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P R E FA C E .

ARISTOTLE
’

S explanation of the nature of Fallacies,

if not satisfactory, seem s to be as complete and in tel

ligible as any that has since been offered. As his doc

trin es, indeed, are the source and substance of those

of his successors, it appeared to the translator that

the studen t of this theory would prefer to resort for

instruction to the foun tain -head, if it were made more

easy of access .

Is not, however, the whole subject of Fallacies

somewhat trumpery, and one that may be suffered,

without much regret, to sink in to oblivion ?
”

Possibly : but besides the doctrine of Fallacies,

Aristotle offers either in this treatise, or in other pas

sages quoted in the commentary,
various glances over

the world of science and opinion, various suggestions

on prob lems
w

which are still agitated, and a. vivid pic

ture of the ancien t system of dialectic, which it is

hoped may be found both in teresting and instructive.

The text adopted is that of Bekker, except Where emenda

tion was absolutely necessary to the sense . Attention is

called in the Notes to all changes except mere changes of

punctuation .
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I . WE propose to treat of Sophistical Confutations and those
seeming confutations which are not really confutations but para
logisms

l
; and we thus begin , following the natural order of

inquiry.

The existence
,
over and above real proofs, of seeming but

unreal proofs is evident . As in other departments resemblan ce
generates semblance

,
so in reasoning. Bodily vigour is sometimes

genuine, sometimes, as in the tribal choruses, simulated by the
aid of dress : beauty is sometimes natural, sometimes coun ter
feited by cosmetics . So in lifeless objects : some bodies are
genuine silver or gold

,
others are not silver or gold but

seem such to the sense ; as litharge 5 and tin seem to be
silver, and yellow metal seems to be gold. So Proof and Con
futation are either real or only seem to be such to the inex

perienced. For the inexperienced resemble persons who view
from a distance. Proof is a tissue of propositions so related that
we of necessity assert some further proposition as their couse

quence
“
. Confutation is a proof whose conclusion is the contra

dictory of a given thesis . Some proofs and confutations have
not really these characters, but seem to have them from var ious
causes and one multitudin ous and widespread division are those
that owe their semblance to names . For, not being able to
point to the things themselves that we reason about, we use
names instead of the realities as their symbols, and then the

consequences in the names appear to be consequences in the
realities, as the consequences in the counters appear to the cal

culator to be consequences in the objects represented by the
counters . But it is not so . For names, whether simple or

B 2
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complex, are finite, realities infinite ; so that a multiplicity of

things is signified by the same simple or complex name . As,
then, in calculation, those who are unskilled in manipulating
the counters are deceived by those who are skilled, so in reason
ing, those who are unacquainted with the power of names are
deceived by paralogisms both when they are parties to the con
troversy and when they form the audience . From this cause,
and others to be enumerated

,
there exist proofs and confutations

that are apparent but unreal .

Now it answers the purpose of some persons rather to seem
to be philosophers and not to be than to be and not to seem ;
for Sophistry is seeming but unreal philosophy, and the Sophist
a person who makes money by the semblance of philosophy with
out the reality ; and for his success it is requisite to seem to per
form the function of the philosopher without performing it rather
than to perform it without seeming to do so . Now, if we define
by a single characteristic, the function of a man who knows
is to declare the truth and expose error respecting what he,
knows . The former of these powers is ability to stand examina
tion in a subject

,
the latter is ability to examine another who

professes to know it . Those
,
then, who wish to practise as

Sophists will aim at the kind of reasonings we have described,
for it suits their purpose

,
as the faculty of thus reasoning pro

duces a semblance of philosophy, which is the end they propose .

The existence
,
then

, of such a mode of reason ing, and the fact
that such a faculty is the aim of the persons we call Sophists 13,
is manifest. The various kinds of sophistical reasoning, the
branches of the sophistical faculty, the various elements of the
sophistical profession, and the other components of the art,
remain to be examined 14

II . REASONINGS in the form of dialogue may be divided into
four orders

,
Didactic, Dialectic, Pirastic, and Eristic 1

Didactic reasonings conclude from the scientific principles ap
propriate to a subject, and not from the an swerer

’s opinions
, for

the learner is required to believe 2

Dialectic employ as premisses probable propositions and con

clude in contradiction to - a thesis
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Pirastic employ as premisses the opinions of the answerer on
points that ought to be known by the pretender to science, with
the limitations elsewhere mentioned3

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

Demonstrative reasonings having been discussed in theAnalyt
ica4, Dialectic and Pirastic elsewhere, contentious and Eristic
reasonings remain to be investigated .

III . WE must first enumerate the objects aimed at when dis

putants are contentious and fight for victory. They are five
to confute the opponent, to drive him into false proposition, to
drive him into paradox

,
to reduce him to solecism, and to reduce

him to pleonasm, that is, to superfluous repetition : or the sem
blance of any one of these achievements without the reality .

The end most desired is to confute the answerer, the next to
shew that he holds a false opinion, the third to lead him into
paradox, the fourth to land him in solecism, that is, to shew
that his expression involves a violation of the laws of grammar,
the fifth to force him to unmeaning repetition .

IV . SEEMING confutations fall under two divisions ; those
where the semblance depends on language, and those where

.

it
is independent of language . Language produces a false sem
blance of ratiocination from six causes ; the ambiguity of a term,

the ambiguity of a proposition, the possibility of wrong disjunc
tion, the possibility of wrong conjunction, the possibility of

wrong accentuation, and similarity of termination . This classi
fication may either be established by inspection of instances

,
or

may be deduced (not to exclude other modes of deduction) from
the fact that there are just so many ways by which a single
term or proposition may have a plurality of meanings. i

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

ciate
,
that is, to employ knowledge, or to acquire knowledge.

Again z— Evil is good, for what is necessary is good, and evil is

necessary. Necessary” isambiguous, meaning either the result
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can or with walk, and not writing with “ can or with
write .

”
0

He knows the alphabet he had to learn .

The lesser weight if you can hardly lift the greater weight you
easily can lift.
Of wrong di sjunction the following are instances . Five is
two and three : therefore five is even and odd 11. The greater
is equal to the less, for the greater is as much as the less
and something more . For the same words have different mean
ings when joined and disjoined as

,
I made thee a slave origi

nally free . Fifty warriors with Achilles fought a hundred of

them bit the dust.
Accentuation in unwritten discussion can hardly fum ish a

fallacious reasoning, but only in written controversy and criti

cism on the poets. Homer 13, for instance, is emended against
those who condemn the expression

,
part thereof is rotten by

the rain .

” Some meet the criticism by substituting an acute
accent for the circumflex

,
making him say, nought thereof is

rotten by the rain .

” Again, in Agamemnon
’s dream, instead

of making J ove say, I grant him triumph o
’er his foes,

” they
make J ove command the dream to promiseAgamemnon triumph
o’er his foes 14. These arguments, then, turn on accentuation .

Similarity of termination produces fallacy when unlike things
have names with a like inflexion , a male object a feminine name,
a female object a masculine name

,
or a neuter a masculine or

feminine ; or when a quantity has a name with the termination
of a quality, or a quality a name with the termination of a.
quantity, or an agent a name with the termination of a patient,
or a state a name with the termination of an action, and so
on throughout the categories before enumerated 15 . For the
name of what is not an action may terminate like a name of

action
,
as ailing” resembles in inflexion cutting” and build

ing
,

” though it expresses a quality or state, while they express

actions, and so in the other categories .
V . LANGUAGE, then, furnishes occasion for seeming confuta
tions in the modes we have mentioned. Independent of Ian
guage

,
there are seven clas ses of paralogism arising from the

equation of subject and accident ; from the confusion of an
absolute statement with a statement limited in manner, place,
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time, or relation from an inadequate notion of confutation from
a conversion of consequent and antecedent ; from begging the
question ; from taking what is not a cause for a cause ; and,
lastly, from putting m any questions as one .
The equation of subject and accident occasions fallacy when
it is assumed that subject and accident have all their attributes
in common . For a subject has many accidents

,
and it is not

necessary that the accidents and the subject should have all their
attributes in common . For example, if a man is not Coriscus
it does not follow that Coriscus is not Coriscus because Coriscus
is a man 2 nor

,
because Coriscus is not Socrates and Socrates

is a man, does it follow that Coriscus is not a man,
"

because
Socrates, who is denied of Coriscus, is an accident of man 3,
Confusion of absolute

,
and qualified or limited, statements gives

rise to fallacy when the mere copula is taken as affirming abso

lute existence ; when, for instance, from the premiss, that what
is not

,
is believable, we infer that what is not, is for the copula

aflirms merely a relation, not absolute existence : or, again, if
we infer that what is

,
is not, because it is not a man or some

particular thing ; for not to be a particular thing is not the
same as absolutely not to be . The semblance of identity is
produced by the similarity of the expressions and the slightness
of the difference between the enunciation of existence and attri
bution , or of non - existence and non - attribution, or between
restricted and unrestricted predication . If

, for instance, the
Indian is black generally, but white in respect of his teeth, it
may be argued that he is white and not white ; or, if he has
both attributes in different respects, that contraries coexist . The
difference in some cases is easily perceived; as, for instance, if
from the premisses that the Ethiopian is black, and that his
teeth are white, one should fancy he had proved that he is
black and not black, putting the propositions into syllogistic

form . But it is often difficult to detect, when a qualified pre
miss is conceded but the unqualified proposition seems to

follow 4
,
and when it is difficult to say which alternative is

properly affirmed ; as happens when Opposite qualities equally
exist ; for it seems as if either both or neither may be absolutely
affirmed . If

,
for instance, half is white and half is black, which

is the whole to be called, white or black
5 ?
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Other fallacies arise from not defining proof or confutation,
and neglecting some element of the dfi nition . To confute is
to contradict one and the same predicate

,
not only the name

but also the reality
,
and not only a synonymous name but the

identical name, as a necessary consequence of the premisses, not
including the point to be proved

,
in the identical respect, rela

tion, mann er, and time in which the predicate is affirm ed by
the opponent. The same limitations are required in defining
false proposition . Sometimes a man omits one of the elements,
and then appears to confute, proving, for instance, that the
same thing is double and not double, because two is the double
of one and not the double of three ; or that the same is double
and not double of the same correlative but not in the same
respect, double in length but not in breadth ; or double of the
same correlative in the same respect and manner but not at
the same time, whereby the proof is vitiated . With some
violence we might put this class under the head of fallacies
dependent on language. of

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

A consequent gives rise to fallacy because the consecution
of consequent and antecedent seems reciprocal . If B follows
from A we irhagine that A must follow from B . Hence mis
taken perception ia sensation, as when gall is mistaken for

honey because it is yellow ; and because rain wets the ground,
wetness of the ground is supposed a proof of rain . In rhetorical
argument proof by signs 8 is based on consequences, as a man is
proved to be an adulterer by the characteristics of the adulterer,
dressing elaborately or wandering at night, which facts may be
true while the accusation is false . So in dialectic reas oning.

M elissus in his proof of the infinite extension of the universe
assumes that the universe is not generated, because from nothing
nothing can be generated, and that what is generated has a
beginning (is finite in space), and concludes that the universe

has no beginning, and therefore is infinite in space. This does

not follow . Because whatever is generated has a beginning,



16 nEPI z owz r/m /v

Yé
‘

YOVEV, aipx
'

bv Ol
’

IK é
'

xet rb n ay
,
diar

’

d
’

rretpov. 015K ava'

ym;
cl ll

33 rofiro av a t
’

vew'

or} yap et
’

rb yevép evov array aPXfiV 5X“ ,

Ka i 6 i
'

“

N dpxr
‘

w E
'

xet,
‘

ye
'

youev, 650
-

1 e 068
'

et
’

6 1rvperraw

Gepp és
‘

,
Ka i rbv Oepp bv dud‘

yxn w pérrew.

‘

O at wapo
‘

c 7 5 p i] a i
’

rwu dis a i
’
rwv

,
gray rrpoa

'hrnpoy rb

dva t
’

r tou tbs rrap
’

éKeZ
‘

vo ywoyéuov rofi ékéyxov. v Ba z
'

vet dé
A A "

8
1 A D 1

r o rowvrov eu row a s ro a uvarov w hhoywpow cu rovrow

d ail/a Kafov a
’

wa t ew T l raw Ket éuaw.

’

E&V 05V 6
’ Karaa7 P 7 P 7

pzdpnfifi e
’

v rofs' duayxau
’

ow épcorfi/taa t ri
'

p rb o
-

v/rBai
‘

vov

ddfiuarov
,
86£et r apt); rofiro yt

’

ueadat woAAaims 6 030V

311 015K é
’

art ilmxr
‘

) Ka i (an) ra ziréu'

et
’

‘

yc
‘

zp ¢00p§ yéveats
I A

6
A J, f l

8
\

evavr tov
,
mm 737 ru n cm carat TLS

‘

yer/em s evavrtov o e

fidvaros ¢00pai TLS
‘
Kai évavrfov (cuff, (Zia-re ye

’

veats (an) m ?
A A

7 6 (71V 7 0

3
7
-

0 3 ddfivarow oz
’

JK c
’

ipa rafirbv fi «Irvxfi
Ka i 1?(6011 015 81) avAAeMywrav av au

'

i/et ydp, kavmi 7 19
v A 3 I r I s I

ravro 9527 rrw(« my ry dwxy, ro advuarov
,
an d [rovov em vrtov

A A I
{wfiu [LEV Ga l/circa, dun ¢60pgz 82 yéyecrw. Aw hkoywrog

A A 1

pév 05V (in-A019 015K et
’

o
'iv of rowvror Aéym,

1rpbs
‘ dé rb 1rpoxet
A

yevou aiovAAéywroz . Kai Aavddvet flohhcims‘ mixfirrov avrovs
‘

rods e
’

pwréivras rb rowfirov.

Oi péu 015V 7rapa
‘

c ra e
'

rré/tevov Kai rrape
‘

z ro pfi ai
'
rtovAéyot

'

rowfirof et
’

ow'

oi dé wapc
‘

z rb re} 8150 e
’

pmrfiyara 3
3

V watery
,
draw

Ra t/04m whet?» dura
,
tax?obs 6

'
uros‘ drroé‘odfi airréxpun s fu

’

a;

’

Err
'

e
’

m
’

aw p éy ovu p
'

g
'

zdtov idefu 8r¢ whet
'
a)
,
Ka i (in oz

’

: doréov

duo/(p low,
ofay 1r6repou fi 7 17 GaZAarraf ear ly 1?6 ofipavés

‘ lo
; é"

,

e
’

w
’

ow 8
’

{fr
-

ray
,
Ka i

,
(by évbs (furor, i}opv '

yofio
-

t réi drroxpfl
p ea

-0m r b épwra
’

ip evov, 13e
’

Aé‘yxeo
-Ga t ¢afvovrat ofov 3p

,

0131-09

Ka i 0557-69 e
’

a
-

rw dudpwrros
' é

’

ia
-

r
’

ti ll 7 19 rfirrrz) r ourou Ka i rofirov,
d
’

udpwrrov oiAX 013K dvepa
’

irrovs
'
rvrrrflcret.

“
H rraZAw

,
div ra

‘

t [LG
'

V

e
’

arw dyaGa
‘

c rd 8
'

06K dyaeai, ruin -

a dyafidz 6 01
5

K m
i

n/d eaf ,
drrérepov yap (211 955, fo r t p év a

'

wE
'

M yxov fi $6173“



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


18 HEP! ZO¢IZ TIKDN

86§etev dv flateiu'

rb yap (pail/a t rawp i) ai
-

yafiéiv T l “ Val d'

ya
‘

a

06V réiv aiyafiéiv it?) ayaeiwdrefidos
‘
.

¢

Ore 80
‘

s

rwc
'

iwKdtv gAeyxos yin/atro dhnflwég, e
’

f TLS
‘ dot

,

” (Spofmg $1,

Aéyea da t AevKo
‘

t Ka i yvluua
‘

t Ka i Tv¢i\é . Et
’

‘

yt
‘

tp

ru¢k iw rb p i, é
’

xov (film : rre¢v s 8
’

gxew,
Ka i rv¢7\t

‘

t é
’

a
'

rat

r at in)
"
e
’

xovra dilrw 1re¢vK6r a 8
’

é
’

xew.

"
Orau ow rb [Liv

é
’

xy ro as at) 3x3), ra amber) gara t 736p€wra rv¢>ui
' drrep

adfiuarov.

VI .
“
H ofirws‘ Statperéov robs (pawoluéyovs

'
avAAoyta

'

poz
‘

zg

Ka i e
’

hé ou
*
1rcivras ai K 60 et

’

r
‘

v‘

yx 9
,
77 ua r V s 17 rov e eyxov ayumav,

dpxhv rafirnu woma'

atte
'

uovsr o
’

s
’

ar t yap drravras avahfia
'

at robs:

Aexdéuras rpérrovs et
’

s r im rofi e
’

Aéyxov Stoptoytév. flpéirov

[tév et
’

cia'

vhhé'ytarov def yap e
’

K réiv Ketp évawo
-

vpfiat
'

uew r?)

avyrrépaoyta , (So re he
'

yew éf aiuoiyKnr dhha
‘

t I“? ¢afye¢r€aL
A A

Erretra Ka i Kara ra ltépn rov Stapta/tov.

Té
'

wpév yap év rfiAéga oi yév et
’

a t 1rapa ro 8trr6v
,
ofow

'

}

re dywvv/u
’

a Ka i 6 A670? Ka i fi cactooxn/toafiun (min/17059 yap
rb mivra tbs rode r t arma t

’

vew), fi 8% (n
i

x/060 19 Kai di at
’

peats
‘

Kai 7rpoa
'

cpdt
'

a rr
‘
ii a?) rbv a z

i

rbv swat r iw Aé'yov fi rofl'voltd

8ta¢€pou.

”

Eda 83Ka i roiiro
,
Kaddrrep Kai r c

‘

) rrpa
'

i'y/ta radrtiv
,

et
’

[l ama E
'
Ae‘yxos 15avhhoytoytbs gaw da t, 07011 et

’

Aa
’

nrtov
, [ti]

ipar tov avAAo'yt
'

O
'

ao
-Gat aiAAa

‘

t Aairrtov. “ N7G39 [t i
f v yap Kd

KGLVO
,

0003 ovAAeM '

yto
'
ra t dAX é

’

r t épwrfiparos def, drt
I I

raurau (Hul d a/6L, rrpos
‘
rov (nrovvra r o Sta r t.

Oi 83 1rapc
‘
t rb av/tBeBnKos 6ptadévros rofi avAAoyw/tofi

¢avepoi yt
’

vovra t. Ti wazir iwyap optapbv def Ka i roi) e
’

Ae
’

yxov

yt
’

uea
'ea t

,
1r7\1

‘

7u 1rp00
'

KeZ
‘

0 6a t r ip} aivr t
'

gbaaw
' 6 yap E

'

Ae'yxot
avAAoyta/tbs dvr t¢aia eco9 . Et

’

ovu [mi e
’

a
-

r i o
-

vhhoyta
'

pbs rofi

av/tBeBnKéros, or? yt
’

yera t ghe-yxos. Oz} yap et
’

roflraw 51/e
dutiyKn r68

’

swa t
,
rofiro 8

'

£0 7 2 AevKév
,
ci i ‘yKn AevKt

‘

w etvat

Sta rbv avhhoytap éu
a

. 0138
,

et
’

rb rpt
’

yawov duo?” 6p0a2
‘

y i
’

a
'

as



E/lEf
'

XQN. 19

false statement, for the statement that good is evil, or evil is
good, is false . Sometimes indeed the

"

addition of a premiss
would give room for a genuine confutation : e . g . if you grant
that the same circumstances justify us in calling a single thing
and a number of things white

,
or naked

,
or blind

,
because if one

animal is blind when deprived of sight which it naturally has,
a number of animals are blind when deprived of sight which
they naturally have . If

, then, one is blind and another sees,
both or neither will be blind or see : which is false “ .

VI . WE may either divide seeming proofs and confutations
into these classes, or reduce them all to a false conception of con
futation

,
laying down the true conception as a basis . For all the

fallacies we enumerated may be resolved into offences against
the definition of confutation ; for either the reasonings are
inconclusive ; whereas the premisses ought to involve the con
elusion, of necessity and not merely in appearance ; or they fail
to satisfy the remaining elements of the definition .

Of those that depend on language some fail in the singleness
of the object signified

,
as those occasioned by the ambiguity of

term or proposition or similarity of termination ; the last of

which classes contains many fallacies that depend on our custom
of speaking of attributes in the terms proper to substances 1.
Those from conjunction

,
disjunction, and accentuation want

even that singleness of nam e or proposition which, as well as
singleness of the thing signified, is required in proof and con
futation . If

,
for instance, the thesis speaks of cloaks, the

conclusion of the confutation must not speak of mantles but

of cloaks . The conclusion may be true of
. cloaks when the

other word is employed
,
but the reasoning 1s unfinished, and

requires a further proposition that the words are synonymous,
if the answerer demands to have it explained how he is
refuted ‘2

The equation of subject and accident will be seen to offend
against the definition of proof, which is that of confutation
minus the condition of contradiction . For confutation is dis
proof, or contradictory proof. If, then, in proof we cann ot
identify subject and accident, no more can we conclude of the
subject whatever is true of the accident, or vice versa, in con

futation . If the premiss states a fact of the subject A
,
and

C 2
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white is an accident ofA, it does not follow that the fact is true
of all that is white . If a triangle contains angles equal to two
right angles

,
and figure

,
element

,
or principle is an accident

of triangle, it does not follow that every figure, element, or
principle contains angles equal to two right angles . For it is
not figure, element, or principle, but triangle, that is essentially
connected with this property by the demonstration 4 . And

so in other cases . Wherefore, if confutation is a species of

proof, a reasoning that assumes the equivalence of subject and
accident cannot be a confu tation . It is by this assumption that
artists and men of science are confuted by the unscientific .
The latter assume the subject and accident to be interchange
able

,
and the men of science, knowing the essential subject

of a law and unready at di stinction, either acknowledge the
equivalence or imagine it has been acknowledged 5 .

Fallacies from not distinguishing absolute and limited state
ments fail to deny the identical predicate that is affirmed in the
thesis . The true negation of partially white is, not partially
white ; of totally white, not totally white . If, therefore, the
admission that an object is partially White is used as an ad

mission that it is totally white, the confutation of the thesis
that it is not totally white is only apparent, and depends on
a false notion of confutation .

M ost readily referrible to misconception. of
“

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

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

Fallacies from the consequent are a species of those from the
accident

,
and differ from other fallacies from accident because

the latter identify the accident with a single subject, as , for

instance
,
yellow with honey, and white with swan ; while

fallacies from a consequent connect the consequent with two
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antecedents . When two terms are identified with a third, the
axiom identifies them with one another ; ’and it is this identifica
tion which gives rise to the fallacy from consequent. The axiom
is not true if the identity in the premisses is only of subject
and accident, else snow and swan, which have each an accidental
identity with white

,
would be identical. Again — the argu

ment of M elissus identifies what is generated with what has
a beginning

,
and equality with having received the same

magnitude . Because all that is generated has a beginning
he assumes that all that has a beginning is generated, and,
having identified what has a beginning:with the finite in space,
infers that all the finite in space is generated . So with equality .

Because things which receive the same magnitude are equal, he
assumes that things which are equal have received the same
magn itude. That is to say, he converts two antecedents with
the same consequent and thereby identifies the two antecedents .
If

,
then

,
the fallacy from accident depends on a false idea of

confutation
,
so does that from consequent. This topic must be

handled again .

Fallacies from the union of several questions in one may be
shewn to be illegitimate by developing the definition of pro
position . Propositions conjoin a single subject and single
predicate for the definition of a class is the same as the
definition of a single thing, that of man, for in stance, as that
of a single man, and so on . If, then, a single proposition
conjoins a single subject and predicate, so does the class of

proposition s. Now
,
as proof is composed of propositions, and

confutation is proof, confutation must be composed of proposi
tions . If

,
then

,
propositions ought to conjoin single subjects

and predicates, the fallacies that fail in this shew a false con

ception of confutation, for they are composed of seeming but
not genuine propositions . If an answer was given to a single
question, there is a real confutation if it only seemed to be
given, a seeming confutation . All fallacies, then, are resolvable

into a false conception of confutation ; because some contain
no genuine contradiction, which is peculiar to confutation, and
others fail to satisfy the definition of proof.
VII

. IN fallacies by ambiguous terms and propositions the
deception arises from our inability to discriminate the different
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futation , I mean not only proof or confutation which is seem
ing but unreal

,
but that which thougi real is seemingly but

not really appropriate to the subject-matter . Such are those
which fail to confute and prove ignorance within the peculiar
sphere of the subject, which is the function of Pirastic . Pirastic

i s a branch ofDialectic and arrives at a false conclusion owing
to the ignorance of the examined . Sophistic confuta
tions

,
even when they prove the contradictory of a thesis, do

not prove the ignorance of the respondent, for they may be
brought to bear against the scientific .
We know the sources of inappropriate proofs by the same
method as those of unreal proofs . For the same causes that
induce an audience to imagine the premisses admitted and the
conclusion proved, will induce the respondent to imagine so,
and will furnish the premisses of a false proof ; because, what
a man has not been asked but thinks he has granted, he
would grant if he were asked . Only sometimes we no sooner
ask for the wanting premiss than we unmask its falsehood, as
often occurs in verbal fallacies and in reductions to solecism .

If
,
then

,
the paralogisms of contradiction are equal in number

to the conditions of confutation that may be unfulfilled, the
modes of sophistic confutation will be equally numerous".

Paralogism arises from not fulfilling any of the elements into
which true confutation may be decomposed . Any one that
may be wanting will leave only a semblance of confutation .

For instance, when the cause is misassigned in reduction to
impossibility, there is no sequence when two questions are
put as one, there is no genuine proposition : when we replace
a subject by its accident, we substitute for a term something
else than its whole essence : when we convert a consequent
we do the same, for this fallacy is a subdivision of the last
when the diction is fallacious, the sequence is not in the
reality but in the words : when the conclusion is irrelevant,
or limitations are neglected, the contradiction instead of being
absolute and total is partial and restricted, or the terms are not
taken in the same respect, relation, manner : and when we beg
the question the prem isses are not independent of the conclu
sion . We know, then, how many causes of Sophistic proof
there are'

,
for there cannot be more than we have enumerated .
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A sophistic confutation is not an absolute confutation or a
confutation of the thesis, but only mlative to the answerer ;
and so of sophistic proof. Unless it is granted that the am

biguous te rm has a single mean ing, and that the similar termi

nation expresses a sim ilar reality, and so on, there is no confu

tation or proof either absolute or relative to the answerer. If it
is granted, there is relative proof, but not absolute, for the
meaning is not single

,
but only seemingly so, and none but this

respondent would admit it to be so 7.

IX . ALL the sources of confutation could not be enumerated
without universal knowledge

,
which belongs to no single art.

Sciences and demonstrations are possibly infinite, and confuta
tions may be valid, for every demonstration confutes the con
tradictory thesis. The thesis, for instance, that the diagonal
and side of the square are commensurate is confuted by the
demonstration that they are incommensurate. To enum erate,
then

,
all true confutations would require omniscience : for some

confutations will be composed of principles and theorems of

geometry
,
others of medicine, others of other sciences . M ore

over false confutations are infinite ; for every art has false proofs
peculiar to it ‘

,
geometry

,
geometrical proofs ; physiology, phy

siological proofs. By peculiar I mean, moving exclusively in
the sphere of its characteristic principles . Our present task

,

then, is to trace the sources not of all confii tations but of all
dialectical confutations ; for these are limited in number, though
common to every art and faculty. Scientific confutations
whether seeming or real, and if real, the reasons why they are
real, must be investigated by the man of sciencefl. The dialec
ticia

‘

n must investigate the common confutations, that belong
exclus ively to no particular sphere . If we know the sources of
probable proofs that are common to every Sphere, we know the
sources of the common confutations. For confutation is con

tradictory proof, and one or two proofs with a contradicto ry
conclusion are confutation . We have enumerated the sources

of all thesea, and, if so, we have enumerated the solutions ; for
the objections to these principles are the solutions, and we have
explained the forms of objection . The dialectician must also
enumerate the sources of apparent proofs, apparent, that is, not
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to any idiot
,
but to people of average intelligence : for it would

be an endless work to inquire into the'sources of every idiotic
belief. The dialectician

,
then

,
has to discover what in the

principles common to all spheres of thought are the sources of

confutation whether real or apparent
,
that is, whether dialectic or

seemingly dialectic
,
and whether pirastic or seemingly pirastic.

X . REASONINGS cannot be divided, as some propose, into
reasonings addressed to the word and reasonings addressed to
the thought l . It is a strange error

‘ to suppose that reasonings
addressed to the word and reason ings addressed to the thought
form distinct classes and are not the same reasonings under

different circumstances . For not to address the thought is not
to apply a name to the object which the respondent thought he
was asked about when he made a concession, and is equivalent
to addressing the word . To address the thought is to apply.
the name to the object which the respondent thought about
when he granted the premiss . If, then, a name is ambiguous,
but supposed to be un ambiguous by the questioner as well as
the an swerer : as

,
for instance

,
Being and Unity are ambiguous,

but were supposed to be unambiguous both by the answerer and
by Zeno the questioner in the argument to prove the unity of all
Being : was thi s argument addressed to the word

,
or was it not

rather addressed to the thought If
,
on the contrary, the re

spondent thinks a term ambiguous when it is unambiguous
the reasoning is clearly not addressed to his thought. For the
possibility of being addressed to the word, or addressed to the
thought, though it belongs primarily to fallacies of ambiguous
term, belongs secondarily to all reasonings because it does not
depend on the nature of the reasoning but on the state of the
respondent’s mind .

It follows that all reasonings
,
valid and invalid, may belong

to the class addressed to the word 5 for in this doctrine all those
reasonings are addressed to the word which are not .addressed

to the thought . Else there would be a third class, neither
addressed to the word nor addressed to the thought ; but we are
told that there is not

,
and that the division is exhaustive . But

in truth reasonings addressed to the word are properly confined
to fallacies of ambiguous term ; and it is an abuse of language
to extend the name even to all fallacies in diction . We hold,
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If, in order that the reasoning may be addressed to the
thought, the questioner is required to draw the distinction him

self, and say, for instance, that the silence of the outspoken may
either mean this

,
or it may mean that ; the requirement cann ot

be enforced, for the questioner does not always suspect the
ambiguity himself, and he cannot distinguish what he thinks
unambiguous . Secondly

,
would not this be didactic reasoning ?

