JvXXoyiap.OL elai

irapa ro TrXeova^ajs , tovtojv elai rives ot vapd
^ Omitting ns after et 817.

* Omitting Ti-qvotv after epcoru^v as a gloss.
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was being questioned when he made the concession ?

And this is equivalent to using it against the word ;

whereas to use it against the thought is to. apply it

to the sense about which the man was thinking when
he made the concession. If, then, when the word has

more than one meaning, both the questioner and
the man questioned were to think that it had only

one meaning—as, for example, ' unity ' and ' being
'

have several meanings but both the answerer answers

and the questioner puts his question on the supposi-

tion that there is only one meaning and that the

argument is that all things are one—will the argu-

ment have been directed against the word and not

rather against the thought of the man questioned ?

If, on the contrary, one of them thinks that the word
has several meanings, obviously the argument is not

directed against the thought. For application to

the word and application to the thought belong

primarily to arguments which signify several things

ambiguously, but, secondarily, to any argument what-

soever ; for the application to the thought does not

depend on the argument but on a certain attitude

of mind in the answerer towards what has been con-

ceded. Next, it is possible for all arguments to be
applied to the word ; for in the case under dis-

cussion ' to be applied to the word ' means ' not to

be applied to the thought.' For if all are not applied

to the word or the thought, there will be a third class

not applied to either ; but they declare that the

classification is exhaustive and divide them into those

applied to the word and those applied to the thought,

and there is no other class. But, as a matter of fact,

reasonings dependent on the word are amongst those

dependent on a multiplicity of meanings. For it is an
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Tovvofia. aroTTO)? /iev yap koL e'iprjrai ro Tiapa

Tovvojjia (f)dvaL Travras tovs rrapa rrjv Xe^LV aAA'

ovv elai rive? TrapaXoyiap.ol ov rep rov arroKpivo-

fjuevov Trpo'S rovrovs €)^€lv ttojs, dXXa ro) tolovSI

40 epcurrj/xa top Xoyov avrov e-)(eiv, o TrAetco arjpbaivei.

171 a "OAco? re droTTov to Trepl iXeyxov biaXeyeadaL,

dXXd fMrj irporepov irepl avXXoyiafxov' 6 yap eXey^os

avXXoyia/Jios eariv, (Lare XP'^ '<o.i nepl avXXoyLap.ov

irporepov r] nepl ipevSovs eXeyxov eari yap 6 tolov-

6 ros eXeyxos (f>aLv6jjievos cryAAoyiCT/xo? dvTL(f>dcr€(x)g

.

Sio rj ev TO) avXXoyiupid) earai ro airiov rj ev rfj

dvrL(f)da€L {TrpocrKelaOai yap Set r'qv dvTL<f)aaiv)

,

ore 8' ei^ dfjicfyolv, dv
fj

t^aivoixevos eXey^os. eari

8e o fiev rod criyuyvra Xeyeiv ev rfj dvri^daet, ovk

ev ro) (jvXXoyiapiai, 6 he, d [mtj exoi rts", hovvai, ev

10 dp,(f}OLV, 6 he on rj 'Ojxiqpov rroir^oL^ crx'^P'O- hid rod

kvkXov ev rep avXXoyLafMco. 6 8' ev firjherepcp

dXrjdrjs avXXoy(,ap,6s.

'AAAa Brj odev 6 Xoyos rjXde, irorepov ol ev TOt?

liadriixaai Xoyoi rrpos rrjv hcdvoidv elcnv ri ov; /cat

el rivi hoKeZ TToXXd ar^fiaLveiv ro rpiycavov, /cat

16 ehojKe p.7] (hg rovro ro ax'fjfia €(f>'
ov avveTrepdvaro

on hvo opdai, vorepov irpos rrjv hidvoiav ovros

hietXeKrat rrjv eKeivov r) ov

;

"Ert el TToXXd p.ev arjixaivei rovvopLa, 6 he fx-q voel
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absurd statement that ' dependent on the name '

describes all arguments connected with language.

The truth is that there are some false arguments
which do not depend on a particular attitude of

mind on the part of the answerer towards them but

are due to the fact that the argument itself involves

the kind of question which can bear more than one

meaning.
It is quite absurd to discuss refutation without (Refutation

previously discussing proof ; for refutation is a proof,

and so we ought to discuss proof before discussing

false refutation ; for such refutation is an apparent

proof of a contradiction. Therefore the cause of

falsity will lie either in the proof or in the contra-

diction (for the contradiction must be added), but

sometimes in both, if there be a merely apparent

refutation. In the argument that ' the silent speaks,'

the refutation 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 argu-

ment that ' Homer's poetry is a figure ' because it

forms a ' cycle,' it lies in the proof. The argument
that errs in neither respect is a true proof.

But to resume from the point whence the argu-

ment digressed," Are mathematical arguments always

apphed to the thought or not ? If anyone thinks

that the term ' triangle ' has several meanings and
has granted it in a sense other than a figure which

he has proved to contain two right angles, has the

questioner reasoned against the answerer's thought

or not ?

Further, if the name has several meanings but the

answerer does not think or imagine that this is so,

« 170 b 40.
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jLtrjo otWat, TTco? ovto? ov rrpos rrjv Sidvoiav Stei-

AeKTai; rj ttcDs" Set ipcordv ttXtjv StSovat Staipeaiv,

20 etT epuiTiqaei} ti? ei eart criyoii'Ta Aeyetv "^ ou, "^

kari, ixev co? ou, eWt 8' a»? vat; et Si^ Ti? Soi'tj

fxrjSafico^ , 6 Se StaAe;)^0et7y, dp' oj3 Trpo? ti^v Stdvotav

SietAeKTat; /caiVot o Aoyos' So/cet tcDv rrapd rov-

vofxa eivat. ou/c apa eart yevog tl Xoycov to Trpos

TTjv SidvoLav. aAA' ot /xev Trpos" Tovvofxa elaf /cat

25 TOLOVTOt, ov TTaVTCS, OV)( OTt Ot €,Xey)(oi , dAA' Ol5S'

ot <f>aiv6{M€VOL eAey;^ot. etat yd/a /cat /xt) vrapd tt^v

Xe^iv (fyaivojJLevoi, eXeyxot, olov ol Trapd to o-fjLt-

^e^TjKOS Koi €T€pOl.

Et 8e Tt? d^tot Statjoetv, ort Ae'yoj 8e aiywvra

Xeyeiv rd piev d>Bl rd 8' co8t, dAAd rovro y' eVrt

30 7Tpa)Tov juev droTrov, to d^tow (evt'oTe ydp ou So/cci

TO epcoTOjpievov TToXXax^Js e-)(^eiv, dhvvarov 8e

Stat/aeiv o /X7y oteTat) • eVeiTa to 8t8dor/<:etv ti d'AAo

earai; (f>avep6v yap TvoL-qcret a»s" e\'ei rd) fi'qT^

CCT/ce/A/xeVoj /xt^t etSoTt p-TJd* vTroXapL^dvovri otl dX-

Xcog Xeyerai. inel /cat iv rots p^rj StTrAotS" Tt KcoXvei

3b rovro TTaOeiv; dpa 'laai at piovdhes raZs hvdaiv iv

rots rerrapcnv ; etat 8e bvdhes at /xev a»8i evouaai

at Be a»8t. /cat dpa tojv ivavricov {.ua eTTLcrry'jpiT^ rj

ov; eari 8' ivavria rd p,ev yvcoard rd 8' dyva;o'Ta.

^ Reading efr' ipwrrjan, for eir' tpwrrfoeie,
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has not the questioner reasoned against his thought ?

Or how else must the question be asked except by
oflPering a distinction ? In which case one will ask,
' Is it or is it not possible for a man to speak when
silent, or is the answer in one sense " No," in another
" Yes " ?

' But if the answerer were to refuse to

grant the possibility in any sense and the questioner

were to argue that it is possible, has he not argued

against the thought of his opponent ? Yet the argu-

ment is generally regarded as among those connected

with the name ; there is not, therefore, any class

of argument which is directed against the thought.

Some arguments are directed against the name, and
such arguments are not all of them even apparent

refutations, still less true refutations. For there are

also apparent refutations which are not connected

with language, for example, amongst others, those

connected with accident.

But if one claims to make distinctions, saying,
' By " the silent speaking " I mean sometimes one

thing and sometimes another,' this claim is, in the

first place, absurd (for sometimes the question does

not seem to involve any ambiguity, and it is impos-

sible to make a distinction where no ambiguity is

suspected) ; and, secondly, what else \vill didactic

argument be but this ? For it will make clear the

position to one who neither has considered nor knows

nor conceives that a second meaning is possible.

For why should not the same process be used where

there is no double meaning ?
' Are the units in four

equal to the twos ? Bear in mind that the twos are

contained in one sense in one way and in another

sense in another way.' Again, ' Is the knowledge

of contraries one or not ? Notice that some contraries
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171 b OJOT eoLK€v ayvoelv 6 rovro d^Lwv on erepov ro

oioacTKeLV rod SiaXeyeadat, /cat on Set rov jjiev

SiSdaKovra jxrj ipcurdv dAA' avrov SrjXa TroLelv, rov

S ipcordv.

XI. 'Ert TO (f)dvaL rj dnocjidvai d^iovv ov §ei-

Kvvvros iOTiv, dXXd rrelpav Xafi^dvovros . r) yap

5 TTeLpaariK-q eart hiaXeKriKiq tls kol Oeojpel ov rov

etoora aAAa rov dyvoovvra /cat irpoaTTOLovfxevov

.

piev ovv Kara ro irpdyfia detopcov rd Kotvd Sia-

XeKTLKOs, 6 Se rovro cf)ai,vop,€VOJS ttolcov ao(f>i(jriK6s

.

Kal avXXoyiapios ipiariKos Kal aofjiianKos ianv

els p-ev 6 (f)aLv6p,€vos avXXoyiap-os, Trepl d>v rj 8ta-

10 XeKrLKrj TretpaariK-q eart, kov dXrjdes ro crvpLTrepaapba

fj'
rov ydp 8ta ri dTrarrjriKos iarf Kal oaoi p,r]

ovres Kara rrjv CKaarov pbldohov TrapaXoyiupLol

SoKovatv elvai Kara rr)v r€)(yr]v. rd ydp ipevSoypa-

(f)ripLara ovk ipiariKa (/cara ydp rd vtto rrjv r€-)(yrjv

01 TTapaXoyLap^oi) , ovBe y' et ri iari ili€vSoypd(f}rjp,a

15 Trepl dXrjdeg, otov ro 'iTTTTOKpdrovs rj 6 rerpayw-

viapLos 6 8ta ru)v p,r)VLaKcov. aAA' ws Bpvatov

ererpaya)Vi^€ rov kukXov, el Kal rerpayoivi^eraL 6

kvkXos, aAA' oTt ov Kard ro Trpdypba, hid rovro

ao^iarLKos. aycrre 6 re Trepl rcovhe <j>at,v6p.evos

avXXoyiapios ipiariKos Xoyos, Kal 6 Kard ro Trpdypba

" On the method of squaring the circle by means of
lunules and those employed by Hippocrates and Bryson see

Ivor Thomas, Greek Mathematical Works (Loeb Classical

Library), vol. I, pp. 234-253, 310-313 (Hippocrates); 314-

317 (Bryson); and E. Poste, Soph. El. pp. 245 ff.

60



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, x-xi

are knowable, others are not.' Thus the man who (6) Didactic

makes this claim seems not to know that didactic is ^ai argu-

one thing and dialectic another, and that the man ^ent.

who employs didactic should not ask questions but

himself make things clear, while the dialectician

asks questions.

XI. Further, to demand that the answerer should (c) Exami-

either affirm or deny is not the function of one who contentious

is displaying something but of one who is making
^ifi"™icai^

an examination. For the art of examination is a argument.

kind of dialectic and has in view not the man who
knows but the man who is ignorant and pretends

to know. The man, then, who views general prin-

ciples in the light of the particular case is a dia-

lectician, while he who only apparently does this is

a sophist. Now one form of contentious and sophistic

reasoning is reasoning which is only apparent, with

which dialectic deals as a method of examination,

even though the conclusion be true ; for it is deceptive

in the matter of cause. Then there are those false

reasonings which do not accord with the method of

inquiry peculiar to the subject yet seem to accord

with the art concerned. For false geometrical figures

are not contentious (for the resultant fallacies accord

with the subject-matter of the art), and the same is

the case with any false figure illustrating something

which is true, for example, Hippocrates' figure or the

squaring of the circle by means of lunules." On the

other hand, Bryson's method of squaring the circle,

even though this be successful, is nevertheless

sophistical, because it does not accord with the sub-

ject-matter concerned. And so any merely apparent

reasoning on these topics is a contentious argument,

and any reasoning which merely appears to accord

61



ARISTOTLE
171 b

20 ^aivo^Levos avXXoyiafxos, kolv
fj avWoyiaixos , ipi-

OTLKos Aoyo?- (f)aiv6iX€vos yap eari Kara to Trpa.yp,a,

oictt' aTTarrjTLKos koL aBiKog. warrep yap r] ev

dycovi dStKTta etSo? rt e;)^et /cat cariv ahiKo^xa^^ia

Tig, ovTCJS €v avTiXoyia ahiKop^a^ia rj epiOTiKr]

eariv eKel re yap ol TravTco? vlkolv Trpoaipovfievot

25 TTavTOiv OLTTTOVTai Ktti €vrav6a OL eptOTLKOL. OL jxev

odv TTJs VLKTjg avrrjs X^P''^ tolovtol ipiarLKol av-

dpojTTOL Kal (/itAepiSes" Sokovolv etvai, ol 8e ho^rjs

;^aptv TTJg elg ^^p-qpLaTLafiov ao(f)LarLKOL' r] yap

cro(f)LurLKTj eoTLV, ojarrep eiTro/xev', ;^p7j/xaTtcrTt/cr^

TLg aiTO ao^iag (fyaLvofievrjg, Sto (f>aLVoiJLevr}s oltto-

30 Seifew? €(f)L€VTaL. Kal rcov Xoytov twv avrcbv fxiv

eloLV ol ^iXepiheg Kal ao<f)LaraL, aXX ov rajv avroJv

ev€Kev. Kal Xoyos o avros jjLev karaL ao(f)LaTLK6g

Kal ipiaTLKos, aAA' ov Kara ravrov, aAA' t^ fxev

VLKTjg (f)aLvofX€vr]g, ipLOTLKog,
fj

Be ao(f)Lag, ao<j>La-

TLKog- Kal yap rj aocfiLaTLKT] ean <j)aLvopLev7j ao(f)La

35 TLg aAA' ovK ovcra. o 8 epiariKog earL rrcog ovrcog

€)(^a>v TTpog rov SiaAe/crt/cov wg 6 ifi€vSoypd(j)og vpog

rov yeoiixerpLKOv Ik yap rcov avraJv ru) StaAe/CTt/caJ^

TTapaXoyi^eraL Kal o ifjevSoypacpog rco yeuipierprj.^

aAA' o jiev OVK epLOTLKog , on €k rcov apx^iv Kal

172 a avpLTTepaafMarojv roJv vtto rrjv r€-)(yrjv ^€vhoypa.(f>€i •

6 S' 0770 TTjV hiaXcKTLKrjv TT€.pl jikv TcxAAa OTL ipi-

1 Reading roi hiaXeKTiKco with Wallies for hiaXeKTLKfj.
^ Reading ru) yeoi/jLeTpT] with Poste for tov yeajfxeTpTjv.

« 165 a 22.
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with the subject-matter, even though it be genuine

reasoning, is contentious argument ; for it only

apparently accords with the subject-matter and so

is deceptive and unfair. For just as unfairness in an

athletic contest takes a definite form and is an unfair

kind of fighting, so contentious reasoning is an un-

fair kind of fighting in argument ; for in the former

case those who are bent on victory at all costs stick

at nothing, so too in the latter case do contentious

arguers. Those, then, who behave like this merely ['^'^
^po'^^"

^

to win a victory, are generally regarded as contentious sophistical

and quarrelsome, while those who do so to win a argument.

reputation which will help them to make money are

regarded as sophistical. For, as we have said," the

art of the sophist is a money-making art which trades

on apparent wisdom, and so sophists aim at apparent

proof. Quarrelsome people and sophists use the same
arguments, but not for the same reasons ; and the

same argument will be sophistical and contentious

but not from the same point of view. If the semblance

of victory is the motive, it is contentious ; if the

semblance of wisdom, it is sophistical : for sophistry

is an appearance of wisdom without the reality. The («) Further
^'

. , , 1 .• J.
comparisons

contentious arguer bears much the same relation to between

the dialectician as the drawer of false geometrical
and^^ia."'^*

figures bears to the geometrician ; for he reasons lectical

falsely on the same basis as the dialectician, while *''K"™®'^ •

the drawer of false figures argues on the same basis

as the true geometrician. But the latter is not a

contentious reasoner, because he constructs his false

figure on the principles and conclusions which come
under the art of geometry, whereas the former,

arguing on principles which come under dialectic,

will clearly be contentious on the other subjects.
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(jTLKos ecrrat SijXov. olov 6 rerpayiovia^os 6 fjbkv

oia Tcov firjviaKCDv ovk epLariKos, 6 8e 3pvaa)vos

epLGTLKos- /cat rov fiev ovk eari fMereveyKelv aXX'

5 rj TTpo's yecufierpiav /xovov Sta to e/c tcov Ihicov

€LvaL apxoJv, Tov Se rrpos ttoXXovs, oaoL /xr) taaoL

TO hvvaTov iv eKoiaTcp Kal to aSvvaTov dpfwaei

yap. T] (Lg 'AvTLcfywv iTeTpaycovilev. rj et rt? jxr]

(f>alrj ^cXtiov elvai (xtto SeiTrvov TrepiTTaTelv Sia tov

7.7]vcovog Xoyov, ovk laTpiKog- kolvos yo-p- et ftev

10 ovv navTr] o/jlolcos €*X^^ ^ ipLOTtKos Trpos tov 8ta-

XcKTLKov Tcp i/j€vBoypd(/)cp 77/30? TOV yeiojjbeTprjv, ovk

dv -qV TTCpl €K€LVCOV CpLOTLKOS. VVV S' OVK CGTiV 6

SiaXeKTLKos TTepl yevos tl dipiapbivov, ovhe heiK-

TiKos ovSevos, ovSe TotovTog otos 6 KadoXov. ovt€

yap eoTiv diravTa iv evi tlvi yeVet, ovt€ el eirj, olov

15 re VTTo ras" aura? dpxd's elvai to. oVra. cuctt' ov-

Be/Jiia Texvrj tcov SeiKwovcrcov Ttvd <j>vai,v ipcoTrj-

TLKYj eoTLV ov ydp e^eoTLV OTTOTcpovovv tcov fioptcov

Sovvai- (jvXXoycap^os ydp ov ytVerai e^ dp,<^olv. t]

he. hiaXeKTiKT] ipcxJTTjTiK'q iuTiv. el S' iSeiKwev,

el Kal fxrj TrdvTa, dXXd Ta ye npcoTa Kal rd? oiKeias

20 dpxds OVK dv rjpcoTa. fxr) SiSovto?^ ydp ovk dv en

etx^v e^ cLv ert SiaAe^crai Trpos ttjv evoTacxiv. -q

^ Bekker's 8i86vras is a misprint for StSovros.

' See Phys. 185 a 17 ; Ivor Thomas, op. cit. pp. 310-317.
' That motion is impossible ; see Phys. 239 b 10 ff.
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For example, the squaring of the circle by means of

lunules is not contentious, whereas Bryson's method
is contentious. It is impossible to transfer the

former outside the sphere of geometry because it

is based on principles which are peculiar to geo-

metry, whereas the latter can be used against many
disputants, namely, all those who do not know what

is possible and what impossible in any particular

case ; for it will always be applicable. And the

same is true of the way in which Antiphon used to

square the circle." Or, again, if someone were to

deny that it is better to take a walk after dinner

because of Zeno's argument,'' it would not be a

medical argument ; for it is of a general application.

Accordingly, if the contentious argument stood in

every respect in the same relation to the dialectical as

the constructor of false figures stands to the geo-

metrician, there would be no contentious argument

on those topics. But, as it is, dialectical argument

has no definite sphere, nor does it demonstrate any-

thing in particular, nor is it of the nature of the

universal. For there is no genus which includes all

things, and, if there were, it would not be possible for

them to come under the same principles. So no art

which aims at showing the nature of anything pro-

ceeds by interrogation ; for it is impossible to grant

either one of two portions of the question ; for a proof

cannot result from both of them. Dialectic, however,

does proceed by interrogation, whereas, if it aimed

at showing something, it would refrain from ques-

tions, if not about everything, at any rate about

primary things and particular principles ; for if the

opponent refused to grant these, dialectic would no

longer have any basis on which to argue against the
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o avTTj /cat TTeLpaarLKrj. ovhk yap rj TTeipaaTLKrj

roiavrrj iarlv ota rj yeco/xerpta, dAA' 7]v av e;^oi

Kat /XT] elSwg tls- e^ean yap rrelpav Xafielv /cat

rov p,7] elSora to irpdypia rod fxrj elSoros, etVep

25 /cat 8i8a)CTtv ovK i^ wv otSei^ ouS' e/c tcjv Ihiiov,

aXK e/c Tcbv €7TOfj,€va)v, oaa roiavTO. iartv a eiSora

fjiev ovSev KcoXvei fxrj etSeVai rrjv re^vrfv, fxr) etSdra

8 avayKT] ayvoelv. (Zcrre (jiavepov on ovSevos

(hpiapLevov 7] TreipaaTLKYj eTnariqixrj eariv. 8to /cat

Trept TravTcov ecrrf Trdaat yap at T€)(vaL )(p(JovraL

30 /cat /cotvot? riaiv. 8to iravTes /cat ot tSta/rat rponov

TLvd ;^pcijVTat tt^ StaAe/crt/c^ /cat TreipaoTiKfj- navres

yap P'^XP'' "^^^^^ eyx^tpova-LV avaKptveiv rovs inay-

yeXXop,evovs. ravra 8 eart ra kolvo.- ravra yap

ovSev rjrrov 'laaaiv avrol, Kav So/ccuat Atay e^a>

Xeyeiv. iXeyxovaiv ovv airavres- drexvcog yap

35 p,€rexovaL rovrov ov ivrexyoiS rj StaAe/crt/c?^ eari,

/cat o T€XV7) avXXoyLcrriKJ] TreipaariKos StaAe/cTi/cd?.

67761 8' €<TTt TToAAct /xev TauTa^ /caTo. TTavroiv, ov

roiavra 8' ojar€ (f>vatv TLvd eivaL /cat yero?, dAA'

olov at d7TO(f)da€Lg, ra 8' oi; roiavra dXXd t8ta,

eoTLV e/c Toyro^v Trept d.TrdvTCtJi' Trelpav Aa/XjSdvetv,

^ Reading Taurd for ratJra with BC and omitting koi with
AB.
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objection. Dialectic is at the same time an art of

examination ; for neither is the art of examination

of the same nature as geometry but it is an art which
a man could possess even without any scientific

knowledge. For even a man without knowledge
of the subject can examine another who is without

knowledge, if the latter makes concessions based

not on what he knows nor on the special principles

of the subject but on the consequential facts, which

are such that, though to know them does not prevent

him from being ignorant of the art in question, yet

not to know them necessarily involves ignorance of

it. Clearly, therefore, the art of examination is not

knowledge of any definite subject, and it therefore

follows that it deals with every subject ; for all the

arts employ also certain common principles. Accord-

ingly, everyone, including the unscientific, makes
some kind of use of dialectic and the art of examina-

tion ; for all, up to a certain point, attempt to test

those who profess knowledge. Now this is where the

common principles come in ; for they know these of

themselves just as well as the scientists, even though
their expression of them seems to be very inaccurate.