For it discloses the truth to an answerer who has neither pre
viously considered nor discovered nor formed any belief about
the ambiguity . And why not equally in the reasonings where
no ambiguity is involved give him similar information ? As

thus : Are the units in four equal to the twos Bear in mind
that the twos may be taken either distributively or collec

tively. Is there one science of contraries Bear in m ind
that some contraries are knowable

,
others unknowable This

requirement, then, implies an ignorance of the difference be
tween didactic and dialectic reasoning

,
and of the prin ciple

that, while the teacher does not ask but informs, the dialectician
asks 11

XI . Again — to challenge the respondent to affirm or deny
is not the part of Didactic or the teacher, but the part of

Pirastic or the examiner . For Pirastic is a species of Dialectic,
and probes, not knowledge but, ignorance and false pretensions
to knowledge . To do this by applying universal principles
within a special sphere is dialectic : to do it in semblance only
is sophistic .
Accordingly, one kind of eristic or sophistic proof is proof
which seems appropriate

,
though really inappropriate

,
to the

problem which Dialectic undertakes under the form of Pirastic,

whether or not it has a” true conclusion ; for even then it is
illusive as to the reason . A second are those proofs which are
not confined to the special method of a science, though they
pretend to be scientific . For the Pseudographema, or the mis
application of peculiar scientific principles, is not eristic, because
confined to a special sphere, whether of art or science ; e . g. the
reasoning of Hippocrates, or the squaring of the circle by
lunules . But Bryso

’
s method of squaring the circle

,
even if

successful, is not mathematical, and is therefore not a pseudo

graphema but a sophism. Proof, then, that falsely pretends to
D 2
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be pirastic, or relevant to the problem,
is eristic, and so is

proof that falsely pretends to be scienti fic, even though it be
conclus ive ; for, pretending to proceed from scientific know
ledge, it is deceptive and illegitimate.
Trial s of force or skill are sometimes the occasions of unfair
play and illegitimate fighting : and Eristic is illegitimate fight
ing in disputation . The competitor who is bent on victory at
all haz ards sticks at no artifice ; no more does the eristic
reasoner . If victory is his final motive, he is called contentious
and eristic ; if professional reputation and lucre, sophistic .
For Sophistic is

,
as I said before, a money- making art, that

trades on the semblance of philosophy, and therefore aims at
producing the semblance of demonstration . The contentious
disputant and the sophist use the same kind of arg uments, but
not from the same motive ; and the same kind of argument
is sophistic and eristic in different aspects . If semblance of

victory is the motive, it is eristic if the semblan ce of wisdom,

sophistic for sophistry is the semblance of philosophy without
the reality.

The eristic reasoner to a certain extent bears the same rela
tion to the dialectician as the false geometer bears to the true
geometer : for he draws his prin ciples from the same source

as the dialectician, and the false geometer from the same source
as the true geometer. The false geometer is not eristic, be
cause his premisses are exclusively drawn from the principles
and theorems of a science, while Eristic constructs syllogisms

from the principles of Dialectic . They may, however, handle
the same problem . The mode of squaring the circle by lunules,
for instance, is not eristic, but Bryso

’
s is eristic . The one

cannot be applied beyond the sphere of geometry, because it

is bas ed on geometrical principles ; the other. can be employed
against all disputants who do not know what is possible or
impossible in their respective spheres, for it applies to subjects
different in kind . The same may be said ofAntipho

’
s method

of squaring the circle. If
,
again , a pers on controverted the

expediency of walking after dinner by Zeno
’s proof of the im

possibility of motion, such an argument would not be medical,
because it has a catholic application .

If the relation of Eristic and Dialectic was exactly similar
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to that of the false and the true geometer
,
there could not be

eristic arguments on geometrical problem s . But the fact is
that Dialectic has no definite sphere

,
and demon strates nothing

categorically, and investigates no essential theorems . For there
is no genus that embraces all Being

,
and

,
if there were, there

could be no common principles of all Being 9 . No science that
demonstrates categorically any positive theorem can interrogate
or ofi

'

er to accept either alternative, for either alternative would
not furnish a proof. Dialectic interrogates . If it had to de
monstrate any theorems, it could not trust, at least for the
elements and special principles of the proof, to interrogation
for . if they were denied by the respondent

,
it could have no

weapons to oppose to his objection.

Pirastic is a Dialectic for it is not a speciality like geometry,
but a faculty that may be possessed by the unscientific . He

who does not know may examine the pretensions of another who
does not know : for the theses and premisses granted by the re
spondent are not scientific truths nor theorems from which the
primary laws may be obtained by analysis 11, but consequences
or derivative facts

,
which are such that

,
while to know them does

not prove knowledge of the primary laws
,
not to know them

proves ignorance . Pirastic, then, is not knowledge of any definite
sphere

,
and therefore is conversant with every sphere : for all

sciences have certain common elements or catholic principles .
Accordingly, even the unscientific employ Dialectic and Pirastic,
for all persons to a certain extent assume to test pretensions
to knowledge . Pirastic and Dialectic are the application of

those catholic principles, and these the unscientific possess as
well as the scientific, though their expression of them may be

very defective in precision . Accordingly, all practise confuta
tion . Unmethodically they perform the work which Dialectic
performs methodically, and the examination of false pretensions
by methodical reasoning is Dialectic . Such principles are nume
rous

,
and applicable to every province, but have no positive

nature, and form no determinate genus, resembling, in this
respect

,
negations : others, on the contrary, are limited to

special spheres . The former enable us to examine pretensions
in any province, and compose what is a kind of art, though
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and open professions. Men profess all that is noble while their
wishes are set on their material intereéts. They profess that
a glorious death is better than a pleasurable life, and honour
able poverty than sordid opulence ; but their wishes are not in
harmony with their words. If the thesis is in accordance with
their real desires, the respondent should be confronted with
their public professions ; if it is in accordance with these, he
should be confronted with their real desires . In either case he
must fall into paradox and contradict their public or private
Opinions.

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

Some questions involve a paradox whichever way they are
answered. Ought a man to obey the wise or his father Ought
he to do what is expedient or what is just Is it bette r to be
wronged or to wrong We must lead the respondent on into
the questions where the world and philosophy are at variance,
and if he agrees with the philosophers, confront him with the
Opin ions of the many ; if he agrees with the many, with the

judgment of the speculators. The one think that there is no
happiness without virtue the others think that happiness is
the lot of every king. This method is the same as that which
employs the discrepancies of nature and law : for law is current
Opinion ; nature and truth the creed of the wise.

XIII . PARADOX ES, then, are to be obtained from the sources
enumerated. Pleonasm, as we have already stated

,
means

superfluous iteration . Reduction to pleonasm is as follows“.
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Let us assume that an equivalent expression may always be
substituted for a term . If

,
then

,
the Qiouble is double of its

half, and double is equivalent to double of its half, it follows
by substitution

,
that the double is double of its half of its half,

and
,
by further substitution, double of its half of its half of

its half. Again
,
if appetite is appetite of pleasure and appetite

is equivalent to desire of pleasure, appetite is desire of pleasure
of pleasure.

All these reasonings turn on relatives Where both the genus
and the species1 is a relative and has the same corr elative : as

desire and appetite are both relatives and have the same
correlative

,
pleasure ; and double and double of half are both

relatives and have the same correlative, half. Or they turn
on terms which are not properly relatives but Whose definition
expresses the subject of which they are states, affections, or
other attributes . E . g. if odd is equivalent to number tha

‘

t
has a middle unit

,
odd number is number number that has a

middle unit 5 and if aquiline is equivalent to hooked nose, an
aquiline nose is a hooked nose nose . The reduction to pleonasm
is not genuine when the premiss has not been granted that the
relative has a meaning by itself and means the same when
joined with the correlative3. The con clusion is drawn Without
this premiss : because the term being the same, it is assumed
to have the same meaning in both cases .

XIV . SOLECISM we explained before to be barbarism in
language . It may be either real and apparent, or real and
unapparent, or apparent and unreal, as Protagoras said . If

wrath and helmet are masculine nouns, he who gives them
a feminine concord commits a real but unapparent solecism ;
he who gives them a masculine concord commits an apparent
but unreal solecism . This appearance can be methodically pro
duced ; and there are methods which apparently but not really
convict of solecism, as there are methods of apparent but not
real confutation .

Almost all seeming solecisms depend on the neuter pronoun
That

, and the masculine or feminine names of objects that are
not reallymale or female but neuter . He denotes a male, She
a female, That properly denotes a neuter, but often really
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denotes a male or female . What is that ? That is Calliope
That is wood : That is Coriscus. The eases of masculine and
feminine nouns are always distinguishable ; not so those of

neuters . When That in the premiss represents He, we may
argue as if it represented Him ,

and vice versa : and a fallacy
will arise from this variety of representation . It alternately
represents He or Him , according as it accompanies the infini

tive or indicative mood . So it either represents She or Her,

and either the nominative or the accusative of neuter objects
which have masculine or feminin e names . For neuter objects
‘ought to have names ending in On, and the other terminations
ought to denote the male or female sex, but are sometimes applied
to neuters, as askos (wine- skin) has a masculine termination,
kline (bed) a feminine . The names of these objects, just like
proper m asculines and feminines, change their inflexion accord
ing as they accompany the indicative or infini tive, that is, dis
tinguish the nominative and accusative oases . Reduction to
solecism resembles tfie fallacies that arise from similarity of

term ination or Figura dictionis. There we are cheated in the
category of the things

,
here in the cases of their names3, for

man andwhite are both names and things . Solecism,
then, is

proved under the circumstances we have indicated .

We have now enumerated the branches of sophistic disputa
tion and their subdivision s and methods . For concealment of

his purpose
, Arrangement is important to the sophist as to the

dialectician . We therefore proceed to treat ofArr angement“.

X V . LENGTH is favourable to concealment ; for it is hard to
see the mutual relations of a long series of propositions . Length
is to be produced by the methods already mention edfl. Quick
ness facilitates concealment, for the answerer has not time to
foresee consequences. So, too, anger and the heat of dispute ;
for any mental discomposure puts us off our guard . Anger may
be produced by efl’rontery and open attempts to cheat. So, too,
alternately proposing the premisses either of different arguments
for the same conclusion, or of arguments to prove opposite con
clusions, for the answerer has to guard against different and
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be developed between the thesis and the tenets either of the
answerer or of those whom he acknowledges to be high autho

rities, or of those who are generally so acknowledged, or of
those of his own school

,
or of those of the majority of people, or

of those of all mankind". And as the an swerer avoids imminent
confutation by drawing distinctions

,
so the questioner who fore

sees an objection that applies in one sense and not in another,
should explain that hé means the proposition in the un objection o

able sense
,
like Cleophon in the M androbulus . And digressing

from the argument in hand he should by anticipation restrict
the bearing of his other arguments, and the answerer similarly
should meet his other arguments by anticipatory protestation
and objection . Sometimes the questioner must attack a propo
sition different from the thesis, by mean s of misinterpretation,
if he cannot attack the thesis, as Lycophron did when required
to deliver an encomium on the lyre. If the answerer demands
what is the drift of a question, as the law is that the object of
a question must be as signed on demand , and a definite answer
might put him on his '

guard against the intended confutation,
he should be told that the object is to prove the contradictory of

his thesis
,
the affirmative of his negative, or the negative of his

affirmative not that the object is to prove, say, that contraries
fall under the same science, or that they fall under different
sciences . The conclusion should not be asked as a proposi
tion . Some premisses should not be asked but assumed as
granted .

X VI. WE have expounded the sources of questions and the
modes of questioning in contentious disputation . We have
now to di scuss answers and solution and the use of this

It is useful to the lover of truth for two reasons. As it
chiefly turns on language, it teaches us the various signification

of words and the different sequences in the world of words and
the world of realities. Again, it corrects our solitary reason

ings ; for he who is easily led by an opponent into undetected
paralogisms

,
will often fall of himself into similar errors .

Thirdly
,
it is useful to save us from the imputation of want of

culture . For if we censure a mode of disputation without being
E 2
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able to specify its vices, our censure may be suspected of pro
ceeding not from insight but from prejudice .

The manner in which the answerer should encounter this
kind of argumentation is plain, if we have rightly enumerated
the sources of paralogism and the frauds of the questioner .

But it is not the same thing to be able on examination to see
through an argument and correct its error

,
and to be able under

interrogation to oppose it with promptitude . What we know
has often only to change its position to become unknown to us .
Here, too, as elsewhere, quickness and slown ess depend on prac
tice : and if we understand a sophism but want practice, we
shall often be too late to apply our knowledge . And the same
occurs as in geometrical reasoning : here we sometimes aecom

plish an analysis but cannot succeed in the synthesis so in
disputation we may know the principle of a sophism, and yet
be unable to arrest it in the process of formation .

XVII . To begin — as the show instead of the reality of proof
may sometimes, in my opinion, be properly intended, so may
the show instead of the reality of solution . For eristic con
futation is not genuine but only apparent . There is no genuine
proof but only the appearance of proof to be dissipated . If

confutation is the evolution of an unequivocal contradiction from
certain premisses, to avoid confutation there is no need of dis
tinction when a term is equivocal, because

‘

it leads to no genuine
contradiction

,
and the sole motive for distinguishing when we

answer is to avoid the appearance . It is the shadow not the
substance of disproof that has to be repelled . Indeed equivocal
propositions and terms and the other fraudulent artifices may
mask genuine confutation and make it uncertain whether a man
is confuted when he really is . For as the answerer may say
when the questioner has constructed his proof, that the thesis
is only contradicted by means of an equivocation, even though
he really used a word in the same signification as the questioner,
it is not certain whether he is confuted, for it is not certain that
his averment is false . Whereas if the questioner had drawn a
distinction when he put the equivocal question, there would have
been no uncertainty about the confutation, and the requirement,
less insisted on now than formerly in eristic, that the answer
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must be simply Yes or No, would then be practicable . As it is,
the unfairness of the questions compels us to add something to

them in our answer to correct their vices : though, if the
distinction was properly made by the questioner, the answer
should be simply Yes or No .

If it is held that equivocal terms lead to genuine confutation,
it is impossible for the answerer to avoid confutation. Where
the same proper n ame denotes several individuals, he must
perforce nominally deny what he affirmed

,
and affirm what he

denied . The correction that some have proposed is ineffectual .
Not Coriscus, they say, is musical and unmusical , but this
Coriscus is musical and this Coriscus is unmusical . Here this
Coriscus

” and “ this Cot isons” are the same terms, and have
contradictory predicates . But they do not mean the sam e
person .

” No more did the simple name : so that nothing is
gained . To call one of them simply Coriscus, and the other,
this or that Coriscus, is unjustifiable for why should one rather
than the other have the distinctive addition , when their right
to it is equal ?

As it is uncertain when we have not drawn the distinction
whether we are confuted or no

,
and we have the right to draw

distinctions, to grant a premiss absolutely and without di stino
tion is an error, and makes the answerer, or at least his answer,
appear to be confuted . It often happens that we see an
ambiguity but hesitate to distinguish

,
because the occasions are

so numerous, for fear of seeming to be perversely obstructive .
Then, never having suspected that a. given point would be the
hinge of the argument

,
we are surprised into paradox . As,

then, we have the right '

of distinguishing, we must use it
unhesitatingly, as I said before3

In equivocation if two questions were not put as one
,
there

would be no paralogism, but either a genuine confutation or not
even a seeming one . What is the difference between asking
whether Callias and Themistocles are musical

,
and asking the

same question about two difi’erent persons of the same name
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Properly expressed questions may be answered simply or with
a distinction : the understood but unexpressed portions of ob
scure or elliptical questions are the harbours of fallacy . Do you
grant that what is of the Athenians is the property of the

Athenians ? Yes . And so in other cases ? Yes. Is not man

of the animals ? Yes . M an therefore is the property of the
animals . But man is said to be of the animals because he is an
animal

,
as Lysander is said to be of the Spartan s because he is a

Spartan . Obscure questions, then , are not to be granted with
out di stinction .

When of two propositions the truth of the first involves the truth
of the second but not reciprocally, ifwe have the Option we should
gran t the truth of the second . For the questioner will have to
argue with greater trouble and at greater length . If he tries to
prove that one term has an opposite, another not if he is right,
we should say

,
they both have, but in one case it is nameless .

The world has some opinions which it considers it false to
contradict, in others it is undecided and permits contradiction,
as, for instance, on the question Whether the soul is mortal or
immortal . Sometimes, again, the natural interpretation of a
thesis is doubtful : whether, that is to say, it is to be taken in
a metaphorical sense

,
like a proverb, which is a practical aphorism

in a figurative dress, or in a literal sense, like the mathematical
theorem that the diagonal of a square is incommensurate to the
side. In such a case

,
when moreover the doctrine is problematic

and the world is undecided, we may safely adopt a metaphorical
interpretation : the doubtfulness of the meaning saves our inter

pretation from seeming sophistic, the indecision of the world
saves our assertion from seeming false, and the presence of

metaphor is a bar to confutation .

Foreseen questions should be anticipated by protestations and

distinctions for this disconcerts the questioner .

XVIII . ONE true solution of a false proof is the indication of

the false premiss that causes the false conclusion . False proof,
however

,
not only means a conclusive proof with a false con

elusion
,
but also an inconclusive though apparent proof1. An

other solution
,
then

,
Will be the indication of the premiss
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that causes the false appearance . Conclusive proofs are solved
by contradiction of a premiss, inconclusivesproofs by distinction .

Again —conclusive proofs either have a true or a false conclu
sion . Those whose conclusion is false may be solved in two
ways, either by contradicting a premiss or by a counterproof
directed against the conclusion 2 those whose falsity is confined
to the premisses, by contradiction alone, as the conclusion is
true . Accordingly when we wish to solve a proof we must first
look to see whether it is conclusive or inconclusive

,
and

,
if

conclusive, whether the conclusion is true or false ; and then
solve it either by distinction or contradiction, and in the latter
case either by enstasis or by counterproof

,
as I said before3. It

is very different to solve a proof under interrogation and after
wards. To anticipate is difficult to detect a fallacy at leisure
is easy.

XIX . WHEN there is an ambiguity in a term or a proposition
of a confutation, the ambiguity sometimes lies in the premisses,
sometimes in the conclusion . In the argument about speech of
the speechless the conclusion is ambiguous1 in the argument
about the unconsciousness of knowledge a premiss is ambiguous .
The ambiguous proposition is true in the answerer’s sense, false
in the opponent’s .
When the ambiguity lies in the conclusion, unless the con

elusion is previously denied by the respondent, there is no
confutation

,
as we may see in the argument about sight of

the blind3
,
for confutation requires contradiction . When the

ambiguity lies in a premiss the semblance of confutation does
not require a previous contradiction of the ambiguous proposi
tion ; for then the amb iguous element is not the subject or
predicate of the thesis confuted

,
but the middle term of the

proof. The thesis should at starting be stated with a distino
tion, if it contains any ambiguity. We should maintain, for
instance

,
that speech of the speechless is possible in one sense

and not in another
,
and that what is necessary ought sometimes

to be done
,
sometimes not

,
as the word is ambiguous . If the

ambiguity is not at first detected, we should afterwards restrict
and correct the thesis . Is speech of the speechless impossible
No, but speech by the speechless is . So When the ambiguity is
in the premisses . Is not knowledge conscious ? Some is, that
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is to say, such and such a kind of knowledge ; for there is a
difi

'

erence between the restricted and ungestricted premiss . If

the questioner argues without regard to the distinction, we must
contend that he has contradicted the name and not the reality,
and therefore has not confuted .

XX . IT is evident how fallacies of composition and division
are to be solved . If the composition or division produces a
difference of signification

,
when the opponent draws his con

elusion from the premisses in one signification, we must say
they bore the other . The following arguments depend on com
position and division . Was the man beaten with that with
which you saw him beaten

,
and did you see him beaten with

that with which he was beaten"? The reasoning has something
of the fallacy of ambiguous proposition , but belongs to a distinct
class

,
the fallacy of composition . We have not here a single

proposition with a double meaning, for the division produces
two proposition s, just as the characters, oros and horos, are the
sign of two different sounds

,
distinguished by the breathing

though not by the accent . The written word may be the same
when it has the same letters in the same order, though even
written words are now distinguished by accents and aspirates,
but the spoken words are undeniably different. The fallacy of

division, then, does not consist in ambiguity, nor is ambiguity
the principle of all sophism,

as some have asserted3.
The answerer must distinguish and point out the difference be
tween seeing with the eyes a man beaten and seeing him beaten
with the eyes . So in the argument of Euthydemus. Do you
in Sicily know at this moment there are triremes in the Piraeus “?
Again : a good shoemaker can be a bad shoemaker, for a good
man may be a bad shoemaker

,
therefore he is both a good shoe

maker and a bad shoemaker 5 . Again : if the knowledge of a
thing is good

,
it is a good thing to learn the knowledge of evil

is good
,
therefore evil is a good thing to learn. But evil is evil

and a thing to learn
,
therefore it is an evil thing to learn. As

it is tr ue that the knowledge of evil is good (the fallacy must lie
in the rest of the reasoning). It is true to say in the present
moment you are born : then you are born in the present
moment

.
No : the division makes a difference : it is true in

the present moment that you are born but not that you are
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granted that to be cutting is to be making
,
and to have cut

to have made, I also granted that the remaining forms denote
corresponding categories . The hearer himself grants that the
remainder have a similar signification

,
whereas the signification

is different, though the forms are similar. What happens in the

fallacies of ambiguous term happens here . In the fallacies of

ambiguous term the uninitiated fancy that the reality is contra
dicted as well as the name, whereas confutation requires a fur
ther admission, that one reality is denoted by the ambiguous
name . If the answerer grants this, he is confuted .

Similar to these reasonings are the following. What one
had at first and has no longer he need not have lost, for if he
had ten dice and loses one he has no longer ten . No . What
he had at first and has no longer he must have lost ; though he
need not have lost as much or as many as he had at fir st. The
thesis spoke of the substance that he has no longer, the con
elusion speaks of the quantity . If it had been asked, when a
man has a certain number of things at first and not subse

quently
,
must he have lost them all ? it would have been answered,

No
,
he need not have lost them all

,
but he must have lost some

of them . Again — A man may give away what he has not got,
for he may have many and give away only one . No . He does
not give away a thing which he has not got, but a thing which is
not related in the giving as it was in the having, if he had many
and gives only one, for on lydenotes neither substance, nor quality,
nor quantity

,
but relation, namely dissociation from others . When

the thesis is that a man cannot give what he has not got, if it is

granted that a man may give quickly what he has not got
quickly, and I infer that a man may give what he has not got,
my argument is inconclusive : for quickly does not denote sub
stance but manner

,
and the manner of giving may be different

from the manner of having ; for a man may have with pleasure
What he gives with pain .

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

ceived and not parted with he possesses ;a nd the premisses, He

received only one ballot, but, having several before, does not
possess only one conclusion

,
Therefore he does not possess

what he received . Some solve this by contradicting a premiss,
and maintaining that he possesses only one from this donor
others by contradicting the thesis, and asserting that it is pos
sible not to possess what one received ; to receive sound wine,
for instance, and if it was injured in the storage , to possess sour .
All these solutions, like some m entioned before, are addressed,
not to the argument but to the arguer. In every true solution,
an admission contrad icting the allegation of the solution would
make the confutation valid, as in the other . examples . For
instance, if the solution is a distinction, an admission that the
premiss is true without distinction would make the conclusion
valid . Where a valid conclusion d oes not follow from the con
tradictory of the solution

,
that solution cannot be true . In the

above examples, even if all is supplied which the proposed solu
tions allege to be wanting, there still is no conclusion 4 .

The following argumen ts belong to the same class . Suppose
the thesis to be, that the same statement cannot be both true
and false. Then because what is written was written a certain
time ago, and what is written, namely, that you are seated, is
false now, though true when it was written ; the arguer con
eludes that what was written was both true and false. But the
falsity or truth of a statement is not its substance (what is
written) but its quality : and so of opinion . Again — what a
man learns is what he learns a man learns a slow march quick

(quickly), therefore quick is slow . Here the subject which a
man learns is confused with the rate of his learning. Again
what one walks he tramples on : a man walks a day ; therefore
he tramples on the day . Here we change from space to time.
Again — when a man is said to drink a cup, the expression con
fuses the vessel and the wine . Again — suppose the thesis to
be, that the same thing cannot be both known and unknown ;
then because all that a man knows he knows either by teaching
or discovery ; and if part of his knowledge was taught him , and

part discovered, the whole was neither taught nor discovered,
I conclude that the whole was both known and unknown . The
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solution is
,
that the premiss asserted, that all he knew distri

butively, not all collectively, was from one of these sources .
Again

,
the proof of a third order of man, besides the individual

man and the ideal man, depends on the confusion of categ01y.

For man and other generic terms are not names of substances,
but of quality, or relation, or mode, or some other accident . So
in the problem whether Coriscus and the musician Coriscus are

different or the same, one term expresses a substance, the other
a quality which cannot be really isolated . It is not, however,
the isolation that produces the third order of man, but the

assumption that the generic man is a substance, for without
this

,
what is common to Gallias and the generic man could not

seem to be a substance . And what is isolated may be considered
as not a substance

,
but merely a quality, without any logical

inconvenience, for we shall still have a one besides the many,
for in stance, the generic man 9 . We must maintain, then, that
genera are not names of substances, but merely names of quali
ties, or relations, or quantities, or other accidents 1°

XXIII . WHEN language is the source of fallacy, the opposite
interpretation to that which produces the fallacy furnishes the
solution . If composition produces the fallacy, division gives the
solution ; if division, composition . If acute accentuation creates
the fallacy

,
grave accen tuation supplies the solution if grave,

acute. If an ambiguous term is misinterpreted
,
give the oppo

site interpretation . If the thesis said a thing was animate, and
the terms prove it inanimate

,
interpret them so as to leave it

animate : if your thesis said it was inanimate
,
and the terms

prove it animate, interpret them so as to leave it inanimate
and so with ambiguous propositions . If similarity of expression
leads to confutation by one interpretation, the opposite interpre
tation provides the solution . If the thesis is, that a man cannot
give what he does not possess

,
then your concession must be ex

plained to be
,
that the possessor of many things who gives only

one, gives, not a thing that he does not possess, but a thing
that is not related to other gifts as it was to other possessions .
Each element of a man’s knowledge i s known either by tradition
or by discovery, not the sum total . A man ti amples the way
he goes

,
not the time . And so in the other cases .
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father. Though the solution is applicable with some predicates,
and the same thing, for instance, may beknown and unknown
in different respects, with other predicates it is inapplicable.
In the second place, the same argument may have several
faults, but it is not the exposure of any fault that is solution ;
for the falsity of the conclusion may be demonstrated without
explaining why the reasoning is fallacious. To solve Zeno’s
proof of the impossibility of motion

,
we ought not to try to

prove the opposite ; for though we gave ten thousan d valid
proofs, this would be no solution ; for it would not disclose
where the vice of his argument lay. If an argument is incon
elusive, or concludes what is true or false from false premisses,
the exposure of this vice is solution. In the third place, though
this distinction of the thesis may be admissible in other cases,
it is not adm issible here : for here you know that Coriscus is
Coriscus, and that he who approaches approaches . But the
same subject can only be known and not known in respect of
different predicates ; known, for instance, to be white, and not

known to be musical. Here the same person is known to be
Coriscus and not known to be Coriscus, or known to approach
and not known to approach .

So it is wrong to solve the fallacy about num ber by retract
ing the thesis that a number cannot be both great and small 8 .

When an argument is inconclus ive, to overlook the want of
cogency, and maintain the truth of the conclusion, is bad logic.
Some class these fallacies under the head of Equivocation,

maintaining, for instance, that yours means either your father,
your son, or your slave. But a term or proposition is only
biguous when it has a plurality of proper significationsg ; and
this man’ s child cannot properly sign ify a child that is this
man’s slave. It is the equation of subject and accident that
produces the fal lacious combination . Is it yours Yes. Is it a
child? Yes. Then it is your child . No . It is yours, and a
child, but not your child .

So too the proof that some of evil is good, (for wisdom is
knowledge of evil,) is referred to the class of ambiguity. But

the expression qf a thing (the genitive case) is not ambiguous,
as it only properly denotes property (has a possessive force).
Granting

,
however

,
that the genitive is ambiguous, (for when
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we say man is of the animals we mean he is a species, not
the property, of the animals ; that is toG ay, the genitive may
have either a possessive or a partitive force,) still when we
express the relation of wisdom to evils by putting evils into
the genitive, we do not mean that wisdom is absolutely of

evils, but that wisdom is a correlative, n amely, the knowledge
of evils. The fallacy then lies not in ambiguity but in the con
fusion of absolute and restricted propositions . If

, however, the
expression that there is a good of evils, is not ambiguous when
we affirm that wisdom is of evils, do we not obtain an ambigu
ous conclusion when we assume a good slave belonging to bad
masters Perhaps not even then, for a thing that is good and
of the bad is not therefore a good of the bad 12 . The expression
that man is of the animals is not ambiguous ‘3, for ellipsis is not
ambiguity, for we may call unambiguously for the Iliad by
saying, Achilles wrath
XX V . FALLACIES from the confusion of absolute or unrestricted
propositions with p ropositions restricted in mode, place, degree,
or relation, are to be solved by comparing the conclusion with
the thesis, to see whether there is any restriction on either side
to prevent their being contradictory

l
. For contrary, opposite,

negative and affirmative predicates cann ot both belong to the
same subject absolutely

,
but may both belong restrictedly

,
or

one restrictedly and the other absolutely . If one belongs abso
lutely and the other restrictedly, there is no confutation. We
must therefore compare the conclusion with the thesis .
All the following arguments have this defect — Thesis : what
is not, cannot be . But what is not, is What is not .— Thesis
what is, cannot not-be. But what is, is

’

not, for it is not some
special thing — Thesis : the same man cannot be perj ured and
keep his 0ath .

— Thesis : the same man cannot at the same time
Obey and disobey the same command . In the first two ex
amples to be restrictedly something and absolutely to be, are
not the same. What is not, is restrictedly something, but abso
lutely is

”

not. Again, a man may be unforsworn in a definite
particular but not absolutely. If he swore to perjure himself
and keeps his oath, he is unperjured in this particiflar but not
absolutely . Again, he who disobeys, though not obedient abso
lutely, may be obedient to a particular command . So it may
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be proved that the same person at the same moment may utter
truth and falsehood . The doubt whether a proposition ought

to be called absolutely true or absolutely false causes the only
difficulty. A statement may be absolutely false and par

tially true, that is, partially but not absolutely true. There
may be similar restrictions in relation to time, and place, as in

the following arguments Health and wealth are good, but to

the fool and person who misuses them they are evil . Therefore
they are both good and evil .— Cflice and political power are
good

,
but to the same person there is a time when they are evil .

The same thing therefore is both good and evil . But a thing

may be good absolutely, yet not to this individual ; or good to
this individual, yet not at this time and place. Again , What
the wise avoids is evil ; he avoids lost good ; therefore good is
evil. No. Good is not evil but an evil thing to lose . The
argument about ‘ the thief is like this . The thief_is an evil but
a good person to catch ; so that we desire what is good, not
what is evil, when we desire his capture . So sickness is an evil
and a good thing to get rid of. Again, right is better than
wrong, and to act rightly than to act wrongly : but it is better
to be put to death wrongly.

— It is just that a man should have
his own : but a conscientious judgment, though it adjudicate:
a man’s property to his neighbour

,
is just. The same thing

therefore is just and unjust.— Judgment should be given for the

party asserting rights, not for the party as serting wrongs . But

the victim of injustice ought to obtain judgment when he
relates his grievances, that is, his wrongs, With reference to
the last three examples

,
we may observe that to suffer wrongly

may be preferable
,
though What is done wrongly is not abso

lutely preferable to what is done rightly . What is done rightly
is absolutely preferable ; what is done wrongly only in certain
Special particulars . Again , it is absolutely just that a man
should have his own, and not just that he should have what is
his neighbour's ; though such an adjudication is just in a quali
fied sense

, if honest. But what is just in this sense is not abso
lutely just. Again, wrongs may be right

i

to allege, and the
rightness of the allegation does not make them rights any more
than the expediency of the allegation makes them expedient,
and vice versa . Although, then, the things alleged are wrongs,
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ment. If the generated is limited he assumes that the ungene
rated is unlimited : that is to say, becauSe, if the heavens are
infinite in space, they are eternal in time, he assumes that, if
they are eternal in time, they are infinite in space . But this is
not so for the sequence of the contradictories of an antecedent
and consequent is the inverse of the original sequence .
XXIX . IN fallacies where a superfluous proposition is foisted

in as the cause of an absurd con clusion, we must examine
whether the suppression of the premiss would interrupt the con
elusion and after shewing that it does not, we may add that
the premisses which really cause it were not granted because
they were believed, but because the questioner seemed to wish
to use them against the thesis

,
which he has failed to do .