Thus they all practise refutation ; for they perform

unmethodically the task which dialectic performs

methodically, and the man who carries out an

examination by means of an art of reasoning is a

dialectician. Now there are many identical principles

in every sphere, but these are not such as to have

a particular nature and form a particular class

—

resembling, in this respect, negations—while others

are not of this kind but limited to special spheres ;

it is, therefore, possible by means of these to hold ex-

aminations on every subject, and that there can be an
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172 b Kai elvai rex^qv rivd, Kal fjurj roiavr'qv elvai oiai

at oeiKvvovaaL. Sionep 6 epiartKos ovk eoTiv

ovTOj-s €)(OJV TTavTTj oj? o ifj^vhoypd(f)os ' ov yap earai

TTapaAoytariKO? e^ (vpcapievov rtvos yevovs dpx^ov,

dXXd TTepl rrdv yevos earat 6 epicrriKos

.

5 ipoTToi jiiev oiiv elalv ovtol tcov ao^iaTiKcov eXey-

)(0)v OTL S earl rod SiaXeKriKov to deojprjaai TrepX

rovrcjv Kal Svvaadat ravra TTotelv, ov ^(^aXeTrov

ISelv Tj yap rrepl rds npordcreLS fxedoSos drraaav

e;(et ravr'qv Tr)v deoipiav.

XII. Kat TTepl fiev t<vv iXeyxcov etprjTai tojv

10 (f)aLVopLeva}v irepl he rod ijjevhojxevov ri hel^ai Kal

TOP Xoyov €t? dho^ov dyayelv {tovto yap rjv Sev-

repov rrjs ao(f)LarLKrjs 7Tpoaipeaea>s) vpdjrov fxev ovv

e/c Tov TTVvdaveadai Tra>s Kal 8ta t'^s' epcoWjaecos

(Jvpi^aiveL pudXiara. to yap npos ixrjhev opiaavra

Keifievov ipcordv OrjpevnKov eari tovtwv eiKfj yap

15 Xeyovres dpLaprdvovaL fxaXXov elKjj Se Xeyovaiv,

orav firjSev exojcri' TrpoKeifievov. to re epcordv

TToXXd, Kav (Lpiafievov
fj

irpo's o SiaXeyeraL, Kal ro

ra SoKovvTa Xeyetv d^tovv vroiet tlv' eviropiav rod

eis dho^ov dyayelv t) i/jevSo?- idv re epixiTOiy^evos

(pfj
Y] a7TO(f>fj rovrcov ri, dyeuv Trpo? a eTrti^etpr^jLtaTOS'

20 evTTopel. hvvarov he vvv rjrrov KaKovpyeZv hid

rovTOiv rj Trporepov arraLTOvvTai yap tl tovto rrpos

TO ev apxfj- GToixeiov he tov tvx^lv tj i/jevBovs

rivos t) dSo^ov TO ixrihep.iav evdvs ipioTav deaiv,

68



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, xi-xii

art of doing this, though not of the same kind as the

demonstrative arts. For this reason the contentious

arguer is not in all respects in the same position as

the constructor of a false geometrical figure ; for the

contentious arguer will not reason falsely on principles

of a definite class but will deal with every kind.

These, then, are the modes of sophistical refuta-

tions. It is easy to see that to investigate them and
to be able to apply them is the task of the dialectician

;

for the method of dealing with propositions constitutes

the whole of this study.

XII. We have now dealt with apparent refutations. (B) Fai-

As for showing that the answerer is stating a fallacy (C) para-

and leading the argument towards a paradox—for ^^- ,

this was the second aim of the sophist—this is, in the are to be

first place, best achieved by some kind of inquiry ^'^'^
'

and by questioning. For to ask a question without («) By ask-

defining it in relation to a subject laid down is a good questions.

method of hunting out things of this sort ; for people

are more likely to fall into error when they speak at

random, and they speak at random when they have no
definite subject set before them. Also to ask a number (6) By ask-

of questions, even though the point against which one ou^ qu'es^/"

is arguing is defined, and to demand that the answerer tio^s.

should say what he thinks, gives ample opportunity

of leading a man into a paradox or fallacy, and also,

if, when asked, he says ' yes ' or ' no ' to any of the

questions, of leading him to topics on which one has

abundant material for attacking him. This unfair

method, however, is much less practicable than
formerly ; for people demand, ' What has this to do
with the original question ?

' An elementary rule

for obtaining a fallacious or paradoxical statement
is not to put any thesis directly but to pretend that
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aAAa (f)daK€iv epojrdv fxaOeiv ^ovXa/xevov x^P^^
yap eTTLX^Lprjfjbaros r] UKeifjis TTOiel.

25 rTpo? Se TO i/j€vS6p,€vov Set^at tSio? tottos 6 GO(f>i-

(jTLKo?, TO dyeiv Ttpos Toiavra irpos d evTTopel

Xoyojv earai 8e /cat KaXcos Kal [xtj KaXoJs rovro

TToteiv, Kaddrrep iXexOrj irporepov.

riaAtv TTpos TO TTapdSo^a Xeyetv GKOTretv ck rivos

30 yevov; 6 hiaXeyopbevos , elr' eirepoirdv o rot? ttoX-

Aot? ovTOL XeyovoL TrapdSo^ov ean yap eKdarois

TL TOLOVTOV. arOLX^loV Se TOVTCOV TO TO,? eKdcTTWV

€LXr](f)€vaL diaeis iv rat? TrpoTdaeatv. Xvais 8e Kal

TovTcov T) TTpoarjKovaa ^eperat to e/x^avt^etv otl

ov Std Tov Xoyov avpb^aivet to dSo^ov dei Be tovto

35 Kal povXeTaL 6 dycovi^ofxevos

.

"Ert 8' e/c T(x>v ^ovXrjaecJv Kal tcov cf)av€pcdv

Bo^wv. ov yap rauTO, ^ovXovTai re Kal (^aaiv,

dXXd Xeyovai fxev Tovg evoxTjP'OvecrTdTovs tcov X6-

yuiv, ^ovXovTai he ra ^aivopieva XvaiTeXelv , olov

173 a Tedvdvat KaXws fidXXov rj t,rjv rjSeiOS <f>aal helv Kal

Treveadai hiKaioj? fxdXXov rj rrXovTelv alaxpcos, ^ou-

XovTaL 8e TdvavTia. tov p,ev ovv XeyovTa Kara Tas

^ovXrjcreis els Tas (f>av€pds Bo^as aKTCOv, tov 8e

/caret. TavTas els Tas dnoKeKpufjifievas' dii^oTepixys

5 yap dvayKalov irapdho^a Xeyeiv rj yap Trpos Tas

(f)avepds ">} Trpos Tas d(f)aveZs Bo^as epovaiv evavrta.

» Topics 111 b 32 ff.
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one is asking from a desire to learn ; for this method
of inquiry gives an opening for attack.

A special method of showing up a fallacy is the (c) By in-

sophistical method, namely, to lead one's opponent opponent

to the kind of statements against which one has *° make

plenty of arguments ; it will be possible to do this in which can

a right and in a wrong way, as has already been said." refuted.^

Again, to elicit a paradox, you should see to what (d) By

school the person who is discussing with you belongs, him^on'the

and then question him on some pronouncement of tenets of the

1 111.1 1 1 1-1 philosophi-
that school which most people regard as paradoxical ; cal school to

for every school has some tenet of this kind. An
^J^Jf^g^^or

elementary rule in this connexion is to have a ready- his views in

made collection of the theses of the different schools
^'^'^'^^^ •

among your propositions. The proper solution here

too is to make it clear that the paradox does not

result because of the argument ; now your opponent
always desires that this should be so.

Furthermore, you should seek for paradoxes in

men's wishes and professed opinions. For they do
not wish the sanae things as they declare that they

wish, but they give utterance to the most becoming
sentiments, whereas they desire what they think is

to their interest. They declare, for example, that a

noble death ought to be preferred to a pleasurable

life and honourable poverty to discreditable wealth ;

but their wishes are the opposite of their words. He,
therefore, whose statements agree with his wishes

must be led to express the opinions usually professed,

and he whose statements agree with the latter must
be led to state the opinions usually hidden ; for in

both cases they must necessarily fall into paradox,

for they will contradict either their professed or their

secret opinions.

71



ARISTOTLE
173 a

YlXelaros 8e tottos earl rod rroielv TrapdSo^a

Xeyetv, a)a7T€p /cat o KaAAt^ATys" iv ro) Topyia yi-

yparrrat Xeycov, Kal ol dp)(aLOL Se iravres coovro

10 crvfi^aiveLV, rrapd ro Kara <f)vaLv Kal Kara rov

vopbov evavria yap etvai </)vaLv Kal v6fj,ov, Kal rrjv

SiKaioavvTjv Kara vojxov fiev elvai KaXov Kara <^v-

atv o ov KaXov. SeXv ovv irpos p,kv rov elirovra

Kara ^vaiv Kara vojmov (XTravrdv, Trpos Se rov Kara
vofMov €7Ti rrjv (ftvGLv dyeiv dfi(/>orep(os yap earai^

15 Xeyetv rrapdho^a. rjv 8e ro fj,€v Kara (f>vaiv

avroLS ro dX-qdes, ro he Kara vojxov ro rots ttoXXols

ooKovv. ware SijXov on KdKetvoi, Kaddnep Kal ol

vvv, Tj iXey^ai rj -napdho^a Xeyetv rov dnoKpivo-

[xevov e7Te)(€ipovv rroielv.

' KvLa Se rcov epcor'qfxdrojv e-^^ei dpL^orepo)^ dSo^ov
20 eivac rrjv aTTOKptaiv, olov TTorepov rots ao(f)OLS rj rto

irarpi Set veWeadat, Kal rd avpi(f)epovra rrpdrreiv

rj rd St/cata, Kal dStKeladai alpercorepov rj ^Xdirreiv.

Set S' ayeiv et? rd rols ttoXXoXs Kal rols ao(f)ols

evavria, edv fiev Xeyj] rt? cu? ol rrepl roiis Xoyovs,

25 ei? ra rot's ttoXXoZs, edv S' cos" ol ttoXXoL, irrl rd
rolg ev Xoycp. (f)aal ydp ol puev ef dvdyKTjs rov
evhaipiova hiKaiov elvai- rols Se 77oAAotS' dSo^ov ro
^aaiXea firj euSaLpiovelv . eari Se to et? rd ovrojs

aSofa avvdyetv ro avro rw els rrjV Kard (j)vaiv Kal

Kara vofxov VTrevavricoaiv dyeiv 6 fxev ydp vofios

30 Sofa rojv ttoXXcov, ol Se ao(f)ol Kard (fyvaiv Kal Kar*
aXrjdeiav Xeyovatv

.

^ Reading earai for efvat.

» Plato, Oorgias 482 e.
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A commonplace rule which makes men utter para-

doxes in abundance is the application of the standards

of nature and law, which Callicles is represented as

applying in the Gorgias " and which all the ancients

regarded as valid ; for according to them Nature and
Law are opposites, and justice is a good thing accord-

ing to law but not according to nature. Therefore,

to a man who speaks in terms of nature you must
reply in terms of law, and when he speaks in terms

of law you must lead the argument to terms of nature ;

for in both cases the result will be that he utters

paradoxes. In the view of the ancients what accorded

wdth nature was the truth, while what accorded with

law was the general opinion of mankind. It is, there-

fore, clear that they also, like the men of to-day, tried

to refute the answerer or to make him utter paradoxes.

Some questions involve a paradox whichever wayJ*')
By ask-

they are answered ; for example, ' Ought one to tions, the

obey the wise or one's father ?
' and, ' Ought one

^h^^h'j^ugt

to do what is expedient or what is just ?
' and ' Is be para-

it preferable to suffer or to inflict a wrong ?
' You °^'''*

"

ought to lead men to opinions opposed to those of

the majority and of the wise—if a man speaks as

trained arguers do, you should lead him to opinions

opposed to the majority ; if he speaks as do the

majority, to opinions opposed to expert reasoners.

For some say that the happy man is necessarily just,

but in the view of the majority it is paradoxical that a

king should not be happy. To lead a man to paradoxes

of this kind is the same thing as to bring him into

opposition to the standards of nature and law ; for

law is the opinion of the majority, but the utterances

of the wise accord with the standards of nature and
truth.
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XIII. Kat ra jxev Ttapdho^a e/c tovtojv Set ^r]T€iv

Tcov TOTTCJv 7T€pl Se Tov TTOcrjaai dSoXeax^iv, o jxev

Aeyofxev to aSoAecr;^etr, elpt^Kajjiev TJSrj. TrdvTCs Se

OL TototSe Xoyoi rovro ^ovXovrat ttol€iv el fxrjSev

35 hia^epei to 6vop,a rj tov Xoyov etVetv, hLrrXdaiov

he Koi StTrXduLov rjp,iaeo? Tavro, el dpa ecrrlv r)fJ.l-

aeos SiTrXdaiov, earai rjixiaeos rjfiiaeos StTrAaatoV.

/cat TrdXiv dv avrl rod SLrrXdaiov SirrXdaiov rj/jblaeos

Tcdfj, rpls earai elpT]p.evov, rjfxiaeog -q^iaeos r)p.ia€os

OLTrXdoLov. Kal dpd ecrriv rj eTTidvpLia rjheos ; rovro

40 S' eCTTiv' ope^LS -qSeos' eariv dpa rj enidvixia dpe^is

rjSeos rjSeos.

173 b EtCTt 8e Trdvreg ol roiovroi rwv Xoyojv ev re rolg

npos rt, oaa p,r] piovov rd yevq dXXd /cat auTCt rrpos

TL XeyeraL, /cat npog ro avro /cat ev dnoSiSoraL [olov

Tj re ope^LS rivos ope^is Kal rj emOvfXia nvos eVi-

5 dvpaa, /cat to StTrActo-tor rtvos StTrAaaiov /cat St-

TrAaCTtor rjpiiaeos) " /cat ooojv rj ovaia ovk ovtcjov

TTpos ri oXcj^, cLv elcTLV e^ets r) Trddrj rj ri roiovrov,

ev TO) Xoycp avrwv ttpoahr]Xovrai Karrjyopovp,ev(x)v

€771 TOUTOt?. otov' ro vepirTov dpidfxos jxeaov exiov

CCTTt S' dpidpLos rrepirros' earcv dpa dpidfio^ pLeaov

10 e)(<x)v dptdpios. /cat ei to aipiov KoiXorrjg pivos

eoTLV, earn Se pis aipL-q, eariv dpa pis pis kolXtj.

^aivovrai he TToieZv ov rroiovvres ivlore 8ta ro firj

TrpoaTTVvOdveadat el aTjiMalvei ri Kad' avro Xe^dev

» 165 b 16.
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XIII. It is, then, by these commonplace rules that (D) Bab-

you should seek to obtain paradoxes. Next, as to How this

making people babble, we have already said what
fn^^gg^

we mean by this term." Arguments of the following

kind all have this end in view ;
' If it makes no

difference whether one uses the term or the definition

of it, and " double " and " double of half" are the same
thing, then if" double " is " double of half," it will be
" double of half of half "

; and if " double of half" be

substituted again for " double," there will be a triple

repetition, " double of half of half of half." ' Again,
' Is not " desire " " desire of pleasure ?

" Now " desire

is an appetite for pleasure "
: therefore " desire is an

appetite for pleasure of pleasure."
'

All arguments of this kind take place (a) when
relative terms are used, where not only the genera

but the terms themselves are relative and are ren-

dered in relation to one and the same thing (for

example, appetite is appetite for something, and

desire is desire of something, and double is double

of something, namely, double of half), and (6) where

terms are used of which, though they are not relative

at all, the substance (namely, the things of which they

are states or affections or the like) is indicated in their

definition, since they are predicated of these things.

For example, ' odd ' is a ' number which has a middle

unit,' and an ' odd number ' exists, therefore an ' odd

number ' is ' number-that-has-a middle-unit number,'

Again, if ' snubness ' is ' concavity of the nose,' and

there is a ' snub nose,' then a ' snub nose ' is a ' con-

cave-nose nose.'

Men sometimes appear to induce ' babbling ' when
they do not really do so, because they do not further

inquire whether ' double ' used by itself has a signifi-
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TO StTrAacrioi' ^ ovSev, Kal e'l tl arffxaiveL, TTorepov

15 TO avro ^ erepov, dXXa to (n;/x7repa<T/Aa Ae'yetv

evdvs. aAAo. ^atVerat Sta to to ovofxa TavTo elvai

TavTO Kal arjpbaiveLv.

XIV. 2oAoi/ctcr/i.o? 8' oiov jxev iaTiv (iprjTaL rrpo-

repov. eaTL he tovto Kal rroielv Kal [jltj iroLovvTa

<j)aiv€aOaL Kal iroLOVVTa pur) Sok€lv, Kaddrrep 6

20 UpojTayopas e'Aeyev, el 6 pirjvL? Kal 6 tt^Xt]^ dppev

ecTTLV 6 piev yap Xeycov ovXopievrjv aoXoLKLC,€L p,€V

/car' iK€LVOv, ov (^atVerai 8e rots' a'AAots", o Se owAd-

p^evov (^atVerat pi,ev dAA' ov GoXoiKit,et,. hrjXov ovv

oTi Kav T€xvr] TLS TOVTO SvvaiTo TTOielv Slo TToXXol

Tojv Xoywv ov avXXoyil,6p,€voi aoXoLKiapLOV ^aivov-

25 rat avXXoyit,eadai, KadaTrep iv toIs eXey)(Oi^.

EtCTt Se TrdvTCS a^eSov ol <j>aiv6pievoi aoXoLKLopiol

TTapd TO ToSe, /cat otov rj TTTOJais p-r^Te dppev p^-qTe

drjXv SrjXoi dXXd to pbCTa^v. to p,€v ovtos dppev

arjp,aLveL, to 8' avTrj drjXv to 8e tovto deXei p,ev to

30 pi€Ta^v arjpLaiveLV , TzoAAct/cts" Se arjp,aivei KdKeivcov

cKdTepov, olov Tt tovto; KaAAioTrry, ^vXov, Ko/ot-

CT/cos". Tov pL€V ovv dppevos Kal Tov d-qXeos 8ta-

(f)€povaiv at TTTCocreLS drraaaL, tov 8e pbCTa^v at p,€v

at 8' ov. SodevTos 817 77-oAAa/ct? tovto, avXXoyl-

l,ovTaL (1)9 elprfpievov tovtov 6pLoi(xiS 8^ Kal dXXrjv

35 TTTcbcnv dvT^ dXXris. 6 he 7rapaXoyiap,6s yiveTai

8ta TO Koivov elvac to tovto TrXeiovatv TTTwaeajv

" 165 b 20. * Because it is in fact feminine.
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cation or no, and, if it has, whether the same or a

different one, but they appear to draw the conclusion

immediately. It appears, however, to have the same
signification also because the word is the same.

XIV. What solecism is has already been stated.* (E) Sole-

It is possible to commit it, and not to commit it. How this

yet to seem to do so, as well as to commit it, yet ?'*?'^''j

seem not to do so. If, as Protagoras used to say,

fiyuLs (wrath) and ttijXi]^ (helmet) are masculine,

according to him, he who calls wrath a ' destruc-

tress ' (ovX.oiJi€vrjv) commits a solecism, though he

does not appear to anyone else to do so,** but he

who calls it a ' destructor ' (ovXofxevov) appears to

commit a solecism but does not do so. It is obvious,

therefore, that one might produce this effect by art

also ; therefore many arguments appear to infer a

solecism, when they do not really do so, as happens

also with refutations.

Almost all apparent solecisms occur owing to the

word ' this ' or ' it ' (joSe) and when the inflection

denotes neither the masculine nor the feminine but

the neuter. ' He ' (ovtos) denotes a masculine, ' she
'

(aurr;) a feminine, whereas ' this ' or ' it ' (tovto),

though meaning to signify a neuter, often signifies

either a masculine or a feminine. P'or example,
' What is this (tovto) ?

' ' It is Calliope,' or ' It is

a log ' or ' It is Coriscus.' The case-forms of the

masculine and feminine are all different, but some
of those of the neuter are different and others not.

Often, therefore, when ' it ' (tovto) has been granted,

people argue as if ' him ' (tovtov) had been used, and
they similarly use another case in place of some
other. The false reasoning arises because ' it ' (tovto)

is common to more than one case ; for it signifies
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TO yap TovTo crrj/xatVet ore fiev ovros 6t€ 8e tovtov.

Set 8' ivaXXa^ ar^fiaivciv, /xera /xev tov earrc to

ovrog, fiera Se rod elvai to toutoi^, olov kari

J^opLGKOs, etvaL KopiCTKor. /cat evri raJv drjXeojv

40 ovopidrcov (Joaavrws , Kal cttl tcov Xeyofxevoiv p,€v

174 a aKevoJv €x6vro)v 8e drjXetas rj dppevos KXrjaiv. oaa

yap et? to o /cat to v reXevra, ravra puova oKevovs

€)(€i KXijaiV, olov ^vXoV, G)(OlVlOV, TO. 8e jLtr^ outoj?

appevo? r] diqXeos, (hv evta (f)epojxev irrl rd (TKevrj,

5 otov (ZCT/co? /xev dppev rovvofia, kXivt] 8e drjXv.

SiOTTcp /cat eTTt TCOV TotouTCOv ojaavTO)? TO ecTTt /cat

TO etvat Stoioet. /cat rpoirov TLvd opLOto^ ecrriv o

aoXoLKtapbOS TOiS" Trapd rd rd p,rj o/xoia opoLcog

Xeyop.evoL'5 eAey;^otS". warrep ydp eKeivois evrt tcDv

TTpayp,drojv, rovroig irrl rcJov ovopbdroiv avpTTLTrrei

aoXoiKit^eiv dvdpojTTos ydp /cat XevKov /cat irpdypi^a

/cat ovopbd iariv.

10 CDavepov oi5v OTt rov ooXoLKiapidv Treipareov e/c

Tojv elprjpieviov TrrajaeoiV auXXoyi^eadaL.

KlStj p,€V ovv ravra rd>v dycovLorriKcbv Xoycjv /cat

jLtep?7 TCOV etScov /cat rpOTTOi ol elprjpievoi. 8ta0epei

8' ov p,LKp6v, idv raxdfj ttcjs rd rrepl rrjv €pa)rr]aiv

15 TTpds rd Xavddvetv, cjaTrep ev rolg StaAe/CTt/coi?.

i(f)€^rjs ovv rolg elprjp^evocs ravra rrpaJrov XeKreov.

XV. "EoTt 87) TTpds rd eXeyx^LV €v fiev firJKos'

" i.e. the fallacy from the figure of speech (^t/wra dictionis).
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sometimes ' he ' (oPros) and sometimes * him
'

(rofrov). It ought to signify them alternately ; with

the indicative ' is ' (iari) it ought to signify the

nominative ' he ' (o?tos) ; with the infinitive ' to be
'

(cu'at) it ought to signify ' him ' (toGtov), for example,
It is Coriseus,' ' [I believe] it to be Coriscus.' So

likewise with feminine nouns and with so-called

articles of use, which can have either a mascuUne
or a feminine designation ; for only those which end
in -ov have the designation which belongs to an
article of use, e.g., ^vXov (log), o-xou'tor (rope). Those
which do not take this form have a masculine or a

feminine termination, and some of these we apply

to articles of use ; for example, uo-kos (wine-skin) is

masculine and kAii't/ (bed) is feminine. Therefore, in

such cases there will be the same difference when
the indicative ' is ' (ecm) is used and the infinitive
' to be ' (^eivai). Also, in a way, solecism resembles

the kind of refutation which is due to the use of

similar tei*ms for dissimilar things "
; for as in the one

case it happens that we commit a solecism in the

category of actual things, so in the other we commit
it in that of names ; for ' man ' and ' white ' are both

names and things.

Clearly, then, we must try and argue up to a sole-

cism on the basis of the above-mentioned case-forms.

These are the branches of competitive arguments
and their sub-divisions, and the above are the methods
of employing them. Now it makes no small difference

whether the accompaniments of the question are

arranged in a certain way with a view to concealment,

as in dialectics. Therefore, as a sequel to what has

been said above, we must first treat of this subject.