XXX. SEVERAL questions put as one should be met at once by
decomposition of the complex question into its elements . Only
a single question admits of a single answer so that n either
several predicates of one subject, nor one predicate of several
subjects, but only one predicate of one subject ought to be
affirmed or denied in a single answer . When we have an am

biguous subject, sometimes a predicate is true of both or neither
of the things signified ,

and though the question is equivocal,
a simple answer exposes us to no confutation . The same thing
happens when many questions are asked . When several pre
dicates are true of one subject, or one predicate of several
subjects, a single answer, though a dialectical error, involves
us in no confutation . But if a predicate is true of one sub

ject and not of others
,
or several predicates are propounded

of several subjects
,
and each is true of each but not all of all

,

a single answer involves confutation and must be refused . For
instance, if A is good and B evil, if we say that A and B are
good and evil

,
we may be interpreted to say that the same

things are good and evil and neither good nor evil, for A is not
evil and B is not good . Again , if A differs from B , and we
say that A and B are the same as themselves or different from
themselves

,
we may be interpreted to mean that A is different

from A or that A is the same as B . Again, if A becomes good
and B becomes evil, and we say that Aand B become good and
evil, We may be interpreted to mean that each becomes both
good and evil . Again

,
if A and B are unequal, and we say

G 2
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they are equal to themselves, we may be interpreted to say that
they are equal to one another . 0

These fallacies admit of other solutions, for 6601118016 69 and all

are ambiguous, meaning either each respectively or all promis
cuously. So that only the same name, not the same thing, is
affirmed and denied of the same subject ; which, we agreed, is
no confutation . If however a single answer is not given, but
a single predicate aflirmed or denied of a single subjectb no

semblance of confutation can be fabricated 4 .

XXXI . REDUCTIONS to pleonasm must be opposed by denying
that a relative name has any meaning when separated from the

correlative, as double separated from half in the phrase double
of half, though it appears as a factor in the expression . For
ten is a factor in the expression ten minus one, and doing in the
expression not- doing

,
and the affirmative in all negative expres

sions : yet to deny a thing to be white is not to affirm it to be
white. Double then

,
extracted and isolated, has no meaning

any more than the affirmative in the negative expression : or,
if it has a meaning

,
not the same as the factors combined . So

when we name a specific science
,
say

,
medical science, the factor

science is not the same as the genus science, for the latter is
correlative to the general object of science .
When the subject of an attribute enters the definition of the
attribute

,
we must say that the attribute does not mean the

same when conjoined with the subject and when separate. For
though curved, the generic element, is only part of the meaning
of aquiline and handywhen they are isolated, yet when these
terms are joined to nose and leg they may lose the other part
of their meaning ; for aquiline nose and handy leg mean no
more than hooked nose and crooked leg . Further, we must
deny the accuracy of the definition of aquiline and handy for

aquiline is not a hooked nose
,
but a nasal quality or shape ; and

it is not strange that an aquiline nose should be a nose having
a nasal curvature 5.
XXXII . Arrumm‘ solecisms depend on the cause that has
been explained. The mode of solving them will be manifest in
an example . The following arguments attempt to prove sole
cism. S (nominative) is (M) that (nominative) which (accusa
tive)you truly affirm S (accusative) to be. You affirm S (accu
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sative) to be P (accusative). Therefore S (nominative) is P

(accusative). No . When P the predicate is masculine, the
neuter pronouns Mat and 10673011 may be replaced by masculine
pronouns which distinguish the nominative and accusative
cases ’. If I asserted with masculine pronouns

,
S (nominative)

is that (accusative)which you truly maintain it to be, I should
speak ungrammatically, just as much as if I said a woman is he
whom you affirm her to be. Neuter predicates do not distin
guish the nominative and accusative, and give rise to no
apparent solecism . It is the masculine and feminine forms,
whether the object denoted is really masculine and feminine or
not, that occasion solecism . If I am impugning the thesis N0
man is a woman, and obtain the premiss, Coriscus is a man

,
if

I say at once therefore a man is a woman, I have not proved
the solecism, assuming Coriscus to be a woman, unless this
premiss is granted by express concession . If Coriscus is not a
woman, and -not admitted to be a woman

,
I have not proved my

conclusion either absolutely or relatively to this opponent . So
in the first example it must be expressly granted as a major
premiss, that JPI nom inative is P the accusative : if it is not
really so

,
and is not granted to be so, the conclusion does not

follow. It seems to follow because in the neuter pronouns the
nominative and accusative are not distinguished . The nomina
tive of S is (M ) the nominative of the noun whose accusative
you affirm the accusative of S to be . You affirm the accusative of
S to be the accusative of P . Therefore the nominative of S is
the accusative of P. This is a 11011 800616777 ; for the nominative
ofS was affirmed in the minor premiss to be the nominative of
a certain name . Again, from the premisses : This ,

man (nomi
native) is he (nominative) whom (accusative) you affirm him

(accusative) to be : you affirm him (accusative) to be Cleona

(accusative) it does not follow that this man (nominative) is
Cleona (accusative), for the major premiss does not affirm that
he (nominative) whom you affi rm him to be is Cleona (accusa
tive), and the minor premiss affirmed that S (nominative) was
he (nominative) not him (accusative), and any other expression
would have been ungrammatical . You know M (accusative)
M (nominative) is P (nominative); therefore you know P

(nominative). No . M is ambiguous in one premiss it is
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doubt how a proposition ought to be worded . Accordingly dia
lectio paradoxes are the more stimulat

'

we of inquiry . The
cleverest dialectic argument is that both of whose premisses are
extremely probable, while the thesis confuted is also extremely
probable . Then a single syllogism by successive substitution

of the contradictory of the conclusion for one of the premisses
makes three syllogisms of equal probability and improbability

,

in each of which highly probable premisses lead to an equally
improbable conclusion, which must occasion embarrassment. The
cleverest, then, is one where the improbability of the conclusion
equals the probability of the premisses : the next is where the
premisses are equally probable ; for then we shall doubt which

of them ought to be denied . One must be false, but we have
no indication which s. The cleverest eristic reasoning is where
the preliminary decision is difficult, whether the reasoning is
conclusive or inconclusive : that is, Whether the solution is by
negation or distinction . The next is where the doubt is, not
whether the solution is by negation or distinction but, which
proposition is to be denied or distinguished , and whether it is
one of the premisses or the conclusion that requires distinction 9 .

An imperfect proof is contemptible when the premisses are
very improbable or false, but it may be respectable . If some of
the propositions about the subject or predicate or middle term
are wanting

,
and are neither assumed nor proved, the argumen

tation ' is quite a failure ; but when they are assumed without
proof and only some preliminary premisses are wanting, the

argument is respectable though badly

As solution is either addressed to the proof, or to the prover
and his questions

,
or to neither ; so questions and proof may be

addressed either to the thesis
,
the answerer, or the time, when

the solution requires more time than is allowed, or the questioner
has time for a rejoinder11

XXXIV . THE number and nature of the sources of paralo
gism, the means of eliciting false or paradoxical propositions,
the mode of producing solecism , the mode of questioning, and
the arrangement of questions, the utility of this kind of argu
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they are potent . When they are once accomplished the re

mainder is easily added or developed .

r
Fhis was the history

of rhetorical composition and of most other arts . The original
inventors made but small progress . The great modern profes
sors inherited from their predecessors many successive improve
ments and added others . Tisias after the first inventors, Thra
symachus after Tisias, Theodorus after Thrasymachus

,
and many

others
,
contributed various portions . Accordingly

,
it is no

wonder that the art has now a certain amplitude 8 . But the
system I have expounded had not been partially, though imper
fectly, elaborated by others : its very foundations had to be
laid 9 . The education given to their pupils by the paid teachers
of Eristic was like that given by G orgias to his pupils in
Rhetoric . Ready-made oratorical or interrogatory

,

which were considered to cover the topics of the rival professors,
were given to the pupil to be learnt by heart. The training
accordingly was rapid but unscientific . Instead of art, the pro
ducts of art were communicated, and this was called education .

One might as well have promised to communicate an art for
protecting the feet, and, instead of teaching the art of shoe
making

,
have presented the learner with an assortment of

shoes. This would be supplying his wants but not teaching
him an art. But the teachers of rhetoric inherited many prin
ciples that had been long ascertained : dialectic had absolutely
no traditional doctrines . Our researches were tentative, long,
and troublesom e . If

,
then

,
starting from nothing, the system

hears a comparison with others that have been developed by
division of labour in successive generations, candid criticism
will be readier to commend it for the degree of completeness to
which it has attained than to find fault with it for falling short

ofperfection.
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5] A1Odpyvpog, a compound of silver and lead ; or, vitrified
lead collected in separating lead and silver .’ I/iddell and Scott.
6] We have a similar defin ition in Topica, I . I, where speech

(Adyos) is made the genus
"

E0 7 1 6h0t oy101169 Adyos 66 15reoép
7m6 7 16 636 6

'
7 6p66 7 1 7 636 KGLMG

’

DQ W éf dvdykns mmflafva 616 7636

Ké tptévwv.

7] Understand after 656 , not aZn é
‘

w, but 6Aéyxwv. T6770? is
here used for ye

’

vos, for, speaking properly, the 7 157106 or ain
’

a is
7 6 666116 7 6 , the 6

'
M yxo1 are 6161 7636 66 01167 69 6 .

8] T6 wpdypara moving, m anipulating, the oh

jects,
’ appears to be a metaphor derived from the phrase 766

xpfi¢ovs (pe
’

pew, which shortly follows .
9] Ao

’

yos may mean an argument, or a proposition, or a defl
nition

, or a circumlocution . It usually means an argument
,
but

when in close antithesis to it means a circumlocution or a
complex, as opposed to a simple, term .

10] Oi 811101
5

06 7 69 are the audience present at a controversy.

See ch . viii, Il ap
’

y6p ¢6 16 67 6 1 7 039 6160606 0 16 (i)? 7311607116666
0vAA6A0y1f006 1, 776p6 7 6 177 6 1666 d‘

n
'

Op oyé
l

vtp 6656166 . Also
ch . xv,

’

E6 [07 6 yap 0106 7 6 1 Kai. 6 67 02 666601666 6 1 Kai. 61601
5

0601

¢6 16 067 6 1. On this point an unknown paraphrast, edited by
Spengel, says the only thing that he says worth quoting : OE

y6p 616110017 6 2 66 616A6
'

fe0 1 16p17 61rfis Maw 7016 fry/6116191166019

16619176 7 6 1. The audience present at a controversy are the judges

who decide which disputant is victorious .’ This writer trans

forms some ofAristotle’s cramped statements into very sonorous
periods, but is of no value as a commentator .
11] In ordinary G reek 606116 1 Adyov is to render an account,

Aafiei
‘

v Aéyov to audit an account . In logical language 60171101

Adyov is the function of the answerer, AafieivAa
’

you of the ques

tioner. In ch. xxxiv. the former of these fi mctions is said

to be the more sophistical branch of dialectic, because the

answerer pretends to science
,
which the questioner disclaims.

In ch . xi . it is explained how the pirastic questioner, h imself

making no pretensions to knowledge
,
may be competent to ex

amine the knowledge and expose the ignorance of the answerer.

Throughout the present treatise however, in accordance with

the title, it is usually the questioner that is supposed to be the

sophist, and the respondent who is the honest reasoner.
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12] A66 61119, capacity, is in the intellect ; 71poa1fp60 19, purpose,
in the will . The antithesis between these terms may throw
light on what Aristotle conceived to be the relation between
sophistic and dialectic :

e

Op616 66 166 2 61 7 1 7 636 111616 7 636 6
65; 6156 61116 15 76 6116 6 766 661716 66 , 0706 766 f) 616,8v 6 1?
16266717116 766 611661166 06 A60p6 7 6 6A)\o’7p16 1066717 616 . 0136619 y6p 7 636

6ipm16
'
6016 7 12366 66 769 626 6 15 7 1 7 01

5

7 606 7 01013709 Ae
'

y67 6 1
' 61

5

6 6 7 6 1 1166

76p 166268669 166 2 6 0 7106 66 5309 76 ¢6 17A6 6p66 , 6AA
’

01
5

16 61302 7 01067 01'

71667 6 9 y6p oi ¢6 6A01 16 6 7 6 wpoafpww Ae
'

y06 7 6 1.
"

E7 1 7160 6 6156 6 1119

7136 aip67 6
'

66 ‘

16ai. y6p at 7636 ¢6 15A606 6116 6511619 6 2p67 6 f, 616 166 2 7 66

0666 16 6 2 766 0 710666 206 61616 4161166 6 157 0
5

9, 6116 6 7 069 y6p 76

¢6 13A6 71p0
'
17 7 616 . (

“

H 65 7 1 7 636 66 61
5

0 y6
’

6 60 16 i
“

) 71A6f00 16 6Z9

065.7 6p06 661116 66 .

”

E616 y6p 6139 66 76609 0616 6 1, 7 66

1662 766 616fi0h06
'

01
5

7 6 y6p 6 71p06 1p01
5

116609 66116 6 766

01
5

0
’

6 611661166 09 71p06 1p015116 609 610
’

1B0A09 (be
'

vaf, 0

61161510 7 667 6 61606 6250 7
’

015 067606 6139 66 766 09 6 139 611¢07 6p6

76 61pm16
’

6 6 . Topica, 4 . 5. We should look to see whether a

thing to be blamed or shunned has been referred to the genus
Ability or Able. Whether

,
for instance, the sophist, calum

niator, or thief has been defined to be a man able to appropriate
secretly his neighbour’ s property, et cetera . It is not ability to
perform these things to which these names are given, for God
and the virtuous have ability to do evil though not the inclina
tion , it i s on ac count of his volition that we call a person bad .

Again, every power is a thing to be desired, even the power to
do evil, and this accordinglywe ascribe to God and the virtuous,
for we suppose they have the power without the will . .Again,
we must observe whether a species that falls under two or
several genera has been referred solely to one, for some things
cannot be placed in a single genus, as, for instance, the impostor
and calumniator : for neither the will without the power nor
the power without the will makes the impostor or calumniator,
but both united . They ought therefore to have a double genus .’

Hp69 66 70157 019 657 1 7 136 [60 7 1 7 6x6ns
'] 76 7 6 71106 666 166 2 7 6

¢a1665116606 71106 6156 , 0
'
50 116p 16616712 7fi9 616A616 7 116fi9 0 6AA0y1011156

7 6 KC “. ¢6 1615116606 06AA0710110
'

6 o y6p 0 0¢10 7 1166s mm66 75}6116 61161.

66A 66 77, 667 6 606 1166 6 0 7 6 1 0 16 6 76 7 176

6711071511176 6 66 166 7 6 71poa1p60 16 p757 60p, 61661 66 0 06110 7179 1166

166 76 766 71p06 15p60 16 , 616A6167 11669 66 015 166 76 766 11poalp60 16 6AA6
H 2
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166 76 7136 6156 61116 . Rhetoric, 1. I . Again, it is the function of

a single art to investigate the means of both true and false
persuasion

,
as dialectic examines both genuine and apparent

proof. For a man is not a sophist who has the power to deceive
without the will . In the sphere of oratory

,
however, [there is

a want of distinctive names, for] both the science ofwrong per
suasion and the science combined with the purpose of wrong
persuasion are called rhetoric ; whereas in the sphere of dispu
tation [the power plus] the will to deceive is called sophistic, the
power Without the will, dialectic .

’ ”

En 66 766 6 6 7 156 66? 6156 6 006 1

776150616 , 16 6 06776p 16 6 2 0 6660y10poi9 , 06x67760 9 61145657 6116 17p67

7 666 6 6 , 06 y6p 66? 76 ¢6 6A6 776150616 , 6M6

’

$56 6 1667 6 6 6 60651611776 9 6x61,
166 6. 67766 9 66606 xpwye

’

vov Ao'yo19 61166 1566 9 M5616 63601166 .

T636 1166 0136 6AA66 6 7 6x6 6i
‘

16 766 6 6 7 156 0 6AA0y1
’

g
’

67 6 1, 66

616 6616 7 11661 16 6 2 f] 6117 0111161; 11656 6 1 7 0137 0 7701060 16 , 611015609 y6p

66¢67 6p6 1 7 636 66 6 6 7 1566 6 . T6 1166 7 01 677016 611166 6 77p6y116 76 06x
6110166 9 6x61, 6M6

'

662 7667106 16 6 6. 76 [36A7 1fw 45150 61 61
’

10 6AAoy1076

7 6p6 166 2 77106 6 667 6p6 , (i)? 677A639 6677626 . Rhet. I . I .

‘The power
of maintaining opposite conclusions is desirable in rhetoric as
well as in dialectic

,
not that we may practise both its branches,

for we must not persuade to evil
,
but that we may understand

the process
,
and, if another makes a sinister use of reason, may

counteract his sophistri es . NO science proves contrary conclu
sions except dialectic and rhetoric

,
which are equally related to

the right and the wrong conclusion . Facts, however, are not
equally favourable to both ; for the true theorems and just con

elusions are supplied by nature with more evidence and means

of persuasion than the contrary, as a general rule.
’ From these

passages and ch . xxxiv. it appears that the present treatise may
be considered as the last book of the Topica, or general treatise
on dialectic ; from ch . ii

,
however, it appears to be an inde

pendent substantive treatise .
13] Did the sophist ever exist ? Was there ever a class of

people who professed to be philosophers and to educate, but, in

stead of method or a system of reasoned truth, only knew and

only taught, under the name of philosophy, the game of eristic ?

When we read Whately’s Logic we see that to him the sophist
he so often mentions is merely an ideal

,
the personification of

a bad argument . G rote says
,
the only reality corresponding to
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Demonstrative proof is bas ed on true and elementary premisses
,

or on theorems that have been proved by true and elementary
premisses. D ialectic proof is based on probable premisses

.

E ristic proof is based on premisses which seem but are not pro.
bable, or is seeming but not real proof based on probable or
seemingly probable premisses . The former kind may be called
absolutely proof, the latter is not proof without qualification but
eristic proof, for it is only simulated proof. Different from all
these are the paralogisms based on premisses peculiar to a cer
tain sphere of subject-matter for the premisses of the geo
m etrical paralogism are neither elementary truths nor proba
bilities . but are propositions peculiar to a certain sphere and
false .’

2] This famous dictum should be compared with other pas
sages which require less faith on the part of the learner. T6?

"

1166

y6p 116 6066 06 7 1 067606 66176 6016066 7 6 , 16 6 6 y6p 066
’

6171x6616?4166609
066629 6166016616 . Topica, 8 . 5. A learner should admit what
ever he believes, for no teacher tries to prove what is false.

’

E lsewhere we are told that the learner, or answerer in didactic,
should be less ready to concede premisses than the answ

—

erer in
dialectic. e'

O7 6 6 6
’

£77 77p69 76 dfp a 16 61766 77p67 6 016 11.6I(
'

06 6pyov

616 6 6766 6 1 16 766 060 16 , 61.6 770p150 616 6 66 7 19 7767 6p06 067606 76 701

6 67 6 6) 01
5

. E1y6p 111}0150 61 666
’
6f16150 61 166 6. 77p69 701370 616 116760061,

77p00 76§61 7 06 66 dpxfi 1661666 06
'

6166 0150 61, 7710 7 6150 61 65

137 7 06 7710 7 636 . E11166 066 661
‘

XGAE
‘flé TepOII 76 77p6516A11116 1701616,

067606 , 6166 616 v pmcm épmv 0676011I6

H 7 69
”

116 6066 06 7 1 015 067606 66 v p1116157 6p06 fi, 7 69
"

'66 yvpvaC
’

oyémp

067 606 66 6161069 116606 66616117 6 1. ¢6 6 6p66 67 1 06x6110166 9 6116»

76 6 717 6 166 2 61660 1606 7 1 6§6w7606 7 1066 6 1. Topica, 8 . 3. If a pre
miss is harder to prove than the conclusion, ought it, or ought
it not

,
to be granted by the answerer ? If he refuses to grant

it and requires it to be proved, he imposes a task more difficult
than the original problem ; if he grants it, the grounds of proof

will be less evident than the conclusion. If the problem ought
not to be m ade more diffi cult, the premiss should be granted ; if

the grounds of proof should be more evident than the conclusion,
it should not be granted . We decide that a learner should grant
no premiss that is not more evident than the conclusion ; the

dialectician who argues for practice should grant any which
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appears true. The same rules
,
then, do not apply to dialectic

and didactic .’

3] The only extant passage in which Aristotle defines the
nature of pirastic premisses is in ch . xi. This cannot possibly
be referred to by the words 66 676po1s. These words then indi
cate a lost work on Pirastic .

4] This treatise, then, was written after the Analytica Poste
riora, which treats of Demonstration . The first chapter of the
Analytica Priora refers to the Topica, which was therefore written
previously, as we might have judged from

.

comparing the degree
of precision with which the process of reasoning is handled in
the two treatises . But the eighth book of the Topica refers
to the Analytica Priora (see chap . I I and This book
therefore must have been added subsequently . The seventh
book of the Topica may seem to refer to the Analytica Poste
riora : 616 7 156 10 6 66 662 [61106] K6 7 6 0 K666f616 , 6165p10 7 6 1 66 676p01s

6Kp1166
'
0 76p06 , 77p6s 66 766 11600606 oi. 6 67 02 767701 xpfi0 1

Topica, 7. 3. But in the Analytica Posteriora the rules for
establishing a

'defin ition are not g iven under the form of loci,
and the words 66 676po19 may refer to some other treatise. The
Sophistici Elenchi was written before the Hermeneutica, which
refers to it in

'

ch . 11
,
under the name of 7 6 7 0711166. The seven

teenth chapter of the second book of the Analytica Priora refers
to the SOphistici Elenchi under the name of 76 rom kd. This
chapter therefore

,
and probably others in the second book, must

have been added subsequently, as the mass of the treatise was
written before the Sophistici Elenchi. The Rhetoric was written
after the Topica and Analytica Priora, which it refers to in the
second chapter of the first book . It speaks of 76 61110 7 1166 in the
twenty-fifth chapter of the second book, but, to judge from the
inferior precision with which it handles the subject of fallacies,
was probably written before the Sophistici Elenchi .

CHAPTER IV .

1] Verbal fallacies of course vanish in translation . In the
following translations much licence has been taken , and the

result is but lame .
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I
‘

pa11116 7 116
'

rj is defined to be the art of reading and writing
67710 76111) 7 06 ypddfa l. 76 i noyop66066 1661. 7 06 Topica

, 6. 5.

The teacher was said to or 61rayop66616 , when he
dictated a word to be written or spelt . The boy who caught and
understood the word, that is, who could exactly appreciate a
complex sound and decompose it into its letters or elementary
sounds, was said in the language of the school to 116 6066616 .

He was ypa11116 7 1166s, master of alphabetic science. The example
is taken from the Euthydemus of Plato 12 it may be
thus analysed . Suppose that the thesis to be confuted is 6 1166
066 606 66 61710 76110 6 . We have two syllogisms

6 116 6066 606 76

67700 70116 7 1C6116 6 6 yp611116 7 11669
’

M inor, 6 116 6066 606 7 6

116 6066 66

Conclusion
,

6 116 6066 606 ypapyan xds
‘

.

Again
M ajor, 6 ypa11116 7 1166s‘

M inor, 6 116 6066 606

Conclusion, 6 116 6066 606

The m inor term (116 6066 606) is ambiguous

2] M ajor, 76 6606 7 6

M inor
,

76 166 166

Conclusion
, 76 166 166

The middle term is ambiguous .

3] Major, 60 776p 66 1076 7 0 60 71116 6
‘

M inor
,

6 1660171166 06 66 f07 6 7 0'

Conclusion, 6 1660711166“ 60 7 1716 6 .

The minor term is ambiguous .

M ajor, 6017611 6y16§
‘

67 o

M inor
,

6 166116 606

Conclusion, 6 1661166116

The minor term is ambiguous .

Whately is inclined to rest the claims of logic to considera
tion on the services she performs in teaching us the seat of

the ambiguities on which fallacies are built. This, he repeatedly
informs us, is the middle term . The above examples may shew

on how precarious a foundation he rests the claims of logic.
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6 Kn j0 1777709 . 07 6 6 066 M006 9 667m 166 i. $1
5

66 16 61 0 16151016 , 06 01

y6
'

66 7 6 A6
'

y619 ; 0616 06 6 6176 6ya
'
1, 661m, 776p6

'

px0116 1 66 7019 xaAKEfOLS,
6AA6 ¢06yy6116 6 6 166 2 306 6 7 6 11631107 06 76 0 16751116 A6y67 6 1 666 719

666117 6 1. Euthydemus, 67.

9] There is something wrong here . We may either omit «at
yp6¢06 7 6 yp6¢616 , or 16 6 2 7 060

’

660 6 1
5

7 109 66 7 19 06 6033, 766

yp6¢06 7 6 ypdqiew.

10] Here again we require emendation . We obtain a mode
rate amount of sense if we read, 16 61116 6066 66 6 ypdmuara 611611116 6
066 61 67710 767 6 1.

11] M ajor, Two and three (distributively) are even
and odd 3

M inor, Two and three (collectively) are five ;
Conclusion, Five is even and odd.

Whately adds

M ajor, All the angles of a triangle are equal to
two right angles

M inor, AB C is an angle of a triangle ;
Conclusion, AB C is equal to two right angles.

How does the fallacy of conjunction differ from the fallacy -

of

disjunction ? Whately says, when the middle is taken collee
tively in the major premiss and distributively in the minor, we
have the fallacy of division ; when it is taken distributively in
the major and collectively in the minor, the fallacy of compo
sition . So when some other term and not the middle is am

biguous, we might say the fallacy was one of division or com

position
,
according as the term was taken collectively in the

premiss and distributively in the conclusion or vice versa.

Thus
,
M ajor, Three and two are two numbers ;
M inor, Three and two are five ;
Conclusion , Five is two numbers ;

would be a fallacy of composition whereas,
M ajor, Five is one number ;
M inor, Three and two are five
Conclusion, Three and two are one number 5

would be a fallacy of division . This is intelligible, but cannot
have been Aristotle’s view

, for his first example of division would,
according to Whately’s test, be a fallacy of composition. The
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point is hardly worth deciding ; for the fallacies in diction may
well be regarded as a single species

,
or at the utmost as two

,

homonymia and figura dictionis .

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

Scis. Feci ex servo ut esses libertas mihi
,

infers that this is a line ofM enander . But if our chronologies
are correct and this line was quoted by Aristotle, it was older
than Menander. For we are to ld that Aristotle died in B .C . 32 2 ,

and that Menander
’
s first play was ac ted when he was still an

ephebus, i . e. between 18 and 20 years old, in 32 1.

18] To find any faul t (duap-rta) in Homer was thought to be
a paradox, and adverse criticisms on him seem to have been
considered a branch of dialectic or eristic. The critic treated the
poet as pirastic treats the pretenders to other arts and sciences,
that is, he attempted to prove by the poet

’s utterances that he
was not a master of the art whi ch he professed. Though , if such
criticisms were, as they ought to have been, based on principles
peculiar to esthetic science, when false, they would have been

pseudographic (see chap . xi), not sophistic . Perhaps, however,
the person confuted was not the poet, but the rhapsode, who
often attributed universal science to Homer . In the Poetics,
chap . 25, five loci (61617) of such criticisms (ém rmfiaezs, apoBAfi

para) are given, and twelve solutions . Some of the criticisms are
referred to the sophistic loci of accentuation, homonymia, amphi
bolia

,
division, ignoratio elenchi ; but the text is very corrupt.

14] The defence of these two pas sages by a change of accen
tuation is attributed in the Poetics to H ippias of Thasos. The
first occurs in Iliad 23. 328 the second does not occur in Aga
memnon

’
s dream, but in Iliad 2 1. 2 97, Where Achilles is encou

raged by Poseidon. We may infer that our present form of the
text had not been established in the time ofAristotle.

15] See Topica, I . 9 .

CHAPTER V .

1] Evyfleflnxbs here is opposed to oz
’

mfa, and means not only
what is usually called accident, but every predicate except defl

nition or the whole essence of the subject . See ch . xxiv, where
the fallacy of accidens is discussed : Mo

'

vots yc
‘

zp Tofs m a n
‘

gu
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060 50 6 dduupo
'

pow xal $6 oi
’
ww dr am-

a bone? 7 0676 findpxew.

‘Only
those terms whose essence is one and indistinguishable have all
their predicates in common .

’ The words 26 shew that
even genus is to be regarded as accident . Compare ’

Arqoa

y6p 7 6 dv0pa
’

imp efval. {gimp 676m, dimrep m i 6 667 0 dv0pw1rov

(21306 , dAA
’

or
’

zx ob
’

rws (I
'
m -
re Q6 elva z . Analytica Posteriora, 2 . 4.

Humanity is animality and man is animal
,
but the ideas are

only partially, not totally, identical .
’

2] M ajor, 660pco7ros 06 Koplfoxos
‘

M inor, Kopfaxos dv0pw7ros
“

Conclusion, Kapc
’

ovcos
‘

06 Kopiaxos.

We have an undistributed middle .

3]M ajor, w pdms 660pw1ros
“

M inor, Kopfmcos 06w pdms
‘

Conclusion, Kopfaxos m
’

m é
’

p m roe.

We have an illicit process of the major .

In the Euthydemus it is stated that Socrates is the son of

Sophron iscus, and that Patrocles is the son of the mother of
Socrates by her former husband, Chzeredem

'

us. The sophist
then attempts to prove that either Sophroniscus or Chaeredemus
is not a father . O i

’

mofiv, f; 6
'

é
’
repos 36 X azpébmros' “

row? narpés;

Tm
’

mofi y
’

, é
'

dmv e
’

ya
i
.

I
Ap

’

066 warfip 136 é
’
repo s 656 n arpds ; 0

6

cl

.6 745Al0<p; Ae
’

60cka prev é
’

ywy
’

, $4616 , P37 (tam?) 66 6 006 6 afards
’

06 MG
I

VTOL 60K65. O i
’

mofiv é
’

repos
‘
sf, é

’

dm, 7 06
”

M006
"

Erepos

ne
’

uroz .
”

AAAo n 066 greposy?) 8
’

366 M006 06 M009 cf; xal

grepos 656 xpvooii 06 xpvads
‘
cl ;

"

Eo n rafi'ra . Ot
’

mofiv « 026 X atpé

6776 09, grim, frame 306 warpbs
‘
06K 66 narfip eln.

”

Eoucev, 6
’

éya
i

,

06 warfip elvac. El y6p 615 7706 , é
’
¢n, warfip 6 X atpe

'

dmws,
iwoAafic

‘

ov 6 E60651mos, 710s at
"

) 6 Eaxppovfovcos é
‘
repos divwarpbs 06

warfip 630-7 6 06, 33Eéxpares
'

, dmfirwp cl. Euthydemus,
Chaeredemus then, said he, was other than a father — Than
mine

,
said I.

— Then how could he be a father if he was other
than a father ? Are you the same as a stone — 1 am afraid
you will prove me so

,
said I

,
but I believe I am not .— Then you

are other than a stone — Yes . — Being other than a stone you
are not a stone and being other than gold you are not gold
True — Chmredemus

, therefore, being other than a father is not
a father .— It seems he is not a fatherJ— At least if Charedemus
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earth continued
,
there is no doubt she would be in motion : if

the counter- revolution of the earth ceased while the revolution

of the axi s continued, there is no doubt she would be in motion,
revolving with the rest of the world . While both revolutions
continue

,
it may be disputed whether we ought to say that she

is absolutely at rest though relatively in motion , or absolutely
in motion though relatively at rest. See the subject examined

,

with a different explanation
,
by G rote

,
in his pamphlet on the

Tim a us .

6] It would be a false classification (60001) to place ignoratio
elenchi, and, what may be identified with it, secundum quid,
among the fallacies in diction, because the similitude which
produces the deception is a real similitude of facts or ideas, and
not merely a similitude of words .
7] There is a chapter on petitio principn in the Analytica

Priora, for which see Appendix A.

8] In the Rhetoric the fallacy of sign s is enumerated as

distinct from the fallacy of consequences . H orn which we
may infer that the present treatise, containing the juster view,
is the later composition .

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

the An alytica Priora.
10] There must be something corrupt here : the translation

does not follow the text .
11] What Aristotle apparently means, and what we must

get from his words as best we may, is this -Ah inconclusive
argument with true premisses in plurium interrogationum may

be converted
,
like any other fallacy, into a conclusive argument,

that is to say, a sophistic proof (see ch . viii), by the assumption of

false premisses . The premisses in this fallacy are of the following
form, (ch . xxx): A and B are C and D where what is true of

A is false of
'

B ,
and vice versa : whence a fallacy. If now we

assum e on the contrary that A and B have the same predicates,
that if 0 or D is affi rmed or denied of the one it is equally

affirmed or denied of the other, we shall have valid
reasoning from a false assumption .
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CHAPTER VI .

1] Substantive names (nomina substantiva) properly and
primarily belong to individual substances . Language extends
them, secondly, to the genera of these substances ; and, thirdly,
to attributes (e. g . 1300169, Realism ascribes substantive
existence to the second of these classes

, if not to the third .

2] M ill says : Logic postulates to be allowed to assert the
same mean ing in any words which will express it— We require
the liberty of substituting for a given assertion the same asser
tion in different words— We require the liberty of exchanging a
proposition for any other that is equipollent with it .” Criticisms

on Sir W. Hamilton, ch . 2 1. This postulate he identifies with
the axiom or principle of identity, which he thus expresses :
“ Whatever is true in one form of words is true in every other
form of words which conveys the same meaning.

” The dialectic
rule is not in consistent with this

,
but only imposes on the dis

putant before he changes a formula the necessity of obtaining
the assent of the respondent . A respondent could not refuse his
assent to any reasonable proposition without exposing himself
to the charge of 66 0xoMa

,
perverse obstructiveness, which was

equivalent to defeat . If
,
however, the respondent was prepared

to brave the charge of 66 0 xoMa,the conditions imposed on the
opponent must have sometimes enabled the respondent to avoid
a formal confii tation . O6 y6p 7rp69 766 350: Adyov i; 61166ei$i 9 dAM

‘

z

7rp69 766 133V’UXZl a 37rd 0666 0 6AA0ywmi9 .

’

Ael y6p 30116 36 0m
”

6 01. r p69 766 é
’

fco Aéyov, 2mm 1rp69 1
'l é

'
ow Aciyov 06K 665. Analy

tica Posteriora
,
1 . 10 .

‘ It is not the spoken but the thought
proposition that carries demonstration or even ordinary proof
for exception can always be taken to the verbal enunciation ,

though not always to the thought enunciated .

’

[I have trans
lated as ifAristotle had written 06 yap 3K 7 00 é

’

fw Adyov 17

daA
’

e
’

x %6 Ti}xlfvxfi . If 7rp69 is used in its proper sense,
i . e. (see ch . xix, note 4) as indicating not the premisses but the
conclusion of a demonstration, we must translate : The con
elusion of demonstration is not the spoken but the thought
proposition .

’
But the axiom, the indem

‘

onstrable foundation of

proof
, of which Aristotle is speaking, could h ardly be spoken
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of as the conclusion of a demonstration . It seems, then, that
77p69 here is not used in its Aristotelian sense, but in the sense
which it bears in the formulas, 77p69 7 066000 , 17p69 766

which are examined in ch . x] .

3] There must be something wrong here . The translation
assumes the true reading to be

, 06 y6p 65 7 067 0 6.60q 706
’

ei
'
vac, 7 067 0 6

’

30 7? Aevxo
’

v, dvdyxn 7706 Aevx66 7 66
’

elvai . But if

this is Aristotle’s meaning it is odd that the important word
7706 should have slipped out both of this and the following ex
ample . The fallacy ih these two cases may be described as the
equation of particular and universal . But this description will
not apply to the examples subsequently given .

4] The same instance of an accidental conclusion is given in
the Analytica Posteriora, I . 4 : K000

'

A06 6o
‘

s Ae
'

ya) 6 66 x076. 7706769

7 6 6770pxy x02 Ka0
’

0676 76 Ka0do 66 67rdpxei 767 6 67 06 6772

7 06 76x06 709 Kai 7Tp¢67 0v 6em66nraz . Olov, 76 660 6p069 é
’

xew 067 6

7 t9
"

0706607! 60 7 1. K000A06 ‘

x0 i7 01. 60 7 7. 66350 1. x076. 0x1ip.0709 671. 660

6p069 é
’

xei , dhh
’

06 706 7 6x06 7 09 07056 07 09, 0666 xpfim i rvxcivn

0xfipan 6 6euc669, 76 y6p rerpdywvov 0xfina 06x 3x6: 63660

6p00
’

f9 100 9 '

70
'

7
’

io omcehés é
‘

xec 76 7 6x66 660 6p00i
'

9 i009, 0M
’

06 77p67 06 , 0M 6 76 7pfy<06 06 7rp07 epov.

“

O 7 0K66 6 76 rux6u 17p6706

6606 6 7 0: 660 6p069 é
'

xew 6 dhho, 7 0679 6770pxa K000
'

A06 , x07.

7) 01706ei§¢9 « 00
’

0676 706706 60 75, 7 666 6
’

6&v 7p67706 06 xc0
'

0676'

0666 7 06 60 00 K€A069 c6x 60 7 i. x006A06 80036116 nhe
’

ov.

‘A

commensurate proposition (a proposition whose subject and pre

dicate are distributed and coextensive) is universal and essential.

Its subject is universal and the highest genus which can

be proved to universally possess the predicate. Figure is not
commensurate to the predicate

,
containing angles equal to two

right angles
,
for some figures possess it but not all ; nor can any

figure indifferently, the tetragon, for example, be employed in
the proof. Isosceles possesses it universally, but is not the

highest genus which possesses it for triangle is higher. Only
the universal and highest subject is commensurate, and only

such is essential : the others, including isosceles, are in a sense
accidental .’ The expression, 6 66tKV1

5

9 , seems to shew that Arl

stotle is referring to some sophistical demonstration that had

been actually propounded .

5] The frivolous examples of confutation per accidens
hitherto



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


114 NOTE S . CHAP. VI.

0677 0266 . Anal . Post. 1. 5.

‘ It often happens that a conclusion
is not primary and commensurate, when it seems to be . If

not primary and commensurate, the demonstration is not essen
tial . Perpendiculars to the same line are parallel ; but this is
not an essential proposition ; for not only perpendiculars, but
all lines that meet another at equal angles, are parallel . Were
the isosceles the only known triangle, the property of con
taining angles equal to two right angles would seem essen
tially connected with isoscelism . The permutation of propor
tionals, numbers, lines, solids, times, is not essentially connected
with number, time, dimension, but can be demonstrated at once
of the commensurate genus . It was formerly proved in detail .
They differ in species, and there was no name for their genus.
When you prove in detail of each species of triangle, equilateral,
scalene, isosceles, the equality of their interior angles to two
right angles, you may exhaust the possible cases but your pre
dicate is not essential and commen surate, and you have only a
sophistical science . Your universal is numerical but not essen
tial . ’ Conclusions from accidental premisses are not only
plausible but irresistible . Ka1f7 01 0170p60 6166 66 7 1s 60 0 9,

66 6K0. 7 067 0 (76. O
'

Up-BGBVIKdTa 7100
'

0676) 66? 6p01766 176p27 06710 6 ,

613m
‘

) 066yx7; 76 0 671176
'

p00710. 666 01. 06666 y6p 610¢6
'

p61 6171s 6p6

7166 09 7 61 76x661
'

0 667 0 66176166 76 0 661767700710 . A6? 6
'

6pw706 06x

(69 (
’

wayxaiov 666 01 616. 7 6. 671017 177166 0 , éhk
’

67 1 6 631616 6.66
'

y7m 179
"

671626 0 Aéyovn , Kai. 0An0639 A6
'

ye1v 0An06sfl6176px06 7 0 . Analy-r

tica Posteriora
,
I . 6 . It may be asked of what use are acci

dental premisses in dialectic, if they do not necessitate the

conclusion . Do we not first make some irrelevant remarks, and
then assert the conclusion

,
when we argue from contingent pre

misses ? To which we an swer that they are not propounded as

grounds of a categorically necessary conclusion ; but because,
if they are conceded, by a hypothetical necessity the conclu

sion is conceded ; and if they are true, by a hypothetical neces

sity the conclusion is true .
’ Indeed all dialectic, as opposed

to science, consists of accidental ratiocination .

’

A61107p6
'

661 66

710Ao 76 66 7 035 710067100 16 , 671 06666 O
'

UMfiGB
'q S Aapfldvoww

(0AA6 « 02 7 067 79 610¢6p06 0 1 7 736 66 7 029 610A6y01s) 6p106065
‘

.

Analytica Posteriora
,
I . 12 . The convertibility of couse

quent and antecedent is more common in science than in
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dialectic ; for dialectic employs accidental premisses, science
only definitions .’ 0

These conflicting views of accidental ratiocination may be
reconciled by dividing it into two classes
I . Reasonings that are inconclusive, i . e . dialectically unsound

and fallacious

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

If we refer to the instances quoted above, a proof that all
figures contain angles equal to two right angles must be invalid
and undialectical, and belong to the first clas s 5 but a proof

that every isosceles contains them would be logically valid and
dialectical but unscientific

,
and belong to the second class . We

may observe that in the passage quoted above from An . Post .
I . 4, Aristotle only calls the latter conclusions in some sense

(7po
’

1706 7 166) accidental .
6] This is unintelligible, and the text probably corrupt .

7] Bekker reads, 719
"

7 067
’

67601 7 06 0 6113016616 . This
looks like the vestige of a paraphrase : 662 y6p 7 067

'

66601

706 0 6113066 616 76 0 6111176p00110 .

8] The Hermeneutica, ch. 11, refers to this passage by the
words 66 7 0i9 7 017117 069 .

9] It is clear that the words 066 170p6. 766 Ae
’

fw should be
cancelled, unless for Ae

’

fw we read 6A6yf16 . The slightest con
sideration will suffice to shew that the two classes of fallacy, in
dictione and extra dictionem ,

do not correspond to sins against
the two elements of confutation, contradiction and proof. Of

the class in dictione, reasonings involving homonymia and am

phibolia may, indeed, be conclusive when the ambiguity lies in
the extremes

,
but must be in conclusive when it lies in the

middle term. Of the class extra dictionem , the fallacies non
causa pro causa and ignoratio elenchi fail rather in contradiction
than in proof. Aristotle has elsewhere spoken correctly. In
the beginning of this chapter he implies (613116AA61 6A6yx0s~ 6 0 6A

A0y10116s 60 60001) that some of the fallacies in dictione are devoid
of proof as well as of confutation (contradiction). In ch . xix .

he says that homonymia and amphibolia may affect either the
premisses or the conclusion, i . 0. either the proof or the contra

I 2
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diction . And in ch . x . he gives an instance of homonymia

(epic poems are a plane figure for they are a circle) affecting the
middle term,

that is, the proof : and observes that figura dioti
onis may be treated as faulty either in the proof or in the con
tradiction . In ch . xxv. he seems to say that secundum quid
only fails in the contradiction

,
but it is clear that it may fail

either in the contradiction or in the sequence.
We may observe that we only give a semblance of unity to
the theory of fallacies by lumping them all together under the
definition of confutation, for the elements of that definition
are obtained by no systematic subdivision, and form, as far as

appears, a purely arbitrary and incoherent agglomeration .

CHAPTER VII .

1] A man might misplace his accents and yet be understood
in G reek society

, unless the misplacement produced ambiguity.

2]
’

E171f0 7 07 01. This must be wrong. We should read 170163,

or 17611061, or 61710 170, or 617101707 01, or something equivalent. In
support of the last conjecture compare

,

’

Ap
’

066 0676 y1y60
’

10x0 6

170 6 0I06 7 19 6176 7 06 A6y06 06 6 61010066 06 0 6 6 61760170

0 07 0 17p69 76 0611711170 0 1 ; Sophistes
, 46.

‘Have you any
good reason for your assent, or has the current of the language
to which you are accustomed hurried you along into an ill
considered admission ?’ Aristotle is thinking of realism or the

theory of ideas, which he says, oh . xxii, is founded on this
fallacy .

3] Reasoning to a certain extent is possible, as we see in

brutes, without words . But the development of language must
have been accompanied by a great increase of reasoning power.

Thenceforth in all reason ing there are two parallel trains, the
train of images and the train of words . When the train of

words precedes it awakes the train of images, if the words are
imitative, by the associative law of similarity . If the sounds
are not imitative

,
but interjectional

,
that is

,
produced according

to some physiological law by the action of the organs of sensa
tion on the organs of expression

,
they afterwards suggest the

sensations that produced them by the associative law of con
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gism
,
being a species of solution, is the disproof of one of the

opponent’s premisses
,
not of his conclusion ; for it would be an

abuse of language to call the disproof of a conclusion a solution

of the argument supporting that conclusion .

CHAPTER VIII .

1] Eristic proof is either inconclusive or contains a false pre
miss . But it is not every false premiss that makes a proof
eristic . If the premiss

,
though unscientific

,
is a special proposi

tion, referring exclusively to a particular subject-matter, the
proof is dialectic . Even the general propositions that charac
teriz e dialectic, the topical maxims, must be accepted with many
limitations and exceptions, for dolus latet in generalibus and if
they are applied without these limitations and exceptions they
are open to en stasis, and the conclusion is false, but still, it
appears, the proof is regarded as dialectic . The basis of genuine
probability in these propositions saves their inaccurate applica
tion from the stigma of sophistry . The false maxims that
constitute a proof eristic, that is, radically bad or vicious in
principle, are thirteen false propositions corresponding to the
thirteen fallacies . Oi) yap 70 (pawdyevov 3660506 Kai.

n OfOL'. 013636 yap 7636 Aeybyévwv 6
,

060
,w e

’

vm ro
'

Aatov é
’

xa 7706 7 6

A639 (1506 7 00 606 , Kadd‘lrep n epi 769 7636 épwn xéiv Ao
'

ywv dpxas
'

0 6508156a é
’

xew. Hapaxpfiua yap m i (59 $777. 70 woAi; 7 011? Kai

mkpc
‘

t ovvopdv avvap e
'

uocs « ardbnhos 86 067 029 1) 7 06 il/etffiovg E072

wa s. Topica, I . I .

‘Not every semblance of truth is probabi

lity. Probability, as we use the term,
has more than an abso

lutely superficial semblance of truth, such as may be found in

the prin ciples of eristic proof, whose falsehood a moment
’s con

sideration discloses to all but the very dullest . ’ Of these
sophistic principles five might be identified with perversions of

dialectic maxims . The principles justifying the fallacies of

accidens, consequens, secundum quid, non causa pro causa, and
figura diction is may be supposed to belong to the loci of subject
and accident, antecedent and consequent, whole and part, cause
and effect, and conjugates or paronyms . But it must be con
fessed, that it appears to be juster, instead of confining the term
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sophism to the application of the thirteen imaginary principles,
to extend it, in pirastic at least, byéhe criterion, 00 770161? bfihov
61dyvoei

‘

, to the misapplication of any dialectic maxim. For it
is evident that the false conclusion in which the respondent
might be landed by such a false premiss would not convict him
of ignorance . in any special branch of knowledge which he pro
fessed . Even if the false premiss is not a dialectic maxim, but
a specific proposition, not essentially (Kae

’

01576) connected with
the subject of the problem

,
the pirastic confutation is sophistic.

And in Spite of the expressions in this chapter, it is difficult to
believe that this was not Aristotle’s view.

2] An argument is usually called appropriate (o lxe
‘

ios 7 06

77p0y11070s
'

, na70 70 77p61y110) when it is scientific . Ot
’
rw y0p £006

701 fid 0076301 706 aELv p é
l
vov. Ewan/101109 y0p

507 01 06 66 7 0157106, 0176061519 0
’

001: 307 01, 00 y0p 770115061. 5171

071i11116 . Analytica Posteriora, I 2 . Then the premisses will be
appropriate to the conclusion . Otherwise the proof would not
be demonstrative or scientific .’ Afikov 701

5

7 016 Kai. 07 1 sinf
0619 oi Aanfidvew OMMGVOLxaké

‘

i s 7019 0pxds, £06 56005“ f) f;17p67001s
‘

K0). 0M6759. Oz
’

1 ydp 70 30pi; 01p § 00 7 16 , (MN). 70 17p6706

7 017 yévovs 776pi. 006lx66 7 01, xai 70A1101
‘

ss 00 17616 oixei
‘

ov. An . Post.
‘It is absurd to suppose that our assumptions are scien

tific principles if they are only probable and true. Principles

are not probabilities but primary propositions appropriate to a

given sphere, and propositions may be true but inappropriate .
’

X 0A67706 0
’

70 766 601 03066 i)mi. X 0A67706 y0p 70 766 601

61306 76 6 éx00 7 06 (0171161206) 0px636 1173, {im p 60 7i. 70 6l06
'
601.

006111690. 06 3xw1166 05 801170166 6 7 166 6 06AA07101106 wpo
i
m v,

81750 700001. T0 0
’

00K 607 16 , m a ovyyevfi (0217620) 062 616 01 7030

7711167019. An . Post. I . 9 . It is hard to decide when our know
ledge is science

, for it is hard to decide whether the premisses
are appropriate

,
as they must be in science. We fancy when we

have a proof by true and primordial premisses, that we have
science : not always, for they must also be homogeneous (appro

priate) to the conclusion.

’

Here, however, 01116209 means, not scientific, but pirastic. The
premisses employed in pirastic are not in the highest sense
appropriate (1010) to the subject, yet have a necessary connexion
with it (67701166 0, see ch . xi) and so far may be called appro
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priate . They are appropriate when compared with sophistic,
inappropriate when compared with scientific, proof.

3] Every inconclusive reasoning (wapakoywpds) from true
premisses may be converted into conclusive reason ing (ovM o

31101169) from false premisses . The fallacies become valid argu
ments as far as the form is concerned if we substitute for the
true principles on which sound reasoning reposes false principles
to cover their faults and justify their sequence . It would re

quire great art to put such proposition s into a plausible form
,

and seduce the respondent into the concession of them : but we
can conceive it accomplished . If such principles were formu
lated, they would corre spond to the axioms or K016 0i. 0pxa£ of

science, and the topical maxims or xowai 0pxal of dialectic, and
would themselves constitute the « 016 02 0pxa£ of sophistic. As

false metaphysical principles and false lingui stic theorems or
rules of interpretation

,
they would imply, in the person who

con ceded them
,
an ignorance of logic and metaphysic or lin

guistic, but not of any other special science . For instance, a
geometerwho incautiously admitted them , and was consequently
confuted on a geometrical question

,
might be proved to be an

unpractised logician, but would not be proved to be an impostor
in his pretensions to geometry . Arguments, therefore, derived
from such pseudo - loci are inadmissible in pirastic .

4] This recapitulation omits ignoratio elenchi, which indeed

may well be omitted, for it cannot be distinguished, as Aristotle
defines it

, from secundum quid . Regarding it as the fallacy of

irrelevant conclusions, we m ight suppose we found a trace of a
referen ce to it in the word 06 7 6000 16 but this term occurs in
the examination of secundum quid, ch . xxv. Some wo rds, how
ever

,
may have slipped out of the text in this recapitulation,

which
,
as it stands

,
is hardly the language of articulately speak

ing men . It is not clear why, after his three previous anume
rations of the fallacies, Aristotle recapitulates at all . Did he
intend to formulate the pseudo- axioms by which the sophisms
may be rehabilitated

,
and recite the list as a framework in which

the formulas might be inserted
,
but afterwards find his design

more troublesome of execution than he had anticipated, and
leave it unexecuted ?
5] For wapaAoywyoi read 0 o¢10 711<01 0vAA0y101101f, or rather
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7 0060 6 7 f06 0770y106 , i
f)00709 7 0137 0 010106151616 , 0 6y6 1op111019 060 7 16

3110 0 7 06 7 136 7707 6 .
— A6y106 0p0 76x6 7w, 01 é7 0

'

1
‘

p6, 0

0A1§0610 6 111; 610169, 0650 9 00 7 6017p66 110
’
19, yeko10u 7 160, 1519 601116 ,

110107 6x606 770p6
'

f67 01. — K1606 6 6661. Phaedrus, 98.

‘The power of
deceiving and avoiding deception requires an exact knowledge of
likenesses and unlikenesses and unless a man knows the true
object, he cannot discriminate the degrees of likeness to it in
other objects. As, then, false belief and error arise from like.

ness, the art of leading away through gradations of likeness
from the true to the false, and of avoiding being thus misled, is
impossible without a knowledge of realities a nd an argumen .

tative art, armed with opinions instead of knowledge, is an
absurdity and not truly an art.’ The knowledge that Plato
requires for didactic may be divided into two portions, science

and logic corresponding to the two portions into which law is
divided by the jurist, the substantive code and the code of pro

cedure . Part will consist of specific doctrines (10101 0pxaf), and
belongs to the man of science, Euclid or Archimedes : part of

generic theorems
,
rather m ethod than doctrine (1101601

and belongs to the dialectician. Accordingly Aristotle bases
dialectic on the definition of genuine confutation (011170119 69167

x09), and makes solution proceed by division and discrimination
But, in addition to this, didactic requires similar

definition s and divi sions of the 10101 00x01. See Appendix E on

the limits of pirastic.

3] The common sources of probable proof are enumerated in

the Topica .

4] Does 6xop.66 06
“

7rap
’

07760 0 716 06 7 01 mean that the enstasis

is derived from the same topics as the proof ; or does it mean

that in some lost chapters the varieties of enstasis had been
examined ? A phrase of the Rhetoric seems to establish the

latter view : At 0
’

66 0 700 619 11a0d7r6p 66 7 0139 7077111039,

7 67p0x1
'

09. Rhet . 2 . 25.

5] Kai 7 009 1601601166 06 9 [671630106 9] is connected, after a long
parenthesis

,
with 706 0

’

611 7 136 11016 136 110115770 1117061406 TG
'

XWW

[6A67x06] 7106 BLaAé KTLKOD [60 71op f fv] .
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CHAPTER
.

X .

1] Of the name of the theorist now criticised, and the precise
nature of his theory, we have no information ; and without this
information it is difficult to decide whether Aristotle’s argu
ments are conclusive, and what is their precise drift . If we may
trust a partly unintelligible fragment of Eudemus quoted by
Simplicius, the theorist criticised in this chapter is no other
than Plato himself : V

E0 7 1 06, 019 601116, 70010pif616 61100 706 6 000x139

A6767 01 11.6
'

ya 77p09 0M§06106 . HA07 10 6 7 6 y0p 610 0y0y016 70 010 006

770AA09 077011509 6Av0 6, 77p0y1107 106 6136 01000110 701x07 a¢66y06 0 16

1250 776p 6171 70 110i. 77p09 7 01
5

7 019 7 0660110 7 1336 A6ym6 0¢16p10 6 .

Simplicius on Phys . Ausc. I . 2 . To distinguish the various
meanings of equivocal terms is a great step in speculation . For
Plato solved many diffi culties by introducing the doctrine of

various meanings and banished words from proof [distin

guished reasoning addressed to the word from reasoning addressed
to the thought But it would be rash to place much reliance
on a corrupt fragment, and it would be strange ifAristotle spoke

of Plato as certain persons .’ The theorist seems to have hit,
somewhat vaguely, upon the distinction between word- thinking
and object- thinking

,
and to have held that the source of all

error is word- thinking.

The substance ofAristotle’s criticism seems to be this

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

(2)Thought requires some further limitation to express object
thinking

. All word- thinking is thinking. The expres
sion

,
addressed to the thought, therefore, is insufficient

to exclude word- thinking.

(3)The fact of being addressed to the thought is only an ex
ternal relation of an argument, its relation to the respon
dent

. But the relations of a thing mayvary by the change

of its correlatives,while the thing itselfremains unchanged .

They are its most extrinsic and accidental attributes, and
cannot form the principle of its subdivision .
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But, it may be answered, are there not some arguments whose
essential nature is such that they cannot be represented by a
train of object- thought ? Yes : and these are recogniz ed under
the head of fallacies in diction . But there is another class of
reasonings, independent of diction, and therefore belonging pos
sibly to the train of object- thinking, which are yet fallacious.
2] So read for 0261166 09 60070000 1 15.
3] After 001100616 insert 7066 0 1111016 06 .

4] The amphibolous reasoning about speech of the speechless

(ch . iv) is conclusive with an ambiguous minor term,
that is

,

the conclusion does not contradict the thesis .
The homonymous argument about Homer has an ambiguous
middle, and therefore is inconclusive.
In saying that the fallacy of the argument in figura dictionis

lies both in the sequence and in the contrad iction, Aristotle
seems to mean, that we have the option of treating the conclu
sion as contradictory but not legitimate

,
or as legitimate but not

contradictory . Thus : Thesis — It is impossible to give what
one has not got. Confutation — It is possible to give but few,
having many : to give but few,

having many, is to give as one
has not got (see ch . xxii) therefore it is possible to give 01 one
has not got . This conclusion is valid, but does not contradict
the thesis . . The conclusion

,
Therefore it is possible to give

161106 one has not got, contradicts the thesis but does not follow

from the premisses .
The defects of accidens and consequens

- (illicit process and

undistributed middle) and petitio prin cipii lie in the sequence :

of ignoratio elenchi and non causa pro causa in the contra

diction : of secundum quid and verbal fallacies, sometimes in
the contradiction, sometimes in the sequence. We may distin
guish, then, between conclusive syllogism and conclusive con

futation . For in the second of these classes the syllogism is

conclusive. the confutation inconclusive.

5] This is a resumption of the second of his former positions

viz . that a reasoning with unambiguous terms is not addressed
to the thought if the respondent thinks them ambiguous .

6] This is a resumption of the first of his former positions
viz . that a reasoning with ambiguous terms is addressed to the
thought if the respondent thinks them unambiguous. What
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of the answerer or direct again st his expressed thesis, 650 Adyos
’

,

a proof which is impossible with the intended concession or
unavailable against the in tended thesis . ”

0 7 1. 1166 006 0710 7139

00709 elo i 01avo1
f

as oi Adyoa, 0fiA06 .

”

E0 7 1 0
’

mix6 06709

7po
'

11
'os' 71p09 01706 7 0 9 7fis‘ 66 7 61

5

56105
“

oi 1166 y0p 17616009 06067 01, oi

06 fifas.

"

0 0 01. 1166 y0p 611 7 06 0110pfio
'

01 15776910606 ot
’
rws, 701

5

7106

dyvom
‘

y0p 77p09 706 Ao
’

you 011110
1 771109 706 0106 0106 73

01706 7 110 1? 0076 6 .

"

0 0 01. 06Ao
'

yov xdpw Aéyova c, 7 0157016 0
’

6A6yxos

100 15“ 700 7
’

7fi (luau?) Ao
’

yov 11017 01? 66 7 033s 6661100 16 . Metaphy

sica, 3. 5.

‘The doctrines that the same thing can be and not
be, and that all opinions are true, are clearly the same in prin
ciple but all disputants are not to be encountered by the same
method, for some require persuasion, others Violence . Where
the opinion is the result of honest doubts it is an error which
can easily be healed . For here we have to encounter not words
but convictions [or, if 07706 7 770 19 is the act of the respondent,
For here the opposition is not addressed to our words but to our
meaning] . Where it is merely maintained from the love of dis
putation, the only remedy is confutation of the expressed and

verbal thesis by the expressed and verbal concessions.’ Here
we have an admission fromAristotle that in certain controversies
his own arguments would be addressed not to the thought of

the respondent but to his words . He considers the axiom or
principle of contradiction a necessary proposition and one that is
necessarily believed . If, then, it is denied by a respondent and
we argue in its defence, we cannot address his thought, that is,
argue again st his conviction , for he has no conviction to be argued
against. In the passage from the M etaphysic

,
Aristotle speaks

with confidence of confuting the contradictor of the axiom,
though

he admits it would be difficult : but the passage from the Ana
lytic

,
which refers to the same subject

,
implies that the verbal

triumph would remain with the respondent who denied the axiom.

The different expressions of Aristotle respecting the anti
thesis, addressed to the word, addressed to the thought, seem,

however, to be reconcilable . He does not deny the existence of
the antithesis, but denies that it constitutes a differentia of

arguments (0011 60 7 1. 0ta¢op0 7636 Ao
'

ywv) of so intrinsic and essen
tial a character as to be fit to form the basis of a classification .

10] 11016756 has M S . authority and seems more natural than
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7 00616 , which is Bekker
’
s reading. Whichever we read, the sense

is the same . The following proposition is only true where both
the units and twos are taken collectively. If we take either dis
tributively, we affirm that each unit or each two is equal to four .
11] In ch . xv. the questioner is recommended to distinguish
and divide and exclude from his propositions any objectionable
interpretation in order to anticipate objection and obtain without
trouble the necessary premisses . But of course he would only
do this for his own purposes, that is, with the premisses capable
of being honestly employed, not with the premisses charged with
the fallacy. In ch. xvii. Aristotle goes further, and admits that
a confutation, where the respondent is taken by surprise in con
sequence of overlooking distinctions, is not genuine : and that,
at all events, if the respondent is limited to answering Yes or
No, the distinctions ought to be drawn by the questioner. N06 06

010 70110110A6>s Epam
'

iv 700g 7 6 6 60 60066 06 9 0615q 77p0007ro11plv60

Gal 7 1. 706 6010716116606 , 01006066 7 0 706 poxenpfav 709 77170700 61013, 6714 ,
016A00évov ye 11106 135306 015i) 0006031117;A6

'

y616 706 dWOKpu
'O
’

MGDOV .

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

elen chus or negative dialectic .

CHAPTER XI.

1] 4301601166“ M p}136 is the same as 100 166116609 11070 70wpayya

above, and (001615116609 7 6132 7 13606 below. In fact, 776pi 763606 has

probably slipped out before ¢atvo
l

ft é ll 09 in the present passage .

A man may be confuted and yet not proved to be in the wrong
on the point in dispute . He may be right in his special facts,
which may alone be important, but appear to be confuted by

failing to detect some slight mis- statement of a metaphysical
premiss

,
which is ill - apprehended because it is abstract, and is
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not really an element of the doctrine in question . This species
of sophistic proof was discussed in ch . viii .
2] 2 11M oy101101

’ would be a better reading, for the proofs in
question are not paralogisms . Hapahoywym

’

, however, may stand,
for the proofs in question may be compared either with scien

tific proof or with the pseudographema, and the pseudographema
is a paralogism (770p0A0710

-

r1110s 65 10p10116
'

6 011 7 160s ye
’

vovs 0px106

below). The second species of sophistic proof simulates scientific
proof as the first simulated pirastic. We have not yet had it
in this treatise (except in note 5 to ch . vi), but it is alluded to
in the Analytic : ’

E7750 7 0 0 901 06 05151166
’

61100 7 06 07701351, 00010

706 0 01010 7 11106 7p1
5

7706 706 11070 0601361317769, 07 0 6 7156 7
’

0Z7 1
’

06 0516

11600 y160
5

0 11616 01
’

06 70 77p0y110 60 7 16 , 37 1 61165606 057 50 6075
,
1100110

61106
'

x60001 7 007
’

(901109 6x616 . An . Post . I . 2 . Science absolute
,

as opposed to sophistic science or accidental proof
,
is the know

ledge of the cause and necessity of a law.