XV. To effect a refutation one expedient is length ; How to ask
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^aAeTTov yap dfia 770AAd avvopdv. els 8e to ^tjkos

TOLS 7TpO€Lpr)[X€VOig arOiX€LOLS XPV^'''^^^- ^^ ^^

ZOraxos- vaTepll,ovT€s yap rjrrov Trpoopcoaiv. en S'

opyr] Kai (/uXoveiKta- raparropievoL yap rjrrov Sv-

vavrai (jivXarreadai rravres. aroLX^la 8e rrjs opyrjs

ro re cfiavepov iavrov rroLelv ^ov\6p,evov dSt/cetv

Kai ro TTapdrrav dvataxwreXv . en ro evaXXd^ rd

epcorrjp,ara ndevai, idv re rrpos ravro TrAetous" rt?

25 exj] Aoyovg, idv re Kal on ovrojg /cat on ovx

ovrcos' d/za yap avp^^aivei. t) vpos rrXeico rj Trpog

ravavna rroLeladaL rrjv cjyvXaKrjv. oXws 8e rrdvra

ra rrpos rrjv Kpvipiv XexOevra Trporepov ;^/[)7^CTiju.a

/cat TTpos rovs ayoiVionKovs Xoyovs' rj yap Kpvifjis

earn rod XadeZv ^dptv, ro he XadeXv rrjs dTrdrrjs.

30 Xlpos Se rovs dvavevovras drr^ dv olrjdaxTLV

etvat TTpos rov Xoyov, e^ dTro(f)daeojs epcorrjreov,

a»? rovvavriov ^ovX6p,evov, rj /cat e^ lcjov TToiovvra

rrjv epcorrjcriv dS-qXov yap dvros rov ri ^ovXerai

Xa^elv rjrrov hvaKoXaivovaiv . orav r' errl rcjv

fxepaJv StSoj ns ro /ca^' eKaarov, ivdyovra ro

35 KaOoXov TToAAd/ciS" OVK epojrrjreov, dAA' ojs SeSo-

p,eva) xP'^(^i^^ov eviore yap olovrai /cat avrol Se-

ScoKcvai /cat rols dKovovai </)aivovraL 8td rr)v rrjs

" Topics viii. 1

.
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for it is difficult to keep many things in view simul- questions

taneously. To produce length the above-mentioned (ifV/pro-
elementary rules must be employed. One resource Hxity and

is speed ; for when people lag behind they see less

far ahead. Further, there are anger and contentious-

ness ; for when people are agitated they are always

Jess capable of being on their guard. Elementary
rules for rousing anger are to make it plain that one
wishes to act unfairly and to behave in an altogether

shameless manner. Another device is to put one's (2) By

questions alternately, whether one has several argu- questions.

ments leading up to the same point or whether one
has arguments proving both that this is so and that

this is not so ; for the result is that the answerer is

on his guard at the same time against either several

or contrary attacks. In a word, all the resources for

concealmentmentioned before " are also useful against

competitive arguments ; for concealment is for the

purpose of escaping detection, and escape from
detection is for the purpose of deception.

When dealing with those who refuse to consent to (3) By in-

anything which they think is in favour of your from^'^*'°"

argument, you must put your question in a negative negation.

form, as though you wanted the opposite of what you
really want, or, at any rate, as if you were asking

your question with indifference ; for people are less

troublesome when it is not clear what one wants to

secure. Often, when in dealing with particulars a (4) By as-

man grants the individual case, you ought not, in th^unfver-

the process of induction, to make the universal the sal lias been

subject of your question but assume that it is granted

and use it accordingly ; for sometimes people think

that they have themselves granted it and appear

to their hearers to have done so, because they recall
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eTTayojyrjs [xveiav, cos ovk av rjpa)r7]fj,€va ixdTrjv.

€v OLS re fjLT] ovojJiaTL arjfjbaivcrai to KadoXov, dAAa

Tjj oiJiOLor7]Ti -x^prjareov irpos to av[Jt,(f)€pov Xavddvet

iO yap 7) ofioLorrjs ttoXXolkls. irpos re to Xa^elv ttjv

174 b TTpoTaaiv TovvavTLOV Trapa^dXXovTa )(^p'q Trvvddve-

adai. otov el Seot XajSelv otl Set iravTa tw Ttarpl

netdeaoaL, rroTepov airavTa Set neideadai Tolg yo-

vevaiv fj Travr' dTreideZv ; Kal to 77oAAa/<:t? 77oAAa,

TTOTepov TToXXd GvyxojprjTeov rj oXlya; fxaXXov ydp,

5 etVep avdyKT], So^eiev dv elvai, -rroXXd- irapaTide-

jxevcov ydp eyyvs twv evavTicov, Kal fxel^co Kal

fxeydXa ^atVerat /cat X^^P^ '^"^^ ^eArtco rots' dvdpui-

TTOLS.

lji(j)6hpa he Kal noXXdKis Troiel So/cetv iXr]Xeyxdai

TO /xaAtcTTa ao(f)LaTiK6v avKO(f)dvT7]p,a Tix)v ipcoTcuv-

10 TCDV, TO firjhev avXXoyiaap.evovs fxrj epwTrjfia TTOielv

TO TeXevTalov, dXXd avpLTrepavrcKaJs etTretv, d)S

avXXeXoyiafievovs , ovk dpa to Kal to.

HocfytaTLKov Se Kat to Keifxevov irapaho^ov to

(f>aiv6pievov d^Lovv diTOKpiveadai, TrpoKeipievov rod

SoKOvvTos i^ dpxT]S, Kal rrjv epojTrjaiv tu)V toiou-

15 Tojv ovToj TTOieladai, TioTepov aoL hoKel; dvdyKH)

yap, dv
fj

TO epwTTjpia e^ cbv 6 avXXoyiapios, t]

eXeyxov t) Trapdho^ov yiveadai, Soi'to? p^ev eXeyxov,

« Cf. Topics 156 b 10 ff.
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the process of induction and think that the question

would not have been asked without some object.

Where there is no term to signify the universal, you
should nevertheless use the resemblance of the

particulars " for your advantage ; for the resemblance

often passes unnoticed. Also, in order to secure your (5) By

premiss, you should contrast it with its contrary in thatTpro-

your question. For example, if you want to secure ^5?'*^°? **

the premiss that one ought to obey one's father in through

all things, you should ask whether one should obey ofTh(f"^°°

one's parents in all things or disobey them in all contrary.

things. If you want to establish that the multiplica-

tion of a number many times over results in a large

number, you should ask whether it should be con-

ceded that it is a large or that it is a small number ;

for, if pressed, one would rather that it should seem
to be large. For the juxtaposition of contraries

increases the quantity and quality of things, both

relatively and absolutely, in the eyes of men.
Often the most sophistical of all frauds practised (6) By

by questioners produces a striking appearance of|"stetement

refutation, when, though they have proved nothing, ^""^^.j

they do not put the final proposition in the form of

a question but state conclusively, as though they had

proved it, that ' such and such a thing, then, is not

the case.'

Another sophistical trick is, when the thesis is a (7) By

paradox, to demand, when the generally accepted opponenton

view is originally proposed, that the answerer should the horns

reply what he thinks about it, and to put one's dilemma,

question in some such form as ' Is that your opinion ?
'

For, if the question is one of the premisses of the

argument, either a refutation or a paradox must

result. If he grants the premiss, there will be a
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/at) Sovtos 8e jxrjSe SoKelv c/xxaKovros dbo^ov, jxr]

SovTOS" 8e SoK€iv 8' ofjLoXoyovvrog eAey;^oei8e?.

"Ert KadoLTTep Kal ev rols prjropLKoZs, Koi ev rolg

20 iXeyKTLKolg ojjlolws to. ivavruofiara B^coprjreov rj

npos TO. v(f)^ iavTOV Xeyofxeva, rj irpos ov^ opLoXoyel

KaXaJs Xiyecv rj irpaTreiv, en Trpog tovs ^OKOvvTas

TOLOVTOVS rj TTpoS TOVS OjXOLOVS Tj TTpOS TOVS TtAcI-

arovs rj vpos Travras. iooTrep re koi aTTOKptvopbevot

TToXXoiKLS, orav eAeyp^covrat, ttolovoi hirrov, av

25 fjueXXfi avpL^aLveLV iXeyxOT^creadat,, /cat ipcorcovTas

)(p7]ar€ov TTore tovtco npos rov? iviarapievovs , oiv

a>8i pLev crvpb^aLvrj c58t 8e pirj, on ovrojg eiXrjcfyev,

otov 6 KAeo^oiv TToiet iv to) MavSpo^ovXo) . 8et Se

Kal d(f)Larapbevovs rov Xoyov rd XoiTrd rcov imx^i''

prjpbanov eTrire/xveii/, /cat rov aTTOKpivopievov , av

30 TTpoaicrddvrjTaL, Trpoeviaraadai Kal Trpoayopcveiv.

€Tn-)(eLprireov 8' evtore Kal Trpos dXXa tov elprjpii-

vov, e/cetvo cKXa^ovrag, idv pirj rrpos ro Ketpbevov

^XV '^'^ e7n-)(eLp€lv drrep 6 AvK6(f>pcov eTroiiqae tt/do-

^XrjdevTos Xvpav iyKO)pn,dl,€i,v. Trpos 8e tovs (xtt-

aiTovvras npos n iTTix^Lpeiv, e7T€t8i7 So/cei 8etv

35 a7ro8i8ov'at Trjv alrtav, XexOevrcov 8' evLCov €V(f)v-

XaKTorepov, TO KadoXov avpL^atvov iv rot? eAe'y^^oi?

Xeyeiv, ttjv dvri^aaiv, 6 n kcftrjoev aTTO^Tyaat, ^ o

" It has been conjectured that the author of this dialogue
was Speusippus.
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refutation ; if he refuses to grant it and even denies

that it is the generally accepted view, he utters a

paradox ; if he refuses to grant it but admits that

it is the generally accepted view, there will be the

appearance of a refutation.

Moreover, as in rhetorical arguments, so likewise (8) By seek-

also in refutations, you ought to look for contradic- JiictionV^*"

tions between the answerer's views and either his between the

own statements or the views of those whose words your op-

and actions he admits to be right, or of those who are
f'^rschool'^

generally held to bear a like character and to re- to which he

semble them, or of the majority, or of all mankind. *'*'"^^-

Also, just as answerers, when they are being refuted, (9) By

often draw a distinction, if they are on the point of ^^1* a"tlrin

being refuted, so questioners also ought sometimes, has a double

when dealing with objectors, if the objection is valid

against one sense of the word but not against another,

to resort to the expedient of declaring that the

opponent has taken it in such and such a sense, as

Cleophon does in the Mandrobulus." They ought also (lO) By

to withdraw from the argument and cut short their ftomyour^'

other attacks, while the answerer, if he perceives this position to

move in time, should raise anticipatory objections and attack.

get his argument in first. One should also sometimes (ii) By

attack points other than the one mentioned, excluding fn-eievanl,

it if one can make no attack on the position laid down, points,

as Lycophron did when it was suggested that he

should deliver an encomium on the lyre. To those (12) By

who demand that one should take some definite that"your"^

point of attack (since it is generally held that one object is^^

ought to assign the object of a question, whereas if contradlc-

certain statements are made the defence is easier),
opponent^s'^

you should say that your aim is the usual result of thesis,

refutation, namely, to deny what your opponent
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a7Te(f)r)ae (firjaai,, dXXa /xtj otl twv ivavriwv rj avrrj

eTTiaTrj^r] ^ ov)(^ rj avrrj. ov Set 8e to aviMTrepaafMa

TrporaTiKcos epcordv evia 8' ou8' epojrrjrdov, dXX*

40 (x)s oixoXoyovjxevoLs^ XPI^'^^^^

•

175 a XVI. 'E^ Sv pi€V ovv at epmrrjaeL'; , Kal ttcos

ipcoT'qTeov iv tols dycovtaTLKals hiarpL^aZs, etprjrai'

nepl 8e dTTOKpicrecos, Kal ttcos XPV Xveiv /cat rt, /cat

TTpos TLva ;\;pr^(Ttv ol tolovtol tojv Xoycov oi^e'AijLtot,

fierd ravra XcKreov.

5 ^p-qaLfXoi, fiev ovv elal npog fxev ^iXocro^iav 8ta

hvo. TTpcoTOv p-kv yap (Lg irrl ro ttoXv yivop^evoi

TTapd TTjV Xe^iv dp,€ivov e^^cv TTOLOVCTL TTpOS TO

TToaax^S €Kaarov Aeyerat, Kal nola 6p,OLOJS Kal

TTola erepajg evrt re rwv Ttpayp^drcov avpi^aivei Kal

10 evrt rcbv ovopbdroiv. Sevrepov 8e rrpo? rds Kad^

avTov t,7]Trjaeis' 6 yap vcf)' iripov paSicus napa-
Xoyit,6pi,evos Kal rovro p,rj aladavopievos Kav avros

v(f)^ avTov TOVTo TTadoL TToXXaKis- rpirov 8e /cat

TO XoLTTOv en TTpos So^av, TO mepl iravra yeyv-

[Mvaudai SoKCiv Kal pbrjSevos dnelpcos e;\^eiv to yap
15 KOLVcovovvra Xoycjjv ipeyeiv Xoyovs, p^rjSev e^ovTa

Siopi^eiv TTepl TTjS (f)avX6T'r)Tos avTcov, VTToifjiav

StSojat Tov SoKelv hvax^po.iveiv ov hid rdXriOks

dXXd 8t' dTTeipiav.

^KnoKpivopbevoLS 8e 7ra>? dnavTTjTCov npos tovs

ToiovTOVS Xoyovs, (f)avep6v, eiTrep opdcos elprjKap.€V

npoTepov e^ a>v elalv ol TrapaXoyiapLoi, Kal Tas iv

20 TO) TTwddvecrdai rrXeove^las lkovcos StetAo/xev. ov

ravTov 8' iarl Xa^ovTa re tov Xoyov tSeiv Kal Xvaai,

TTjV p,oxQf]P''<^v , Kal €pa)Ta)p,€vov aTTavTav Svvaadat

^ Reading ofioXoyovfievois with Wallies for o^ioXoyovfiivip.
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affirmed and affirm what he denied, and not to prove

that the knowledge of contraries is the same or not

the same. One should not ask the conclusion in the

form of a proposition, and some propositions should

not be asked at all but treated as admitted.

XVI. We have now dealt with the sources of ques- the
tions and how they ought to be asked in competitive qf^fal?''^

arguments. Wemust next treat of answering, and how LACIES

solutions are brought about, and what are their sub- xvi-xxxiii).

jects, and for what purpose such arguments are useful,
^^^^^j^g

They are useful for philosophy for two reasons. The reasons

In the first place, as they generally turn on language, solutions.'"^

they put us in a better position to appreciate the

various meanings which a term can have and what

similarities and differences attach to things and their

names. Secondly, they are useful for the questions

which arise in one's own mind ; for he who is easily

led astray by another person into false reasoning and

does not notice his error, might also often fall into this

error in his own mind. A third and last reason is that

they estabhsh our reputation, by giving us the credit

of having received a universal training and of having

left nothing untried ; for that one who is taking part

in an argument should find fault with arguments with-

out being able to specify where their weakness lies,

rouses a suspicion that his annoyance is apparently

not in the interests of truth but due to inexperience.

How answerers should meet such arguments is The neces-

obvious if we have adequately described above " the prrctice.

sources of false arguments and distinguished the

fraudulent methods of questioning. To take an argu-

ment and see and disentangle the fault in it is not

the same thing as to be able to meet it promptly when

« 165 b 24 if.
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rap^eo)?. o yap tafxev, TToXXaKig neraTiOefievov dy-

voovfiev. €TL 8', wcTTTep iv TOLS a'AAois' TO ddrrov /cat

TO ^pahvTepov ii< tov yeyvpivdadaL ytVerat fidXXov,

25 ovTCt) Kal em tcov Xoyojv ^x^i, cocrre, dv SrjXov

fjbev rj[.uv
fj,

a/xeAeri^Tot S' co/xev, vaTepovjJiev Td>v

Kaipcbv TToXXdKLS • avfM^aivet Se 7tot€, Kaddrrep iv

Tols SiaypapLfxauLV /cat yap eKel dvaXvaavTcs evt'ore

avvOelvai rrdXiv dSwaToOfxev ovtco /cat iv tols

30 eAey;^ot9, etSdre? Trap' o o Aoyo? avfi^aivei avv-

eZpai, BiaXvcraL tov Xoyov aTTopoupiev.

XVII. YlpdJTOv pi€v oiiv, d)G7T€p avXXoyil,eadai

(f)api€V ivSo^co? 7TOT€ pidXXov t) dXrjddjg irpoaipelGdai

heZv, OVTCO /cat XvTeov ttotc p,dXXov ivSo^ws rj /caret

TaXrjdis- oXa>s yap irpos tov? ipLaTLKovs p-o-X^~

35 Teov ovx d>s iXiyxovTas aAA' to? ^atvo/xeVous" ov

ydp (f)ap,€v avXXoyit,eadai ye avTovs, oiOTe Trpds

TO p,rj So/c€tv SiopdcoTeov . el ydp ioTiv 6 eXey^os

dvTLcf)aois P'Tj opLOJVvpLos e/c TLvoiv, ovhev dv Sioi

StatpelaOaL Trpds rdjLtc^tjSoAa /cat ttjv 6p,a)vvp.iav

ov ydp TTotet cryAAoytcrjiiov. dAA' ovSevos dXXov

40 X^P''^ TTpoahiaipeTeov dAA' ry ort to avp,TTepaap.a

^atVerat iXeyxoethes. ovkovv to iXeyxdfjvaL dXXd

TO BoK€LV evXa^TjTeov , irrel to y' ipcoTav dpu<f)i^oXa

176 b '^ctt Tct irapd ttjv opLcovvpiiav, oaai t' ctAAat rotaurat

TTapaKpovaeis , /cat ror dAT^^tvov eXeyxov d<f>avit,eL

/cat TOV iXeyxop'^vov /cat ju-t) iXeyxdfMevov dBr]Xov

TToieZ. inel ydp e^eoTiv ctti re'Aet avpLTrepavafxivov
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one is asked a question. For we often fail to

recognize something which we know when it is pre-

sented in a different form. Furthermore, as in other

spheres a greater degree of speed or slawness is

rather a question of training, so in argument also ;

therefore, even though something may be clear to us,

yet, if we lack practice, we often miss our opportuni-

ties. The same thing happens sometimes as with geo-

metrical diagrams ; for there we sometimes analyse

a figure but cannot reconstruct it ; so too in refuta-

tions we know how the argument is strung together,

but we are at a loss how to take it to pieces.

XVII. In the first place, then, just as we say that Apparent

we ought sometimes deliberately to argue plausibly rather than

rather than truthfully, so too we ought sometimes real, must

to solve questions plausibly rather than according to be sought.

truth. For, generally speaking, when we have to

fight against contentious arguers, we ought to regard

them not as trying to refute us but as merely appear-

ing to do so ; for we deny that they are arguing a

case, so that they must be corrected so as not to

appear to be doing so. For if refutation is unequi-

vocal contradiction based on certain premisses, there

can be no necessity to make distinctions against

ambiguity and equivocation ; for they do not make
up the proof. But the only other reason for making
further distinctions is because the conclusion looks

like a refutation. One must, therefore, beware not

of being refuted but of appearing to be so, since the

asking of ambiguities and questions involving equi-

vocation and all similar fraudulent artifices mask even

a genuine refutation and make it uncertain who is

refuted and who is not. For when it is possible in

the end, when the conclusion is reached, to say that
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6 fjirj oTTcp €(f>rja€v a7TO(f>rjaaL Xeyeiv, dAA' o/xojvu/xcos",

€i Kal on fMaXicTT* ervx^v IttI ravrov <f)€pojv, dSrjXov

el cAryAey/crat • a^iqXov yap el dXrjdrj Aeyei vvv. el

8e SieAcuv TJpero to ofiwvvfjbov rj to dfjL(f)L^oXov,

ovK dv dSrjXos -^v 6 eXeyxos. o t' eTTit^rjTovai vvv

[xev rfTTov irporepov he jjidXXov ol epiariKoi, ro rj

10 vat, rj ov dnoKplveadaL rov epcorco/xevov, eyiver*

dv. vvv he Sia to p,rj KaXcos epcordv tovs irvvdavo-

jjievovs dvdyKYj TrpoaaTTOKplveadai tl tov epojTOj-

jxevov, htopOovvra tt^v p^oxdripiav ttjs Trpordaecos,

eTTet, hteXofjievov ye LKavdjs rj vai ^ ov dvdyKrj Xeyetv

TOV a7TOKpLv6p,evov

.

15 Et he Tig VTToXri^eTai tov KaTa 6pbCDVvp,iav eXeyxov

eivai, TpoTTov Tivd ovk eoTai hia^vyelv to eXey-

X<^crdaL TOV drroKpLvop^evov enl yap tu)v oparthv

dvayKalov o e(f>r]aev d7TO(f>-r]aaL ovofxa, /cat o (xtt-

€(/)7iae (f)i](Tai. cos yap hiopdovvTal Tives, ovhev

20 o0eAos". ov yap K.opiaKov ^aalv elvai puovaiKov

Kal djxovcrov, dXXd tovtov tov K^oploKov p,ov(nK6v

Kal TOVTOV TOV l^oploKov dfJiovdov . 6 yap avTOS

earai Aoyo? to tovtov^ tov K^optoKov tw tovtov

TOV KopiCTKov dfiovaov etvai rj p^ovaiKov oTrep dfxa

(f>7](ji Te Kal dTTOi^'qaLV . aAA' ictco? ov TavTO arj-

ixaivei' ovhe yap CKel Tovvofxa. cocttc tL hta(f>€pei;'

^ TOVTOV added by Waitz.
* Poste reads rl for n and adds the question mark.
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one's opponent contradicted what he asserted only

by means of an equivocation, however true it may be
that he happened to be tending in the same direction,

it is uncertain whether a refutation has taken place
;

for it is uncertain whether he is speaking the truth

now. If, however, one had made a distinction and
questioned the equivocal or ambiguous term, the re-

futation would not have been uncertain. Also, the

object of contentious arguers—though it is less their

aim in these days than formerly—would have been

carried out, namely, that the person questioned

should answer ' Yes ' or ' No '
; as it is, however,

because the questioners put their questions im-

properly, the person questioned is obliged to add
something in his answer by way of correcting the

unfairness of the proposition, since, if the questioner

makes adequate distinctions, the answerer must say

either ' Yes ' or ' No.'

If anyone is going to imagine that an argument if one sup-

which rests on equivocal terms is a refutation, it will an^^gu*

be impossible for the answerer to avoid being refuted ^gj^*^*^'*'*'

in a certain sense ; for in dealing with visible things equivoca-

one must necessarily deny the term which he asserted refutation,

and assert that which he denied. For the correction the answerer

which some people suggest is useless. For they do escape being

not say that Coriscus is musical and unmusical, but
rgfut*^"^®

that this Coriscus is musical and this Coriscus is un-

musical. For it will be making use of the same
expression to say that this Coriscus is unmusical (or

musical) as to say that this Coriscus is so ; and one

is affirming and denying this at the same time. But

perhaps it does not mean the same thing ; for

neither did the name in the former case ; so what

is the difference ? But if he is going to assign to the
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25 et Se rep /xev to OLTrXaJs Aeyetv KopioKov aTTohojaei,

TO) o€ TTpoadi/^aei ro nva t) rovSe, arovov ovSev

yap ndAAov darepcp- oTTorepco yap av ovhev Sca-

(f)€p€l.