’ Neither the cause

nor the necessity can be exposed by any but essential or oommen
surate premisses . Accidental premisses

,
then, will be sophistic.

’

E77620
'

65 060):a 0770px61 776p2 61100 7 06 y6
’

60s 00 0 0110
’

007007rdpx61

11023?61100 7 06 , 100 6 61106 07 1 776p2 7 106 1100
'

0070 0770px1567106 at 6771

0 717110611102 07700655619 1102611 7 106 7 0101
5

7 106 650 5. T0 1166 y0p 01111136

13111107 0 0011 06 0y11000, 1250 7
’

0011 060y1117 70 06110 61100110 6506601 011571

07rdpx61 7006 67750 70 000 160 71 70010 7 00 0137506 677507 00001.

A1
'

0070 0110 1102 70 1160 06 7 153 7p57 10 1100 70 771110706 7110 116010
15770px616 . An . Post . I . 6 . Essential attributes furnish the
only necessary propositions and must form the premisses and
conclusions of soi entific demonstration . Accidents are contin
gent and cannot exhibit the reason or cause of a necessary law.

Both the major and minor premiss, then, must be essential.
’

A10 7 0070 000
'

06 7 19 065521 1100
'

6110 0 7 06 70 7p5y106 06 0770065561 0
10érépq 371 0150 011609 6x61 61100 706 , 70 liO‘

O
’

flAGUpOD xwpis
‘ 11ai. 70

0 101117669 110i. 70 Z0 o0 116A6
'

s
‘

, 007710 70 7p5y10 606 07 1. 0150 0110009, 65

706 0 01010 7 11106 71
1157706 , 01506 « at9a

'

o 7p5y106 06 , 000
’

65 1111066 60 71

770p0 7 007 0 7p5y106 06 67 6p06 . O0 y0p fi 7p5y10 606 00066 . An . Post.

I . 5. If
_one were to prove in detail of each species of triangle,

equilateral, scalene, isosceles, the equality of their interior angles
to two right angles, he might exhaust the possible cases, but his

p redicate would not be essential and commensurate, and he
would only have a sophistical science.’
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00yp01pm10 and 1111000yp0¢n110 776pi 0011009, unlessit is that of art
and science. It is evident that the quadrature of the circle by
lunules was not the method of H ippocrates, as is generally
supposed . H is method was what Aristotle elsewhere calls the
method of segments (see Appendix F). The problem of

squaring the circle, i . e . of finding a square whose area shall
equal that of a given circle, long occupied the scientific world,
and, like the problem of perpetual motion,

was a favourite arena
of the unscientific long after the scientific had pronounced it
insoluble . M odern m athematicians are agreed that it cannot
be solved by arithmetic or geometry, the only methods of the
ancients, and requires the method of infinitesimals . See an
article on the quadrature of the circle, by De M organ, in the
National Encyclopedia. Aristotle seems to have suspected it
was insoluble from his expression, E2 1102 “ mm/11160617 01011010109

in the Categories he asserts that it had not been solved in his
day : ”

E7 1 70 3171177 71706 06 0 1pe006 0 06 06 0 1p6
'

1
‘

Th!) 0111071511716 , 0
00 017117 7751117 70 077117 7 117011 00 0 060 601pe

'

1? 0001) 1102 6 7 00 11011o

7 67paym6 10
'

1109 elf ye 30 716 , 31710 7151111 1106 00700 0011 30 716

00709 00 317117 7 71706 60 7 16 . Cat. 7.

‘Without
[

a knowable there

can be no knowledge
,
but without knowledge there may be a

knowable : if
,
for instance, the quadrature of the circle is pos~

sible
,
it is knowable

,
though at present it is not known .

’

4] K0 70 70 77p0y110 here means more than it did in the

beginning of the chapter, where its force was limited by the
words 70 110160. There it meant, necessarily connected with a
subject, though not coextensive with it . Here it is equivalent

to 110 70 706 0011160 6 and means coextensive, or commea

surate
,
with a given sphere .

5] So read, as the sense requires, for 706 yewue
’

rpnv.

6] Here is followed by no corresponding clause, and the

text is doubtless corrupt. We might add, after Bfihov, 0AAO1106

7rep2 70 yew1167p1110 or we might read, 00
'

0170 706 01006117 11106 .

l
'

l ep21106 7 01 700210 07 1ép1a
'
711109 00 71, 0132106 , or something equivalent.

In the first cas e 70M a would mean 70 110160, in the second case it
Would mean 70 1010 , or, rather, 70 yem1117p1110. In any case the

drift is certain
,
viz . that the same problem ,

e . g . the quadrature
of the circle, may be handled either in a sophism or in a pseudd

graphem e.
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7]
'

Ap11o
'
77116 , or é¢ap11677 116 , is a technical term in describing

dialectical proof.
”

B1771 701) 00710 010501 Bo nep Bp00 10 6 706 7 e7p0

yw6117 1166 . K070 1101606 71 y0p 061116
0

06 016 00 7 0100701 Ao
’

yoc, 0 1100
ére

’

pq) 017011560 010 110001030121106 00Ao
’

yo1 00 avn
6 106 . 0011006 c0x "03116060

' 01707 7 0701, 021A0 11070 ovpfiefinxds
'

00

y0p 06 é¢1§p11077 e6 00176061519 1102 £17
’

10010 ye
'

609. An . Post. I . 9.

Such a proof, like Bryso
’
s squaring of the circle

,
as it may

conclude by a cause that is not confined to the given subject,
but is found in other genera

,
is transferable to a heterogeneous

subject-matter . But if the essence of the subject and not an
accident is the cause of knowledge

,
the demonstration is not

tran sferable to any other genus .
’ The paraphrast says

,

'

0 0
’

0110
7 16106 11011101'ép106 1102 017€pBa1606 7 10 6 110117000009 011110656 7 106 766 61716
0101177 11109. For 01

7
6p/3016667 106 [transcendent] Aristotle would have

said
, 1157 01301606 7106 .

e

09 .177
"

0017A1
'

09 060mm70 0070 106 0 1 ye
'
6 09 0

d [l éAAGt 001710061519 11670300 516 . An . Post. I . 7.

‘Two sub

jects must be the same in species or genus if a demonstration
can be transferred from the one to the other .
8] 1111010100 must be taken in the sense in which it is de

scribed in the Analytic
,
as equivalent to 1100

’

0076, and therefore
0 11000o Will mean 0011 7106 0px1

’

06 Even the
philosopher (6 ¢1A60o¢09) who has the most comprehensive
sphere must deal with his problems commensurately and essen
tially (110061106 , 1100

'

and therefore is limited in his pre
misses and conclusions . Unlike the dialectician, he has nothing
to say to geometrical problems .
9] T09 0

’

00709 0px09 01706 7 106 106 01 7106 avkkoywpéiv 0006 0 7 06 .

”

E7 6p01 y0p 17000106 70 1100px02 1102 000
’

3100111107 7 000 01.

Analytica Posteriora, I .32 . The principles of all deduction are
not identical They are heterogeneous and vary with the sub

ject, and are inapplicable beyond their respective spheres .
’ The

constitution of philosophy imagined by those who maintained
the unity of first principles was probably such as we have in
Hegel’s system,

where the laws of physic and ethic are repe
titions of the laws of the development of reason laid down in
the logic : or in Herbert Spencer’s philosophy, where the theo
rems of ethical and natural science are exemplifications of the
general laws of evolution and its component processes of differ

entiation and integration, which themselves are again affiliated
K 2
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on a primary axiom of the persistence of force, a principle which
very much resembles

,
if it is not identical with

,
the Aristotelian

axiom .

In the M etaphysic we are told that though all being
' does

not belong to a single genus (110010 00
7 1101? yet as referrible to

a common standard (17p0s 16) it belongs to a single science,
philosophy . T0 00 06 06311701 1106 wohAaxéis, 0AA0 17p0s 06 m i

1150 6 7 160 1p00 16 , 110i c0x0110160111011. 00 1166 06 00[wept] 7136 1100
’

$6 Aeyoue
'
vwv 81710 715a 130 77. 91101100 01 11109, 0AAO 7136 17p0s

Aeyoye
’

vwv 006 07 1 110070 06 7 0 f?06 70
11
3

30 7 1 7006 i)70$6 11006o 7 00700172 1706 71116 0x11

p10 70
'

6 , 0
°

30 17€p {0 111s 0011 307 1. M etaphysica,3. 2 . The meanings of
being, though heterogeneous, are referred to one standard, and
the word is not equivocal . As not only homogeneous subjects

,

or those that are denoted by a univocal name
,
belong to one

science, but also all that are related to a common standard,
the essential attributes of being will be investigated by a single
science, though being may not be a genus or a separate entity.

’

Dialectic resembles philosophy in the wideness of its range
’

E1rei. 11501717) 30 7 1 11ai. 011101100 5 011101109 0010 02 1102

37 1110 1010 , 007 10 1102 712306 7 1 17) 06 30 7 1 7 160 i01a,

110i. 7 007
’

007 217€pl 136 7 00¢1Ao00¢ov 70A7106
'

s. 2 11111306

0é‘

o i. '

y0p 010Ae117u102 1102 0 01010 7 027 00706 017001
5

06 701 oxiiya 7155

¢1Ao06¢19
° '

y0p 00 75, 1102 oi. 01a

Aexn xol 010Ae
’

y06 7 01 171pi 01706 7 1116
'

1101606 00 1700 1 70 06 00 71, 010

Aé-yovn u 00 176p2 7 01571116 013o 07 1 010 707 139 ¢1Ao0 o¢fas
~

13601 0070

11011630 . Hepi y0p 70 0070 ye
'

uos 0 7pé¢era1 1100 010

0AAO010¢ép11 7139 1106 719
"

rpé
‘mp 709 06 60111109,

713g 007 00Biov 71] 17poa1pe
'

0 e1.
”

E0 7 100 1711p00 7111?) 171112

136 ¢1Ao0 o¢>1fa v p10 7 11115, 00 17011110 7 111011101601156 17, 0000 0
'

00.

M etaph . 3. 2 .

‘As number and solidity have certain essential
attributes

,
which are examined by particular sciences, so being

has certain essential attributes, which are investigated by phi

losophy. For dialectic and sophistic assume the garb of phi
losophy. Their range is universal ; and being, the theme of

philosophy, is universal . The other two deal with the universe
'of being because it is the proper sphere of philosophy. For
philosophy has the same sphere as sophistic and dialectic ; but

differs from dialectic in the nature of her power, from sophistic
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5. 0380. 57 ; olov 76 B ' be 7 01
5

7w6 6m. beffw d7 c é
'
m‘w éxei

‘

vo.

’
Avn c rpécpecas naAo 7b 66 7 0179 paflflnaaw, 57 a ofibiv avuflsfinxbs
Aaufidvovow, am nal 701

5

79 bracbe
'

povov. 7 636 36 7 029 bmhéyocs
‘

, dM
’

spinners. Anal . Post . 1. 12 .

’

If true conclusions never resulted
from false premisses, it would be easy to obtain by analytical
reasoning the principles on which any theorem depends . For
the principles and theorem would be related to one another
as the terms of a convertible proposition . If the antecedent
A involves the consequent B, when I knew the existence of B

I might infer the existence ofA. This reciprocal demonstration
is more common in science than in dialectic, for the premisses
of science are never

‘

accidents but definitions.’

12] The introduction of the word nature (dab
-

ts)may remind
us of a negative definition of logic in the pantheistic system of

Hegel, where logic is defined to be reason bef ore the creation
of the world, or, reason antecedent to nature ; the three succes
sive transformations of reason being logical truth, nature, and
morality . In the passage before us, however, qnfo is includes

moralities as well as laws of nature .

13] It appears that a pseudographema would be legitimate
in pirastic : for if the respondent could not solve it, it would

prove his ignorance of the science (worst ovio at5416052, ch. viii).

The pseudographema, however, does not belong to pirastic for

pirastic is not supposed to have sufficient knowledge of scientific

principles to construct a pseudographema.

Pirastic proof is intermediate between sophistic proof and
scientific proof. The former has no particularity the

latter no universality (xowéu) pirastic has both particularity
and universality. S cientific proof cannot be extended beyond
its private sphere : sophistic confutation proves no ignorance in
a particular sphere : pirastic confutation tests knowledge in a
particular sphere by principles applicable to every sphere .

‘

0

k arc
‘

z 1 7 6 npfiypa, i . e . Zblws', Gecopé
‘

w 7 b. Kowd, netpac rcxés. See

above . For a. further examin ation of 7a nowd see AppendixD.

Whately has divided fallacies into log ical and extra- logical. We
shall see in Appendix D that this division will not bear exami

n ation . Aristotle’s division is into dialectical (oocpfapa
‘

ra) and

extra- dialectical or scientific (wevboyparpfiaara). If we define
dialectic to be opinionative reasoning and logic the science
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of proof, we may divide dialectical fallacies into logical and
extra- logical, but logical will include alkthatWhately considers
extra- logical .

CHAPTER XII .

1]
"

En 0 00¢wruc09 noon
-
as, 70 dyew s is 1rp09 0 « impri

aoyev émxetpnpdrmv. T067 0 0
’

50 7 0; 070 “E6 dvayxa
’

fw , 67? 0c
‘

s

¢awdpevo6 dvaym i
’

ov, 07? 00 007 6 (bawénevov 0076 dvayxaiov.

'

Avayxa
'

iov i426 01
7

6 87 0 6 , dpvmrape
’

vov 7 017 dr oxpwouévov 766 7rp0s

706 7 1. xpna lymv, 17p0s 7067 0 700g Aéyovs flotfi
‘

rm, rvyxdvy
7 0570 7 0406706 06 1rp0s 0 6017011526 éorw émxa pnydrwv. or

m i 5706, dwaymyfiv 7rp6s
“

u 050. 706 xeme
'

vov n omadpevos, dvatpei
‘

v

émxezpfi
‘

706700 yap dvacpefle
’

v
‘

ros x02 70 npoxefuevov 060cpe
'

670c.

(Darvo
'

aevov 0? duaym
’

z
‘

ov, 87 0 6 (tacfvnras xpficmov x01 oixei
‘

ov

'rfis Oéa
'

ews‘, Ml) ll 1rp0s 0ylyvov
‘

raz oi. Ao
’

yoz, £17 6 dpvnaauévov 7013

706 Adyov i nexowos
'

, sire dnaywyfis é600
’

fov 010 7fis Ge
‘
a
'

ems wpbs

0070 ywoaévns 060 tp€€6 émxecpe
’

i 0070“ 70 BE Aomo
'

v, mire
dvayxai

‘

ov13wire (pawduevov 7rp0s 0yfvov
'

rat. oi. Ao
'

yoc, (”Miss 00770

pefehéyxeodaa 703dnoxpwoue
’

uqi . As?0? edAaBei
’

aoac 706

§0x0706 76 6 findéwmv 7p677w6
‘

770 6 7 eAc
'

09 y0p dnqpflméw s x020AAO

7pc0s 63601. 7fis~ Brahexrmfis. A1005?x01706 dwoxpwdpevovm
‘

)

bvcxohalvew, dhhh n ee
’

pac 70 m
‘

) xprjoma 77p09 706 Géaw, émcrmaac

6606606 80 0 pi) 0ax63 7 56710 1Bé. M0AA06 701) dr opei
'

v c
‘

os £7 070

nohb cvpfiafvet 7029 épwré
‘

ww, 67 06 77067w6 r idepévwv 007039 7 6 6

7 0606v ml wepafmoow. Topica, 2 . 5. There is also the sophistic
method of leading the respondent on to ground where attack

is easy. This is sometimes real ly necessary, sometimes ap

parently necessary, sometimes neither really nor apparently. It
is really necessary when a premiss directly bearing on the thesis
is denied by the respondent and happens to be easy for the

questioner to argue : or when the questioner has deduced a con
sequence from the thesis and argues to prove its absurdity. It
is apparently necessary if the proposition only appears to be an
appropriate premiss or necessary consequence of the thesis .

When neither really nor apparently necessary, it may give an
opportunity for a collateral or by- confutation . The last method
must be avoided, for it is quite alien to dialectic . When it is
practised

,
the respondent should not be obstructive, but grant
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every proposition that isunconnected with the thesis, observing
that he is willing to grant it for the sake of argument, though
he knows it to be false . For the questioner is the more dis

comfited, if notwithstanding the most liberal admissions he fails

to confute the thesis .’ The second case, which Aristotle im
plies may be practised by the dialectician, shews the affinity
of dialectic and sophistic, for the locus, so far at least as it
con sists of reductio ad absurdum, is the fallacy of non causa
pro causa.
2] i . e . EU 73] 7 636 npordrremv éxhoyf). See Topica, I . 14 . Though
dialectic is characteriz ed by its metaphysical principles (Kama),
sometimes called forms of thought, yet it

" must always have
special premisses (mm), which some have called its matter, and
Aristotle its materials As they are extraneous to the
art of dialectic, they are dismissed in the Topica with the remark
that a collection (éxnoyfi)must be made of them . They are here
called pre- eminently premisses (wpo rda ew), because the universal
maxims

,
though often treated as premisses, are usually sup

pressed
,
and are often viewed not as premisses, but as regulative

principles, or precepts for the con duct of argument. Zrozxetou

or 7 o
’

770s is elsewhere opposed to the 67501) or special premisses ,
here the collection of em is called a o rocxei

‘

ov. Thesis is here
used not for any tenet defended by the respondent, but in the
special sense of paradox . See Topica, I . 11 .

CHAPTER XIII .

l ] I do not see how else to translate the text. But there is
no relation of genus and species in the first example for double
and double of half are not so related . We might construct a
syllogism respecting duplicity

,
containing the relation of genus

and species
,
thus : Double is equivalent to multiple of a half,

therefore double of a half is multiple of a half of a half. But

this would not involve iteration ad infinitum , like the first

example .

2] Perhaps r
'

; or
’

zo fa should be cancelled . It is not a proper
term to express the subject of an attribute, and the words (36

and shew that the nominative to npoq Am
’

Jrac is a plural.

Accordingly, Waitz proposes for f; 000 60 to read 70 1537014604660 .



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


138 NOTE S .
C HAP. XIV .

method o f argument belongs to philosophy and dialectic alike
the arrangement and shaping of the questions to dialectic alone.
The philosopher and solitary inquirer, when he has discovered
true and evident premisses, has no trouble from the refusal of
the respondent to grant them, because they hear immediately on
the problem, and manifestly confute his thesis. He is glad to
have them connected as closely and evidently as possible with
the problem ; for so they must be in sc ientific proof.

’ From
the con tents of the following chapter it appears that fdf1s: ex
presses rather tactics than simply arrangement.

CHAPTER XV.

1] For 6
’

Aéyx616 read 006006 616 .

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

, 8 . I .

3] Various methods of concealment are given in the Topica
,

8 . I . E . g . to keep back till the last moment the conclusions of
the inductions and prosyllogisms that furnish the premisses of
confutation (110010p091006

’

6 7 106 7 136 77p07 6
'

p106 avAAoywuéw) to leave
the subject of dispute and obtain concessions respecting its cor

relatives or paronyms (70 01
5

07 01x0) to smuggle in the important

premiss with a quantity of irrelevant matter (66 7701101315079
77p00 7106

'
6 7 6s K000176p o i drev0oyp0¢006 7 6 9)5

4]
”

E7 1. 010 7 139 0110107 11705: 77116 606 60 60 6 1101. y0p 77190606 Kai.

AaVOdl/GL1100006 70 rado
'

o . Olav 150 776p 07710 715117) x010y6010

7 636 f; 015701 1101 0100710 15
: 7636 06 0 6 7 15106 15 01370, 1)

060770016 , 010 19170 19 1301370, 87710 701117. T0670 0
’

80 716

0110106 énaywyfi, 015 1106 7 00706 ye.

’

Exei y0p 0770 766

1109
”

311-

00 7 0 70 11000o 0011306 67 01, 677100 7 636 01101016 001: 50 71

70 0003060116606 70 10160o
'

0 7706 7 0 70 00 71. Topica,
8 . I . Another method of concealment is to reason by simi

litude, that is, to reason directly from particulars to similar
particulars . The reasoning is persuasive and the immediate
premiss is not disclosed. For instance, as the intellectual
appreciation or non- appreciation of contraries is identical and

simultaneous, so is the sensational, and vice versa. The

mode of proof resembles induction
,
but differs, because it does
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not express the universal proposition
,
but passes at once to the

particular conclusion .

’ This mode of reasoning has lately risen
to distinction. M ill considers it the true or natural type of all
reasoning, induction and syllogism

'being artificial . G rote finds
here the long- sought criterion between true Opinion and know
ledge : true opinion, so far as it is not m erely a lucky guess
but founded on evidence

,
passing immediately from particulars

to particulars without recogniz ing the intermediate law . See
his comment on the M eno . After 0000 in the text perhaps we
should add 06 106 111106 .

5] Kat 70 001y01115‘ d01
’

ya, so read, comparing ch . xxiv, for 1101

70 7700001119 170000.

6] In the Rhetoric this artifice is given as the fallacy figura
dictionis. T01701 0

’

6101. 7636 4101601106 106 0606110007 016 619 1116 0

7rap0 706 00516 , 1101. 7 0137 011 36 1106 1.16
'

pos 050 7761) 66 7 0139 01006117 111015‘

70 110 011000‘

y100p166 06 0 61.1176p001107 1111
'

09 70 7 6066 7 0306 61317616 , 01311

0710 70 1101. 70, 060y1111 0p0 70 1101 70. Kai. 70 7 019 06061101100 16

[013116106 70 1101. 06 7 111611106 019 6517616 ¢0 1f6 67 01 06015

1117110 .

t

H y0p 7 01007 71 x05pa E0 716 16661115007 09. Kai 001116 70

7 01013706 6060 1 7rap0 70 0xfi00 7 139 Rhet. 2 . 24 .

‘One

locus of seeming oratorical proof is diction . One division of this
is
,
as in dialectic, without proving to conclude in the language

of proof It follows, then, that this must be true It
follows

,
then

,
that that must be false.” For crowded and anti

thetical proposition s look like proof, because such diction is the

vehicle of proof : and the fallacy is figura dictionis .

’

7]
’

Av 0
’

1700011 00506 0104111007 72; 0 017011p160116609, 013006 07 1

1rp0s 7116 1
3

1160600 01060106 01703060706 7 0 31100 7 0 11010p6717 6
'
0 6 .

A10 1101of. 110111206 7 69 d00o7p1
’

a9 0050 9, 0106 0y0606 1101 110 1106

7 013706 , 11000176p
t

Hp011061709 111110 16 , 01301000 0 1 77017616 0 1 0110 7 123
1013719

"

706 0 6 710 ,
013x 109 01300110136 0137 039 7 0137 0, 000

’

07 1 1100
’ '

Bpd

110617 06 0137 10 Topica
,
8 . 5.

‘When the respondent de

fends the tenet of another person, the opinions of that person

are the standard of what he ought or .ought not to adm it .

Accordingly, the advocate of a dogma which he himself does
not hold

,
— for instance, that good and evil are identical, as Hera

clitus said
,

-will not grant that contraries cannot coexist ; not

because he disbelieves it, but because it is inconsistent with the
system of Heraclitus .’ In the text WpOKéfp évov seems to signify,
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not
,
as usually

,
the thesis

,
but the conclusion of the argument

,

i . e . the contradictory of the thesis . So in Topica, 8 . 5 :
’

A0o
’

fo1)

y0p 0150179 7119 030 610 9 3600506 70 0 611173p00110
' 030 7 6 0617000113060

116 6 0 360o§0 7706 7
'

616 01 11011100006 360050 7 06 77p01161116
'

6 011, 611130061

010 7 1256 v pqrwrépwv 70 177 7 0 6 yva
i

pmov 776p01
’

6 60001. If the
thesis is improbable, the conclusion of the disproof is originally
probable ; therefore all the premisses ought to be probable in a
still higher degree

,
in order to fulfil the conditions of proof.’

8]
”

A0009 (701709 3606111100 7 0 9)311 11p1f0 6109 776p17 00 0137 0131)0110106
1036 0 6 7 lov, 110010 7 0 617706 7 69 1101de1f

,
613031111, 000

’

01ye 7706?

0 7 01, 1}0 045011)1706 7 6 9 1001. 170610 7 01, 1) 1}610137 010111p1
’

606

7 6 9 , f) 01
3

9 017003x06 7 0 1 0111p1fvov7 6 9, i) 019 1117 0106 TG 36 0 6 7506 xpl6 616,

0706 7 019 111/p1
'

019, i)0
1

9 1111110006 7036 06710 «pf6 616 , 0106 060139 137rarp1
15 0100 0 1100019 . Rhet . 2 . 23.

‘Another topic of argument is
authority, or the decision on an identical, similar, or opposite
question, either of all the world, or of the majority of the world

,

or of all philosophers, or of the majority of philosophers, or of the
good, or of the judges, or of those whom the judges accept as
authorities, or of those whose decision cannot be rescinded, as of
a superior tribunal, or of those whom it is immoral to disregard,
as the gods, or parents, or teachers .

’

9] T0 3171x61p1§110 70 317173116 616 is to cut down the propositions

(3171x61p1j1107 0) so as to disarm the respondent of his enstasis .

l1p09 01 7 009 36 10 701136 06 9 7123 11000006 , 36 013745 037116 36 0 7 00 16

¢3p06 7 0 9 000
’

36 011106
0

1119, 01600116 60 6 3007 177306 .

’

E06 03

36 011106151119 000
’

36 3610 70116 6 09 1110 01
5

3) 7116 3p0
'
17 17016 , 04701

001367 0 06136 1;1}36 0 700 19 17p07 6 l6 616 700011706 11000006 170101367 0 .

0 13 0
’

36 10 7 0113606 70070 7701117306 , 0000 1106 06 66 360 700 6079

0pm
"

701 010 70 17p00p06 7 1 7136 7 010157 106 ' 0¢01p6036 7 0 9 y0p 36 1; 13
36 0 7 0 0 19, 06 0y11000110 6

'

7 0 1 7 1036 0 1. 010 70 111117p00p06 7030011719
"

3771

71609 oix01
3

7 16 9 .

’

E06 03111) 7 100, 077017 00066 09 36 0 7 0 0 16 01311113xy
0170001360 1. Topica, 8. 2 . If the res pondent opposes a premiss
by an enstasis, availing himselfof an equivocation, the questioner
must distinguish . If the enstasis is not founded on equivoca
tion , he must cut off from the proposition the portion open to
enstasis, and propose what remains as a universal . He must do
this even when the answerer adduces no enstasis, but simply
denies the proposition, because he p erceives the possibility of

an enstasis. When the exceptionable portion has been excluded,
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chapter
, but he has not justified it, unless we take what was

said about 7 636 0p0 71
’

06 to be a justification . But this, if it proved
anything

,
proved that sometimes there is no true solution, not

that a false solution is to be preferred to the true . It is not
easy to see how he could justify it, except on the ground that a
fallacious solution is often cleverer than the true one, and there

fore to be preferred in a trial of skill . See however ch . xxxiv
,

note 3.

6] Read 07 0 6 011.

7]
"

E0 7 1 03317
’

37701106 7 0 06 6 0 706 3pa>7fi0 01 70 11000006 .

’

E17
'

36 15106 03 0131300106 010 70 1111 1161000 1 7 019 0110107 71016 060110

1700 019 1101606 , 000
’

070 6 03117011000006 0013616 , 0157 109 31711706 7106

7 136 7 010157 106 , 1100 0 1
?

7 0137 0 03010p1
’

0 0 1 7 106 x0061710707 106 , 017010 71136

77po¢6p01136106 7 010137 0 1101017010 015. K0117000 7 0137 0 7700001119 00011
006 9 770p011p01506 7 0 1 110 70 7 0139 001106 9 011136 11700 1106 7 69 011010 61601

70 06 7 0 011010 , 01. 03 70 011010 616 01 011010 .

A10 1761p07 6
'

06 31711706 7 106 7 136 7 010157 106 06 000 706 01616 013706 , 017109

7 19
"

017011p160116
'

6 111 3130 0M¢10fin7 6flj 109 01105109 703171106110

031167 0 1, 11157 6 7 15; 3p1071
'

06 7 1 0 6 1104706 7 616 109 6110110 9 06701136016

31761011 170000 7 1716 c13x 011015109 061101136106 01101510 9 (15016 67 01 03y60001.

Topica
,
8 . I . In induction it is sometimes difficult to word the

generaliz ation, because the point of similarity in the particulars
has not been denoted in popular languag e by a common name.

In generaliz ing we say, And so in all like cases, or, And so in

all the members of the class . But it is excessively difficult
to define the class or determine what particulars are like : and
hence many fallacies arise, one party maintaining the likeness
of what is unlike, the other the unlikeness of what is like . We
ought therefore ourselves to invent a n ame for the clas s, that
the answerer may be unable to pretend the unlikeness o fwhat
is like

,
or the questioner the likeness of what is unlike, for what

is really unlike often appears to be like .’ It is curious to see
the fundam ental problem of induction treated so incidentally
and perfunctorily. The definition of the antecedent term of a
generaliz ation is spoken of as if it were merely the process of
inventing a name . It is really the problem,

which Aristotle
would allow to be all- importan t in science

, of distinguishing
essential (1100

’

01376) and accidental propositions, or, as we should
now say with M ill, of eliminating chance from causal conjunc
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tions, and can only be solved by the methods of agreement and
difference . 0

8] “ 17010060 619 . So read for 01701100 619, the perpetual error of
the scribes .

9] Perhaps for 17076009 3xc1 70011069, we should read 1707 6
‘
p109

3x61 7001
5

617969, i. e. 1707 6
'

p109 611096 06
'

y60 601. But 70017969, though
an ill- selected word, may be the right reading, for it may refer
to 709 00116619 which occurs above . It would denote the
real or symboliz ed meaning as opposed to the figure or imagery .

The theorem that the side and diagonal of a square are incom
men surate is demonstrated by Euclid, 10 . 97, and is alluded to
by Aristotle : Ilepl. 0371116 0101106 0110629 3011061167 01, 0106 176p2 7 011

11001106 , 10rfis 0101167000 11017139 1706611819 07 1 00
6

1111671101. Eth. Nic .

3. 3. We might suppose there was an allusion to the ambiguity
of the terms, 01011671109 0015111167p0s, which may express either
that the diagonal and side of a square, or that the diameter and
circumference of a circle, are in commensurate . The latter pro
position was probably stumbled on by those who were seeking
a method of squaring the circle for they discovered that the

area of the circle equals half the rectangle of the radius and
circumference . But the interpretation given in the text seems
better.
There is a similarly constructed period in Topica, 8 . 3 T1311 03

0p106 06 0 6171x61p17767 07 o1 006 7 106 61016 00 01 116300116 7 01 7 0101
5
7019 13615

110016 0 17p6706 00170030 7 16 617 6 01701119 617 6 170000x639 065167 01,

11p09 0370117 019 1111037 616111110 1715761106 xvpfws
’

v
'

) 11070 p 67 0¢op06 15170

7011 00 00116600 063167 01: 010 1136 y0p 70 00 040361601. 0011 3x61 3171

xi i-111111070 , 01003700y6 0610601 170p0 70 110 70 116701001106 06
’
y60001

701087
’

60 701, 0011 6x61. 61117111110 16 . Of all definition s the most

difficult to attack are those whose terms raise a doubt, firstly,
whether they are ambiguous or unambiguous, and secondly,
whether they hear their proper sense or are metaphors. The
doubt Whether they are ambiguous saves the definition from
confutation as false, and the doubt Whether they hear their
proper sense saves it from condemnation as metaphorical .

’
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CHAPTER XVIII .

1] 416110179 0300y09 1100617 01 7 67pax1
'

09
‘

6 6 0 7p0
'

1706 07 0 6 111015

6 117 01 UUMflépd f aeat 0 1111176p01601166 09 , 09 1100617 01 011000y101109

6
’

p10 r111és .

I"

A0006 03070 6 pév, 1111 17p09 7017p0

116171166 06 , 01rep 061130061 1111010 7 0 7 019 619 7000156 07 06 0yov016 .

'“

H

17p09 70 17p01166116606 0 611176p0156 117 01, 11070 7116 01116106

7 0137 0 06
’

60 7 16 306 01111 (06 1071111109 0011fi 10 7p11109 616 01, 1;

76101167p11109 76101167p1110
'

9, 1001006117 11109 1117 (06 01006117 11109, 06
7 6 41613009 06 7 6 00n039 ii 70 0 11116016 06 .

l"

A0006 037po
'

1706 010

4161101116 0 611176p016177 01
°

7 01
5

706 03 17073 70 0 1111176
'

p0000

111617009 17073 03 Topica
,
8 . 10 .

‘False proof is of four
kinds : firstly, inconclusive or eristic proof : secondly, conclusive
but irrelevant proof, which chiefly occurs in reductio ad absur

dum : thirdly, relevan t proof by an inappropriate method, i . e.

proof that has a false pretence of being physiological or geo
metrical or dialectical

,
though it has a true conclusion : fourthly

,

proof from false premisses, whether the conclusion is true or
false .’ The first class is incon clusive syllogism . The second
class is inconclusive confutation

,
including non causa pro causa

and ignoratio elenchi (see ch . x, note The third class is
simulated pirastic proof or simulated scientific proof,

'

and mav

be identified with one of the sign ification s of accidental or in

commensurate proof (eh . vi
,
note The exposure of this

class of fallacy is beyond the competence of pirastic, and de
mands science or at least education (see Appendix E). The
fourth class is dialectic, sophistic, or pseudographic, according
as the false premiss is a special opinion

,
a general maxim, or a

special theorem . Perhaps Aristotle would also call it dialectic,
if the general maxim was a really probable hypothesis . The

first two classes exhaust the thirteen paralogisms . All the
classes are sophistic

,
though the fourth class includes some mem

bers which are not. The sophistic members of the fourth class
are discussed in chap . viii, where, however, they are not distin

guished from the fallacies of the third class . Are there any
confutations which fall under the third class and not also under
the fourth, that is, which are sophistic and yet conclusive and
constructed of true premisses ? It is difficult to conceive any
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be admitted if they are true, and the universal inference opposed
by en stasis. To r esist an inference without adducing an enstasis

,

real or apparent
,
is perversity, or irration al obstructiveness . To

resist without even adducing a counterproof, is still greater per
versity. Yet even this would be insufficient, for many proofs of
paradoxes are hard to solve, like Zeno

’s about motion
,
and yet

the respondent (in arguing on a different question) is bound to
admit the opposite . If

, then, the respondent refuses to admit a
premiss without adducing either enstasis or counterproof

,
he is

undeniably perverse . For logical perversity is withstanding
proof without one of these modes of justification .

’
The same is

implied in the Rhetoric : T0 03 7rp0s 706 06 7 15011106 00x3
’

7 6p06 71

61009, 0000 7 1116 17150 7 6106 70 1136 0170 01 36 0 700 61 70 03 0 6000

03 066106 7 0 17p1
'

070 6 70 1rp0s 706 évav OD 00706

01506 70 1102 067 10 6000y1f0116606 , 1101110010 7 0 06 61100111111;

1107 0 fi. 1§50 176p y0p 06011101706 17p001afiefi017116
'

6 06 011 063167 01 f;Wxfi,
706 011706 7p01706 00you, 0 060 6 7 1509 6110011336111111106 01. 061

006 x16p0 6 1701616 7 10
"

011p007fi 7 10
°

00y1p
‘ 30 7 01 06

Rhetoric
, 2 . I7. The portion of a speech which answers

an opponent is not a separate kind of proof, but is a solution of

his argument by en stasis and antisyllogism The orator who
speaks second should first encounter his opponent’s argument by

enstasis and antisyllogism , at least if it was effective . For as a
person against whom we are prepossessed finds our mind closed

against him
,
so does an argument after an effective speech of

the adversary . Room therefore must be m ade in the hearer’s
mind for the coming proof, and this can only be by upsetting
the adversary

’s argument.’ Here 06 7 10600oy101109 is contrasted

with 0 00y09 . It therefore can only signify opposition

to the opponent’s prem isses : for if it was opposition to his con
elusion it would be identical with 0 003109. This ques
tion is continued in the following note .

3] As was said before
’ must refer

,
not to Topica, 8. 8, quoted

in last note
,
but to what immediately precedes . “

H 1006 11 1506,

therefore, means that the 06 0 1fp60 19 applies either to the premiss

or to the conclusion . Here
,
then, we are in a difficulty : for no

logician could suppose that an argument is solved by another
argument in support of an opposite conclusion . The following
seems to be the explanation. The disproof of the conclusion of
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a prosyllogism, though no solution of that prosyllogism,
is a

solution of any subsequent syllogism inyvhicli the conclusion of

that prosyllogism figures as a premiss . In fact, every premiss
that the questioner wishes to obtain must be supported by
induction, therefore every refusal of the answerer to admit a
premiss is the rejection of an inductive conclusion .

”

07 0 6 0
’

£770

yovros 0772 77000636 Aw?) 70 K060
’

0ov, 767 6 000 706 077017 6336

0 16 . M?) 627766 7 0 0
’

013706 6
2

773. 7 fvcov 0137 010, 0fK0106 077017 636

756106 00x 0777 015“ 06? y0p éwdyovm 77p67 6p06 ¥6 0 7 aow

077017 6336 . 0
’

77000636 77p07 6L
'

6 06 7 os pi; 053a 36 0 7 00 16 , 0510)

7 10660 6 0100610 00; ydp 77p670 0 1s 77009 706 07
7

7 709 77000636

gxov00 6 w?) 36 0 7 00 13. Topica, 8 . 2 .

‘When
'

the questioner
has made an induction by many particular instances

,
if the uni

versal is not admitted, he has a right to ask for an enstasis or
contradictory in stance . Before he him self has adduced / supq

porting instances he has no right to ask for contradictory in
stances . The induction must be made before the en stasis can
be demanded . When many particulars can be alleged in support
of a premiss and no contradictory ones against it, the universal
proposition must be granted . For in dialectic that is a good
proposition which is supported by many examples, and to which
no exception can be alleged.

" It appears
,
then, that enstasis and

antisyllogism do not differ because one attacks a premiss and
the other a conclusion

,
but because they attack the same premiss

in a different manner. For more on the nature of enstasis see
Appendix D .

CHAPTER XIX.

1] Thus : to speak of stones is possible, to speak of stones is
speech of the speechless, therefore speech of the speechless is
possible.
2] 2 6 6 67 007 00001 is not explained by the lexicons, and we
have no means of conjecturing the nature of the fallacy. But

we may observe that it did not depend on any double meaning
of37750 7 00601

,
i . e . on homonym ia, as we m ight imagine from what

is said below
,
for we are here told it was a case of amphibolia.

3] Suppose Appius to be blind : then, to see Appius is pos
sible

,
to see Appius i s sight of the blind, therefo1e sight of the

blind i s possible .
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When the conclusion is ambiguous, the sophist must take
care to get it denied before he proves it, or it will be admitted
and ridiculed as a truism . E . g. “ 67 6p06 036p60 16 , 311117 15E0015

011110 9, 1107. 2 111
5

901 1102 at 00001 06611107701 70 06 60 70 0p06 70 0015

6 07 0 ; T0 06 6 070 007706 . 01371066 110201
5

, 311171. Kdyo
’
i.

t

Opigis
‘
006 70

fme
'
repa N05. A6 6 0 70 006 151106 30 7i. 7 01770 ;

t

1076011161139, 31117)
010 150 1777709 . TI06; 770

,

59. M0066 . 200
'

Toms 07561 015706p06 .

057 100 73009 63.
’

A000 131301
5
011116, 11006150106 01711161101

pfi0001. Euthydemus, 67. Is what the Scythians and other
people see able to be seen (able to see) or unable — Able .— And
what you see too — What I see too .— Do you see our dress
Yes .

— Is our dress able to see (able to be seen)? — Certairrly.

Why you don’t mean to say— Yes I do . Did you think it was
not able to be seen ? What a noodle you are ! Why, Euthy.

demus, you must be sleeping with your eyes open.

’

4] A proposition or proof is said to be addressed to a term

(mobs 7 06m ) when that term is the subject of the proposition or
of the conclusion . ET6 011136 17600oy101106 01

5

036 111001
5

61, 77p09 MévTOl.

70B 01311 010 6l01111116
'
6 016

t

o y0p 0 600oy117110s 0770139

311 77p0700 6166 30 716 , 0 037rp0s
‘

0600oy10p109 311 7 1236 7rp0s 71506

77p0700 6106 , 6 037 01706 7rp0s 7 1506 010 7 136 7 0806 7rp0s 7006 77p070176106 .

’

A0156 07 06 0377p09 70 B 005626 77p670016 Kamyopm
'

ivras'

mir
’

awapvovpévovs. Analytica Priora, I . 23. We may
prove something

,
but not respecting this term, from these pre

misses . For all proof is from premisses, proof respecting a

g iven term from premisses addressed to that term, proof con
necting a given predicate with a given term from premisses

addressed to that term
,
and relating to that predicate . When a

premiss is addressed to a term, that term must be a subject on
which the premiss imposes, or from which it removes, some pre
dicate .’ "

O0ws 03706 7rp0s 7 123peffom 15p 771115700 16 0611 307 16

06 00 1166 150 01 71006006 010 70s 067 107po¢fis, 062 y0p 06 00162701 010

70 6 7p157 06 crxfipam c, dvdymyy0p 77p0$ 7030x0706 dacpov 011410731103

006616 706 WpOd
'

GLS
‘
. Anal. Priora, 2 . 8.

‘The contrary of the
major premiss cannot be proved by the minor premiss and the
contrary of the conclusion

, for the proof is in the third figure,
the minor term becoming the middle and being made the sub

j cet of both premisses .
’
A77006 03 1102 87 1 36 07700 1 7 11i

‘

s oxn
'

paaw

57 06 1101 7156 717 01. 06000y1071153, n07 71yop17166 5136 7307 6037 1116 6 dwfio
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new term
, III, is the predicate of the false conclusion : in the se

cond case it is the subject. We may observe that in the first of
the passages which we have quoted, Aristotle seems for the mo
ment to have overlooked the third figure, for there the minor term

(77p09 66 ) is the predicate, not the subject, of the minor premiss.
A proof is said to be addressed to a proposition (77p09 7 0670)
when that proposition is the conclusion or contradictory of the
conclusion .

'

Ev 07700 1. y0p 7 029 6
’

f 15770060 6109 0 0 600oy117009

7156 67 0 1. 77p09 70 1167 000060 6006606 , 700
’

0pxfi9 776110156 67 0101
'

0110

0oyfa9 177 1609 000719 1577006
5
0 6109 . An . Pr. 1. 23.

‘ In hypotheticals
the categorical reasoning is directed to prove the subsumption
or condi tion (the antecedent or contradictory of the consequent)
and the original problem is decided by an agreement or hypo
thesis making the problem depend on the subsumption.

’ “

0706

0
'

‘
757fp0s 70 051510110 1102 706 77p07 00 16 gpyov 01.006yfiva1. ii 706

06016 , 01.0 770p750 6166 06 719, 1767 6p06 067606 70 7 0101770 0) Topica,
8 . 3.

‘When a premiss or proposition is harder to prove than
the thesis to disprove, it may be doubted whether the respondent
ought or ought not to concede the proposition.

’

It appears, then, that 77p09 0, when it denotes a term in a syl
logism ,

excludes the middle ; when it denotes a proposition, ex
cludes the premisses . In the An alytica 7repl 8 denotes the sub
jcet of demonstration, or minor term ; 0. the predicates, ormajor
terms ; 35 156 , not the middle terms, but sometimes the pre

m isses
,
sometimes the axioms or syllogistic canons .

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

6] I. e. 7156 06016 01op0107 6
'

06 .

’

Bp115r1701s at other times denotes
a premiss : here it denotes the thesis, or the question by which
it is elicited . So in ch . xxii,

(

O 1136 y0p 00101166 31110711049,
'
Epw

7 750 0 9 01
3

6 0 5x61, 06 615y61 37737 06 00a, Oi. 0
'

615009 706 311115771016

06 0 1p01
'

36 7 69, and in ch. xxiv, A1506 01. 04 716 69 06 01p0667 69 Til"

3067170 16 . There is the same ambiguity about 70 116016606 . In
Topica, 1 . 4, Aristotle says that apremiss is properly introduced
by the formula and a thesis by the formula no’repov, but he
himself violates the rule shortly afterwards.
7] For 30 7 1 read, or after 307 16 insert, 001

5

6 0706 .
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CHAPTER XX.

1] Therefore he was beaten with eyes and you saw him with
a stick . One syllogism will stand thus : What he was beaten
with was what you saw him beaten with ; what you saw him

beaten with was your eyes ; therefore he was beaten with your
eyes. This we should call an ambiguous middle, ifAristotle in
the text had not objected to the term . The other syllogism may
stand thus He was beaten with that with which you saw him
what he was beaten with was a stick therefore that with which
you saw him was a stick . Here the minor is ambiguous .
52] After 0 7171056 61 é

’

repov we may supply or understand, 7 12i

MG
'
DTOL 776 6151107 1 grepov 0 7711056 61. AexGo

‘

sv 17 7111066 61 é
'
repov is equiv

alent to ¢06yyov 07)“a é
’
repov. The passage shews that written

signs of accentuation and breathing were an innovation when
this treatise was composed .

3] The logician, who reduced all fallacies to equivocation , is
probably the person criticiz ed in ch . x

,
and very likely a Pla

tonist.

4}This fallacy is alluded to in the Rhetoric, but is not ex
plained.

”

AAAos 767709 70 01ypm16
'

6 06 0 6 6 7 1946 7 0 Ae
’

yew 71 70 any

kefyevov 0101p066 7 a .

’

E'
zrel. y0p 7 013706 00116? 67601 07511 06 7 015706 770A

Mime, 617157 €p06 xpnmpa
i

repov, 7 067 0 06? 0 01626 .

”

E177 1 0? 7 067 0 E7396

0751106 Ao
'

yos, 0306 70 7p1fipns‘ He1p01e
'

1
‘

é177 1f6 , 31100 7 06

y0p 05666 . Rhet . 2 . 2 4 .

‘Another source of fallacy is compo
sition and division . As a proposition often seems the same when
its parts are differently combined, we may combine them as suits
our

.

convenience . So Euthydemus argues : You know the fact
that there is a trireme in the Piraeus , for you know every sepa
"

rate . element of the fact.’

5] This is no syllogism,
as Aristotle seems to have thought ;

it is merely a preten ce of stating in one sentence what had pre
viously been stated in two . S is good, S is a shoemaker, there

fore S is a good shoemaker . Here all the three terms reappear
in the quasi conclusion . The same may be said of the next

example . Evil is bad, evil is a thing to learn, therefore evil is

a bad thing to learn .

6] For 0 7706003306 70 1115167700 read 1717060050 736771177151111. Mddnya
I

70 or 70ém crmrov.
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CHAPTER XXII .

1] Energy or function (thought, sensation) is distinguished

from production (1116 711719) because the former is complete in
character at every moment of its existence, whereas the latter
has not its complete character till it ceases . Pleasure, for in
stance

,
is pleasure at every moment, and the sum of a pleasant

emotion only differs from the component parts in quantity. The
parts are homogeneous to one another and to the whole . But

the process called housebuilding is not completely housebuilding
till it is finished . Before that time it is foundation- laying

,
wall

building, roof- constructing, and these stages differ in nature
from one another and from the total operation . If the architect
has built a house, he is not still building it but the owner may
have used it, and be still using it .
2] For 03x51 é

’
Aafiev read 0E

'

Aafiev 3x61, or, 5xs1 03AOB66 , and
below for 0pi) €A0366 é

'

xew read M] 0é
'
Aafiev gxew.

3]
’

Epc
'
irncn s here signifies the thesis . It is rather an abuse

of language to speak of solving a fallacy by contradicting the
thesis . To contradict the thesis is not to solve the fallacy, but
to adm it that the confutation is valid . We were told in ch . xix.

that we might, by way of solution, remodel the thesis, when the
reasoning disclosed an ambiguity

,
but here the thesis is not

remodelled
,
it is abandoned.

4] Solution points out the cause of a fallacy, and the cause
'

ought to stand the criteria of causation . The solution ought to
satisfy what M ill calls the method of difference. If the state

of circumstances indicated by the solution deprives the elenchus

of its cogency, the reversal of those circumstances ought to
make it valid . No solution, therefore, is true, unless the elenchus
becomes sound as soon as we correct the vices the solution indi
cates . But, in the above cases, we may concede the truth of

what the solution alleges to be false, and yet the elenchus

remains inconclusive.
5]

’

Eypdrbe
-
ro . So read for ?ypadie

'
7 1s. A truth was written ;

what is written is what was written
,
therefore what is written

is a truth . H ere we may place the fallacy : What is bought in

the market is eaten ; raw meat is bought in the market ; there
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8117 6006 1
’

5776p 311616 15 7 6 617 7 16 . An . Pr . 1 . 8 .

‘We must isolate
that portion of the minor of which the middle and major are
denied and make it a new minor . Then the premisses are neces
sary propositions ; and whatever is universally true of the new
minor is partially true of the old ; for the old is the genus of
the new .

’

In the present passage 11411660 19 signifies separating part of the
connotation of a term from the rest

,
the specific from the indi

vidual or the generic from the specific ; and we are reminded
that this may be a purely mental or logical separation

,
not

physical or real .
In the M etaphysica 011060 19 is used for real separation. T0670

0
’

81056 710 6 2 1011p07119 010 7 009 0p10110159, 011 11106 éx0
5

p10 6
'

. y6 7136

1100
’

31100 7 06 . Kai 7 0137 0 01701239 66 15110 6 6 00xwpfaas. AnA0
'

1
‘

00E11

7136 é
’

pywv
‘ 06 66 y0p 7 013 110015o 01311 00 716 57710 71511716 003616,

70 00xwpf§616 0.75v 7 136 0 6000 1606 7 076 06 0x6p1
'

136 776pi 709

é0 7 fu. Of. 0
1

109 06011110106 e1776p 7 16 6 9 0170101 770p0 709

0 130077709 11011060150 0 9, xwp10 709 6176 01
,
01010 9 MED 01511 67x06 , 7015709

00 709 11001
5

o A6y0116
’

6 0 9 M et. 12 . 9 .

‘Attention to

universals received an impulse from the Socratic definitions : but
Socrates did not separate them from particulars, and he did well,
as the result shewed . For universals are indispensable to
science

,
but their separation from the objects of sense produces

the difficulties of idealism . The idealists saw that substances, if

there were any besides the objects of sense, must have a separate
existence

,
and not knowing What else to as sign, hypostatiz ed

universals .’ Compare,
’

AXA
’

0 2 1011p07 719 70 1cu015o 00x10

p10 70 8770161 01300 7 0119 01710110159
’

oi 0
'

6
’

x115p10 06 , 110170 7010137 0 7636

156 7 106 10609 77po0 17
-

yo
'

pev00 6 . M et. 12 . 4 .

‘Socrates assigned no
independent existence to ~universals and the objects of definition.

The Platonists separated them from the world of sense and

called them ideas .’

9] The idealists supposed that the existence of ideas was an
indispensable logical hypothesis . It was to them what the uni

formity of nature is to modern logic . No ideas, no science, was

their notion . Aristotle contradicts this in the Analytica: E1011

0136 616 0 1, i
“

;36 7 1 7rap0 70 77070 0, 01
3

11 dvdyxn, 613077150617519 30701
“

6136 01. 11é6 7 01 36 11070 770AA1§ 6 0An009 61377636 , 06071171. 013y0p 30701.

70 K0015o , 06 7 007 0 37 0? 70 11a015o 113117, 70 00K
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007 01, 000 07715061519 . A6? dpa 7 1 $6 110170 0070 8771. 770611561176

61601 6111156111106 . An . Post . 1. I I . Tim existence of ideas or
substantive unities independent of the world of sense, is not
indispensable to demonstration : the existence of classes, or uni
form relations (attributes)declarable ofmany individuals, is . Un

less one and the same thing were predicable un ivocally of many
,

there could be no demonstration
,
for there could be no middle

term to comprehend the m inor . ’ In the text 7rap0 is used in an
unusual sense . In Aristotle 70$6 7rap0 70 7 0101151 usually denotes
the idea : here it denotes the universal . The doctrine thatAristotle
here enunciates is Nominalism

,
i . e . that the similarity of uni

versals to substances is merely grammatical (66 the only
point they have in common being their name, nomen substan

tivum . The words 0772 7700 16 imply an exception, which, I sup
pose, refers to the active or objective reason
10] Whately considers that the fallacy of figure, dictionis con

sists in taking for granted that paronyms
,
i . e . nouns, verbs,

adverbs, adjectives, derived from the same root, like design,
designing, art, artful, project, projector, have a precisely corre
spondent meaning . In English this is not so, and the fallacy
thence arising may be fairly classed under figura dictionis . But

this was not Aristotle’s V iew . In G reek, a more regularly con
structed language

,
the meaning of paronyms, with very few

exceptions
,
does exactly correspond and paronyms (70 015a ra1xa)

were a locus of dialectic, i . e . valid reasoning . M0A10 7 0 0
’

6771
’

11011701 1102 11016 017 136 7 1577106 07 7
'

7 106 11017 136 0 110 7 015

x1i7v 11017656 777 160 6106 ' 01101109 y0p ?600f06 70051100 01. Topica, 3. 6 .

The most effective and universally applicable topics are those
from opposites and those from paronyms, for a proposition
transferred to an opposite or a paronym is just as probable as in
its original form .

’ This is another instance of the proximity

(11617 6500 19) of dialectic and sophistry .

Paronymous words (7700166 6110) are different modifications of

the same root like- figured words (0110100X751106 0) are similar mo

difications of different roots . Homonymous words appear to
denote things entirely identical ; like- figured Words appear to
denote things belonging to the same class, order, or category ;
paronymous words appear to denote things variously correlated

to the same standard of reference (7rp0s In G reek the things
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not the words are called 15110
5

6 6110 and wap0
5

6 6110 , so that these
definitions would requi re modification .

CHAPTER XXIII .

1] For é
’

pd/UXW read 01kvx06 .

’

A770117750 0 6 7 0 616 01 (dwvxov)
denotes the thesis, and is equivalent to 117750 067 0 67601 gMWUXOD'

2 6111301
5

6 61 denotes the conclusion of the confutation .

CHAPTER XXIV .

1] From this it
‘might seem that, every solution by 01a1’pea1s,

as well as every solution by 0601p60 19, and every proposition of

the questioner, was to be supported by induction : but Aristotle
does not impose this obligation when speaking of any other

fallacy .

2] Here the attribute (unknown) of the accident (about to be
asked) is transferred to the subject (the summum bonum). It
would be easy to state any of these fallacies so that the attribute

of the subject should be transferred to the accident ; e . g. ifwe

inferred that because the summum bonum was known , therefore
the question about to be asked was known . [The fallacy seems
really to be amphibolia . The premiss, n escis quid sim te roga
turus

,
is employed as if it were, non novisti quod sum te roga

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

4] In these two examples there is no syllogism,
for all the

three terms appear in the quasi conclusion . There is only a
pretence of expressing in one sentence what had previously been
expressed in two . The principle of the fallacy seem s the same
as that of the good shoemaker, which was put under the head

of composition and division.

5] This excentric syllogism may be illustrated by the follow
ing : Oxygen combined with hydrogen is water ; oxygen com

bined with hydrogen is oxygen, therefore oxygen is water . Or

Oxygen is gaseous ; oxygen combined with hydrogen is oxygen ;
therefore oxygen combined with hydrogen is gaseous . The

fallacy may be regarded as equivocation . In one premiss, four
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but apparently would be obliged to deny the minor (see ch . xvu,

Afi006 0136 66 019 00 01009 70 77p07 6166116 6 06 ovyxwpnre
'
ov

which would be a very unsatisfactory mode of solution .

14] The fallacy per accidens has been generally misunder
stood

,
which seems to shew that it is an ill- defined species . We

might do well to drop it from the list and distribute its contents
among the other classes . The principle which, in order to solve
it, Aristotle brings to bear against the Sophist, namely that the
predicate of a predicate cannot be inferred of the subject

,
unless

one of the premisses is an essential proposition or even a defini
tion, is far too sweeping ; and if admitted would upset nine
tenths of the syllogisms ever constructed . If we retain the class
in order to comprehend the instances given in ch . v, i . e . all the
cases of illicit process and undistributed middle that are not

comprehended in consequens, it would be well to give the class
a

‘

more appropriate name than accidens
,
and make one class

represent both accidens and consequen s.

CHAPTER XXV .

1] Whately, followed by M ill and De M organ, makes per
accidens the converse of secundum quid . He confines the second
to the case where a term is first used with a limitation and
afterwards without, and per accidens to the opposite case, where
a term is first used without and afterwards with a limitation.

But it is plain that with Aristotle secundum quid included both
the case where a term has a limitation in the premisses and not
in the conclusion, and vice versa ; and both the case where the
limitation is in the conclusion but not in the thesis, and that
where it is in the thesis but not in the conclusion .

2] For 151110 156 616 read 0px6w.

3] So we must read with one of the M SS . : the others give
70y0p 006616 0y0006 0ya0156 .

4] Nu11
’

516 . So read, in Spite of M SS .
,
for 1117156 616 . Perhaps

too
,
below,

for 011101156 11106 139 06
’

y616 , we should read 051101156

60 7 1 611106 063106 70 , or 0151101156 60 7 1. 6 11106 09 06
’

y61.
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CHAPTER. XXYL
1] See ch. v.

CHAPTER XX VH.

1]
’

E77617 15y
’

6
’

p10706 0111151730001 1101. 70 7rap0 011106611150 6 , 00 01

7
'

7 01007 01 770p011po150 619, 1101706 007101606 306yxov 011506 1
'

C61,
1101706 6

’

06yx151166 06 1101. 6
’

06yx151166 06 0071006 770161.
”

A077006

7017 61300710fi 063161 6 136 . N86 00, 010 70 1111 1100109 6
’

p1e7au 7 009

c
’

wdyxn 77p00 0 77011p56 60001
'

7 1 706 6
’

p077 0
5

1166 06 , 01017

00176 7 0 7136 110x0np1
'

0 6 rfis 77po700 6109 . Ch. xvu .

CHAPTER X X VHL

1] For read 0717 111700 619. The generic term (it Kef

116606 which follows, and which caused the false reading, is only
used because 06 7111771111 has no perfect passive participle . If A

and B are related as antecedent and consequent
,
that is

,
if all

A is B
,
one form of fallacy is to assume that all B is A. This

in hypothetical reasoning is to infer the truth of the antecedent
from the truth of the consequent. Another form is to assume
that all not-A is not-B . This is to infer the falsehood of the
consequent from the falsehood of the antecedent . Afi006 006 07 1

7rp0s 0114710 06 7 10 70611161 57 110 70 7 716 06 7151000 16 010001
5

0710 19 0607701016

11160116617. Topica, 2 . 8 . Whether the original terms are atfirma

tive or negative, in both cases the contradictories of the original
terms have their sequence in an inverted order . ’ The false read
ing is probably the origin of the name of the famous conversion
by contra-position . The logician s who used the name used it
without a meaning

,
and were not troubled by the fact that in

the rest of their system 06711960 19 had been translated Opposition,
not contra- position . In the above - quoted passage 77p09 01111710

7 I
067 10 71761061y160116

'
6 77z é77

’

0110110 9 716 67 01.
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CHAPTER XXX .

1] T0070, so read for 7 0177 0 . In the preceding line, after

770016 , add, or un derstand, 060y1177 0 61113056 616 07 66 06 710110 .

2] For 0
' read 87761011.

3] Read, 61 70 dyu00u yfv6701, 70 00 11011156 , 01
5

0 yévorr
’

06

0y001b 7}01
5

0 110110
5

, or something similar.

4] Whately, forgetting that the names of the fallacies are
taken from a treatise on Eristic, i . e. catechetical disputation,
thinks that the questioning in plurium interrogationum is
m erely a rhetorical figure, and that this fallacy merely differs
from homonymia because the orator, to give animation to his
discourse, puts his assertions into the formof interrogations,
m aking believe that he expects an an swer . But the examples
given shew that the peculiarity of plurium interrogationum is,

that the premisses are in the form, A and B are X and Y, and
that there is no ambiguity in the principal terms A, B, X , Y, but

only in pronouns and syncategorematic words, such as they,
themselves, both all.

The error of treating two questions as one is independent of

diction
,
and therefore Aristotle has placed this class among the

fallacies extra dictionem : but as after this error has been com

mitted no fallacy arises unless the questioner takes advantage

of an ambiguity, it seems it ought to be classed with the fallacies
in dictione. But throughout this treatise Aristotle seems in

clined to differ from the logician , perhaps the theorist criticiz ed
in ch . x, who reduced all fallacies to equivocation.

CHAPTER XXXI.

1] Perhaps we should read, 0106 01770150106 06 66 700 711150 609 16

71130177000 106 1711110 609 .

2] T036 7110770117150 61. So read for 70$6 71135111150 61.

3] Ta15715. S0 read for 7 0137 0 .

4] 2 11109 and lose part of their connotation when joined
to substantives . Taken separately they mean something more
than 11010159 but p19 and 150 11306 0 116009 mean no more than

1101011 fits and 1101006 0 11é009. This must be the gist of the
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CHAPTER XXXII.

1] If for the neuter 7 0137 0 we substitute the mascul ine, which
distinguishes the nominative and accusative, we find there is an
ambiguous middle ; and that the solecistic con clusion does not
legitimately follow unless we substitute a false major or false
minor premiss . Adopting the English collocation of the subject
and predicate we have the following as the true syllogism
M inor T001701160166 06 60 7 16 013709 06 A6

’

y619 0070 63601.

M ajor 0137119 06 Ae
’

y619 01
3

70 62601 60 7 1M609.

Conclusion : T061701160166 06 1
’

i
’
1pa 60 71M6O9.

The solecistic conclusion requires either the false and solecistic
minor

,

T06170116506606 607 1 7 013706 06 0631619 0070 63601,
whi ch with the true major

,

T07013706 06 Aéyew01
3

7067601. 0171110176 61 70M606,

gives the conclusion,
T0 llWOKGfMGvOD dpa 60 71M606

or the false major
,

T006709 06 0631619 01
3

7063601 01111060“ 70M606 .

2] 133377636 . So read with one of the MSS . for 627766 . After
00709 add 6; 7 06706 . Then the complete sentence is, Eflhov 0

’

61
3

17656 013709 f) 7013706 01
3

066 010¢6p61, where 013709 and 7013706 merely
represent cases, their gender being disregarded .

3] For 706 M606 01111016 616 0137 09, read M606 70013709.

H ere Aristotle assumes that the conclusion depends on a false
major premiss ; above he assumed that it depended on a false
minor. As the reasoning relates not to things but to words,
the realistic copula is replaced by the nominal istic copula

011110f6 61.