Ov fxrjv aAA' eTTCLhrj dSrjXos /xeV iartv 6 firj htopt-

CTa/Ltevo? Tiqv d/x<^ij8oAtW TTorepov eX-qXeyKrat rj ovk

30 eAr^Aey/crat, SeSorat S' ev rots' Adyots" to SteAetv,

(pavepov on to p,r^ StoptaavTa Sovvai, tyjv epojT'qaiv

aAA aTrAcDs" ap,dpTr]p,d iaTtv, coare Kav el /xt) avTos,

aXX 6 ye Adyo? iXrjXeyfjbevo) opoios eariv. avfx-

^aivei p,4vTOL jroXXaKis dpcovra? ttjv dpL(f)L^oXiav

• oKveiv hLaipelcrOai Std tt^v TTVKvoTTjTa twv to. tol-

35 aVTa TTpOT€Lv6vTO)V, OTTCli'S fXT] TTpOS dlTaV SoKCtJOt

hvoKoXaiveiv etr' ovk av otr^OevTOjv irapd tovto

yevecrdat top Xoyov, TvoXXaKLS d.TT'qvT'qae Trapdho^ov

.

ojaT* €7T€i,Srj SeSorai Staipetv, ovk OKvrjTCOv, Kaddnep

iXexOr] TTpOTepov.

Et Se Ta hvo ipojT'qp.aTa fxr} ev ttolcI tcs iptoT-qfia,

40 oi)8' dv 6 TTapd Trjv d/xcuvu/xiav /cat ttjv diX(j>t.^oXiav

iylveTO TTapaXoyiap.6s , dXX r] eXey^o? t) ov. tl

176 a yap Bi,a(f)€p€L ipcoTrjaai, et KaAAia? /cat QepnaTOKXfjs

pLovatKOL elaiv t] et dpL<f>oTepois ev dvopa rjv irepois

ovaiv ; et yap TvAeico St^Aoi evos, TrAetoi r^pcoTTjaev

.

el ovv fxrj opdov rrpos Suo iputrrjaeis /ittav dTrd/c/jtotv

d^iovv Xapt^dveiv aTrAcD?, <j>av€p6v otl ouSevt irpoa-

6 T^/cet TcDv ofjiujvvijicov aTTOKpiveadai aTrXcj?, ovh* el
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one person the simple appellation ' Coriscus,' while

to the other he adds ' a certain ' or ' that,' it is absurd
;

for the addition belongs no more to the one than to

the other ; for it makes no difference to whichever

of the two he adds it.

However, since, if one does not distinguish the The am-

meanings of a doubtful term, it is not clear whether must be

he has been confuted or not, and since the right to explained.

draw distinctions is conceded in arguments, it is

obvious that to grant the question simply, without

making distinctions, is a mistake ; so that, even if

the man himself does not appear to be refuted, yet

his argument certainly appears to be so. It frequently

happens, however, that, though people see the

ambiguity, they hesitate to make the distinction,

because of the numerous occasions on which people

propose subjects of this kind, in order to avoid seeming

to be acting perversely all the time. Then, again,

though people would never have thought that the

argument would hinge upon this point, they are often

confronted with a paradox. So, since the right to

draw a distinction is conceded, we must not hesitate

to use it, as was said before.

If one does not make two questions into one, the The ques-

fallacy which depends on equivocation and ambiguity amblgiSty

would not exist either, but either refutation or absence makes two

of refutation. For what is the difference between ask- h^to one.^

ing whether Callias and Themistocles are musical and

asking the same question about two people both with

the same name ? For if one indicates more things

than one, one has asked more questions than one. If,

therefore, it is not correct to demand simply to

receive one answer to two questions, clearly it is not

proper to give a simple answer to any equivocal
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Kara -navrcjov aXrjdes, coa-rrep a^iovai rives, ovhkv

yap TovTo 8ta0epet rj el rjpero, KopiaKos /cat

aAAtas irorepov oikol eiOLV i] ovk olkol, eire irapov-

rojv aiJL(j)OLV e'ire purj Trapovrojv ap.^oTepws yap

nXeiovs at TTpoTaaei?- ov yap el aXrjdes elirev,^ Std

10 TOVTO [xla T) €pa)Tr]aLS. ey;^aj/)et yap Kal p,vpia

eTepa epa)T7]9evTa ipcoTTJfMaTa aTravra r) vat ^ ov

aX-qdes elvai Xeyeiv aAA' ofxayg ovk aiTOKpiTeov pud

aTTOKplaei' dvaipeiTai yap to hiaXeyeadai. tovto
8' opLOLOv 6l»? el Kal TO avTO ovofia Tedeir] Tolg

eTepois. ei oiiv pirj Set rrpo? hvo epcuri^aeis pLiav

15 arroKpiOLV StSdvat, <f)avepov ort ovh^ errl tcov o/x-

o)vvp.cov TO vai r^ ov XeKTeov. ovhe yap 6 elirwv

anoKeKpLTai aXX eiprjKev. dXX' a^tourat* ttoi? iv

TOis" otaAeyo/LteVoi? Sta to XavOdveiv to avpL^alvov.

ilaTTep ovv eiTTOfiev, eTreihrjTTep ou8' eXey^^ol

20 TLves ovTeg Sokovglv etvat, /cara tou avTov Tponov

/cat AuCTets' Bo^ovoLV elvai Tives ovk ovaai Xiiaeis'

as StJ (^a/xev evioTe pbdXXov Selv (f^epeiv rj tcls dXr]~

dels iv TOLS dya)VLaTLKOLS Xoyots Kal ttj irpos to

hiTTOv diravTijaet,. d-noKpiTeov 8' errl j^cev twv
ooKovvTcov TO ecTCD XeyovTa' Kal yap ovTots rJKLOTa

26 ytVotr' dv nape^eXeyxos' dv 8e rt Trapdho^ov dvay-

Ka^rjTai Xeyetv, evTavda /LtaAiara irpoadeTeov to

BoKelv ovTio yap dv ovt* eXey^os ovTe napdSo^ov

yiveadai ho^eiev. eirel he nebs atretrat to ev dpxfj

^ Reading dnev for elireZv.

* Reading a^ioCral for d^ioCvTai with Waliies.
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question, even though the term is true of all the

subjects, as some people claim that one ought. For

this is just the same as asking ' Are Coriscus and
Callias at home or not at home ?,' whether they are

both at home or not there ; for in both cases the

number of propositions is more than one. For if the

answer is true, it does not follow that the question

is a single one. For it is possible that it is true to

say ' yes ' or ' no ' when asked a countless number
of questions ; but, for all that, one ought not to

answer them with a single reply, for that means
the ruin of discussion. This resembles the case of

the same name being applied to different things. If,

therefore, one must not give one answer to two

questions, it is obvious that neither should one say
' yes ' or ' no ' where equivocal terms are used ; for

then the speaker has not given an answer but made
a statement, but it is regarded in a way as an answer

amongst those who argue, because they do not

realize what is the result.

As we said, then, since there are some seeminglfiow the

refutations which are not really refutations, in like jfe^made.

manner also there are some seeming solutions which

'

are not really solutions. These we say that we ought
,

sometimes to bring forward in preference to true \

refutations in competitive argument and in meeting
\

ambiguity. In the case of statements which appear to

be true one must answer with the phrase ' granted '

;

for then there is the least likelihood of any accessory

refutation ; but if one is obliged to say something

paradoxical, then in particular one must add that it

seems so, for then there can be no appearance either

of refutation or of paradox. Since it is clear what
' begging the original question ' means and since

95



ARISTOTLE
176 a

SrjXov, OLovrat Se iravresy av^
fj

avveyyvs , dvaipe-

T€ov /cat fjir) avyxwprjreov elvat, evia co? to iv apxij

30 aiTovvTo? , orav ro^ tolovtov d^iol rts" o dvayKatov

fiev avfi^aLveiv e/c rfjs deaeojs,
fj
8e i/jevSos t) dho^ov,

ravTO XeKT€ov rd yap i^ dvdyKTjg avfi^aivovra

TTJs awTTy? elvat 80/cet Oeaeojg. en orav to KaOoXov

fMT] ovojjiaTL X'r]cf)6fj dAAa Trapa^oXfj , XeKreov on ov^

35 CO? ehodr] oi)S' (hs rrpovreive Xap,^dv€L- Kal yap

irapa rovro yiverai jroXXaKis €X€y)(os.

EgetpyojLtevov 8e tovtcov €7tl to firj KaXcos 8e-

S€l)(dai TTopevreov, dTravroJVTa Kara rdv elpr^p^evov

BlOpLOflOV.

Ev jjiev ovv TOis Kvpiojs Xeyopievois dv6p.aaiv

avayKT] airoKpiveaOaL ^ aTrAcD? y] hiaipovp^evov . d

40 8e avvvTTovoovvTes ridepiev, olov oaa pLj] aa(f)a)s

176 b aAAa KoXo^cjs ipcoTarai, irapa rovro avp^^aivei

6 kXey)(os, olov dp* o dv
fj

^Kdiqvaiojv , Krrjp.d eariv

Adrjvaicov ; vai. opioiojs 8e Kal iirl rcov dXXcov.

aAAa pLTjv o avdpoirros icrri rcov t^wcov; vai. Krrjpba

apa o avupojTTog rcov t,ci)cov. rov yap dvOpconov

6 rcov l,cpiov Xeyopiev, on ^a>6v ian, Kal AvaavBpov

rwv AaKcovcov, on AaKcov. SijXov ovv cos iv ols

aaa(f)€s ro Trporeivopbevov ov avyxcoprjreov aTrAce)?.

OTav 0€ 8i;otv ovroLV darepov puev ovros i^

^ Reading av for av with Wallies.
* Reading to for re with Wallies.

" 168 a 17 ff.
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people always consider that assumptions which lie

near the conclusion must be demolished and that

some of them must not be conceded on the ground

that the opponent is begging the question, so when
someone claims something of such a nature that it

must necessarily follow from the thesis and it is false

or paradoxical, we must use the same plea ; for the

necessary consequences are generally regarded as

part of the same thesis. Furthermore, when the

universal which has been obtained has no name but

is indicated by a comparison only, we must say that

the questioner takes it not in the sense in which it

was granted nor as he proposed it ; for a refutation

often hinges on this point too.

When we are excluded from these expedients, we
must have recourse to the plea that the argument

has not been properly set forth, attacking it on the

basis of the classification of fallacies given above."

When terms are used in their proper senses, one What is

must answer either simply or by making a distinction. an^argu-'°

It is when our statement implies our meaning without ment must

expressing it—for example, when a question is not simply

asked clearly but in a shortened form—that refutation ("onceded.

ensues. P'or instance, ' Is whatever belongs to the

Athenians a property of the Athenians ?
'

' Yes ; and

this is likewise true of everything else.' ' Well, then,

does man belong to the animals ?
' 'Yes.' 'Then man

is a property of the animals. For we say that man
" belongs to " the animals because he is an animal,

just as we say that Lysander " belongs to " the Laco-

nians because he is a Laconian.' Obviously, there-

fore, when the premiss is not clear, it must not be

conceded simply.

When it is generally held that, if one of two things other de-
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avayKTj^ ddrepov elvai SoK-rj, daripov 8e rovro fxrj

10 eg avdyKT^s, epajrioixevov Trorepov^ Set to eXarrov

SiSovai- )(aX€7Ta)r€pov yap avWoyiaaadai €K TrXeio-

vojv. idv 8' imx^i-pfj on tco yuev ianv evavriov

TO) 8' ovK eariv, civ 6 Xoyos dXrjdrjs
fj,

ivavriov

<f>dvat,, ovopia 8e pi^rj Kelcrdai tov erepov.

Ettci 8' eVta /xev d)V Xiyovaiv ol ttoXXol tov prj

15 avyxcopovvTa ifjevheadai dv ^alev evca 8' ov, olov

daa dpL(f}Lho^ovaLV {rroTepov yap (f)dapTr] r) dddvaTos

rj i/jvx'^ ra}v ^(pcov, ov huopiOTaL Tot? TroAAots"), iv

Ol? ovv dSr)Xov TTOTepcos etcode Xeyeadai to Tvpo-

Tecvopbevov, iroTepov cos" at yvdjp,ai {KaXovat yap

yvivpias /cat Tag dXrjOels So^ag /cat ra? oAas" d7TO(f)d-

20 cret?), ^ cos rj Sta/aerpo? davp,p.eTpos, ctl re* ov

TdXrjdes dp,(f)i,8o^€iTat, pudXtaTa /xera^epcov dv Tig

XavddvoL ra wd/xara Trepl tovtcov. 8ia. pLev yap to

dSrjXov €Lvac TTOTepcog e;\;et TdXrjdeg, ov 8d^ei ao(j>L-

^€adai, Sto. 8e to dpL(f>iho^€Zv ov Sd^et ifjevheadaf

25 7] ydp^ pb€Ta<j>opd TTOLTjaeL tov Adyov dve^eXeyKTov

.

"Ert ocra dv Tig TrpoaiaddvrjTai tcov ipojTrjpbdTOJV,

7Tpo€vcrTaT€ov Kal TTpoayopcvTcov ovTOi yap dv

pbdXiaTa TOV 7Tvv9av6pb€VOV KOjXvaciev.

' Reading TTorepov for Trportpov.
* Inserting re after eVi.

' Reading yap for Be with AB.
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is true, then the other is necessarily true, but, if the vices to be

second is true, the first is not necessarily true, when ^'"P°i''^ •

asked which is true, we ought to concede the less

inclusive ; for the greater the number of premisses,

the more difficult it is to draw a conclusion. If the

disputant tries to establish that A has a contrary

while B has not, if his contention is true, we ought

to say that both have a contrary but that no name
is laid down for one of the two.

Regarding some of the statements which they
make, most people would declare that anyone who did

not concede them was lying, while they would not

say so about others, for example, about subjects on
which people disagree (for instance, most people have

no decided opinion whether the soul of living creatures

is destructible or immortal). Therefore, when it is

uncertain in which sense the suggested premiss is

generally used, whether as maxims are employed (for

people call both true opinions and general affirmations

by the name of ' maxims ') or like the statement,
* the diagonal of a square is incommensurate with its

sides,' and further, where the truth is a matter of

uncertainty,—in these cases one has an excellent

opportunity of changing the terms without being

found out. P'or, because it is uncertain in which sense

the premiss bears its true meaning, one will not

be regarded as playing the sophist, and, because of

the disagreement on the subject, one will not be
regarded as lying ; for the change will make the

argument proof against refutation.

Furthermore, whenever one foresees any question,

one must be the first to make one's objection and say

what one has to say, for thus one can best disconcert

the questioner.
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XVIII. Ettci S' iarlv rj /xev opdrj Xvais e/x^a-

30 vicrts" ipevSovs crvXKoyiayiov, Trap* ottolov ipoiTt^aiv

avfji^aLV€L TO ipevSog, 6 8e i/j€vSr)9 cruAAoyta^o?

Aeyerat, 8l)(^cos {'q yap el (TvXXeXoytaTaL ipevSos, rj

et [JLT] ojv avXXoyicrfios So/cei elvat avXXoyLcrp,6s)

,

elrj av -rj re elprjjjievrj vvv Xvaus /cat rj rod (f>aLvo-

fxevov avXXoyiGfiov Tvapa tl (jiaiverai rcuv ipcoTTj-

35 /jbaTCDV oiopdoiOis . ware avfx^aLvei rojv Xoyojv rovs

fiev auXXeXoyicrfxevovs dveXovra, rovs 8e (j)aivo-

fxevovs SieXovra Xvecv. ttolXlv S' eTrel roJv avXXe-

XoyiafievcDv Xoycov ol fxev dXrjdes ol Se ipevSos

e)(ovcn ro avfiTrepaajxa, rovs fiev Kara, ro avfx-

TTepaafJba t/jevSeis St;\;ai? evhe^^rai Xvetv Kal yap

40 ra> dveXelv ri riov rjpcor'qfjieviov, /cat ru) Bel^aL ro

m tL avfiTTepaafia exov ovx ovrcos' rovs 8e /caret rcts"

TTporaaeis rib aveAetv ri pLovov ro yap avpLTrepaapLa

dXrjdds. ware rols ^ovXopievoLS Auetv Xoyov rrpwrov

/Ltev aKerrreov el avXXeXoyiarai r) davXXoyiaros

,

eira rrorepov dXrjdes ro avpLTrepaap,a r} i/jevSos,

5 OTTCos T) Siaipovvres r) dvaipovvres Xvcofxev, /cat

dvaipovvres y) cLSe r) <5Se, Kaddirep eXexdrj rrporepov.

hta^epei 8e rrXelarov €pa>ra)pi€v6v re /cat pbrj Xveiv

Xoyov ro piev yap Trpo'CSelv xaXenov, ro 8e Kara

axoXrjV Ihelv paov.

XIX. Tu)v pt,€V ovv Ttapd rrjv opLOJvvp^lav Kal rrjv

10 d/i^ijSoAtav eXeyxojv ol puev e^ovai rcov epajrrjpbdrojv

Tl 7rAeta> ar)p,alvov, ol Se to avp,7Tepaapia voXXaxoJs

" In ch. xvii. " 176 b 36 ff.
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XVIII. Since a correct solution is an exposure of Genuine

false reasoning, indicating the nature of the question ^"'"tioD-

on M'hich the fallacy hinges, and since ' false reason-

ing ' can mean one of two things (for it occurs either

if a false conclusion has been reached or if what is

not a proof appears to be such), there must be both
the solution described just now," and also the rectifica-

tion of the apparent proof by showing on which of the

questions it hinges. The result is that one solves the

correctly reasoned arguments by demolishing them,
the apparent reasonings by making distinctions.

Again, since some correctly reasoned arguments
are true, while others are false, in their conclu-

sions, it is possible to solve those which are false

in their conclusion in two ways, either by demolishing

one of the questions or by showing that the conclusion

is not as stated. Those arguments, on the other hand,
which are false in their premisses can only be solved

by the demolition of one of the premisses, since the

conclusion is true. Those, therefore, who wish to

solve an argument should observe, firstly, whether
it has been correctly reasoned or is not reasoned,

and, next, whether the conclusion is true or false,

in order that we may achieve a solution either

by making a distinction or by demolishing a pre-

miss and doing so in one or other of the two ways
just described.* There is a very wide difference

between solving an argument when one is being

questioned and when one is not ; for in the latter case

it is difficult to see what is coming, but when one is

at leisure it is easier to see one's way.
XIX. Of the refutations which hinge upon equi- (A) The

vocation and ambiguity some involve a question refuta-*'

which bears more than one sense, while others have tions (chs.

XlX-XXXll).
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Aeyofxevov, olov iv fxev tw criycovra Ae'yeiv to cru/x-

TTepaa-jxa Slttov, iv Se rep fXT] (TweTTtaraaOaL rov

cmurayievov ev r&v ipcorrjfjidrojv dfKJil^oXov . /cat

TO SiTTov OTe fxev earLV, ore 8' ovk cotlv, dAAa

15 arjixaivei to Slttov to fj,€v ov to 8' ovk 6v.

Oaois [xev ovv ev tw TeXet to 7ToX\ax<-os , dv fxr]

TTpoXd^rf TTjv dvTL^aaiv , ov yiveTai eXey^^os, olov

ev TO) Tov TV<f)X6v opdv dvev yap dvTL<j)daea)s ovk

r^v eXeyxo'S. oaois 8' ev toIs epcoTrjfxaaiv , ovk

20 avayKf] TrpoaTTOcfjijcraL to Slttov ov yap -npos tovto

dXXd hid TOVTO 6 Aoyo?. ev dpxfj P'€V ovv to

SlttXovv Kal ovo/JLa /cat Aoyor ovtcj's diroKpiTeov,

OTL ecTLV CO?, ecTTt 8' (I)s ov, wanep to OLyoJVTa

XeyeLV, otl euTiv wg, eWt 8' cus" ov. Kal Ta SdovTa

TTpaKTeov euTLV a, eWt 8' a ov- rd ydp heovTa

25 XeyeTaL TToXXa^d^S • edv he Xddr), enl TeXeL TrpooTi-

devTa Tjj epojTiqaeL hLopdojTeov dp* eoTL aiydyvTa

XeyeLV ; ov, dXXd Tovhe OLydJVTa. Kal ev tols

exovGL he ro rrXeovaxdJ^ iv Tat? irpoTdaeaiv opiOLCos.

OVK dpa avveTTLCTTavTai 6 ti iTTlotavTai ; vai, aAA'

ovx OL ovrois emaTdpLevoi' ov ydp TavTOV ioTiv otl

^ Reading npoXdPjj with B.
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a conclusion which can bear several meanings ; for (a) Those

example, in the argument about ' the speech of the d^Hon-!^
°"

silent,' the conclusion has a double meaning, and (ch?. xix-

in the argument that ' a man who knows is not (i) Equi-

conscious of what he knows,' one of the questions vocation,

involves ambiguity. Also, that Avhich has a double
meaning is sometimes true and sometimes false, the
term ' double ' signifying that which is partly true

and partly untrue.

When the diversity of meaning occurs in the con- (2) Am-

clusion, no refutation takes place, unless the ques-
"'^^y*

tioner secures a contradiction beforehand, as, for

example, in the argument about the ' seeing of the
blind '

; for there never was refutation without con-
tradiction. Where the diversity of meaning occurs

in the questions, there is no need to deny the ambi-
guity beforehand ; for the argument is not directed
towards it as a conclusion but carried on by means
of it. At the beginning, therefore, one ought to

reply to an ambiguous term or expression in the
following manner, that ' in one sense it is so and in

another it is not so '

; for example ' the speaking of
the silent ' is possible in one sense but not in another.
Or again, ' what needs must is to be done sometimes
and not at other times '

; for the term ' what needs
must ' can bear several meanings. If one does not
notice the ambiguity, one should make a correction
at the end by adding to the questioning :

' Is the
speaking of the silent possible ? ' ' No, but speaking
of this particular man when he is silent is possible.'

So likewise also where the variety of meaning is

contained in the premisses :
' Are not people conscious

of what they know ? ' ' Yes, but not those who know
in this particular way '

; for it is not the same thing
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30 ovK eoTL ovveTncrraaOaL /cat on tovs d>hl iTTiara-

fj.€Vovs OVK kuTLV. oXoJs Te /xap^ereov, av /cat

aTrAcSs' CTyAAoyt'^T^Tat, ore ov^ o €(f)7]a€v d7T€(f)ria€

TTpdyiJba, aAA ovofjia' coctt' ovk eXeyxos.

XX. Oavepov 8e /cat rous' Trapd rrjv Statpeatv

/cat crvvOeaLV ttcos Xvreov dv yap hiaipovpbcvos /cat

35 awTLdefxevos 6 Xoyos erepov (Tr)[jLaivrj, avp,7T€patvo-

fievov rovvavTLOv XeKreov. etcrt Se Trdvres ol roi-

ovTOi XoyoL TTapa rrjv avvdeaiv •^ hiaipeaiv. dp^

<1) etSes" cry rovrov rvirropbevov, tovtoj €TV7tt€to

ovTOS ; Kal (p irvTTTeTO, rovrco av etSes ; ex^t

177 b jLtev ovv Tt Ka/c tcov dp^^i^oXcov ipcorrjfidrcov, aAA'

eart rrapd avvdeaiv. ov ydp iart Slttov to Trapd

rrjv htaipeaiv [ov ydp 6 avrds Xoyos yiverai hiaipov-

pi€vos), €L7T€p pLTj Kal TO opos Kal opos rfj TTpoacphia

Xe^dev arjixatvei erepov. (dAA' ev fiev tol<; yeypap,-

5 fxevois ravTov ovofxa, drav ck tcx)V avriov aroixf^iOiv

yeypajxfievov
fj

Kal coaavTOJS , Ka/cet 8' rjSr] Tvapd-

a7)p,a TTOLovvrai, rd Se ^^eyyojueva ov ravrd.) war

ov hiTTOv rd Trapd Siaipeaiv. (f)avepdv 8e /cat ort

ov navres ol eXeyxoi TT-apa to Sittov, Kaddvep

TLves <j>aaLV.