4] We have MS . authority for omitting the article before

Maw . In the infancy of grammar Aristotle could not give a
very lucid explanation from the want of technical terms : but

he has sufliciently shewn that no solecism can enter a valid con

elusion unless there was already a solecism in the premisses;
and that the paralogism of solecism depends on the ambiguity
of the neuter pronoun, which has the same form for the nomina

tive and the accusative.
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CHAPTER xxxfiL

1] M67 0¢6p60601 is the characteristic of a dialectical as opposed
to a scientific principle, or, within the limits of science, of an
axiom 0px15) as Opposed to a thesis (Z0f0 0pxfi), that is, of
a method as opposed to a doctrine . It is an ontological proposi
tion

,
and has no relation to any one object of thought more than

to any other . [T1336 7 67p0y106 10111
'

06] 706 1166 01311 60 7 1 1167 66 6701626

010 70 611 7636 606 01 0px1
'

06 , 706 06 77p09 770M10159, 0p1100 61 ydp .

Ch. xi . Kan t would explain its, universality by making it sub

jective, i. e . part of the framework of the logical faculty, only
regarding as objective truths those which are specific and
limited in range. The falsification s of dialectic maxims may be
regarded as the 11016 07. fid of eristic . The character of trans
ferability, therefore, is common to dialectic and eristic principles .
2] This was Dugald Stewart

’s opinion . He thinks the book
of Sophisms the most useful part of the Organon, and that it
supplies a very convenient phraseology for marking concisely
some of the principal fallacies which are apt to impose on the
understanding in the heat of viva voce disputes . However, he
expressly excepts the fallacies in dictione as too contemptible to
be deserving of any notice . Pfiilosop ky qf 100 Human M ind, 2 , 3.

On the other hand
,
see the examples accumul ated by M ill under

the head ofAmbiguity .

3] This idea, expanded by Wallis, is somewhat overpraised by

Dugald Stewart, who was ignorant of its parentage . He tran
scribes the words ofWallis “ for the benefit of those who may
hereafter speculate upon the theory of wit . Péilosop ky of Me

1111111011M ind, Note M .

41] Read, 0 10601
5

11660 9 ;

5] Read, 01105109 06 11ai. 770p0 700011363111109 110 i. 7rap0 7 106 d11v

6] Ei776
'

1
‘

6 usually denotes rather the substance than the words

of a speech but in the Rhetoric, as here, it is used to designate

diction . O13y0p dmixpn 70 6xa u 01 Aéy616 , 0AA
’

dvdym; 1102

7 0137 0 109 06? 63776336 , 1100ovufidAM rm wahAc
‘

z 1rp0s 70¢06fi6 01

7 160 706 Adj/06 . Rhetoric, 3. I .

7] The meaning of 067 07 16606609 appears from the Analytica.

M 2
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T0 0
’

06 7107pé¢616 607170 1167 0711966 7 0 70 011117761100110 7701616 706

0110007101106 87 11
3) 70dxpov 1160 19 00x 157701156161701370 7113 760611

7 01519.

’

Audym) y0p 7013 001177611001107 09 06 710 7p0¢6
’

6 709 1101 7139

676009 116601
5
0119 77p0700 6109 06 0 1p6

'

1
’

0601 706 00177156 . An . Priora, 2 . 8.

Conversion here means the employment of the contradictory

of the conclusion as a premiss to disprove the original major or.
m inor premiss. For the contradictory of the conclusion com

bined with either of the premisses will upset the other.’ Thus
we shall have three syllogisms all equally probable and im
probable.

All M is P,

All S is M,

All S is P .

All M is P,

Some S is not P,

Some S is not 01.

Some S is not P,

All S is .M,

Some M i s not P

8] We have observed before that a syllogism with a false
premiss may be either dialectic (613yap 61 1116110636 660051011

06, 001111109. Topica, 8. or sophistic
,
or pseudographic. See ch.

xviii, note 1. G rote has pointed out that under these circum
stances it must be excessively difficult, not to say impossible,
to draw. a line between sophistic and dial ectic proof. Certainly
there is nothing here like extinction of species to establish a
gulf between the genera, and the boundary, if there is one, can

only be fixed somewhat roughly, as between right and wrong
in morals, by the arbitration of common sense,— 109 06 154111161111109

6pf0 6166 .

9] T000 '

y111160(60601 01160116109 xépw, 11011100107 0 776p2709 77p0

700 619 1102660 700 619.
”
E0 71 y0p 109 0 770109 661K“;0100611711109 0 77p0

70711109 1101 660 707111159 .

'
E0 7 1 06 70 flpOTGtVGO

'OG I 66 7701616 70

061 7010 66 0010 01141611601 77p09 00 700 66 1070060170

06 7700015} 11y0p 0101p61 110.6 01p61, 701166 0100119 70 0 00 7106 77p0

Topica
, 8 . I4 .

‘Facility comes by practice, and is
chiefly shewn in preposition and enstasis. For dialectic power
is the power of putting proposition s and raising cnstases. Pro
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1111166116606 , but it does not mean the same thing, for the latter,
it appears

,
is not addressed to the opinions but to the powers of

the disputant. Argumentum ad homin em corresponds better
with pirastic proof, the premisses of which are the opinions of
the respondent. The argumentum ad verecundiam may refer
to the locus of authority or to the locus for entrappmg 1n para
dox, the discrepancies of secret and avowed opinion (ch . xii).

CHAPTER XXXIV.

1] 2 000111101169. So read for 0 6000y1011159, and 0000011011009 for

06 00010011069 below. For this excellent emendation we are in
debted to Pac ius.
2]

'

H 77p1506019 7fi9 77p0y1107 610 9 11600006 6611636, 06 611

0 1511600 06000yff60601 776pi. 7706 709 7 013 771007 6066 709 6 110301500709 65
1102 0670000

'

yov 1517 63106 7 6 9 1111666 6po13116v 1
5

176606 7506 . To
pica, I . I . The aim of our inqui ry is the invention of a method
that shal l enable us to reason with probable premisses on every
problem that may be proposed, and to maintain any theses
against attacks without self- contradiction .

’
1
'

I6p2 0
’

0770111110 60 9

77p67 06 1166 010p107 6
'
06 7 1

'

60 7 16 6py06 7 0131100139 01701< p160116606 11000

7rep 7 0131100139
"

E07 1 06 7 013 1100139 611107656 709 0157 109 67 0

7011626 706 01
5

1106 1150 7 6 770160 01 706 017011p160
'

1166 06 70 00ofo
'

7 070

0631616 7 106 010 7316 060 16 06 011110 15106 , 7 0130
’

01701111160116606 70 01
’

015706 10016 60001 O
'

vMfiat
’

l ’flv 70 1510156 07 06 61 70 770110001306 81000 010

7136 060 16
' 676110 y0p 750 109 d11apr1

'

a 70060001 77p6 706 0 06? 110670

06116 606 1101166001501 11070711157706 . Topica
, 8 . 4. To determine rules

for the answerer, we must first define the aim s of the questioner
and answerer. The aim of the questioner is so to conduct the
reasoning as to force the answerer to the most improbable pro
positions necessitated by the thesis : the aim of the answerer to
make the

'

impossible or paradoxical propositions appear due not
to himself but to the thesis . For it is a different fault to ad

vance a wrong thesis, and after advancing it not to defend it as
well as one might .’ Ka70. 7p0

’

1706 here, and 6110711017109 in the
text, seem to mean, not consistently or without self- contradic
tion but, with a degree of probability that varies with the
thesis . ’

E716i. 0
'

01100109 65 6600507611106 11007610111

111076p106 70 7711103011066 0170061316 6 01, 11106 61006 109 0015506 1166 06 709
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5

0170139 7 013 1161116606 01
3

007606 7 113 017011p16011661p 0130
’

0 110 001165:

0170139, 0130
,

0 001165:1166 137 7 06 06 7 0130 611179
001107 “ 001163. Topica,

8. 5. As premisses should be more probable and certain than
conclusions, when the thesis is improbable, the answerer may

refuse both all improbable premisses and all which though pro
bable are less probable than the contradictory of the thesis .’

6776x616 seems nearly the same as 660 16 106007 7 616 .

‘

T 776
’

x616

06 1100060 16 11020p101106 013706 013711306? 77p06yx61p1j0 0 67 0 . .

”

A00§06

0
’

137715660 16 613003117606 6776x616 . Topica, 8 . 9 .

3] Throughout this treatise the questioner has represented the
sophist so that we were hardly prepared for the announcement
that answering is the sophistic side of dialectic . The rest of the
Topica, however, is written more from the point of view of the
questioner and the answerer appears as a sophist. ’

E7r1rf11110 1s

06 015yov 1107
’

067156 7 6 706 1100 67 06 6p107 1317 01 06x 1? 013715.

1300001119 y0p 7 013 1100139 016106
'

x601 706 015yav 0611107 0
5

116609 0157109

010 70 0 11yx10p6
'

1
‘

6 65 136 136 01006x6fi6 01 1100139 7rp0s 7106 060 16 . 01
3

y0p 607 16 6772 007 6
'

p1p 11156 06 70 1100139 66 17 6060666 01 70 1101606 6pyov.

’

A60y110306 01
3

6 7rp0s 706 061106 7 0 1100 7rp0s 706 060 16 6771

x61p6
'

136 , 6706 0077011p16 15116609 706 0 6 7 150 7 123 6p107 136 7 1 770p0 717pfi 77p00
61711p60§

‘

106 . A6 0 110001
’

606 7 6 9 01
3

6 01006 10 7 11109 1102 01301006117 11109 7701

0136 701 709 0107p11309
’

E776006 10013009 11016 10609 0 61177c0lf10v 70

1101606 6py06 , 06006 67 1 1102 66 K01606 y0p 7 1 1103. 66 7 01
5

7 019

77110116151166 156 60 71, 77006 7 136 0y016 1§o11660>6 . T01
5

7 019 0
'

01311 60 7 16 011

¢07 6
’

p019 7 6x6
'

136 7 06 0137 06 7 6006 9 . A10¢6p61 0
'

013066 06 7 6 010 7 013

017011p1fv60001 7 6 010 7 01361110706 7701137 0137 0 .

"

0 7 6 11010 6p107 111139

6p0176 6 1110150109 01006767 0 1, 6 7
’

66 7 1307701111156 60601 0100139 7011101

661166 06 11110
’

61106x15116 6 09 715 7707 6 501506 701 0 6p107136 776 960001.

Topica
,
8. 11.

“ In criticising we must distinguish between the
argument and the arguer. The badness of an argument is often
imputable to the answerer W110 refuses to grant the premisses
which would fairly confute the thesis . For it is not in the
power of one of the disputants without the co - operation of the
other to accomplish successfully their joint task . Accordingly,
the questioner is sometimes forced to argue against the answerer
instead of against the thesis, if the answerer takes every means
of thwarting him with unscrupulous efl

'

rontery. This perversity
makes the arguni entation eristic He is a bad associate who

impedes the common work in reasoning as in any other occu



168 N0TE S .
CHAP . XXX IV.

patiou. Both disputants attain their object in well- conducted
argument

,
though not in eristic

,
for both cannot be victorious. It

is equally reprehensible to spoil the common business by captions
questions

, and by refusing to admit what on e really believes or
pretending to misunderstand the questions .’ I

'

lp09 7010 706 1706

7 109 66 10 701166 06 77067 109 06 717 0 117606 60 7 156 . Topica, 5. 4 .

‘The un
scrupulousness of the respondent forces the questioner to be
unscrupulous .’

It is not solely in the province of the answerer, however, that
we may see the contiguity (11617 6100 19) of eristic and dialectic.
A conclusive dialectic proof may be formed of false premisses.
"

E7 1 0
’

67761. 1161160 010 9 1102 776p 9 x0p16 000
'

0130100 0 1100150 9 0170106

7 01 7 136 01511106 , 06006 139 0131115606 70017611 0 60001110 7606 0000 1102

111613009, 01306 01
’

00116136 062 000
’

66107 6 1116110136 . 1100001119 11011

15101790139 7 6966 7 09 06 01p61
‘

6 060111111706 0100670116 6 06 , 130 7 6 771107 07606

70 11166071.
’
Evfore 06 1102 11660069 7 6066 70 9 1316 0 11167606 010 111660136 .

0 13066 y0p 111001
5

61 7 161. 0011636 70 1111 136 7 0 1100006 7136 00110136 ,

611 7 136 611616 111 001101
5

6 7 106 7 013 1116 01166 011, 111310006 60 701 77677610

1166 09 1313116011666 09. A6306 706 1100139 0100617111139 1101.

1111 6p10 7 1K6 9 y6rafi1fi0f616 , 1106017610 706 1160111671166 76101167p111139, 06

7 6 111613009 06 7
'

0017669 1370 0 611776p016 15116606 . Topica, 8. 11.

‘As

practice and mutual examination, not instruction, are the object

of these argumentations, the dialectician must often prove a false
conclusion , and employ false premisses : for if the thesis is true,
the premisses of the confutation must be false . Even a false
thesis must sometimes be confuted by false premisses : for the
answerer may disbelieve the true premisses, and as the proof

must be composed of his beliefs
,
he will be convinced but hardly

enlightened. The proof, however, must be dialectic, not eristic,
whether the conclusion is true or false : just as a proof by a
geometer should be geometrical . ’ But dialectic proof may also
be inconclusive or fallacious . We saw (ch . v, note 4) that the
locus a dicto secundum quid is the common property of eristic
and dialectic : we saw (ch . xii, note 1) that

‘ the dialectician does
not abstain from the locus non causa pro causa : we saw (ch . xxii,
note 10) that paronyms are in G reek a locus of dialectic, in
English a locus of sophisms . It appears also that ambiguity is
common ground to the dialectician and sophist . X p110 11106 06 70

61760 16111001. 110377p09 70770p00oyl000 601. E1015
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nature of the points to which arguments are addressed, and of

the elements of which they are composed, and how they are

obtained . The two questions are identical : for arguments are
composed of propositions, and addressed to problems ; and every
proposition and problem is a genus, definition, property, or
accident .’

6] The sources of proof are pointed out partly by describing
the and partly by enum erating the loci. T01166 006 76107

776pi 156 7 6 oi 007101 110065 136 , 0110p1f0010
'
70 0

’

0py06 0, 01
’

156

p11001166 7136 0 60007
1101166 , 60 707 6

'
7 7 0pa, 06 7017p0700 619 0016606,

06157 61106 06 0 00 0x1239 8110 0 7 06 0631670 1 0156 00001 0160626 , 71117 06 709

01011101109 60p61
‘

6, 0110fov0 11631119.
”

E07 106 71107706 7160

110070 7p1
'
a 70157106 77110700 619 . Topica, I . 13. So much for the

classification of problems and premisses. Operations subsidiary
or in strumen tal to proof are four : the collection of propositions,
the definition of equivocal terms, the discovery of similarities

,

the discovery of dissimilarities : and all four may be regarded as

the collection of propositions .’ T0 1166 006 0py060 01
’

136 oi 0110

0070011007 0177
’
60 716 '

oi. 06 707701 77p09 009 xp1101110 70 06x06
'

670 0006

60001. Topica, I . 18. Such are the materials of proof : the
maxims which will enable us to apply them have now to be
enumerated .

’

'
7] Arrangement and answering are treated of in the 8th book.

Some of the precepts relating to solution appear to be lost.
8] Aristotle

’s desire to give an appearance of amplitude or
development (7700609) to his system has been very injurious to
it. This has led him, with astonishing naivete

'

, to
- pretend to

multiply the loci by repeating them for each of the predicables
in a different order. He professes to do this for the sake of clear
ness but it is difficul t to conceive anythin g less luminous than
the mode of exposition he has adopted. M07 00600647 10 0

’

071109

071 70 7rp0s 7010106 110070yévos 110070 0 611563171109 77067 0 1100771109

7 009 ép1a110
i

1s 011111506106160001.

’

A00
’

013 7 0137 0 67707706716 6

110000011 11600006 (177177006 . 007 6 y0p 1500106 61511606 7 067
’

60716 , 600
’

60p606111, 77067 60109 017 0111079 11000150xp170 7 09 06 6017 7rp0s 7016 77p01161

77110711107 6106 .

’

1010 9 06 1100
'

31100 7 06 7 136 010111000670 6 716606

0770000607 179 116000011 15006 611 7106 776pi. 311007 06 021161106 016
’

fo0os
700 77po116111é6 06 06 . Topica, I . 6 .

‘It should be observed,
that the rules for proving property and genus and accident are
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all applicable to the proof of definition yet we must not try to
establish a single body of rules of un ivegsal application . Such
rules would be diffi cult to invent

,
and

,
if invented, would be very

obscure and hard of application . By giving separate rules and
appropriate methods for each predicable

,
we facilitate the ex

amination of the different problems .’ According to Alexander
Aphrodisiensis, Theophrastus attempted to unite the caucus of

proof in a single system , and verified Aristotle’s prediction : but
against the failure of Theophrastus we may set the exposition of
the methods of induction by M ill .

9] It is difficult to reconcile Aristotle
’s assertion with what

we know had been don e by Plato and Socrates and the Eleatics
and M egarians . What he really performed in his dialectical
treatise was to indicate a number of methodic principles or
elements of method (70 110160) and it is probable that none of
his predecessors had separated and extricated these from the
specific propositions (70 or what some would call the mate
rial

,
as opposed to the formal, elements in which they are

imbedded in actual ratiocination .

10] What the rhetoricians gave their pupils to learn by heart
were

,
doubtless

,
not complete speeches

,
but finished portions of

speeches
,
i . e . what Quintilian would have called loci communes,

and the later G reek rhetoricians 707701. Aristotle m ight have
used the word here

,
and we may even suspect that he originally

used it
,
for as the sentence now stands there is an awkward

repetition of 0o
'

y06 9 . But he was forced to use the latter word
to distinguish the method of his predecessors from his own . For

his own system is merely a list of loci . He has erred nearly as
much by the omission of examples as his forerunners by the
omission of rules . He has not even given us the maxims that
group themselves about the different loci , although he admits
that the exact form of these propositions is of the utmost im
portance to the disputant. I

'

lp07 00 1fv 7 6 Kotl'hl) 1100006 00y06 eis

1167511116 0px1
'

19 110m« 02 61
’

11ropfi0 a1 p erpc
’

c m, x006

7706 . Topica
,
8 . 14 .

‘A universal proposition is better worth
remembering than a chain of proof for a moderate command of
principles and premisses is difficult to obtain .

’ He recommends
however, like his predecessors, that whole arguments should be
committed to memory. Hp09 7 6 70 770610 701119 3111750 7 06 7 0 7 1256
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711101301111071116 éfewl0 7 000a1 06? 110i. 110010 7 0 71
's 71716 7rp1571116

06 7 0157 019 y0p 0.7100v0 7767 o1
'

1
‘

0 16 oi 071011p160116601 7700001119.

We should get by heart arguments on the problems that
oftenest arise, particularly on the elementary theses ; for here
chance often makes the answers take an unlucky turn .

’ ’

A7ro

01100 67 0170 16 is a metaphor from dice . First principles are so
difficult to elicit by question ing that the questioner may be
baffled without any skill on the part of the answerer. [Compare
the use of 615776749. K0? y0p 130636 00706 11ai. 0013636 770110 7636 3pm

709 7 0101
5

709 71p0700 619 61
’

17167 é9. Topica, 7. Ad

00 11030 60 0111066 06 9 3x616 0dyo119 711109 70 7010177 0 7136 wpofi0n11071116,
06 079 6

’

00xf0 7 1116 61
’

1170p1fi0067 69 7rp09 77067307 0 xpn0 1
'

1106 9 3501166, 01
3

701

0
’

oi 110000011, 1102 111109 009 x0061711
'
17 6p06 E11 7 136 rrap0

11000 9. Topica, 8. I4 . We should have ready-mad e argum ents
for the conclusions that depend on the fewest premisses and yet
are oftenest wanted, namely, the most ab stract, and for those
problems whose proof is difficult to extemporiz e.’

11] Read 0000 7pLBf1.
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to a person who is defective in a sense . He who questions
whether we should reverence the gods or love our parents wants

punishment
,
he who does not know that snow is White wants

an organ of sense .’

CH . x1
,
note 2 . Aristotle seems to have thought that, if we

were in full possession of the ultimate conceptions, that is, the
definitions of the ultimate terms, we should be able to predict
the special proposition s which are the ultimate bas is of deduc
tive science : that the conjunction of the terms A, B , C, 8 m. in

all the primary objective theorems, A is B ,
B is (J, C is D, is, to

use the words of Kant, not synthetical but analytical, just as
in geometrical theorems . Brown

,
in his celebrated treatise on

Causation, has attempted to shew that, in the n atural sciences
at least, that is, in those that deal with changes or events, i. e.
successions of phenomena

,
the ultimate immediate conjunctions

are unpredictable, i . e . though constant juxtapositions, are inex
plicable and mysterious . It is not quite clear what Aristotle
considered to be the logical relation of the cause and effect in his
causal definitions of natural phenomena ; but, if we may judge
from his expression

,
A10. y0p 70 0avj11if616 oi 060111117701. 1103. 606 1100

7077p6 7 06 151150 6 7 0 1111000 010626 , 062 00 6179 70860 6 7106 70

6 06 11070. 706 770po1111fav 07707 606117170 01, M et. 1 . 2 ,
‘M en began to

phil osophiz e because they wondered, but the end of philoso

phiz ing should be something better, the cessation ofwonder,
’ he

seems to have expected that, in any province of inquiry what
ever, if we carried the analysis far enough, when we arrived at
the ultimate immediate conjunctions

,
whether of coexistent or of

successive terms, we should find them neither inexplicable nor
mysterious, but the evidently necessary result of determinate
relations .
K070 expresses causation (001110 00701100

’

0 1300x139 110i. 70 01v

15770p§61, 1710 7 6 1102 70 1100
'

01570 770000x11
'

1s 0607111; 063160001. Met. 4.

Accordingly the proposition
,
70A findpxa 713B 1100

'

01576,

means that all the conditions of the conjunction ofA and B are
contained in A and B themselves : that we are not to look for

its cause in the interposition of any third independent te
The conclusions of science, as well as the first principles, are
1100

’

01570 1
'

1770px06 7a, that is, 70 1100
’

01570findpxa v is not confined

to immediate conjunctions except so far as it excludes the inter
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ference of any foreign cause . We may add that in the expres
sion, 70A 15770

'
1px61 7 113B 1100

’

0070 is either the subject or
the predicate, i . e . 1100

’

01570 means, as appears from Aristotle’s
defin ition of the two classes of 1100

’

01570 15770px0117 0 , either 1107
’

01570 70A, or 1107
’

70B : e . g . ”00111101 15770px61 7p1y11
'
16 19 110 7

'

707ply111606 , but 70 15770px61 ypanufi 1107
’

70 613015.

CH . xx, note 3. Eudemus, the disciple ofAristotle, informs us
more than once that the theory of ambiguity (70 010 066) was
invented by Plato . [10111166 15006 1106 006 0y0006 1

'

17 06 06 0510

771507019 0110000000 0 6 7 09 01iya1s 110215770 7 0101
5
7 1116 07707 11061

17 0? 01 01
5

77111

7157 6
‘

0160 6001p117 0 ; 01
5

7 6 y0p 70 770000x11
‘

1s é
'
06y6v 01306 151, 00001 [100

7 1116 77p1
'

1

‘

17 0s 70010 006 6 i0 75y0y66 , 01
5

7 6 70 1100
’

01570 1102 70 11070 0v11

16661711150 00157707 0157 1116 010 1116110
’

0fi6 0 1. Eudemus
,
quoted by

Simplicius on Phys . Ausc. I . 3. We ought not to be surprised
that Parmenides was misled by inconclusive reasonings and

fallacies which in his time had not been exposed; For in his

days no one had heard of equivocation, a method of solution first
introduced by Plato, or of the distinction of subject and attri

bute which he overlooks .’ See also ch . x, note
CH . XXXIV, note 3.

’

E7762 00 77p00 110 7 0 0 116110§67 01 7rp0s
'
(11

,

)t

11156 06 776
'

1
‘

p06 0156 0 7 01 0018626 01006117 11161; 000
’

1519 6125159 . This
should have been translated

,
Since it claims the power of

catechiz ing or cross - examining not only dialectically but also
scientifical ly.

’
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1 A A 3,
T0 06 6 6 0pm; 0 17 61000 1 11012 0011606 616 60 7 1 1106 , 109 06

I A 3 A A
y66 61 003616 , 66 7 111 00 006111606 01 7 0 7rp01161

'

1166 06 . T06 7 0
I A 3 (I
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p016 70 77p67 6p06
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dpxfisn
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A00
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07762 701 1106 01
’

011576156 770056 116 7 6 111p1
'

f6000 1 701

00 01
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(011
c

1106 y01p dpxa i 01
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006 7 616
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dpx019 01
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’
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00 6 7 017 7 19

0771x61pfi 061116156 011, 7 1
5

7 6 7 0 dpxfi9 .
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615009 707rpo1161
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1167 1116 01
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0101 7 0157 1116 00 006111666 01 70 £5

dpxfisn 0006
,
61
’

7 0A 861116 15017 0 0101 7 013B
,
7000B 010. 7 017 r,

70 00 77 6¢v1109 065116 6 000 1 010. 7 017 14'

y0p

0 1570 01
’

6
5

016 7 017 7 0 A 061116156 0 1 7 009 0600oy1(011€6 06 9.
"

0776p 7701000 16 of 7019 0 01100015006 9 ypaigbew. A0 60é

6 06 0 1 70111 0 157 02 0016 7 009 7 010177 01 0011306 06 7 69 0 015x 00156 7 6

077006250 1111) 0150 606 7616 7rap000fi0016 . .OO
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TE 01
5

7111 06000

‘

y1fo116
'

6 019 011010 7 06 Gil/a t 61
’

00 7 16
A

000177016 00 7 011 01 0157 011 7 6010 7 66
“ 0

'
776p 050156 0 7 06 .

A
Ei 0116 7 19

,
0015006 156 7 09 07 1 70A 157roipx61 7 111 I

"

,
01100119 06

I A A A A
11011 07 1 7 111 B, 7 111 B 157rcipx616 70A 01577111 071006 61

’

70
1 1 n 1 A 1 1 A
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77p09 70 01
5

7 109 0x61 150 7 6 7 0 15706 616 0 1
,
00006 07 1

8 dVTtO'Tpe
'
.

¢ov0 16 , 07r0px61 007 6p06 00 7 010111 70 06 0pxfi 0 57 6200 1. Kai

70p 06 B 7 0 A 0770px61 01
’

0611161501
,
61
’

06 71

0 7p€¢61. N06 00 7 007 0 111001561 000
’

c0x 0 7p67709. E1
’

80
n a x 1 I

7 06 7 0 770161
,
7 0 6111111166 06 6 170101 110 1 0 6 7 10 71160101 109 010

f I i 1 A 1 1 1 19 0 0 6 7 109 06 1106 61 7 0 B 7 111 I
“

001460 6 01 6 770px616 , 01101109A A A
0011006 06 110 2 61

’

70A 7 111 f
"

0157710 7 0 05 0px119 000
’

A
01511 077006016 6 0 16 . E06 00 7 0 15706 11 70 A 1102 7 0 B 13 7111

06 7 10 7p6
'

¢616 10 0776000 1 70A 7 1213B
'

7 0 0px1
'

i9
I A

010 7 176 0 6 7 176 0 17 10 6 . T0yap 1g 0px179 7 1
’

0156 07 0 1
,
77p67 61106

1! g A 11 i 1 a I 1 a

61p1y7 a1 171116 , 07 1 7 0 01 60 6 7 06 061116 66 0 1 7 0 1117 01 0 6 706

00006 .

1‘ A A A

E1
’

06 6 00 7 1 70 06 0pxy 0 17 61000 1 7 001 007 06 06111615601 70
A A A

111001 007 06 011006 , 7 06 7 0 06
'

00 7 1 70 061116 156 0 1
,

A ’P A
00150106 06 7 106 7 06 061116 61106 06 110 2 01 06

6
,
137 111 7 01570

A A Q A A A C I 0

7.
IN I

7 111 0 6 7 111 17 7 111 7 0 6 7 06 7 019 0 6 7 019 6 770pX616 66 1166 7111 1160111

0X1§110 7 1 015067 0009
8 06 0600x017 0 70 0px1

'

1
‘

00
A 11 A I A I

110 7 1ryop111111 0600071011111 66 7 6 7 111 71117 111 110 1 7 111 17p107111.

A A A J

A770¢07 111109 00, 07 0 6 70 011570 0770 7 06 0157 06 '

1101 OUX
l I 3 I t I
01101109 011¢o7 6p0 1 0 1 17p07 0 0 619 .

I 1 A I x 1 1

9 0 0 6 7 109 06 110 1 66 719 010 7 0 1111 0 6 7 10 7p6¢616 7069

01106 9 110 70 7 009 00 01007 111009 0 600030011009 . 1

J, A A 5

E0 7 1 00 7 0 0px17 06 1106 7 0 19 0170061260 1 10

J A g

110 7 00110610 6 0157 109 6
’

x06 7 0 ,
00 7 019 01006117 111019 70 110170

0650 6 . Anal. Prior. 2 . 16.
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vertible or because the middle involves the minor, the argument
is a begging of the question . For the major premiss, B is A,

might be proved by the minor premiss and conclusion if the
middle and minor are convertible . If it cannot be

,
it is only

from the comparative extension of the terms
,
not from any other

relation . If they are convertible
,
we might

,
as was stated,

prove the major premiss from the minor and conclusion
,
and we

should have a circular proof of three propositions in which each
would be alternately premiss and conclusion .

Similarly if the minor premiss, 0 is B ,
is no more evident

than the conclusion, 0 is A, we have not n eeessarily
'

a begging
of the question, but we have a failure of demonstration . If,

however, the major and middle terms are identical, because they
are convertible or because the major is involved in the middle

,

then we have a begging of the question as before 5 . For begging
the question arises

,
as was explained

,
when a proposition not

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

,
namely

,
the first and third".

In negative syllogisms there is a begging of the question in
the first and third figures when an identical predicate is denied
of two identical subjects

,
and it is not either premiss indifferently

that begs the question but only the major”)

In the second figure there is a begging of the question when
two identical predicates are denied of an identical subject, and
it is not either premiss indifi

’

erently that begs the question but
only the minor

,
because the position of terms in the other pre

miss of negative syllogisms is not homologous to the position
of terms in the con clusion .

Begging the question in scientific discussion is what really
satisfies these conditions

,
in dialectic what has the appearance

of doing so .

We have some further remarks in the Topica
N 2
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A A A 0
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’
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'
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'
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’
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,
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'

0070 1102 x10p29 057 6?

000 1. [70016 62
'

7 19 0160016 70 771106011066 0206 61
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’

0 7p1111
‘
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'

1107 6p06

0 6166 .
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’

7 19 7 1156 01701166 106 000150019 05 060711119 007 6p06
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,

0206 7 176 77066p06 00 61111671106 71? 0606

077006250 1 07 1 0101167po9 717 77066110. Topica, 8. 11 .
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l ] ARIS
’I‘OTLE examines the relation of the terms in a syllogism

containing a petitio principii, and determines which premiss in
each of the figures may be the petitio . In the first figure

, if

the principium,
or conclusion as sumed, is affirmative, either the

major or minor premiss may be a petitio, and the middle term
will be identical with the minor or major. If the principium is
negative, the major premiss is the petitio, and the middle is
identical with the minor. In the second figure the principium
must be negative, only the minor premiss can be a petitio, and
the middle term will be identical with the major . In the third
figure, whether the principium is affirmative or negative, the
major premiss is the petitio, and the middle is identical with
the minor . All this is obvious from an inspection of the sym
bols of the figures . It does not throw much light on the nature

of petitio principii, but for the satisfaction of the reader we give
it in Aristotle’s own words . Airnpa, petition, is the assumption
without proof of a proposition which ought to be proved. It
may or may not be opposed to the belief of the respondent.