10 Ataipereov ovv Ta> dTTOKpivopbivcp- ov ydp Tavrov

" In both examples the meaning can be either ' with a
stick ' or ' with your eyes.'

* i.e. breathings and accents.
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to say that it is not possible for those who know to

be conscious of what they know and that those who
know in a particular way cannot be conscious of their

knowledge. Generally speaking, too, even though
one's opponent argues in a straightforward manner,
one must contend that what he has contradicted is

not the actual fact which one affirmed but merely its

name, and so there is no refutation.

XX. It is evident, too, how fallacies which turn (3) Am-

on the division and combination of words should be division,

solved ; for, if the expression signifies something ^^'^ (*) ^"^"

different when it is divided and when it is combined, combination

when the opponent is drawing his conclusion we must ° ^""^d*-

take the words in the contrary sense. All such
expressions as the following turn upon the combina-
tion or division of words : ' Was so-and-so being
beaten with that with which you saw him being
beaten ? ' and ' Did you see him being beaten with
that with which he was being beaten ?

' " The argu-
ment here has something of the fallacy due to

ambiguous questions, but it actually turns on com-
bination. For what turns on the division of words
is not really ambiguous (for the expression when
divided differently is not the same), unless indeed opos

and o/)os, pronounced according to the breathing,

constitute a single word with different meanings.
(In written language a word is the same when it is

written with the same letters and in the same manner,
though people now put in additional signs, ** but the
words when spoken are not the same.) Therefore an
expression whose meaning turns on division is not
ambiguous, and it is clear also that all refutations do
not turn upon ambiguity, as some people say.

It is for the answerer to make the division ; for
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toelv Tolg 6c/)daX[jiOLS TVTTTOfjievov Koi TO (f)dvai ISetv

rols 6(/)9aXfjio'iS rvTrrofxevov. koL 6 'Evdvhrjiiov Se

Xoyos, ap' olhas av vvv ovaas iv Tleipaiel rptrjpeLS

ev HiKeXla a)v ; kol ttolXlv, ap' eariv dyaOov ovra

l5(TKVT€a fMox6rjp6v elvai; etr) S' aV rig dyados tov

aKvrevg /xoxdrjpos' oiar earac dyadog GKvrevs

fxoxdrjpos. dp' a)v at eTTtarrjixai aTTov^aZai, gttov-

Saia rd /xa^i^/xara; rod hk KaKov airovhalov to

fxadrjpia- aTrovSalov dpa ixddrjij,a ro KaKov. dXXd

jj,r]v /cat KaKov /cat p^dd-qjjba to KaKov, mgtc kukov

[xdOrjixa to KaKov. dXX eVrt KaKwv (jTrovhaia eVt-

20 CTTTjiJiT] . dp' dXrjdes etVeii/ vvv otl av yiyova^

;

yeyovas dpa vvv. ^ dXXo a-qfxaivei hiaipeOiv; dXrj-

de^ ydp €t7T€LV vvv OTL av yeyovas, dXX ov vvv

yeyovas. dp' ojs hvvaaai /cat a Swao-at, ovtio's

/cat TavTa rroirjaais dv ; ov Kidapi^wv 8' e;\;et?

SvvaiJiiv Tov Kidapit^eiv Kidapiaats dv dpa ov Kidapi-

25 l^cov. -q ov TOVTOV ex^i ttjv ^vvafxiv tov ov Kidapi-

^cov Kidapi^eiv, dXX' ot€ ov Trotet, tov ttouZv ;

AvovoL 84 Tiveg TOVTOV /Cat dXXojs. et yap e8a>/cev

cos SvvaTai TTotelv, ov (f>a<jL avix^aiveiv jxt] Kidapi-

l,ovTa Ki9apL^€LV ov ydp irdvTcos cos SvvaTat. ttouIv,

30 SeSoCT^at TTOL-qaecv ov TavTov 8' eti^at (vs SvvaTai

" See Rhet. 1 Wl a 27 and Cope and Sandys' note.
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I-saw-a-man-being-beaten with my eyes ' is not
the same thing as to say ' I saw a man being-beaten-
with-my-eyes.'—Then there is Euthydemus' saying,

Do you know now in Sicily that there are triremes

in Piraeus ? " '—And, again, ' Can a good man who
is a cobbler be bad ?

' ' No.' ' But a man who is

good can be a bad cobbler ; therefore he will be a

good-bad cobbler.'—Again, ' Things of which the

knowledge is good are good objects of learning, are

they not ? ' ' Yes.' ' But the knowledge of evil is

good ; therefore evil is a good object of learning.'
' But, further, evil is both evil and an object of

learning, so that evil is an evil object of learning ;

but it has already been seen that the knowledge of

evils is good.'
—

' Is it true to say at the present
moment you are born ?

' ' Yes.' ' Then you are born
at the present moment.' Does not a different division

of the words signify something different ? For it is

true to say-at-the-present-moment that you are

born, but not to say you are born-at-the-present-

moment.—Again, ' Can you do what you can and as

you can ?
' ' Yes.' ' And when you are not playing

the harp you have the power of playing the harp
;

and so you could play the harp when you are not
playing the harp. ' In other words, he does not possess

the power of playing-when-he-is-not-playing, but he
possesses the power of doing it when he is not doing
it.

Some people solve this in another manner also.

If he has granted that a man can do what he can do,

they say that it does not follow that he can play the
harp when he is not playing it ; for it has not been
granted that he will do it in every way in which he
can,—for it is not the same thing to do it in the way
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/cat TTavTiO'S (li'S hvvarai TToietv. dXXa (f>avep6v on
ov KaXcjs XvovaLV rcx)v yap napa ravrov Aoycuv tj

aVTT] AuCTlS", aVTYj 8' OVX dp[x6(J€L €7tI TTOiVTas OvSc

rravTCDS ipcoTCOfjLevovs, aAA' eari npos rov epojToJvra,

ov TTpos rov Xoyov.

35 XXI. riapd he TTjv -npoacohiav XoyoL fiev ovk

eiaiv, ovre tojv yeypafifxevojv ovre ru)v XeyofMevwv,

TrXrjv ei rives oXlyoi yevotvr^ dv, otov ovros 6 Xoyos.

dpa y eart, ro ov KaraXveiS oiKta; vai. ovkovv ro

178 a ov KaraXveig rov KaraXvecs d7T6(f)acns ; vai. €(f)r]aas

8' etvai ro ov KaraXveis oIkmv rj oiVt'a dpa dno-

(jiaois. CO? 817 Xvreov, hrjXov ov yap ravrd arjp,aiveL

o^vrepov rd hk ^apvrepov prjdev.

XXII. At^Ao;^ Se Kal rols irapd ro ojaavrojs Ae-

5 yeadai ra piTj ravra ttcjs dnavrTqreov , eTreiirep

k)(oixev ra yevrj rdJv KanqyopLtov. o fxkv ydp eScDKev

ipcorrjdels fir] VTrdp)(eLV ri rovrcov oaa ri eari

cqixaivef 6 8 eSei^ev V7Tdp)(ov rt rwv npos ri rj

TToadJv, SoKovvrojv 8e ri eari arji.iai.vetv 8ia rrjv

Xe^LV, olov ev rcphe ra> Xoyco. dp* evSe)(eraL ro

10 avro dp,a rroielv re Kal TTeTrofqKevai ; ov. dXXd

jxrjv opdv ye n dfxa Kat, ecjpaKevai rd avro Kal

Kard ravrd evSex^rac. dp* eari ri rchv Trdax^iv

TToieZv rt; ov. ovkovv rd repLverai Kaierai aladd-

verai dfjboicus Xeyerat, Kal rrdvra rrdax'^iv ri arj-

" The point here is the difference of breathing and the

presence or absence of the circumflex accent.
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in which he can and in every way in which he can.

But clearly this solution is not a good one ; for the

solution of arguments which turn on an identical

principle is identical, whereas this solution will not

suit every argument nor every form of question into

which it can be put, but is directed against the

questioner, not against the argument.
XXI. Arguments do not arise owing to accentua- (5) Wrong

tion either in written or in spoken language, though
a few might occur such as the following : A house
is ' where you lodge ' (oS KaroAi'tt?), isn't it ? Yes.

Is not ' you do not lodge ' (ov KaraAi'ets) the nega-
tion of ' you lodge ' (/caTaAveis) ? Yes. But you said

that ' where you lodge ' (ov Karakv^fi) was a house
;

therefore a house is a negation. It is obvious how
this must be solved ; for the spoken word is not the

same with the acuter and with the graver accent.*

XXII. It is plain also how we must meet arguments (6) similar

that turn on the identical expression of things which fo/dWeren^t

are not identical, seeing that we possess the various things.

kinds of categories. Suppose that one man when
questioned has granted that something which denotes
a substance is not an attribute, and another man has

shown that something is an attribute which is in the

category of relation or quantity but generally held,

because of its expression, to denote a substance, as

for example in the following argument : Is it pos- Examples.

sible to be doing and to have done the same thing

at the same time ? No. But it is surely possible to

be seeing and to have seen the same thing at the same
time and under the same conditions. Or again, Is

any form of passivity a form of activity ? No. Then
' he is cut,' ' he is burnt,' ' he is affected by a sensible

object ' are similar kinds of expression and all denote
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fjuatvcL- TToXtv 8e ro Xeyeiv rpe^^eiv opdv ofxoLios

15 aXXijXois Xeyeraf aAAa fxrjv to y' opdv alaOdveadai

TL eariv, ojare /cat Trdax^iv tl d'/xa Kal 7tol€lv. el

Se Tis €K€L hoy's jxrj €vSe)(€crdai dpia ravro ttocclv

/cai TTeTTOLTjKevat, to opdv Kal ecopaKevai (f)aLrj

€'yx<^p^tv, ovTTCi) eXrjXeyKrai, el pLrj XeyoL ro opdv

TTOielv TL aAAd 7Taar)(eLV npoahel yap tovtov tov

20 epcoTT^pbaros' dAA' vtto tov aKovovTos VTToXap,-

PdveTai SeScoKevat, ore to repLveiv noLelv tl /cat ro

rerpir)K€vat, TreTTotrj/ceVat eSco/ce, /cat oaa aAAa

OjLtotcos" Xeyerai. ro yap Xolttov avros Trpoarid'qaLV

6 aKovcov (Ls 6p,oio)s Xeyopievov ro Se Aeyerai [xev

ov)( 6p.ouos, (f)atveTai 8e 8td rrjv Ae^tv. to auTO

25 Se av/jb^aivei orrep ev rals oficovvfJiLaLS' oierat yap

ev rotg opucovvpiois 6 dyvdis rojv Xoyojv o e(j)7]aev

a7TO(f)7Jaai Trpdyfia, ovk 6vop,a' ro Se en Ttpoahel

epcor-qfjiarog, el e^' ev ^XeTTOiv Xeyei ro opuLvvp^ov

ovrcos yap Sovto? earat eXey)(os.

"0/ioioi he /cat oiSe ot Aoyot toutois, el 6 ris

30 exojv varepov fir] ex^i aTre^aXev 6 yap eva p.6vov

d7To^aXd)v darpdyaXov ov^ e^et §e/ca daTpayaAous'.

Tj o puev [j,r] €^€1 TTporepov e^oiv, aTTo^e^XrjKev , oaov

he pLT] e-)(ei r] oaa, ovk avdyKt] roaavra aTTO^aXelv

.

" Knucklebones were used as dice by the Greeks.
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some form of passivity ; and, on the other hand, ' to

say,' ' to run,' and ' to see ' are forms of expression

similar to one another ; but ' to see ' is surely a way
of being affected by a sensible object, so that passivity

and activity occur at the same time. In the former
case, if someone, after granting that it is impossible

to be doing and to have done the same thing at the
same time, were to say that it is possible to see a

thing and to have seen it, he has not yet been refuted

supposing that he declares that seeing is a form not
of activity but of passivity. For this further question
is necessary, though he is supposed by the hearer to

have granted it when he granted that ' to cut ' is ' to

be doing something ' and ' to have cut ' is ' to have
done something,' and so with similar forms of expres-
sion. For the hearer himself adds the rest, on the
supposition that the significance is similar, whereas
it is not really similar but only appears so owing to

the expression. The same thing occurs as in fallacies

of ambiguity ; for in dealing with ambiguous terms
the man who is not an expert in argument thinks

that his opponent has denied the fact which he
asserted, not the term, whereas yet another ques-
tion needs to be asked, namely, whether he is

using the ambiguous term with his eye upon one
meaning only ; for if he grants this, a refutation will

be achieved.

Similar to the above are also the following argu- Examples

ments : Has a man lost what he had and afterwards
("*'*"""*'*)•

has not ? For he who has lost one die " only will no
longer have ten dice. Is not what really happens
that he has lost something which he had before but
no longer has, but it does not follow that he has lost

the whole amount or number which he no longer
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epojrrjuag ovv 6 ep^et, avvayei cttI rod ocra* to, yap

35 SeVa TTOod. el ovv rjpero i^ '^PXV^ ^^ ^^^ "^^^ f^V

€)(ei Trporepov ex^JV, dpd ye OLTTo^e^XrjKe roaavra,

ovhels a.v eSojKev, aAA' fj roaavra -q tovtojv tl. Kai

ore SoLTj dv rLS o firj e)(eL. ov yap exec eva p,6vov

aarpayaXov. iq ov SeScD/cev o ovk elxev, dAA cu?

ovK eiX€, rov eva; ro yap jjiovov ov roSe arjp^aivei

iTSbouSe roiovhe ovhe roaovhe, aAA co? ^X^'' ^P<^? ti,

olov on ov /xer' aAAou. ojoTrep ovv el rjpero dp' o

jjbij Tt? ^'x^t SoLT] dv, pLT] (f)dvros 8e epoiro el Solt]

dv ris Tl rax€a)s /u.17 ex^ov raxeojs, <j>rj(javro's he

av\Xoyit,OLro on Soltj dv ns o pbrj ^X^'" '^^'

6 (jyavepov on ov auAAeAoytcrrai • ro yap raxewg ov

roSe BiSovat dAA' cSSe SiSovat eanv a»s" 8e pLrj 6;^ei

Tt?, hoLT] dv, olov rjSews ex^v Soir] dv XvTrrjpcos.

"OfiocoL Se Kal OL roioihe iravres. dp
fi firj c^^t

X^i'Pi' TVTTroi dv ; "^ d> P''^ ^X^'' d(j)daXpbip tSot dv

;

10 ov yap e^et eva piovov. Xvovai p,ev ovv nveg Xe-

yovreg /cat d)S ex^i^ ^va piovov Kal 6(f>daXp,6v /cat
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has ? In the question, therefore, he is dealing with

that which he has, in the conclusion with the total

number ; for the number was ten. If, therefore, he
had asked in the first place whether a man who
formerly possessed a number of objects which he no
longer possesses, has lost the total number of them,
no one would have granted this, but would have said

that he had lost either the total number or one of the

objects. Again, it is argued that a man could give

what he had not got ; for what he has not got is one
die only. Is not what really happens that he has not

given that which he has not got but has given it in a

manner in which he has not got it, namely, as a single

unit ? For ' single unit ' does not denote either a

particular kind of thing or a quality or a quantity

but a certain relation to something else, namely,
dissociation from anything else. It is, therefore, as

though he had asked whether a man could give what
he has not got, and on receiving the answer ' No,'

were to ask whether a man could give something
quickly when he had not got it quickly, and, on
receiving the answer ' Yes,' were to infer that a man
could give what he had not got. It is obvious that

he has not drawn a correct inference ; for ' giving

quickly ' does not denote giving a particular thing

but giving in a particular manner, and a man could

give something in a manner in which he did not get
it ; for example, he could get it with pleasure and
give it with pain.

Similar also are all the following arguments : Further
' Could a man strike with a hand that he has not got ^^^"iP'*'^-

or see with an eye that he has not got .''
' For he has

not got only one eye. Some people, therefore, solve

this by saying that the man who has more than one
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aAA oTLovv 6 TrXeiu} exoiv. ol Se /cat coj o ey^ei

eAapev iSlSov yap fiiav fxovov ovros i/jrj(f>ov Kal

ovTos y ^x^t, (ftaal, fiiav fiovrjv Trapa rovrov

ilfri<f)ov. ol S' evdv's rrjv ipwrr^cnv dvacpovvres , ort

15 ivhex^rai, o fxr) eXa^ev ex^iv, olov olvov Xa^ovra

fjSvv, Sia(f>6ap€VTos iv rij Ar^^et, ex^iv o^vv. dAA'

ovep eXexdrj Kal Trporepov, o6tol Travres" ov Trpos

rov Xoyov dAAo, 77pos' tov avdpojTzov Xvovatv. el

yap '^v avrrj Xvais, hovra ro dvTLKelfxevov ovx olov

re Xveiv, Kaddirep eVi rwv aXXixiv olov el eari p,ev

20 6 ecTTt 8' o ov, 7] Xvais, dv aTrAai? So) Xeyeadai,

crvfjbTTepaiveTaL' edv Se fxrj avfXTrepalvrjTai, ovk dv

eir] Xvais' ev Se tols 7rpoeLp7]fxevoLg iravruiv 8t8o-

fievcov ovSe <jiap.ev ylveadai avXXoyLafiov.
' Ert 8e Acat otS' elal tovtojv rdjv Xoytov. dp*

25 o yeypanraL, eypa(f>€ rtg ; yeypaTrrai 8e vvv otl av

Kadrjaat, ilievSrjs Xoyos- ^v 8' dXr]di^s, or' eypd(f)eTO'

a/xa dpa eypd(j)eTo ijievhrjs Kal dXyjOi^s. to yap
ipevSrj t] dXrjdrj Xoyov r) So^av elvai ov roSe dXXd

TOLOvSe arjjjialveL- 6 yap avros Xoyos Kal eVi ttjs

30 S6^T]s. Kal dp* o /xavdavei 6 /xavddvwv, tout* iarlv

o /jLavddvei; /jLavdavei 8e tls to ^paSv Taxv- ov

Toivvv o fxavdaveL dAA' (Lg {JLavdavei etpTjKev. Kal

dp* o ^a8i^ei Tt? Traret; ^ahit^ei, 8e tt^v Tj/xepav

" It seems probable that a new argument is dealt with here,

cf. b 36 Kal OTL kt\. ol 8e possibly introduced a second solu-

tion of the previous argument which has fallen out.
* But B may already possess other pebbles,
" 1 77 b 38.
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eye (or whatever it is) has also only one. There is

also " the argument of some people that ' what a man
has, he has received '

: A only gave one pebble, and
B has, they say, only one pebble from A.** Other
people argue by directly demolishing the question

raised, saying that one can have what one has not

received ; for example, one can receive wine that is

sound but have it in a sour condition if it has gone

bad in the process of transfer. But, as was said before,"

all these people direct their solutions not to the argu-

ment but to the man. For if this were a real solution,

it would be impossible to achieve a solution by grant-

ing the opposite, as happens in all other cases ; for

example, if ' it is partly so and partly not so ' is the

solution, an admission that the expression is used

without qualification makes the conclusion valid
;

but if no conclusion is reached, there cannot be a

solution. In the above examples, even though every-

thing is conceded, yet we say that no proof has been

effected.

Moreover, the following also belong to this class

of arguments :
' If something is written, did someone

write it ?
' It is written that ' you are sitting '

; this

is a false statement, but was true at the time when
it was written ; therefore what was written is at the

same time false and true. No, for the falsity or truth

of a statement or opinion does not denote a substance

but a quality ; for the same account applies to an

opinion as to a statement. Again, ' Is what the

learner learns that which he learns ?
' A man learns

a slow march quick ; it is not then what he learns

that is meant but how he learns it. Again, ' Does a

man trample on that through which he walks ?
'

But he walks through the whole day. Was not what
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oXrjv. r) ovx o ^aSt^et aAA' ore ^aSt^et etprjKev

ov8^ orav rrjv KvXiKa Trlveiv, o ttlvcl aAA' i^ ov.

35 /cat dp' o Tt? oiSev 7) jxadajv rj evpwv otSev; cSv 8e

TO iJi€v evpe TO S e/xade, ra diJt,(f)CO ovherepov . rj o

fiev OLTTav, a 8' (ov^y airavra;^ Kal on can ris rpi-

Tos avdpcoTTos Trap' avrov /cat tovs /ca^' eKaarov. to

yap dvdpiVTTos Kal dnav to koivov ov roSe tl, dAAa

TOLOvhe Tt rj Trpos tl r) ttcx)'5 rj Ttbv tolovtcov tl arj-

i79a^atVei. ojjlolco? he /cat evrt tov KopiaKos Kal Ko-

piaKos jjiovatKos, rroTepov TavTOV rj cTepov; to

jiev yap rdSe tl to Se tolovSc arjjxaiveL, wot ovk

ecTTLV avTo eKdeadaL' ov to eKTlOeadaL 8e Trotet tov

TpLTOV dvOpCOTTOV, dAAo, TO OTTCp ToSc TL €LVaL GVy-

5 ^(lopeLV. ov yap earat roSe tl eivat, orrep KaAAta?,

/cat OTTep dvdpojTTog ccttlv. oj38' ei,' rts" to cKTLdd-

fxevov jXTj orrep To8e Tt efvat XeyoL dAA' oTrep ttolov,

oi}8ev 8totaef eaTat ydp to irapa tovs ttoAAous" €v

Tl, otov o dvdpcoTTOs. (f)avep6v ovv otl ov Sotcov

ToBe TL €LvaL TO KOLvfj KaTTjyopovfxevov €TtI TrdcTLV,

10 dAA' T^TOt TTOtOV rj TTpog TL rj TTOaOV rj TCJJV TOLOVTCOV

TL arjjialveLV.

XXIII. "OAoj? 8' iv Tolg rrapd Trjv Ae^tv Aoyot?

det /caTa to dvTLKeijievov eoTaL rj Xvgls rj Trap' 6

^ Reading a 8' <ovx> anavra with Pickard-Cambridge.
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was meant not what he walks through but when he
walks ? Just as when we talk of a man drinking a

cup, we refer not to what he drinks but to that out

of which he drinks. Again, ' Is it not either by
learning or by discovery that a man knows what he
knows ?

' But, supposing that of two things he has

discovered one and learnt the other, he has not either

discovered or learnt the two taken together. Is it

not true to say that what he knows is each single

thing, but not all the things taken together ? There
is also the argument that there is a ' third man '

beside ' man ' and ' individual men.' This is not so,

for ' man ' and every generic term denotes not an
individual substance but a quality or relation or mode
or something of the kind. So, too, with the question

whether ' Coriscus ' and ' the musician Coriscus ' are

the same thing or different. For the one term denotes

an individual substance, the other a quality, so that

it is impossible to isolate it ; for it is not the process

of isolation which produces the ' third man ' but the

admission that there is an individual substance. For
' man ' will not be an individual substance as Callias

is, nor will it make any difference if one were to say

that what is isolated is not an individual substance

but a quality ; for there will still be a one as con-

trasted with the many, for instance ' man.' It is

obvious, therefore, that it must not be granted that

the term predicated universally of a class is an in-

dividual substance, but we must say that it denotes

either a quality or a relation or a quantity or some-
thing of the kind.

XXIII. To sum up, in dealing with arguments Summary of

which turn on language the solution will always de- solution of
**

pend on the opposite of that on which the argument fallacies
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eariv 6 Aoyo?. olov el irapa avvOeaiv 6 Aoyos", 17

AvcFLg SteAovTi, el Se rrapa Staipeatv, avvBevri. ttolXlv

15 ei TTapa Trpoacohiav o^elav, rj ^apela irpoacphia

Xvais, el he irapa §apelav, rj o^ela. el 8e irap'

ofjiOJVVfMLav, kari ro dvrtKretjuevov ovop^a eiTTovra

XveLV, olov el atpvxov^ ovpb^alveL Xeyeiv, (xtto^t)-

aavra pbT] elvai, hrjXovv cLg eariv epujjvxov el 8'

ai/jvxov e(f)r]aev, 6 8' epultv^ov avveXoyiaaro, Xeyeiv

20 CO? ecrriv aipv^ov. opiOLCos Se Kal eirl rrjs dp,(f)L-

^oAta?. el Se nap' opioiorrjra Xe^eojs, to avriKei-

p,evov earai Xvcns. ap' o p^T] ex^i, Boirj av ris

;

r) ovx o pLTj ex^t, aAA' cos ovk e;(et, olov eva piovov

acrrpdyaXov. ap* o tTrtCTTarai, pcadcbv 7) evpcjv

eiTiaTaTai,; aAA ovx ^ eTnararai. /cat o paoLL,eL

25 TrareX, dXX' ovx ore. op.oico'S Se Kal eirl rcbv

dXXiov.

XXIV. ripos" Se Tovs TTapd to ovpL^e^rjKog p-ia

puev T) avTrf Xvaig TTpog aTravra?. eTrel yap dSi-

OpiOTOV eCTTt TO TTOTe XeKTeOV eTTL TOV TTpdypbaTos,

OTav em tov avpu^e^r^KOTog vTTapxjj, Kai err eviojv

30 pi€V SoKet Kal <f>aaiv, ctt' evicov 8' ov (f)aaLV dvay-

Kalov elvai, prjTeov ovv avpi^L^aadevTos^ opiOLcos

TTpog dnavTas otl ovk dvayKalov. ^X^^^ ^^ ^^^

7Tpo(f>epeLV TO olov. elol Se TrdvTes ol rotoiSe tcov

X6ya)v TTapd to avpL^e^rfKos • dp* oTSas o pieXXco

^ Reading atpvxov with Poste for efulivxov.

* Omitting el after Kal.

' Reading avfi^i^aadivros with A.

» See note on 178 a 31. » See 178 b 32-33.
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turns ; for example, if the argument turns on com- which

bination, the solution will be by division, if on division, df^tlon.^"

by combination. Again, if it turns on acute accentua-

tion, grave accentuation will be the solution, and
vice versa. If it turns on equivocation, it can be solved

by the use of the opposite term ; for example, if it

so happens that one says something is inanimate

after having denied that it is so, one must show that

it is animate ; and, if one has said that it is inanimate

and one's opponent has argued that it is animate,

one must assert that it is inanimate. Similarly, too,

in the case of ambiguity ; if the argument turns on

similarity of language, the opposite will be the solu-

tion. ' Could one give what one has not got ?
'

Surely not 7i-kat he has not got but he could give it in

a 7vay in which he has not got it, for example, a single

die " by itself. ' Does a man know the thing which

he knows by learning or discovery ? ' Yes, but not
' the things, which he knows.' Also a man tramples

on the thing through which he walks, not on the time

through which he walks. *" And similarly, too, with

the other instances.

XXIV. To meet arguments which turn upon acci- (ft) Solu-

dent one and the same solution is universally appli- dependent

cable. It is undetermined on what occasions the
^j^f x^".

attribute should be applied to the subject where it xxx).'

belongs to the accident, and sometimes it is generally ^gnt
^"

held and stated to belong and sometimes it is denied <^"2^^^y ^^^

that it necessarily belongs. We must, therefore, when consequence

a conclusion has been reached, assert in every case
[g°^g"^t to

ahke that it does not necessarily belong. But we must the subject.

have an example to bring forward. All such arguments

as the following turn on accident :
' Do you know what

I am about to ask you ?
' 'Do you know the man
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ae epiorav ; dp' olSag rov TrpocnovTa 7) rov iy-

KeKaXvixfievov ; dp' 6 avSpids aov iariv epyov, fj

35 cros 6 KVCDV TTarrjp; dpa rd dAtya/ci? oAtya oXiya;

(f>av€p6v yap iv aTraai. tovtols on ovk dvdyK-r] to

Kard rod avjji^e^r]kotos /cat /cara tov 7Tpdyp,aTos

dXrjdeveadaf (jlovols yap toIs /cara ttjv ovaiav

dhia<j)6poLS Kal ev ovaiv dnavTa 8o/cet Tauro. virdp-

I79b;(;eir* to) S' dyadco ov TavTov ioTiv dyaOco t efvai

KoX fxeXXovTt, ipojTaadaL, ouSe tco TrpoaiovTi rj ey-

K€KaXvfi[X€va) TTpoaioVTL T€ elvai Kal Kopta/coc c5ctt'

OVK el olBa TOV ViopioKov, dyvoci) 8e tov TrpoaiovTa,

TOV avTov otSa Kal dyvodj' ovS' el tout' eoTlv e/xov,

5 eoTt, 8' epyov, ejjiov eoTiv epyov, dXX' rj KTr^jxa rj

TTpdyjxa rj dXXo ti. tov avTOV Se rporrov Kal errl

Tcbv dXXoiv.

Avovai he Ttve? dvai,povvTes ttjv epcoTTjaiv (jyaal

yap ivhexccrdai TavTO npayfia elhevai Kal dyvoelv,

dXXd firj Kara TavTO' tov ovv TrpoatovTa ovk eiSoTeg,

10 TOV Se Kopicr/cov elSores, ravTO jiev elhevat Kal

dyvoelv <j>aaLV, dXX ov /caTct TauTo. KaiTot, rrpaiTov

jiev, Kaddrrep rjSrj eirrofjiev. Set tcov irapd ravTO

XoyuiV TTjv avTTjv elvai hiopdwaLV avrrj S' ovk

eoTai, dv Tt? pirj errl tov elhevai dXX' errl tov elvai

rj TTOJS ^x^iv TO avTO d^tcujLta Xajx^dvrj, olov el oSe

» See 179 b 15. Cf. Plato, Euthydemus 298 e,

* The reference here is to the question (a 33) ' Do you
know what I am about to ask you ? ' The reply is ' no.'
' I am going to ask you about the good ; therefore, you do
not know about the good.'

« 177 b 31.
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who is coming towards us ?
' or ' the man with his

face covered ?
' 'Is the statue your work ? ' or ' Is

the dog your father ? ' " 'Is the result of multiplying

a small number by another small number itself a

small number ? ' It is obvious that in all these

instances it does not necessarily follow that the

attribute which is true of the accident is also true of

the subject. For it is only to things which are in-

distinguishable and one in essence that all the same
attributes are generally held to belong ; but in the

case of the good, it is not the same thing to be good
and to be about to be the subject of a question. ** Nor
in the case of ' the man who is coming towards us

'

(or ' with his face covered '), is ' to be coming towards

us ' the same thing as ' to be Coriscus '
; so that,

if I know Coriscus but do not know the man who is

coming towards me, it does not follow that I know
and do not know the same man. And again, if this

is ' mine ' and if it is also ' a piece of work,' it is not

therefore ' a piece of my work ' but may be my
possession or chattel or something else. The other

instances can be treated in the same way.

Some people obtain a solution by demolishing the (^) By de-

thesis of the question ; for they say that it is possible the original

to know and not to know the same thing but not question,

in the same respect ; when, therefore, they do not

know the man who is coming towards them but know
Coriscus, they say that they know and do not know
the same thing but not in the same respect. Yet in

the first place, as we have already said," the method
of correcting arguments which turn on the same
principle ought to be identical, yet this will not be so, if

one takes the same axiom to apply not to ' knowledge
'

but to ' existence ' or ' being in a certain state '

; for
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15 ear I, Trarrjp, eari Be aos' el yap ctt' eviojv toOt'

earlv dXrjdes Kal evSexerai ravro elSevac Kal

ayvoeZv, aXX evravda ovBev KocvcoveZ to Xe^dev.

ovSev Se KcoXvei tov avrov Xoyov vXeiovs yio-)(jd'i)pias

e;^€tv. aAA' ov^ "^ Trdurjs a/xaprta? e[X(f)dvLaLS Xvols

eariv eyxojpel ydp otl fxev iftevhos avXXeXoyiarai,

20 Sel^ai TLva, irap* o he p,rj Bel^ai, olov tov Tiijvcovos

Xoyov, on ovk eari Kivrjdrjvat,. cScrre /cat et tls

eTTix^LpoLT] avvdyeiv a>? dhvvarov, afxaprdvei, kov

el pLvpidKLS
fj

avXXeXoyiapLevos' ov ydp eariv avrrj

Xvais. rjv ydp rj Averts' €[ji(f)dvi(ng ipevSovs avXXoyi-

afxov, Trap' o i/jevS'qs' el ovv firj avXXeXoyLUTai rj

25 Kal dXrjdes •^ tpevSos {i/'eyScD?)^ eVtp^et/jet avvdyeiv,

rj eKeivov St^Awcti? Auo'ts' eariv. tacos 8e Kal rovr*

67?' evicov ovSev KcoXveL avfM^alveLV' ttXtjv eTri ye

rovrcov ovhe rovro So^eiev dv Kal ydp rov Kopt-

aKov on Ko/DiCTKO? otSe, Kal rd Trpoatov on Trpoa-

Lov. evSexeaOai 8e BoKel ro avro elBevai Kal fi-q,

30 olov on fiev XevKov elSevai, on Be (XOvatKov {xt)

yvix}pit,eiv ovra> ydp ro avro otBe Kal ovk otSev,

dAA' ov Kard ravrov. ro Be Trpoaiov Kal K^oploKov,

Kal on TTpoaiov Kal on KoplaKos, olBev.

'O/Ltotcu? 8' dfjiaprdvovat Kal ol Xvovres, ori diras

^ Reading with W. A. Pickard-Cambridge i/ievSos <ifiev8a)s>.

" €'/. a 34 f., the false conclusion being, ' This dog is your
father.'
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example, ' this dog is a father, this dog is yours.' "

Though it is sometimes true and it is possible to know
and not to know the same thing, yet the suggested
solution is quite inapplicable in the above instance.

But there is no reason why the same argument should

not contain several flaws, but it is not the exposure
of every fault that forms a solution ; for it is possible

for a man to show that a false conclusion has been
reached without showing on what point it turns, as,

for instance, in Zeno's argument that motion is im-

possible. Even, therefore, if one were to attempt
to infer the impossibility of this view, he is wrong,
even though he has given countless proofs ; for this

procedure does not constitute a solution, for a solu-

tion is, as we saw, an exposure of false reasoning,

showing on what the falsity depends. If, therefore,

he has not proved his case or else if he attempts to

draw an inference, whether true or false, by false

means, the unmasking of this procedure is a solution.

But perhaps, though in some cases there is nothing

to prevent this happening, yet it would not be gener-

ally admitted in the instances given above ; for he
knows that Coriscus is Coriscus and that what is

coming towards him is coming towards him. But
there are cases in which it is generally held to be
possible to know and not to know the same thing

;

for instance, one can know that someone is white

but be ignorant of the fact that he is musical, thus

knowing and not knowing the same thing but not

in the same respect ; but as to what is coming towards

him and Coriscus, he knows both that it is coming
towards him and that he is Coriscus.

An error similar to that made by those whom we (Erroneous

have mentioned is committed by those who solve ^fution."
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35 apiOixos oXiyos, uiairep ovs etTTOfiev el yap fXTj

GVjXTTepaivojxevov, rovro TrapaXcTTovres , aX'qdeg avfx-

7T€7Tepavdai, <f)acri, Trdvra yap efvat Kal ttoXvv /cat

oXiyov, afxaprdvovaiv

.

cjVlol be Kal tco Sltto) Xvovctl rovs avXXoyiafiovs

,

oiov OTL aos ecTTt Trarrjp t] vlos ^ SovXos. KalroL

180 a (f)avep6v COS el rrapd to 7roAAa;^aJ9 XeyeaOat (fyatverai

6 eXeyx^os, Set rovvofjba rj rov Xoyov Kvpiios elvat

TrXeLovojv to 8e tovS' elvai rovhe reKvov ov8els

Xeyei Kvpiojs, ei hearroT-qs earl reKvov dXXa rrapd

5 TO avjJb^e^r^Kos r) avvdeai? eoTiv. dp' eo-rt tovto

aov ; vaL. eart he tovto tIkvov ; adv dpa tovto

TeKvov OTL av/jL^e^rjKev elvai /cat aov /cat TeKvov,

dAA' ov aov TeKvov.

Kat TO elvai tcov /ca/coiv tl dyadov rj ydp ^povrj-

aLS eaTiv eTnaTiqpLri tcov KaKcov. to 8e tovto tov-

10 TCOV elvai ov Aeyerat TroAAa;^;^;?, dAAa KTrjpba. el

8 dpa TToXXaxcog (/cat ydp tov dvdpcoTTov tcov ^cocjov

(f)ap,ev etvaL, dAA' ov tl KTrj/jia) /cat edv tl irpds rd

/ca/cd XeyrjTaL at? tlvos, 8td tovto twv KaKchv eoTiv,

dAA' ov TOVTO TCOV KaKWV . TTapd TO TTTJ ovv /Cat

aTrAcos' (jyaiveTaL. /catVot ivSex^rai ictcds" dya^op*

15 etval TL TCOV /ca/ccDv Slttws, dAA' ovk enl tov Xoyov

TOVTOV, aAA' et tl BovXov etrj dyadov pLo)(6r]pov,

jLtdAAov. tacos 8' oi)8' ovTcos' ov ydp el dyadov Kal

" When it is equivalent to our ' so-and-so's.'
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the argument that every number is small ; for if,

when no conclusion has been reached, they pass over
the fact and say that a conclusion has been reached
and is true because every number is both large and
small, they are committing an error.

Some people, too, solve these reasonings by the
principle of ambiguity, saying, for example, that
' yours ' means ' your father ' or ' your son ' or ' your
slave.' Yet it is obvious that, if the refutation turns

upon the possibility of several meanings, the term
or expression ought to be used literally in several

senses ; but no one speaks of A as B's child in the
literal sense if B is the child's master, but the com-
bination is due to accident. ' Is A yours ?

' ' Yes.'
' Is A a child ?

' ' Yes.' ' Then A is your child,' for

he happens to be both yours and a child ; but for all

that he is not ' your child.'

There is also the argument that ' something " of

evils " is good ; for wisdom is a knowledge " of

evils." ' But the statement that this is ' of so-and-

so ' ^ is not used with several meanings but denotes
possession. Granting, however, that the genitive has

more than one meaning (for we say that man is ' of

the animals,' though not a possession of theirs), and if

the relation of so-and-so to evils is expressed by the

genitive, it is therefore a so-and-so ' of evils,' but so-

and-so is not one of the evils. The difference seems to

be due to whether the genitive is used in a particular

sense or absolutely. Yet it is perhaps possible for the

saying ' Something of evils is good ' to be ambiguous,
though not in the example given above, but rather in

the phrase ' a slave is good of the wicked.' But per-

haps this example is not to the point either ; for if

something is ' good ' and ' of so-and-so,' it is not at
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TOVTov, ayaOov rovrov a/xa. ovBe ro tov avOpajnov

(pavat. Tcov t,a)Cov elvai ov Xeyerai TToAXaxoJS' ov

20 yap et TTore rt arip,aivop,ev d^eAovre?, rovro Xe-

yerai TToXXaxcos' /cat yap to -q/jiicrv elirovTes tov

eiTovs So? /xot 'lAidSa ar)fj,aivoiJiev, olov to fxijviv

d'etSe Bed.

XXV. Tovs 8e TTapa to Kvpiois Tohe r) Trfj -^

TTOV 7] TTOJS 7] 77/309 TL Xiyeodai Kal fir] anXajg,

25 XvTeov (TKOTTOVVTI TO avfiTTepaofjia irpos Tr]v dvTt-

(pacnv, el evhe^^TaL tovtojv tl rreTTOvdevai. to. yap

evavTia Kal to. dvTLKelfieva Kal cf)daLv Kal d7T6(f)aaLV

aTrAcij? iJiev dBvvaTov vTrdp^eiv tw avTw, ttjj fxevToc

CKdrepov ^ rrpos ri rj ttws, r] to p,ev tttj to 8'

aTrAcD?, ovSev KOiXvei. oiOT el Tohe p.ev dTrAd)?

30 ToSe Se rcf], ovtto) eXeyxos. tovto S' ev to) avfx-

TTepaapiaTt decoprjTeov npos ttjv dvTi<f)a(jiv.

Etcrt oe TTavTes ol toiovtol Xoyoi toOt' e)(ovTes,

dp' evSe;^^''"^^'^ '''o
P''^ ov elvai; dXXd p,r)v eoTi ye

TL p,'q ov. opbOLOJS 8e Kal to ov ovk eoTai- ov yap

35 eoTai Tl Tcx)v ovTojv. dp' ivSex^Tai tov avrov d/xa

evopKeZv Kal eTnopKelv; dp' eyxojpel tov avTov

afj,a TU) avTO) Treideadai Kal dneideiv; rj ovTe

TO elvai tl Kal elvat TavTov; to Se firj ov, ovk el

eoTL TL, Kal eoTLv dTvAdis'- ovt' el evopKel Tohe -q
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the same time ' so and-so's good.' Nor is the state-

ment that ' man is of the animals ' used with several

meanings ; for a phrase does not acquire several

senses every time we express its meaning in an ellip-

tical form ; for we express, ' Give me the Iliad ' by
quoting the half line ' Sing, goddess, the wrath.'

XXV. Arguments which turn upon the use of an (2) The use

expression not in its proper sense but with validity
°vu^*^or*

in respect only of a particular thing or in a particular without

respect or place or degree or relation and not ab- tlon.'

solutely, must be solved by examining the conclusion
in the light of its contradictory, to see if it can possibly
have been affected in any of these ways. For it is

impossible for contraries and opposites and an affirma-

tive and a negative to belong absolutely to the same
subject ; on the other hand, there is no reason why
each should not belong in a particular respect or

relation or manner, or one in a particular respect and
the other absolutely. Thus if one belongs absolutely
and the other in a particular respect, no refutation has
yet been reached. This point must be examined in the
conclusion by comparison with its contradictory.

All the following arguments are of this kind : Is Examples,

it possible for what is-not to be ? But surely it is

something which is not. Similarly, too. Being will

not be ; for it will not be any particular thing which
is.—Is it possible for the same man at the same time
to keep and to break his oath ?—Is it possible for the
same man at the same time to obey and disobey the
same order ? Is it not true, in the first place, that
being something and Being are not the same thing ?

On the other hand, Not-being, even if it is something,
has not absolute being as well. Secondly, if a man
keeps his oath on a particular occasion or in a par-
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TrjSe, dvdyKrj /cat evopKelv, 6 8' o/xocra? eTnopK-qaeLV

180 b €vopK€L emopKaJv rovro fiovov, evopKel Se ov' ou8'

o a7T6ida)V TTeiderai, dXXd n neWerai. ofjioios S'

o Aoyo? /cat Trept tou i/jevSeadat rov avrov djxa /cat

aXrjdeveiv dXXd hid to fxr] elvai evdecopr^Tov, tto-

Tepojg av tls drTohoirj ro aTrAa)? dXrjdeveLv ^ ifjevSe-

5 adai, hvuKoXov ^atVerat. /ccoAuet 8' rov avrov^ ovhev

aTrXcJs p^ev elvac ipevSrj, tttj 8' dXrjOrj, rj tlvos /cat

etvat dXiqdrj rivd, dXrjdrj 8e (^avTOvy jLti^.* . o/Ltota>s" Se

/cat CTTt TCtJV' 77/30? Tt /Cat 7TOV /Cat TTOTC " TTClVTeS" ya/>

ot TOLOVTOi XoyoL TTapd rovro avpi^aivovaiv . dp*

rj vyieia rj 6 rrXovros dyadov; dXXd ro) dcftpovi

10 /cat p,rj dpddJs XP^H-^^V ^^'^ dyadov dyaOov dpa

/cat ovK dyadov. dpa ro i5ytatVetv rj Bvvaadai ev

TToAet dyadov; dAA' eariv ore ov ^eXriov ravrov

dpa rw avTcp dyadov /cat ovk dyadov. rj ovSev

KOjXvei, aTrXdjs ov dyadov rcpSe [xr] elvai dyadov, r]

rcohe pbkv dyadov, dAA' ov vvv t} ovk evravd* dyadov

;

15 dp' o p^T] ^ovXoir^ av 6 (f)p6vLpiO£, /ca/cov; diro-

jSaAetr 8' ov jSouAerat rdya^ov /ca/cov dpa rdya^dv.

ou ydp ravrov etTreiv rdya^ov efvat /ca/cov /cat to

dTrojSaAetv rdyadov. 6pL0i(x)S 8e /cat d tou KXerrrov

^ Reading toi' auror or roCrov for auroi'.
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ticular respect, it does not necessarily follow that
he is a keeper of oaths, but he who he has sworn that
he will break his oath keeps his oath on this particular

occasion only by foreswearing himself, but is not a
keeper of oaths ; nor is he who disobeys obedient,
except to a particular order. The argument is

similar which deals with the question whether the
same man can say what is at the same time both true

and false ; but it presents apparent difficulties be-
cause it is not easy to see whether the qualification
* absolutely ' should be applied to ' true ' or to ' false.'

But there is no reason why the same man should not
be absolutely a liar yet tell the truth in some respects,

or that some of a man's words should be true but he
himself not be truthful. Similarly, too, if there are

qualifications of relation or place or time. All the

following arguments turn upon a point of this kind.

Is health (or wealth) a good thing ? But to the

fool who misuses it, it is not a good thing ; it is,

therefore, a good thing and not a good thing.—Is

health (or political power) a good thing ? But there

are times when it is not better than other things
;

therefore the same thing is both good and not good
for the same man. Or is there no reason why a thing

should not be absolutely good but not good for a

particular person, or good for a particular person, but
not good at the present moment or here ?—Is that

M'hich the wise man would not wish, an evil ? But he
does not wish for the rejection of the good ; therefore,

the good is an evil. This is not true ; for it is not the

same thing to say that the good is an evil and that

the rejection of the good is an evil. So likewise with

the argument about the thief ; it does not follow,

* Reading dXridrj 8e <.avT6v> fir).
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Aoyo?. ov yap el KaKov icrrtv 6 KXevTrjg, Kal ro

20 Xa^elv earl KaKov ovkovv to KaKov ^ovXerat, dXXa

rayadov to yap Xa^elv dyaOov dyadov. Kal r^

voaos KaKov cotlv, aAA ov to diro^aXelv voaov.

dpa TO StKacov tov dSiKov Kal to St/cat'cos' tov

aSi/coj? alpeTcoTCpov ; dAA' dTroOavelv aStVco? alpe-

TCxiTepov. dpa hiKaiov iaTtv Ta avTov e^eLV eKaoTov

;

25 a S' dv TLS Kptvrj /cara So^av ttjv avTov, Kav
fj

ipevBrj, Kvpid eoTLV €k tov v6p,ov to avTO dpa

hiKaiov Kal ov hiKaiov. Kal noTepa Set Kpcvetv tov

Ta StVaia Aeyoyra ^ tov Ta aSt/ca; oAAo. fX7]v Kal

TOV dSLKovp,evov hiKaLOV eoTiv iKavdJs Xeyetv a

evadev raura S' rjv dSiKa. ov yap el TraOeZv ti

dSiKCos alpeTov, to aStVo)? alpcTajTepov tov St-

30 Kaioi)S' aAA' dTrAcD? p,€V to SiKaiojs, toSI fxevTot

ovSev Ka)XveL dStVojS" rj StKatO)?. Kal to e^^iv rd

avTov St/catov, to Se rdAAdrpia ov SiKatov Kpiaiv

p,evTOi TavT'qv hiKaiav elvai ovhev /ccuAuet, olov dv

fj
/card Bo^av tov KpcvavTos' ov yap el SiKaiov

ToSl 7) coSi, Kal dTrXdjg SiKaiov. opLoiois 8e Kal

35 dSi/ca ovTa ovhev KcjXvei XeyeLV ye avTa hiKaiov

elvaf ov yap el Xeyeiv St/caiov, dvayKt] StVaia

elvaL, (LoTTep ouS' el (h^eXip^ov Xeyetv, cu^e'At/Lta.

O/JiOlCOS
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if the thief is an evil, that to acquire things is also an
evil. The thief, therefore, does not v^^ish for what is

evil but for what is good ; for to acquire something
good is good. Also disease is an evil, but to get rid

of disease is not an evil.—Is what is just preferable

to what is unjust and are just circumstances prefer-

able to unjust ? But it is preferable to be put to

death unjustly.—Is it just that each man should

have his own ? But judgements which a man passes

in accordance with his personal opinion, even if they
are false, are valid in the eyes of the law ; the same
thing, therefore, is just and not just.—Again, should
judgement be given in favour of him who says what
is just or of him who says what is unjust ? But
it is just for the victim of injustice to state in full

the things which he has suffered, and these things

were unjust. For if to suffer something unjustly is an
object of choice, it does not follow that unjust cir-

cumstances are preferable to just, but, absolutely,

justice is preferable ; but this does not prevent unjust

circumstances being preferable to just in a particular

case. Again, it is just that a man should have his

own, and it is not just that he should have what
belongs to another ; but there is no reason why any
judgement which is given in accordance with the

judge's opinion should not be just ; for, if it is just

in a particular case and in particular circumstances,
it is not also absolutely just. Similarly, too, there is

no reason why, though things are unjust, merely
saying them should not be just. For if to say things

is just, it does not follow that they are just, any more
than, if it is expedient to say things, it follows that
those things are expedient. Similarly , too , with things

that are just. So that if what is said is unjust,
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ra Aeyo/xeva dSiKa, 6 Xeyojv d'Si/ca vlko.- Xeyei,

yap d Xeyeiv earl StVata, aTrAois' 8e kul Tradelv

d'St/ca.

181a XXVI. Tots' Se irapa tov opiaixov ytro/xeVois' rov

eXeyxou, Kaddrrep VTreypdcJir] rrporepov, dTravTrjreov

GKOTTovaL TO avp.TT€paap,a Trpos ttjv dvTL(f)aaLV, ottco?

earat to avro koI Kara to avTO /cat Tvpos to avTO

5 Kal d>aavT(X)'5 /cat eV to) avTco )(^p6vcp. idv S' ev

o-pxjj TTpoGeprjraL, ovx ofioXoyrjTeov (Ls dSvvaTOV

TO avTO etvat StTrAdcrtor /cat [xrj StTrAdcrtov, dAAd

(f>aT€ov, puTj fjbevTOL ojSl, (x)s ttot' ^v to eXeyx^adai

hiojpuoXoyrjixevov , elal Se Trdrre? oiS' ol Adyot

TTapa TO tolovto. dp 6 etSco? e/cacrTov otl eKaoTov,

10 otSe TO TTpdyjjia; /cat d dyt'odir (LaavTcos ; eiScu?

Se Tt? Tor Kopio'/cov' drt Kopia/cos", dyvooif] dv otl

fiovaiKog, ware TavTO eTrioTarat /cat dyvoet. dyoa

TO TeTpdrriqxy tov TpiTTTj^eos pbeZl,ov ; yevoiTO S'

dv e'/c TpLTTiqxpvs TerpdTT7]-)(V Kara to fxrJKOs- to 8e

/xet^ov eAaTTovos" jLtet^ov auTO ct/aa auTou pbelS^ov

/cat eAaTToi'.

15 XXVII. Toy? Se rrapd to alreZaOat Kal Xap,-

^dveLv TO iv dp^fj Trvvdavofievco /xeV, dv rj SrjXov,

ov 8oT€ov, ouS' dv evSo^ov
fj,

XeyovTa TdXrjdes.

dv 8e Xddrj, ttjv dyvoiav Std ttjv iJio)(6rjpLav tcov

" 167 a 23.
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it does not follow that it is a case of the man who
uses unjust pleas winning his cause ; for he is saying
things which it is just for him to say but which are,

absolutely, unjust for anyone to suffer.

XXVL Refutations which are connected with the migrwratio

definition of the refutation must, as suggested above,"
^'^"''*^-

be met by examining the conclusion in the light of
its contradictory and seeing how the same term shall

be present in the same respect and in the same
relation, manner and time. In putting this additional
question at the beginning, you must not admit that
it is impossible for the same thing to be both double
and not double but must admit the possibility but
not in the way that was once admitted to fulfil the
conditions of a refutation. All the following argu-
ments depend upon a point of this kind. ' Does he
who knows that A is A, know the thing A ?

' And,
similarly, ' Does he who does not know that A is A,
not know the thing A ?

' But one who knows that
Coriscus is Coriscus, might not know that he is

musical, so that he both knows and is ignorant of
the same thing.—Again, ' Is an object which is four
cubits long greater than an object which is three
cubits long ? ' But an object three cubits long might
become four cubits long. Now the greater is greater
than the less ; therefore the object is itself greater
and less than itself.

XXVII. In refutations which are connected with (4) Petitio

the begging and assuming of the original point at p^'^'^P'^^-

issue, it should not be granted to a questioner, if his

procedure is obvious, even though his view is gener-
ally accepted, but you should state the truth. If,

on the other hand, his procedure is not detected, you
should, owing to the badness of such arguments,
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TOLOVTCOV Xoycjov eiV rov ipcorcovra ixeraarpeTrreov

<1)S ov SteiAeyjueVov o yap eXey^os avev tov e^

20 apx^js. et^' on ehodrj ovx cos" tovtw XRV^ofJuevov

,

dAA' cl>s" vrpos" TovTo avXKoyiovfxevov rovvavTiov rj

eiTL TOJv TTape^eXey^cov

.

XXVIII. Kat TOWS' Sta rov TrapeTTOfJuevov avjx-

^i^dl^ovras ctt' avrov rov Xoyov SeiKreov. eari Se

StTTT^ 7] Tcov €7Tofji€va)v aKoXovOiqais . ri yap co? ro)

25 Iv fxepei TO KadoXov, olov dvOpcoTTW ^a)ov' d^iovTai

yap, el ToSe ixeTa rovSe, Kal toS' elvai pberd rovhe.

Tj Kara rds avTt^eo'ei9 ' et yap ToSe rcoSe aKoXovdel,

ra> avrLKCLfxevo) ro dvriKeLfievov. Trap* 6 Kal 6 rov

MeAiCTCTou Adyos" €t yap ro yeyovos ^X^'' ^PXV^>
'''^

dyevrjrov d^iol pirj ex^iv, c5ctt' el dyevqros 6 ovpa-

30 vos, Kal aTTeipo^. ro 8' ovk eariv dvaTraXcv yap

7] dKoXovdrjaig

.

XXIX. "Oaoi re 77apa ro Trpoaridevai ri avXXo-

yit,ovrai, OKOTTelv el d^aipovpiivov avfi^alvei /xTjSev

rjrrov ro dbvvarov. KaTreira rovro epL(j>aviariov

,

Kal XeKreov ojs ehcoKev ovx co? Sokovv dAA' chs

35 TTpos rov Xoyov, 6 Se Ke^p'^^aL ovhev Trpog rov

Xoyov.

XXX. Ylpos Se rovs rd TrXeio) ipcor'^fxara ev

TTOiovvras evdiig ev dpxfj Stopiareov. epwrriats

yap jxla Trpo's tjv /xta diroKpLai^ eanv, coctt' ovre
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make your ignorance recoil on the head of the ques-

tioner, on the ground that he has not argued properly
;

for refutation must proceed without any assumption

of the original point. Next, you must argue that the

point was granted with the idea that he was going

to use it not as a premiss but in order to argue the

opposite view to it or for the purpose of refutations

on side issues.

XXVIII. Again, those refutations which draw (5) The

their conclusions through the consequent must be consequent.

exposed in the argument itself. There are two ways
in which consequences follow : Either as the universal

follows from the particular, as ' animal ' follows from
' man '

; for it is claimed that, if A accompanies B,

then B also accompanies A. Or else the process goes

by opposites ; for if A follows B, A's opposite will

follow B's opposite. It is on this, too, that the argu-

ment of Melissus depends ; for he claims that, if

that which has come to be has a beginning, that

which has not come to be has no beginning, and so,

if the heaven has not come to be, it is also eternal.

But this is not true ; for the sequence is the reverse.

XXIX. In refutations which are argued by means (6) inser-

of some addition, you must examine whether the irrelevant

impossibility occurs none the less when the addition matter.

has been withdrawn. If so, then the answerer should

make this fact clear and should state that he granted
the addition not because he believed in it but for

the sake of the argument, but that his opponent has

made no use of it at all for his argument.
XXX. In dealing with those who make several (7) Multi-

questions into one, you should draw a distinction questions,

immediately at the beginning. For a question is

single to which there is only one answer, so that one
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TrAetco Kad^ ero? ovre eV Kara ttoXXwv, aAA' ev Kad

181b eVo? (j>aT€ov t) aTro(f)areov . woTTcp Se €7rt roiv o/xco-

vvfjicuv ore fiev ajJicfyoLV ore 8 ovSerepoj VTrap^ei,

ware fXTj airXov ovros tov ipcoriqpLaro^ aTrAco? a770-

KpivopLevoL'S ovhkv avpi^aivei Traa^^eiv, opiOLW^ /cai

irrl rovroiv. orav iiev ovv ra TrAetco ro) evL 7] to

5 €V rols TToAAois' vnapxHy tco aTrAcD? Soi'Tt Krat apuap-

rovTL ravTrjv rrjv apLapriav ovhev vrrevavrnopLa

avfx^aiveL- orav Se ro) puev tco he pur^, rj TrXeiOi Kara

nXeiovoiV, /cat eariv ais" vrrdp-)(et. apb<j>6repa a/x^ore-

pois, ecTTt 8' cl»? ou;^ VTrdpx^i ttolXlv, ware rovr

evXa^r]T€ov . olov iv rolaSe toI<5 Aoyoi?. et ro pbev

10 icrrtv dyadov ro 8e KaKov, ore ravra dXrjde? enrelv

dyadov Kal KaKov /cat TraAtv /ui^r' aya^ov ju-Tyre

KaKov {ovK ecrrt yap eKdrepov eKdrepov), ioare

ravro dyadov /cat /ca/cor /cat out' dyadov ovre /ca/cdv.

/cat et cKaarov auro avro) ravrov, /cat aAAoy erepov,

€TT€tSr]^ OVK a'AAotS' raura dAA' avrols, /cat krepa

15 avroiv, ravrd iavrots erepa /cat rayra. ert et to

/u-ev dyadov KaKov yiverai, ro 8e KaKov dyadov

iariv, hvo yevoir^ dv. Suotv re /cat aviaaiv eKare-

pov avro avno laov, ujare \aa /cat avtaa auTa

auTo t?

.

'E/LtTTtTTTOuat p.kv OVV ovroL Kal ets" dAAa? Xvcreis'

20 Kal yap ro dp,(f>a> Kal ro drravra TrXeico ar^fxatvei'

ovKovv ravrov, TrXrjv ovojxa, au/x/SatVet (f)TJaat /cat

^ Reading eneiBrj for eVel 8' with Poste.
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must not affirm or deny several things of one thing
nor one thing of several things, but one thing of one
thing. But just as in the case of equivocal terms, a
predicate is sometimes true of both meanings and
sometimes of neither, and so, though the question
is not simple, no detriment results if people give a
simple answer, so too with these double questions.

When, therefore, the several predicates are true of one
subject, or one predicate of several subjects, no con-
tradiction is involved in giving a simple answer, though
he has made this mistake. But when the predicate
is true of one subject but not of the other, or several

predicates are true of several subjects, then there is

a sense in which both are true of both but another
sense, on the other hand, in which they are not ; so

one must be on one's guard against this. The follow-

ing arguments illustrate this : (1) Supposing A is

good and B evil, it is true to say that they are good
and evil and, on the other hand, that they are neither
good nor evil (for A is not evil and B is not good), so
that the same thing is good and evil and neither good
nor evil

; (2) If everything is the same as itself and
different from anything else, since things are not the
same as other things but the same as themselves,
and also different from themselves, the same things
are both different from themselves and the same as
themselves

; (3) Moreover, if that which is good
becomes evil and that which is evil is good, they
would become two ; and of two unequal things each
is equal to itself, so that they are both equal and
unequal to themselves.
These refutations also fall under other solutions

;

for the terms ' both ' and ' all ' have several meanings,
so that to affirm or deny the same thing is verbal only,
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a7TO(f)rjaaL- tovto 8' ovk rjv eXeyxos. dXXa <f>av€p6v

on 1X7] /jbidg epoiTTJaecos rGiv nX^iovinv yivo\iivr]s

^

oXk ev Kad^ ivos ^dvros rj d7TO(f>dvTO? , ovk earai

TO aSvvarov.

25 XXXI. Hepl 8e tcov aTrayovrajv et? to' TavTO

TToAAa/CtS" €L7T€LV, (f)aV€p6v COS OV BoT€OV Tcbv VpoS

TL XeyojjievcjDv a-qfjuaivcLV ti ;^a>/3t^o/xeVas' Kad^ auras'

ras" KaT'qyopias , olov SiTrXdaLov dvev tov SiTrAaatov

rjpnaeoSy otl eja^aiVerai . Kal yap Ta SeVa iv toIs

30 evos" beovGL Se/ca Kal to Troirjaat ev to) pLTj TToirjaai,

/cat oAcu? iv TTJ d7TO<f)da€L r] <j)dais' dXX ofxojs ovk

et TtS" Xeyoi toSl pirj elvai XevKov, Ae'yei avTo XevKov

etvai. TO 8e SiTrXdacov ovSe crqixatvei ovBev tacos,

MGTTep ovSe TO iv TO) rj[j,La€L' el S' dpa Kal arjixaivei,

aAA' OV TavTO Kal avvrjprjfxevov. ouS' r] imaT'qfX'q

35 ev TO) etSei, olov el eoTiv rj laTpiKrj e7naTT]fir], ovep

TO KOLVov eKeivo 8' Tjv eTnaTrjpt,7] eTTiaTrjTov. ev

he Tols 8t' cSv hr^XovTai KaTrjyopovfjievois tovto

XeKTCov, COS OV TO avTO x^pf'S '<^'' ^v '^dj Xoyo) to

Sr^Xovfievov . to yap kolXov Koivfj /xev to avTO

SrjXol €7tI TOV aipLov Kal tov poiKov, TrpoaTi6ep.evov

182 a 8e ovhev KcoXvet dXXa, to p.ev Trj ptvl to 8e to*

GKeXei, arjjxaiveiv^ • evda fxev yap to cnfiov, evda Se

^ Reading yivonemjs for yico/itVcov.

* Inserting to before ravTO.
* Reading arjfxaivuv (oij/xatVei ABD).
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and this, as we saw, is not a refutation. But clearly,

if one of the several questions is not asked but the

answerer affirms or denies a single predicate of a

single subject, the reduction to an impossibility will

not occur.

XXXI. As regards those who lead one on to repeat (B) Solu-

the same thing several times over, it is clear that arguments
one must not allow that predications of relative tending to

, r • •/? i- • .1 1 i_ Babbling.
terms nave any signincation in themselves when
separated frorri their correlatives ; for example,
that ' double ' apart from the expression ' double of

half ' is significant, just because it appears in that

expression. For ' ten ' appears in the expression
' ten minus one ' and ' do ' in the expression ' not

do,' and affirmations in general in negations ; but,

all the same, if one were to say ' this is not white,'

one is not saying that it is white. ' Double ' has
possibly no signification at all, just as ' the ' in ' the

half ' too signifies nothing. If it has any signification,

it is not the same as in the combined expression.

Nor is ' knowledge ' of a specific kind, such as ' medi-
cal knowledge,' the same as ' knowledge ' as a

general term ; for the latter has always meant
' knowledge of the knowable.' When dealing with
terms which are predicated of the terms by means
of which they are defined, you must say that the
term defined is not the same when taken separately
as it is in the combined expression. For ' concave

'

has the same general meaning when used of the
snub-nosed and of the bandy-legged, but when it is

combined in the one case with the nose and in the
other with the leg, there is no reason why it should
not signify different things, for in the first case it

signifies ' snub,' in the other ' bandy,' and it makes
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TO pai^ov arjualvei- koL ovhev hia^epei elireZv pis

aifXTj rj pis kolXt]. ert ov Soreov rrjv Xe^tv Kar
evdv ipevSos yap iariv. ov yap iari to aifjiov pis

5 kolXt] dXXa pivos ToSt, olov rrddos, war' ovhkv

aroTTOv, et r] pis rj utp,r] pis iariv exovaa KOiXor-qra

pivos.

XXXII. Y\epl he TCJv aoXoLKtafMcov, Trap" o tl

fiev (j>aivovraL avix^aivecv, elrropbev Trporepov, cos

oe Xvreov, evr' avrcbv rwv Xoywv ecrrat <f)av€p6v.

10 diravres yap ol TOLoihe tovto ^ovXovrai Kara-

GKevd^cLV. dp* o Xeyeis dXrjdcos, Kal eari tovto

dXr)dd)s ; (f)fjs S' elvai tl XiOov eoTiv dpa tl Xidov.

rj TO XeycLV Xidov ovk eoTL XeyeLV o dAA' ov, ovSe

tovto dXXd TOVTOV €L ovv epoLTO TLS, dp* ov dXrjddJs

XeycLS, eoTL tovtov, ovk dv hoKoirj iXXrjvi^CLV,

15 cocTTTep ovS* el epoLTo, dp* rjv XeyeLS elvaL, cutlv

ovTos ; ^vXov 8' elnelv ovtms,^ rj daa jxrjTe drjXv

p.rjT dppev arjjiaiveL, ovhev hLa(f)epeL. hLO Kal ov

yLveTaL aoXoLKL(yp,6s, el o XeyeLs elvaL, eoTL tovto;

^vXov Se XeyeLS elvaL- eoTLV dpa ^vXov. 6 Be Xidos

KaL TO OVTOS dppevos exeL KXijaLV. el Se* tls epoLTO,

dp OVTOS CGTLV avTrj ; etra TraAtv, ti 8'; ov^

20 OVTOS eoTL Y^opioKos ; elT* eLTreLev, eoTLv dpa ovtos

avTrj, ov crvXXeXoyLGTaL tov aoXoiKiapLov , ov8* el

^ Reading etTretv ovtcds for dnev ovtos.
* Reading 8e for Sij.

« 165 b 20 f.

* The argument is clear in the original, because Greek is

an inflected language, whereas English does not distinguish

140



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, xxxi-xxxii

no difference whether you say ' a snub nose ' or ' a

concave nose.' Further, the expression must not

be allowed to pass without qualification ; for it is

a falsehood. For snubness is not a concave nose but
something, namely a condition, appertaining to a

nose ; so there is nothing absurd in supposing that

a snub nose is one which possesses nasal concavity.

XXXII. As regards solecisms, we have already (C) Solu-

stated " the apparent cause of their occurrence ; arguments
how they should be solved will be clear in the actual tending to

arguments. All the following arguments aim at

producing this result :
' Is a thing truly that which

you truly affirm it to be ?
' You affirm something

to be a stone (accusative masculine) ^
; therefore

something (nominative neuter) is a stone (accusative

masculine). Or does speaking of a stone (a masculine
word) involve the use of the relative ' whom ' rather

than ' which ' and the pronoun ' him ' rather than ' it ' ?

If, then, one were to ask, ' Is a stone him whom you
truly state him to be ?,' he would not be considered
to be talking good Greek any more than if he were
to ask, ' Is he whom you state her to be ?

' But the
use of the word ' stick,' or any other neuter word,
in this way, involves no difference between the
nominative and accusative ; therefore no solecism

is committed if you say, ' Is this what you affirm it

to be ? ' You affirm it to be a stick ; therefore it is

a stick, ' Stone,' however, and ' he ' have the mascu-
line gender. Now if one were to ask, ' Can " he

"

be a " she " ?,' and then again, ' Why ? Is he not
Coriscus ? ' and then were to say, ' Then he is a she,'

he has not proved the solecism even if Coriscus

between the nominative and accusative except in the personal
pronouns and the relative.

141



ARISTOTLE
182 a

TO KoptCT/co? arjfMaLvei oTTcp avrt], fjurj StScuai 8e

o aTTOKpivojxevos , aAAa Set rouro TTpoaepcjrrjOrjvai.

€t 8e /xryr' eWii^ jx-^re SlScdgiv, ov avXXeXoyLGTai

OVT€ TO) OVTL OVT€ TTpO'S TOV rjpCOTrjfJbeVOV. OflOliOS

25 ovv Set KOLKel tov Xidov arjfMatveLV ovrog. el 8e

fjLTjTe koTL p/qre hihorai, ov XeKreov to avpiTrepaapba-

^atVerat he Trapa to tt^v dvofioLov tttwglv tov

ovopLaTos opLoiav (^aLveadai. ap' aXrjdes euTtv et-

TTeZv OTL ecFTLv avTT] , oTTep elvai
(f)fi's

avTrjv ; etvai

oe (pr^s doTTtSa' eoTtv dpa avTrj daTriSa. r) ovk

30 dvayKYj, el fxrj to avTTj darriha arjpiaivet dAA' danig,

TO 8 duTTiSa TavTTjv; ovS^ el o (f>'r]s etvat, tovtov,

eaTLV ovTos, (f>'r}?
8' etvat KXeojva, eoTLv dpa ovtos

KAecova* ov yap eoTiv ovtos KAeajva* etp'qTat yap

OTL 6 (f)rjixt, etvai tovtov, eoTiv ovtos, ov tovtov

ov8e yap dv eXXrjVLt,oL ovtcds to epd)T7)p,a Xe-)(6ev.

35 dp eTTLOTaaaL tovto ; tovto 8' eoTi Xldos' erri-

OTaaai dpa Xidos. t) ov TavTO ar]fxaiv€t to tovto

€v TO) ap eTTLOTaaaL tovto Kal iv tw tovto 8e

XlBoS, dAA' iv p,€V TO) TTpcOTCp TOVTOV, iv Sc TW

vaTepcp ovtos; dp* ov eTTLcrTT^pLrjv ^x^ls, eTTLOTaaaL

tovto; eTTLaTTJixrjv 8' e^ei? Xidov eTTLOTaaaL dpa

182 b Xidov. 7] TO fjiev tovtov Xidov XeyeLS, to 8e tovtov

' ButCleon.
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signifies a ' she,' though the answerer refuses to

concede this ; but this must be the subject of a

further question. But if neither this is so nor does
he concede it, then the solecism has not been proved
either in fact or relatively to the person to whom the
question was put. Similarly, therefore, in the first

example also, ' he ' must signify the stone. If, how-
ever, this is neither true nor is conceded, the con-

clusion must not be stated, though it is apparently
true, because the case which is used of the word,
which is unlike, appears to be like.

—
' Is it true to

say that this object is what you affirm it to be ?
'

You affirm it to be a shield (accusative), therefore

it is a shield (accusative). Or is this not necessarily

so, if ' this object ' (nominative) signifies not shield

(accusative) but shield (nominative), while ' this

object ' (accusative) signifies shield (accusative).

—

Nor again if he is what you affirm him to be, and you
affirm him to be Cleona (accusative of Cleon), is he
therefore Cleona ? for he is not Cleona "

; for the

statement was that he not him is what I affirm him
to be. For the question if asked in this form ^ would
not be Greek either.

—
' Do you know this ?

' But
this is a stone (nominative) ; therefore you know a

stone (nominative). Has not ' this ' a different force

in the question ' Do you know this ? ' and in ' This

is a stone,' in the first case standing for an accusative

and in the second for a nominative ?—When you
exercise recognition of an object, do you not recognize

it ? You exercise recognition of a stone ; therefore

you recognize ' of a stone.' Do you not in the one
case put the object in the genitive and say ' of the

stone,' and in the other case in the accusative and

** i.e. with the subject in the accusative.
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Xldov iSodr) 8', ov iTnar-^fjLrjv e;^ets", eTTiaTaadai, ov

TOVTOV, dXXa TOVTO, wot' ov Xidov aAAa rov Xidov.

"On ixev ovv ol tolovtoi roJv Xoycov ov avXXoyi-

l^ovrat GoXoLKiajjiov dXXa ^aivovrai, /cat hid rl re

5 (^aivovrat /cai ttcos dTravTrjreov Trpos avrovs,

(jiavepdv eV rcov elp-qfjievojv.

XXXIII. Aet 8e Kal Karavoelv ore iravrcDV rcov

Xoycov ol jJLev elai, pdovs KaTiSelv ol Se x'^XeTTiL-

repoi, napa tl /cat ev rivi TTapaXoyil,ovrai rov

aKovovra, TroAAa/cts" ol avrol ^Keivois ovres. rov av-

10 rov yap Xoyov Set KaXelv rov Trapd ravro yivo-

/Jbevov 6 avro^ Se Xoyos rolg p,ev rrapd rrjv Xe^iv

rots Se Trapd ro avpi^e^rjKos rots 8e Trap' erepov

So^eiev dv elvat Sid ro piera(f)ep6p.€vov eKaarov p,rj

ofioiios elvau SrjXov. aiOTTep ovv ev rols Trapd rrjv

ofJLajvviXLav, oaTrep So/cet rpoTTOs evrjdeararo^ etvac

15 rdJv TTapaXoyLGjjidJv , rd [xev /cat rots" rv)(ovaiv ean
SrjXa (/cat ydp ol Xoyot axeSdv ol yeXoloi, Trdvres elal

Trapd rrjv Ae^tv), olov dvrjp e(f>ep€ro /caret /cAt/xa/co?

8i<f)pov, /cat OTTov areXXeade; Trpos rrjv Kepaiav.

Kal TTorepa rcov ^owv ejXTrpoadev re^erai; ovSerepa,

aAA' oTTLodev dp,cf)co. /cat Kadapds 6 jSopea?; ov

20 Srjra- aTreKrovrjKe yap rov TTra)-)(ov Kal rov d)vov-

pevov. dp* Yjvap^os ; ovhrjraydXX 'AttoXXcovlSt)? .

" The two meanings of the phrase are uncertain ; the

Oxford translation suggests (1) 'a man got the body of the

car taken off its chassis,' and (2) ' he came a " sitter "
{Bl(f>pos)

down from the ladder.'
'' The reply takes the word in the sense of ' To what do you

fasten the sail when you furl it ?
'

" The answer understands the question to mean ' which
cow will calve forwards ?

'
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say ' a stone '
? But it was granted that, when

you exercise recognition of a thing, you recognize
' it ' not ' of it,' so that you recognize not ' of a stone

'

but ' a stone.'

That arguments of this kind, then, do not prove
solecism but only appear to do so, and why they
appear to do so and how you must face them, is clear

from what has been said.

XXXIII. It must be noted about arguments in Note on the

general that in some it is easier and in some more degrees^of^*^

difficult to see why and where they mislead the cUHicuity in

listener, though often the latter are identical with the tion of

former. For an argument must be called identical
^^i'*''"^-

when it depends on the same principle, but the same
argument might be held by some people to depend on
diction, by others on accident and by others on some-
thing else, because each, when applied in different

contexts, is not equally clear. So, just as fallacies due
to equivocation, which are generally regarded as the

stupidest form of fallacy, some are obvious even to

ordinary minds (for almost all the most laughable
remarks depend upon diction). For example, ' A man
was carried over the standing board of the framework
of the chariot ' "

; and ' Whither are you bound ?
'

' To the yard-arm ' *"
;

' Which of the two cows will

calve in front ? ' ' Neither, but both behind.' " ' Is

the north wind ** clear ? '
' No, certainly not ; for he

has killed the beggar and the purchaser.'* ' Is he
Evarchus ? '

' Certainly not ; he is Apollonides.'
•'^

•* The answerer takes Boreas as a proper name.
' Kal Tov covovnevov is almost certainly corrupt ; Poste

suggests Kttt Tt? o wvovfievos

;

f The literal meaning of these names might be rendered
' good-manager ' and ' squanderson.'
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Tov avTov 8e rpoTvov /cat rwv aXXiov a-)(eh6v ot ttXcl-

OTOi, ra Se Kal rovs €^7T€Lpordrovs (f>aiv€rai \av-

ddveLV arjix€iov he tovtojv otl fiaxovTat ttoXXolkls

TrepL Tcov ovofjuarcov, olov TTorepov ravrov arjjxai-

25 vei Kara rrdvrcov to ov Kal to eu 7] eTepov. toTs

puev yap SoKel TavTov CTTj/xatVeiv to ov Kal to ev
OL 8e TOV TjtJvcovos Xoyov Kal HapiMeviSov Xvovai

Sta TO 7ToXXax(Ji>s (f)dvai to ev Xeyeadat Kal to ov.

o/xotcos' Se Kal tcov Trapd to avpL^e^rjKos Kal Trapa}

TCtJV dXXcov eKaoTov ol [xev eaovTat pdovs I8etv ol

30 8e ^(aXeTTchTepoL tcov Xoycov Kal Xa^elv iv tIvl yevei,

/cat TTOTcpov eXey)(os rj ovk eAey;)^os", ov paSiov

OfXOLCOS TTepl TTaVTOJV.

"EcTTt 8e SpLjxvs Xoyos ooTig diTopelv Trotet fxd-

XiUTa' haKvei yap ovtos jjudXcaTa. aTTopia 8' eart

StTTTy, 7] jxkv iv rot? avXXeXoyiafievocs , o tl dveXrj

35 Tt? TCOV epCOTTJ/JbaTCOV, T^ 8' ev rot? epiGTLKols , TTOJS

eLTTTj Tis TO TTpoTadev. StOTTep ev Tot? cryAAoytCTTi-

Kols ol SpifxvTepoL Xoyot S^rjTelv fjbdXXov ttolovolv.

eoTL he avXXoyiaTiKo^ pev Xoyog hptpiVTaTOS, dv e^

OTt /xaAiara hoKovvTcov otl /xaAtcrra evho^ov dvai,pfj.

els yap cov 6 Xoyos iJieTaTLdefjievrjs ttjs dvTL(f>daeu)s

183 a ttTravras" op^olovs e^ei tovs avXXoyLap,ovs' del yap

e^ evho^cov o/xolcos evho^ov dvaipyjaei. r) KaTaoKevd-

aei, hiOTTep diropelv dvayKaZov . /xaAiara p.ev ovv

6 TOiovTos hpijJLVs, 6 e^ 'laov to avpmepaapa ttolcov

6 Tols epojT'qp.aaL, hevTepos 8' o e^ dndvTOJV opLoiojv

^ Reading with Poste twv Trapa to avfi^e^TjKos Kal napa for

Tu>v TTfpl TOV avuPep-qKOTOS Kal irepl.

146



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, xxxiii

And so on with almost all the rest of the ambiguities,

but some even the most expert seem to fail to dis-

cern. A proof of this is that people often dispute

about the terms used, for example, whether ' Being
'

and ' Unity ' always mean the same thing or some
thing different ; for some people hold that ' Being

'

and ' Unity ' are identical in meaning, while others

solve the argument of Zeno and Parmenides by saying
that ' Unity ' and ' Being ' are used in several senses.

Similarly, too, of the arguments which are dependent
on accident and each of the other classes, some will

be easier to detect and others more difficult, and it

is not always equally easy to grasp into which class

they fall and whether refutation takes place or not.

A shrewd argument is one which causes most Shrewdness

embarrassment ; for it bites deepest. Embarrass- men\^"
ment is of two kinds. In a reasoned discussion one
is in doubt which of the questions one should subvert,

whereas in contentious arguments it is about the way
in which one is to express the proposition. Hence it is

in reasoned discussions that shrewder arguments are

more stimulative of inquiry. Now a reasoned argu-
ment is shrewdest when from the most generally

accepted premisses possible it subverts the most
generally accepted thesis possible. For the single

argument, if the contradictory is changed about,

will result in all the syllogisms being alike ; for from
generally accepted premisses it will subvert or estab-

lish an equally generally accepted conclusion ; there-

fore embarrassment must necessarily arise. Such,
then, is the shrewdest argument which puts the con-

clusion on an equality with the premisses. The next
shrewdest is that which argues from premisses which
are all on an equality ; for this will cause an equal
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ovros yap ofMoicos TTOLTjaei aTTopelv ottoIov twv
epuiTrjlxarajv avaepereov . tovto 8e ;\;aAe7Tov dvai-

pereov jjuev yap, 6 tl S' dvaipereov, dSrjXov. tcov 8'

eptcrrtKcbv Spi/JiVTaros [xev 6 Trpcorov evdvs dSrjXog

TTorepov CTuAAtAoytCTTtti rj ov, /cat TTorepov vapd
ifjevSog Tj hiaipeaiv iartv 7] Xvats, Sevrepos Se rdJv

10 dAAojv 6 SrjXos fxev on Trapd SiatpeorLV r] dvalpcGiv

CCTTi, jjiT] (f)avep6s S' coy hid rlvos tojv rjpcorrjfxevojv

avaipeoLV 'q Statpecrtr Xvreo? eariv, dXX rf rrorepov

avTTj TTapa to avpLTrepaafJia r) Trapd tl tcov €pa)T'q-

fJidTCOV ioTLV.

Evtore jLtev ovv 6 jjltj avXXoyLaOels Adyo? €vrj67]s

15 ecrrtV, idv
fj

Xiav dSo^a rj iJjevSij Ta XrjixpiaTa-

evioT€ 8' ovK d^Los KaTa(f)pov€LadaL . OTav pikv yap
iXXeLTTJ) Tl TCOV TOLOVTCOV epCOTTJfxdTCDV , 7T€pl OV 6

Xoyos Kal St' o, Kal pcrj rrpoaXa^cbv tovto kol

pLTj crvXXoyLadjxevog €m]dr]s 6 avXXoyicrpiO'S , otov

20 8e Td)V e^cxiOev, ovk €VKaTa(f>p6vr]Tos ovSafMcos, dAA'

o jxev Xoyos eTTtet/cT^?, o 8' epcoTojv rjpcoTrjKev ov

KaXcbg.

"Eart T€, wcTTTep Xv€.lv oTe fiev Trpos tov Xoyov otc

8c TTpos TOV ipcoTOJVTa Kal TTjv ipu)T7jat,v OTe he

Trpos ovhcTepov tovtojv, ofMoicos Kal ipcJTav cctti

/cat avXXoyil^ecrdai Kal Trpo'S tt^v deaiv Kal Trpds tov

25 aTTOKpLvofxevov Kai Trpo'S tov -)(p6vov, OTav
fj

TrXei-

ovos xpovov Seofxevq rj Aycrts" r] tov napovTos
Kaipov.^

XXXIV. E/c TTOGOJV jxev ovv Kal TTOLCov ytvovTai

Tot? 8iaAeyo/ieVot9 ot TrapaXoytafxoi, Kal TTCog 8et-

^o/LteV T€ i/jevBofievov Kal irapaSo^a Xeyeiv ttoltJ-

^ Reading dAA' -q with W'allies.

' Omitting with Waitz to SiaXex^V^"^'' ^rpoj rr/v Xvmv as a gloss.
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embarrassment as to which kind of question ought to

be subverted. The difficulty lies in this, that some-
thing must be subverted but it is not clear what. The
shrewdest of contentious arguments is that which,
in the first place, immediately makes it uncertain
whether the reasoning is conclusive or not, and also

whether the solution is due to a false premiss or a

distinction. Of the rest, that comes next which
clearly depends on a distinction or a subversion, but
it is not clear which of the premisses it is on the

subversion or distinction of which the solution de-
pends, but only whether this process depends upon
the conclusion or one of the premisses.

Now sometimes an inadequately reasoned argu- stupid

ment is stupid if the premisses assumed are too para- ^''^uments.

doxical or false ; but sometimes it is not deserving
of contempt. For when some question is wanting
such as concerns the argument or the means of

carrying it on, the reasoning which has failed to

supply this and is not properly argued is stupid ; but
when something which is merely extraneous has been
omitted, the reasoning is by no means to be lightly

condemned but is respectable, though the questioner

has not asked his questions well.

As it is possible to address the solution sometimes
to the argument, sometimes to the questioner and
his mode of questioning and sometimes to neither

of these, so likewise also it is possible to address one's

questions and reasonings both to the thesis and to

the answerer and to the time, when the solution needs
more time than the present occasion supplies.

XXXIV. The number, then, and the nature of the EPI-

sources from which fallacies arise in discussion, and
(i) sum-

how we are to show up a pretender and make him mary of
^ -^ results.
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30 (JOfiev, krt S' eV tlvwv (yvfx^acvei 6 ooXolklgixos,^

/cat TTws ipcoTTjreov koI tls t) tol^ls rwv ipcurr]-

fiarwv, €TL vpog ri xp'']cnfJiOL Trdvres elalv ol tolovtol

XoyoL, /cat 7T€pl OLTTOKpLaecos aTrAco? re Trao-rj? /cat

TTcos Xvreov tovs Xoyovs /cat tovs aoXoLKtapLovs,^

eLprjaOoj Tvepl aTrdvrcov rjjjuv ravra. Xolttov 8e Trepl

35 T'^S" €^ '^PXV^ TTpoOcaecos dvafivqcraatv etVetv tl

Ppo-x^ TTepl avTTJs /cat reAo? eTndeLvai rols elpr]-

IlpoetAo/xe^a pev ovv evpelv Svvap,i.v rtva avX-

XoyLOTLKrjv Trepl rov Trpo^XrjdevTos e/c rcov inrap-

XovTOJV (x)s evho^ordriov tovto yap epyov iurl rijs

183 b StaAe/CTt/c^? /ca^' avrrjv /cat Tr\s TTeipaarLKrjg. eVet

Se TrpoaKaTauKevdt,€raL TTpos avrrjv 8ta rrjv Trjg

ao(f)LaTLKrjs yeirviaaiv, ws ov povov Tret/aav Swarat

Aa^eiv StaAe/CTt/cois" dAAo. /cat co? elScog, 8ta tovto

ov p,6vov TO Xexdev epyov vrreOepeda ttjs 7Tpayp,a-

5 reta?, to Xoyov SvvaaOai Xa^elv, dXXd /cat ottcos

Xoyov vnexovreg (f)vXd^op€v ttjv deatv co? St' evho^o-

Tarojv opoTpoTTws. TTjv 8' aiTiav elprJKap^ev tovtov,

€7ret /cat 8ta tovto ^oiKpdTTjs rjpcoTa, dAA' oi}/c

aneKptveTO' (opioXoyei yap ovk etSeVat. SeSTyAcorat

8' cv Tot? TrpoTepov /cat irpo? rrocra /cat e/c 77dcra>v

10 TOVTO ecrrat, /cat o^ev eviroprjcropiev tovtcjv, ert 8e

TrcDj epiOTTjTeov iq ra/CTeov T171/ ipcoTTjaiv rrdaav, /cat

^ Reading with Pacius aoXoiKia/ios for auAAoyia/ids.

150



ON SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS, xxxiv

utter paradoxes, and, further, in what circumstances
a solecism occurs, and how to ask questions, and
what is the right arrangement of questions, and,
moreover, what is the use of all such arguments,
and also about all answering of questions in general
and in particular how to solve arguments and sole-

cisms, on all these subjects let the treatment we have
given suffice. There remains to call to mind our
original purpose and say a few words about it and
then bring our treatise to an end.

Our purpose, then, was to discover a faculty which (2) Con-

could reason on the problem set before us from the reimarks on
most generally accepted premisses that exist ; for dialectic,

this is the function of dialectic in itself and of the
art of examination. But, since there is further added
to it, on account of its close affinity with the art of

sophistry, that it can undertake an examination not
only dialectically but also with a pretence of know-
ledge, we therefore proposed as the purpose of our
treatise not only the above-mentioned task of being
able to conduct an argument but also the discovery

how, when supporting an argument, we are to defend
our thesis by means of the most generally accepted
premisses in a consistent manner. Of this we have
given the reason ; for this was why Socrates used to

ask questions but never answered them, because he
confessed ignorance. An indication has been given,

in what has been said above, of the number of cases

in which this will apply and of the various kinds of

material which can be used for this and the various

sources from which we may obtain an abundance
of them ; moreover also how questions must be
asked and about the arrangement of questions in

' Reading with Pacius aoXoiKiafiovs for avWoyiafiovs.
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Trepi re anoKpLaeajv /cat Aucrecur rajv rrpos Tom
avAXoyiafxovs . SeSTyAcorat 8e /cat Trept tcov dXXcov,

oaa rrj's avrrjg fxedohov rcbv Adycuv iariv. Trpos

oe Tovrois irepl twv -rrapaXoyiaiJioJv SieXrjXvdafxev,

15 axjTTep eLprjKajJbev rjSrj rrporepov. on /xev ovv e;^et

riXo? LKavaJs a rrpoeLXofjieda, <l)av€p6v Set 8' T^/ia?

/XT^ XeXrjdevat ro avfx^e^riKos rrepl Tavrrjv ttjv

TTpaypLareiav. tcov yap evpLaKOfxevajv aTTOVTcov to.

fj,€v Trap erepiov Ai^^^eVra Trporepov TreTTovrjpbiva

Kara fiepos imSeScoKev vtto roJv TTapaXa^ovTOJV

20 varepov ra 8 e^ VTrapxrjs evpioKopbeva pbiKpav to

Tvpcbrov eTTiSocTLv Xafjb^dveiv e'iujde, )(prjaip,a}T€pav

fxevTOi TToXXoi TTJs voTepov e/c TOVTOJV av^-qaecos.

fieyLciTOV yap locos apx^] TravTO'S, ^OTrep Aeyerat- 8to

/cat yaX(.TnxiTaTov ooco yap KpaTiOTov ttj Swafxei,

25 ToaovTip pbLKpoTaTov ov TO) fjueyeOei -)(^aXeTTojTaT6v

eaTiv 6(j>drivaL. TauTTjs 8' evprjfjievrjs paov to Tvpoa-

TiOevaL /cat ovvav^eiv to Xoittov eartv orrep /cat

TTcpl rovg prjTopLKovs Xoyovs avp,^€^r]K€, o)(eS6v 8e

/cat 7T€pl ras" ctAAa? Trdaas Texvas- ol p,ev yap tols

apxcLS evpovTeg TravreAaJS' inl fXLKpov tl Trporiyayov

30 OL 8e vvv evhoKLp^ovvTes TrapaXa^ovTes Trapd ttoXXojv

oiov e/c SLa8oxT]^ /cara fiepo? TrpoayayovTCOV ovtco?

rjv^-qKaaL, Ttatas fMev fxeTO. tovs TrpwTovs, Qpaav-

fxaxos 8e jxeTo. TiatW, 0eo8cupo? 8e jLtera tovtov,

/cat TToAAot TToAAa avvevqvoxo-fyf- f^^P'O' StoTrep ouSev

davfiacrrov ex^tv tl 7rXi]dos ttjv Texvqv. TavT-qs he
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general, and about answers and solutions applicable

to the reasonings employed. All the other points

have also been set forth which belong to the same
system of argument. In addition to these we have

also explained about fallacies, as we have already

remarked above. That what we purposed has been
satisfactorily carried through to the end is plain ;

but we must not fail to observe what has happened
regarding this inquiry. In all discoveries, either the

results of other people's work have been taken over

and after having been first elaborated have been
subsequently advanced step by step by those who
took them over, or else they are original inventions

which usually make progress which at first is small

but of much greater utility than the later develop-

ment which results from them. It is perhaps a true

proverb which says that the beginning of anything is

the most important ; hence it is also the most difficult.

For, as it is very powerful in its effects, so it is very

small in size and therefore very difficult to see. When,
however, the first beginning has been discovered, it

is easier to add to it and develop the rest. This has

happened, too, with rhetorical composition, and also

with practically all the other arts. Those who dis-

covered the beginnings of rhetoric carried them
forward quite a little way, whereas the famous
modern professors of the art, entering into the heri-

tage, so to speak, of a long series of predecessors who
had gradually advanced it, have brought it to its

present perfection—Tisias following the first in-

ventors, Thrasymachus following Tisias, Theodorus
following Thrasymachus, while numerous others have

made numerous contributions ; hence it is no wonder
that the art possesses a certain amplitude. Of our (3) Origin-^ ^

ality of the
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35 rrjs TTpayfiareias ou ro /xev '^v to S' ovk ^v Trpoe^eip-

yaafxevov, aAA' ovSev TravreXcos V7Trjp)(€v. Kal yap

TCOV 776/31 rOVS epLUTLKOV^ XoyOVS jJLiadapVOVVTCOV

ofioia ris rjv r) TralSevacs rfj Fopyiov TTpaypLareia.

Xoyovs yap ol puev prjropiKovs ol Se epotr-qriKovs

eStSocrav cKnavdaveiv, els ovg TrAeicrra/ci? eju-TriTTTetv

IM a (pT^drjaav eKarepoL tovs dXX'^Xcvv Xoyovg. StoTrep

Ta;;^eta jxev arexvos S' rjv rj SiSac/caAta rots fiav-

davovai Trap* avrcov ov yap r€)(vrjv dXXa rd dno

TTJs r€)(vr]s SiSovres" TTaiSeveLV VTreXdpL^avov , wortep

5 dv el TLs eTTLGTTJiJirjv (f)daKa>v Trapahojaeiv eirl ro

firjSev TTOvelv rovs TToSas, elra crKvroropiiKrjv fiev

pLT] 3tSaa/<:ot, p,r]h odev hwrjaerat TTopil,eadaL rd

roiavra, Soltj 8e TToXXd yevn) TravrohairaJv VTToSrj-

/xdrcov ovTOS ydp ^e^ot^drjKe jxev irpos rrfv ;^peiav,

Te)(yr]v 8' ov TrapehcoKev . /cat irepl fj,ev twv prj-

184 b TopcKcbv v7Tijp)(e TToXXd Kal TTaXaid rd Xeyojxeva,

TTepl he rod avXXoyit,eadai navreXw^ ovSev eixo/Jiev

TTporepov dXXo Xeyetv, aAA' r) rpi^fj l,rjrovvres ttoXvv

Xpdvov €7Tovovp,ev. el 8e ^aiverai deaaafxevoLS

v[XLV COS" eK roLOvroiv e^ dpxrjs v7Tap)(6vrcov ex^i-v rj

5 jxeOohos cKavdJs Trapd rds dXXas TTpayixareias ras

€/c TTapahoaeoiS r]v^rjp,evas, Xoittov dv elr) ttovtcjv

vp,(x)V ri rcbv rjKpoapievojv epyov rols p-ev napaXe-

XetfXfxevoLg rrjs p^edoSov avyyvd)p,r]v rois 8 evpy]-

fxevotg TToXXrjv ex^t-v x^P''^-
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present inquiry, however, it is not true to say that present

it had already been partly elaborated and partly

not ; nay, it did not exist at all. For the training

given by the paid teachers of contentious argument
resembled the system of Gorgias. For some of them
gave their pupils to learn by heart speeches which

were either rhetorical or consisted of questions and

answers, in which both sides thought that the rival

arguments were for the most part included. Hence
the teaching which they gave to their pupils was

rapid but unsystematic ; for they conceived that they

could train their pupils by imparting to them not an

art but the results of an art, just as if one should

claim to be about to communicate knowledge for the

prevention of pain in the feet and then were not to

teach the cobbler's art and the means of providing

suitable foot-gear, but were to offer a selection of

various kinds of shoes ; for he has helped to supply

his need but has not imparted an art to him. Also,

on the subject of rhetoric there already existed much
material enunciated in the past, whereas regarding

reasoning we had absolutely no earlier work to

quote but were for a long time labouring at tentative

researches. If, therefore, on consideration, it appears (4) Appeal

to you that, in view of such original conditions, our ^ader.

system is adequate when compared with the other

methods which have been built up in the course of

tradition, then the only thing which would remain

for all of you, or those who follow our instruction,

is that you should pardon the lack of complete-

ness of our system and be heartily grateful for our

discoveries.
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