Hypothesis is, properly, an indemonstrable proposition. A rela
tive hypothesis is a proposition which ought to be proved, but

which is believed by the respondent and is assumed without

proof. "

000 1106 0136 0611170 06 7 11 00111306 61 015709 1151065509,

006 1106 00110667 0 0011306117 113110 6006067 1, 1577072067 111, 1100(0716 mix

07706 9 1
5

170060 19 0000 77p0s 0116276 06 06 11110611109 360150719

1101 0607517119 00111
-30611 70 0076, 0137 62701. Kai 706711

0101001161 75776060 19 1102 01711110: yap 017 71110 70 15776606 7506 706

1106006 067 09 71}015517, 0 66 7 1s 017006111706 06 001119061) 1101xpfiflu

110 06030 9. An . Post. I . 10 .

‘What is capable of proof, but

assumed without proof, if believed by the learner, is, relatively
to the learner, though not absolutely, an hypothesis ; if the
learner has no belief or a disbelief

,
it is a petition ; and this is

the difference . Petition is an assumption opposed to the belief

of the learner : or, still wider, a demonstrable proposition as
sumed Without demonstration .

’
Al

'
7 770 19 706 06 0pxfiis an aft-11110.
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where the proposition assumed is the conclusion which ought to
be proved .

2] It is not easy to say what is the vic
'
i ous construction that

Aristotle contemplates . Euclid postulates the power of drawing
any circle from a given centre wi th a given radius, that is, the
use of the compasses as well as of the ruler. Some geometer
may have attempted the impracticable feat of solving the pro
blem without the help of this postulate.
3] Perhaps for ?) 073006 071 we should read 61071 17. Compare
below

,
17 70067 107p£¢616 i) 719

"

07760001. Or we might read,
5710011671, except that 077006671 in the sense of ‘that is to say ’

belongs to a later period of G reek .

4] The meaning of 7po
'

7 ms is not obvious.
5] Assuming the conclusion to be affirmative, let us examine
a syllogism in Barbara

All B is A
,

All 0 is B ,

Al l 0 is A.

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

cipii, i. e. that the proposition All 0 is B is identical with the
conclusion All 0 is A. This can only be because B and A are
identical .
The identity of the terms is their convertibility or their

sequence (éudpxa ,
This

,
however, requires some limi

tation
,
for as the major is always predicated (findpxa , 37 67 01) of

the middle and the middle of the minor, if this were enough to
constitute petitio principii

,
every syllogism with a p roblematical

p remiss would be a petitio principii.
6] Perhaps for 060166 701we should read 061116611701, which must

o therwise be understood .

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

B is A
,
and

C is A,

are identical
,
we may apply the formula 7019 0157029 fivrdpxa ,
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A being
'

rm
’

zré, and B and 0 70 al
’

z
’rd. When the minor premiss

is the petitio,i . e . when
0 is B, and

C is A,

are identical
,
we may apply the formula raz

’

m
‘

i 74) aim?) zindpxa ,
B and A being 111137 81 and 0’ 76

8] So read, disregarding the MSS ., for Kai rpm,
ducpo

-

répwg. As the conclusion of the second figure is always
negative, it can never be begged by an affirmative premiss, such
as the above- cited formulas imply .

9] In the third figure in Disamis,

Some B is A,

All B is 0,
Some 0 is A,

the major premiss may be a petitio principu, and we may apply
the formula 70ai

’

nb 7 0759 afiroi
‘

s éwdpxez . The minor premiss can
never be an assumption of the conclusion

,
for their terms are

dissimilar [aimduf fo
-
rporpoz . See below].

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

No B is A,

All 0 is B ,

No C is A,

and Bokardo of the third,
Some B is not A,
All B is C,

Some 0 is not A,

the major premiss may be a petitio principi i . The minor premiss
cannot

,
because in these figures it is always affirmative ; besides

which
,
in the third figure the minor premiss and conclusion are

not composed of similar terms in sim ilar positions (01
5

1: 6611
’

a odJOl.) We may here notice an inaccuracy ofAristotle, if the
text is correct. An inspection of the symbols given above shews
that the first and third figures require the formula 6706 70(are

(me 7636 Whereas the formula 6706 70. aim} ti1ro

7 o6 afrrofi only applies to the second figure .

11] i . e . dv'rwrpc
i

qxes In the second
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THE objection that a proposition is not the cause of a false
conclusion

,
a formula often heard in controversy, is made in

reply to a reductio ad impossibile in defence of the proposition
contradicted by the framer of the reductio . For unless the
opponent has contradicted the proposition the respondent will
not deny that it is responsible for the conclusion

,
but will object

to some other proposition ; nor will he use the formula against
direct disproof

,
for here the thesis is not employed as a premiss .

Moreover in direct disproof by three terms
,
it cannot be said

that the confuted thesis is irrelevant to the syllogism . This can
only be said when a proposition may be eliminated without
annihilating the syllogism

,
which cannot be the case in direct

disproof, for without a thesis to be confuted there can be n o

confutation “ .

It is clear then that the formula can on ly be employed against
reductio ad impossibile

,
when the thesis impugned is so related

to the conclusion that it may be suppressed without destroying
the conclusion .

The most obvious case of the irrelevance of the thesis to the
conclusion is when the thesis is not connected by any middle
terms with the conclusion

,
as we said in the Topica4 in discuss

ing the fallacy of non causa pro causa. We should exemplify
this if

,
to disprove the c

‘ommensurateness of the side of the
square to the diagonal

,
we appended an argument for Zeno-’s

theorem that there is no such thing as locomotion, pretending
thereby to establish a reductio ad absurdum,

for there is abso
lutely no connexion between this theorem and the thesis .

Another case is when the conclusion is connected with the
thesis but is not its consequence . The connexion may be traced
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1] This is oddly worded . Perhaps we should read an y

11poa110¢1§11y 101710 0 001K6 izs 10 08156 0106
,
or

,
3106 1rp09 durf¢0016

7 015106 001K61
5
17101 10001560106 .

2]
’

A611dnj0
'

016109. So read for dvn cbfio as. One MS . gives
0611¢>fi009 119 .

3] In a direct disproof of a thesis if we cancel the thesis
,
or

rather the terms of which it is composed
,
we cancel an essential

part of the syllogism .

4] This refers apparently to ch . v. of Sophistici Elenchi . If

so, this passage must be a later addition, as we have seen (note
to ch . 11) that the Analytica was written before the $0phistici
Elenchi .
5] Things are said to be avvexfi, continuous, when the limit
which separates them is common to both . T0 00 0 6 6 0x09 6110p
0x0110666 11 i;0111101106 06 . Aéyw 00 0 6 6 0x09 510 6 101310 70611101mi

06 100K010
'

p06 110
’

p09 oi9 011106101 Kai. 0 6 60x06101, 150 10 0577106 81110

0 6 6 13059 06 10151019 06 (36 11 1ré¢v1< 0 7616 00001 11010 T
'i’fl) 0156 011116;

M etaphysica, IO . 12 . Continuity is a species of holding on or
touching. Two things are continuous when the two extremities
by which they touch and hold together are one and the same.

Continuity, therefore, is between things united at the point of

contact .’ 2 6 6 0x09 00 00
'

ye1a i 01
3

Kl6n0 19 11150 1100
‘

01510 Kai pi;
0266 10 000105 “

Ma 0
’

of}08101500109 . M etaph . 4 . 6 . Two parts are

continuous whose motion is essentially and necessarily one and
indivisible .

’ If we gave 1156 170 19 a logical sense, in which sense
1116 020001 is sometimes used, two propositions would be ovvexfi
which must stand or fall together . We shall see however that
Aristotle calls a thesis and conclusion avvexfiwhen their destinies
are not thus implicated.

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

7] Suppose the thesis to be, as before, Every animal lives ;
the premisses, All that lives is a plant, Every plant is

' insensible
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the conclusion, All that lives is insensible. Here the predicate

of the thesis is a part of the conclusion .

8]
'

Ap p is emphatic. When we take an inferior series, 6 05
0pxfis apos, the extreme or remotest term,

is the superior term

of the thesis . When we take a superior series, 6 05 0pxfi9 6pcs
is the inferior term of the thesis . Let the thesis be represented
by M N, where M is the subject and N the predicate. The in

ferior series will be represented byKL111, the superior byN 0P.

For the validity of a reductio ad absurdum of the thesis M N, a
ratiocination composed of the inferior series of terms must pro
duce no absurdity until it embraces the superior term of the
thesis, N : and a ratiocination composed of the superior series
must produce no absurdity until it embraces the inferior term
of the thesis, M In the previous examples by combining the
thesis with the conclusions we m ight obtain the further absurd
conclusions, All snow lives, and Every animal is insensible, and
the ratiocinations embrace the extreme terms of the thesis . But

the reductio is not valid, because these are not the first ah

surdities that arise, for before introducing the thesis we had
previously arrived at the same, or rather, equal absurdities, All
snow is an animal

,
and All that lives is insensible.

9] We should add, or an equally impossible conclusion for,

as we saw in the last note, it is not exactly the same conclusion.

A reductio ad absurdum
,
being an assignation of cause, should

stand the test of the method of difference. The impossibility
that is foun d in the presence of the thesis should disappear in
its absence . A similar consideration should guide us in deter
mining to what class a fallacy should be referred. See ch. xxii.
10] I have assumed that in speaking of exterior and interior
angles Aristotle uses these terms in the sense in which they are
used by E xclid, I . 29. A scruple as to his mean ing is suggested
by his saying that the lines will meet if the exterior angle is
greater than the interior

,
when it is clear that they will equally

meet if it is less : but this scruple vanishes when we observe
that in the next hypothesis he says, that theywill meet if the
angles of the triangle are greater than two right angles, when
he might just as well have said, unless they are equal.
11] Euclid, 1. 32 .
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either object that all opposites are objects of the same know
ledge, and then the proof is in the first figure

All D is A
,

All B is B ,

All B is A
or we may object that some contraries

,
say, health and disease,

are objects of the same knowledge
,
and then the proof is in the

third figure
All E is A,

All E is B ,

Some B is A.

If the objection has to prove the contrary of the premiss, the
genus comprehending the subject of the premiss must be made
the subject of the objection and receive a contradictory predicate.
If the premiss is that no contraries are known together, the
objection says that all opposites are known together, and we
have the first figure

, for the genus of the original subject is the
middle term and the original subject the minor. If the objection
has to prove the contradictory of the premiss, a species com
prehended under the subject of the premiss must be made the
subject of the objection

,
as knowable and unknowable are com

prehended under contraries . Then we have the third figure, for
the middle term is an inferior species comprehended under the
minor. A premiss that gives an opposite conclusion is an objec
tion

,
and such can only be applied in the first and third figures,

for the second cannot give an affirmative conclusion . Besides,
in the second figure more premisses would be necessary . If we
objected to the proposition

,
All B is A,

that No A is C, a second
premiss must be expressed to make the disproof evident . But

objection should be complete in itself and require no further
premiss to be expressed 4 . For the same reason the second figure
is the only one unfitted for proof by signs . We must at some
future time examine the remaining modes of objection, namely,
the objection of contraries, of similars, and of authority ; and
inquire whether an objection proving a contradictory cannot be

raised in the first figure 5, or an objection proving a negative in

the second .

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

0 2
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06 0 10 0 19 81x109, 17 yap 11000006 01710610 011 710 0 0 06 8010 710617

p66 , 1711010 710p09 811 01511 06 0
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5
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7117 55006
A

1101 11
'

06 17p02
’

0
’

p10109 E711 80 106 06 0 61106 06 01 0 0 19 1750
'
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‘

7p 71016 10 9 1009 17510069
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06 110101
,
000 0158

’

0 710x017p09 110 11109 . E711 80 1106 01
’

I f, f I A (I

776 10 06067117710 011 01 110 11109 7107106 60109 0 101 7110 06 0 16 , 011 000

0158001
’

01
5

7107106015109 0101¢100170 16 . A08011p1
'

0 019 a1
'

07101106
I 3 5“ ’l I f? (I A I

7 610p171106 0 68p106 0106
,
01 119 06 6671177101 017106 011 1019 71006 06 01

801 0 6yy6 0
’

171176
’

0
’

x016 , 0y6 00176 109 y0p 0710p1016 06 0 16 , 06 010019

0151106 6 0 [71110 1109 01
5

y0p 06 71e1
’

fcu9 {177110 9 060.811
,

110001170 06 0016 119 710015106 0,110p10677. Rhet. 2 . 25.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX C.

1] Enstas is is either the solution of a fallacy by pointing out

why the reasoning is inconclusive (810fp0019), or the disproof of
a false premiss It is the latter only that is now
examined . Enstasis is neither the mere negation of a propo
sition , nor the assertion of the contrary or of the contradictory
of that proposition

, but is the major premiss of a syllogism by
which the contrary or contradictory may be proved .

2] Were it not for this kind of enstasis and the locus of

authority
,
the final appeal in dialectic, on the part both of ques

tioner and answerer
,
would be solely to induction. But it seems

the answerer might not only appeal to induction, but to a prin
ciple m ore abstract and universal than the proposition in dispute.
But for the 015109 04m. ofAristotle, one would have thought that
this mode of disproof should be rather called antisyllogism than
enstasis . From the modern sense of the word instance (instantia

en stasis) this kind of enstasis, in physical questions at least,
seems to have early fallen into desuetude.
3] In the Topica we have an ethical example of this kind of

enstasis .

”

E11 8106 3706 0 611506 119
"

70601, 0 110710136 110116606 01510

06 06 1f06 06 01
5

1155y06010000 1102 10060110006 .

’

E6 115y0p 100Kpa

1102 10 060 110006 , OTOD 0712 1102 11000609.
”

Eva-100 19 011 f;1106

060010 1571011300006 119 0151123706 01, 06 115 y0p 1050

110111106 , 060 110006 86 101
5

1106 , 01511 06 11531101119
"

000
’

06 111304
100153.

Topica
, 4 . 3. When the supposed genus of a term has no con

trary, we should observe whether it is the genus not only of the

contrary of the term, but also of the intermediate gradations.

For (Proposition) contraries and their intermediate gradation
s

belong to the same genus, as we see in colours . Objection : the
contraries, excess and defect, belong to the genus evil, while
their intermediate gradation

,
the mean

,
belongs to the genus

good .

’

[This enstasis is clearly not valid ; for good and evil are
accidents, not genera, of the mean and extremes : the common
genus is relative quantity ]
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4] It is clear that an affirmative proposition may be disproved
in the second figure. But Aristotle apparently would call such
a disproof not enstasis but antisyllogism .

. Energetic brevity is
a requisite of enstasis : its probative or subversive force must be
instantaneously felt without further explanation . The second
figure

,
therefore, being, as is here without much reason assumed,

more intricate and cumbrous and requiring more enucleation than
the others

,
is not short

,
sharp, and decisive enough for en stasis .

5] Eustatic disproof in the third figure may just as easily be
stated in the first : otherwise, regarding the above-g iven disproof

in the first figure as rather antisyllogism than enstasis, we might
agree with Whately in calling the third the eustatic figure .

6] This class has been analysed in the preceding passage . T0

066151111110 seems, perhaps, rather to point to a conclusion than a
premiss : but in this chapter enthymeme is used as the genus
of 7rapd001y110 or induction, and every dialectical premiss is the
result of induction .

7] Analysing this example as in the preceding passage, we
must

, as far as I can see, for our minor premiss borrow from the
locus of contraries the maxim that the action of the virtuous is
opposite and analogous to that of the vicious, and for our major
transform the enstasis, that the vicious does not hurt every
friend

,
into the equipollent proposition, that to act oppositely

and analogously to the vicious is not to benefit every friend .

8] For our minor premiss we must borrow from the locus a
fortiori

, vel minori, vel pari, the maxim that those who are
injured act oppositely and an alogously to those who are served,
and

, for our major, transform the enstasis, that those who are

served do not always love the benefactor, into the equipollent
proposition

,
that to act analogously and oppositely to those who

are served is not always to hate the injurer. Both these exam
ples seem 'to apply the same maxim . (See, however, Topica,
2 . 7, quoted below.) They shew that it is unsafe to assume, as
is usually done

,
that the maxims or metaphysical principles of

proof always occupy the position of major premisses .

9] The example is so carelessly given that it is not certain what
analysisAri stotle intended . I conjecture the following : The pre
miss objected to is

,
that ignorance is an excuse the enstatic syl

logism is, Drunkenness is not an excuse (teste Pittaco) drunken
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ness is ignorance
,
therefore some ignorance is not an excuse.

This kind of enstasis only differs from the first in the modality
of the eustatic premiss . It has no intrinsic probability, derives
no evidence from experience, but rests solely on the authority of
Pittacus .
It seems an arbitrary arrangement to call disproof hy . the loci

of contrariety and similarity, not antisyllogism but enstasis ;

and the illustrations are unfortunately chosen
, for, without being

told, we should never have suspected that they were taken from
different loci .
Contraries are a locus common to the attack and the solu

tion . 2 11071026 00 071
q

015106 101303pm10
'
6 06 , 0000 11000712106

06 0 611506 10 06 0 6 1506 ‘

0706 10 070606 01511 11060y11179 01500

y0p 10 1101106 06 7117p66
'

0015101310 11011026 0 . Kai 01313011101001
5

6110711

1102 73 0'

y6010 . EZ0010610 1175, 0150
'

01107360 . .015006 y0p
0000 6176 0510171106 1006 0 61106 119

"

06 0 61519 01100060026 . Topica, 2 . 9.

The questioner may quit the subject in di spute and examine
its contrary. He may confute the thesis that the good is always
pleasant, by the fact that the bad is not always painful, or vice
versa, or the thesis that justice is knowledge, by the fact that
injustice is not ignorance : the axiom assumed being that con
trary subjects must have contrary predicates .

’
Similars are also

a common locus . ”

E11 011 106 01101109 0150 611001} 01101209

15710px01
‘

015 y0p 100101706 11530r0
'

p1g 15710px01, 01500 100017106 115i
0017119

"
015 00 15710px01 10 010p06 0r0

'

p1g, 110010 0017106 1111
"

Topica
, 2 . 10 . Similars are another locus . If there is an equal

probability that two subjects have respectively two predicates,
if one has its predicate we may infer that the other has, and vice
versa .

’ Aristotle justifies the example he has given of enstasis

from similars by what he says in the T0pica : AE 0156 711113101

0150 15176030 01 (06 0 6 1006) 0 61171001100015 71010170 16 06 0 6 1000 16 10 y0p

1009 01
5

71010I6 1009 0x6p009 110111139 01511 00 116 06061506
' 06.

1p0
'

10p0 y0p 000010 110210130151017 17906 9 . 0 1500 10 1009 ¢>1f006 9 11011139

119
"

1009 0X0p009 00, 1102 y0p 101310 011111610110 11106 1110 1102 1015 0151017

00001710 710610 10110p0 060 611160 16 . T0y0p 101
5

9

1015006 9 01
5

7101036 11531009 101
5

006 9 11011139 06 0 61l06 . Topica, 2 . 7. The
two first syntheses of contraries are not themselves contraries .

Benefiting a friend is not contrary to hurting an enemy, for

both are desirable and proceed from the same disposition ; nor
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true. If the respondent does neither one thing nor the other,
he is unreasonable .’ (Antisyllogism was considered hardly sufli .

cient)
"

E11 0
’

06 1029 y06 0016 0711300711006 , 010100176 10 1101
’

110

xp1. 1136 011511106 .

"
A6 10 y0p 710 612 ¢a lvq101 0710px06 06 10

710000 71p0060
'

y110 611 051101006 110615006 01100oy0i
‘

6 , 01p0p016 06 0100 16
0112 00x 0151109. Topica, 3. 6 . Subdivision, as far as we can
go

,
is useful ; for whether we want an affirmative or negative

proposition, we must first adduce particular examples in which
it is true, and then challenge the respondent either to admit the
general principle or to allege contradictory instances .’

A disputant who is more accustomed to defence than attack
may quicken his wits when he has to attack by imagining him
self Ou the defensive. ”

E11 107105301111111. 7111610016 006119
“

7101015110606

06 15010 0001' 0y0p 060100 19 00101. 0711x01pm10 711109 106 Topica,
2 . 2 . The questioner may imagine the thesis to be a premiss
against which he has to Object as respondent : and his objection
to the proposition as a premiss will be a confutation of the pro
position as a thesis.’

A common formula for urging an enstasis, especially when it
is directed against a major premiss and is a proposition which
the opponent is particularly interested not to contradict, is to
say that his argument proves too much : that, if good for any
thing

,
it proves so and so (the contrad ictory of the enstasis). In

this case
,
instead of being put directly or ostensively, the enstasis

assumes the form of a reductio ad impossibile.
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K0160 20pxa1
’

, or , M ethodf ounding p rincip les.

1. To understand the nature of the common principles (1101
6 020pxa1f) is to understand Aristotle

’s conception of science, and,
indeed

,
his conception of logic for his logic is resumed in the

contrast of science and dialectic, and this is the antithesis of
common and peculiar principles (10101 We propose in
the following essay to collect some of the scattered indications of
their nature ; and the necessity of explaining more or less com

pletely each passage as it is quoted must be our excuse if our
observations seem to follow one another without much arrange
ment.
The most important passage is in the beginning of the
Rhetoric

T1336 00 1.10yf0111 010 <pop0 1102 110010 10 000176630 axe

006 01106109 00 126 1
'

7
'

710p 1102 710p2 0100011111106 11060006 1106 0 6000

71011136 . T0 1106 y0p 01511136 00 11 11010 106 011101111106 1250 710p 1102 11010

106 0100011111106
a

11060006 1636 0 6000y10111
’

1

‘

16
, 10 001101

’

0000 9 10x6 09

1102 06 6011019 109 0150 0 9 109 00 01
5

1110 A10 1102

00600606 0 1 1009 011poa109 , 11021100006 0711151106 01011010 1p67106

fia1
'

606016 015 0151136 “

1100006 000 a¢09 00 101 1000yo
'

1106 06 010 7100115

610 6 011006 . Ae
'

yw y0p 0100011111101
5

9 10 1102 0171Op111009 0 600oy1011009

03601 710p2136 1009 115110119 00
'

y01106
‘

01
5

101 0
’

013026 Oi 1101617 7rep20111015106

1102 (v '

tKGJD 1102 710p2 1 00111111716 1102 710p2 71000136 010¢0p15611116 11?
075006 Oiov 0 106 1100006 1102 131106 1157109

'

015006 y0p 1100006 00 101011

1015106 06000140 0000 1 0060151117110 110p2 011100116 0(06 0 111616

Kant is here emphatic. Kwr0 106 0100011101516 is equivalent to 0211020 1fi9 0111

0011111109. We must distinguish between appropriate to dialectic and appropriate

to a given subject-matter. Those principles are properly dialectical and compose

a dialectical proof which are not peculiar to any subject-matter (1101600. Those

which are peculiar to any subject-matter [18101106 « pd-man s] are extra- dialectical,
and constitute a proof scientific or pseudographic.
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R A I A

710pi. 610110116
'

101110 01c¢epe1 1010 00, 000 011 1106 710p2
h

01100106 00009 1102 70609 71p0100 0166 00 116
'

0706 710p1. 106 0 11119 6 01302
I 9 A

71110100 019 05 136 066151111110 0 v00oy101109 0011 7rep1 7010 1501.
A ’I A A

Kmy '

1102 7repl 10151106 00001 05 136 0611 00101. 710p2 1106 ¢v01111ov
°

a A I
0010010 0x01 0712 71061106 . K011016 0 1106 7101770 01 710p2

I 11 a x x 1 I I 9 a

y06 0 9 0111bp0 6 0
'

7rep2 011006
'

yap 6 7101101110606 00 11 10610 00 0019 119

06 1300150119 1011007177101 1019 71p0100
'

019 , 060 01 7101600 9 000176 07110 177117711
A n g h 1 I 3 A i

1779 0100011111079 110 1 p17rop11117s 016 yap GUT
‘

UX
'

H apxa
-19 , 01111 011 010

151710p1xi7 000
’

0
'

110f61700 101 139 0x01 109 0pxo
'
19.

”

E011 00

10 71001010 11236 06 66001101016 011 10151106 1136 0130136 0071011060 11716 11010

11e
'

pos 1102 0011136 11016136 0001110 . K061i710p 01
3

6 1102 06
n 9 a I A a I v

1071111019 , 110 1 06 101160 010 1p01006 v 066611171101106 10 10 01077 1101 10119

16110119 05 136 Ae
'

ym 00 01077 1106 109 110601100106 7106 09

71p0100 019, 115710119 00 1009 11016 009 01101109 7101111116 . “ 1115101106 01
3

6

0171191106 710p2 11136 0130136 . Rhet . I . 2 .

Between rhetorical proofs the most important distinction
,

a distinction which has been most commonly, not to say uni
versally, overlooked, is one which also exists between dialectical
proofs : some are characteristic of rhetoric or dialectic, others
properly belong to certain special sciences or arts

,
whether such

sciences and arts are generally recogniz ed or still remain to
be invented . If the science has not yet been established, the
theorems and proofs are not familiar to the audience to which
they are addressed and if the prover adheres too closely to
the scientific method

,
he abandons the proper rhetorical or

dialectical method . This requires further explanation . Proofs
that properly belong to rhetoric and dialectic are applications of

a locus communis . Loci communes are principles that apply
indiscriminately to ethical, physical, political problems and

other heterogeneous spheres, as, for in stance, the argument
a fortiori or a minori . A dialectical or rhetori cal proof of this
character applies equally to ethical and physical questions and
other subjects different in kind . Intransferable (that is, not

properly rhetorical or dialectical) proofs are composed of propo
sitions which relate exclusively to particular departments of
n ature . For there are propositions respecting physical objects
which furnish no rhetorical or dialectical proof on ethical ques
tions, and there are ethical propositions which furnish no proof
on physical problems, and so of the other provinces of science.
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Another proof that locus may denote a premiss we have in the
fact that later on in the Rhetoric, not only the catholic prin
ciples or loci proper but the 01077 or specific principles, which are
perpetually called premisses, are designated by the term of loci.
After giving a collection of specific principles (015017) he says
E29 1106 0116 1p1$7109 1fi9 0110071579 1102 71p13109 01

3

109 6 10 00

0 101x020 11236 066611170010 6 0071101106 . ETCtXGfOV 00 00
'

y10 1102 107106

06 66116110109 10 2x0006 006 710p2 011001106 1106

0201236 1636 xpn0 1
'

11106 1102 06 071102106 0xo6101 02 167101.
’

E1fe100y110
'
601

y0p 02 71p0100 019 7rep201100166 020 16 , 0501
’

[03101106] éf 136 00? 1110
'

p016

10 06 66117311010 7rep2 07106013 f7 11011013 0 1100013 020xpo1
'

1
'

i;
0111a1fo11 1

0

7 1102 110p2 1136 fi61
’

06 1102 7106771101106 1102 050106 100 01
5
0

1109 02077111106 01 771126 15710px0110 1 71po'10p06 02 107101.
”

E11 0
’

00006

11767106 11060006 7rep2 07106 110 6 0013101106 . Rhet . 2 . 2 2 .

‘One class
of materials, and the class that should first be collected

,
are

propositions such as I have given which (as contrasted with 10

06 fiwoyvfov, or the singular facts of each particular case) are in
the nature of loci . We now proceed to the elements of proof,
and by elements I mean [another sort of] loci . We are already
in possession of loci on the particular subject-matters that are
indispensable or useful to the orator for we have made a collee
tion of propositions and enumerated the loci respecting the
expedient and honorable and right

,
and respecting characters

and passions and dispositions . There still remain another sort
of loci of universal application (the loci proper), which we now
proceed to enumerate .’ When, however, we find that the loci
enumerated include etymology, division, definition, induction, it
m ust be confessed that we seem to have rather a list of methods
of reasoning than of premisses of syllogism. But_the employ
ment of each of these methods has to be justified by certain
postulates

,
expressed or unexpressed and if the loci are regarded

as propositions
,
it is these postulates that are the loci. (This

subject is resumed

2 . We find frequent mention of common principles (10 110160)
in the analysis of science under the name ofAxioms.

’

A111
’
0ou

0
'

0pxfi9 0 1100oy10
'

r111fi9 600 16 1106 007110 00
'

Ef0111110
’
06071117

0xe16 106 1106000110606 11
'

06 0
’

031016 106 11061706

1106 06 , 05110110 . Analytica Posteriora, I . 2 . Immediate syllo

gistic principles are either theses, that is, are indemonstrable,
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but not the necessary conditions of all inference : or axioms
,

that is
,
the common conditions of all inference .

’
If science as

well as dialectic has both 18101 and xowai 0px0 1
’

,
how, it may be

asked
,
do they differ, and h ow can the Kawai 1

’

1
’

1pxa1 be the dis

tinguishing badge of dialectic [11010 1116 610A6111111756 , I] ? The
answer is, that the common and peculiar principles exist both
in science and in dialectic, but exist in an inverse ratio . In
dialectic the common and abstract principles predominate, and
the specific concrete facts are reduced to a minimum . In science
the specific data predominate, and the common principles are
reduced to a minimum, only those being admitted which are

requisite to constitute a faculty of inference. Of course when
dialectic investigation proceeds without, or with very scan ty,
specific data, the result can only be a Barmecide feast of abstrac
tions such as we have in the Parmenides . Ari stotle himself in
his physical inquiries Physicam Dialecticae suae

forgetting his own canons, engages in a task which reminds one
of that set by Egyptian taskmasters of making bricks without
straw. But dialectic may command specific data in various pro
portions, and ranges over a wide field

,
touching sophistry on

the one side and on the other approaching indefinitely near to
science . Kai

, 0& o 0711151166 01 (1636 ZBfwv) 11010 1p0
'

7106 , 11610601:

606016 135 0131636 [1739 finropmfis 1107. 1739 610A6111u1fi9] . See I .

The comm on principlesof science are identified with the com
mon principles of dialectic . ’

E71111016 106 07
’

30 1 51 716100 1 at ém0 1fi1101

1
’

1M 75A019 11016110 110160 (110160 51} Ae
’

ym 079 xp136 101 1519 101
5

1106

6.71'0561KV1
5

DT68, MN wept 136 611116 7506 0 16 , 0136
’

6 861116606 0 1) 1107. f)
610A6111111i) 7100 019, 1101 st 119 710015o 71e1p1§10 661116156 01 10 110160,

0306 1
‘i7106 ¢06 01 i] dwo¢06 01, ?7311 0710

“

10106 , 1136 1010151106

0110 . Analytica Posteriora, I . I I .

‘The common principles ex
press neither the subject nor the attribute of a theorem, but are
the canons of demonstration ; and are the common property of

the particular sciences
, of dialectic and of (metaphysic or)what

ever science it is which investigates these propositions Of two
contradictories one or the other must be true 5 Equals from which
equals are subtracted have equal remainders ; and the like .

’

We must interpret this to mean that the common principles of
science are included among the common pri nciples of dialectic,
not that they are coextensive . This is clear from the following
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considerations . The axioms, we saw above, are indispensable
to reasoning but many of the maxims cannot be indispensable

,

for science contrives to dispense with them, e . g . the maxims
'

that constitute the unscientific formulas of reasoning by analogy
or a fortiori . Secondly, an axiom is a necessary truth, a maxim

may be merely a probability. £0 11 0
’

75716660 19 000
’

01171110 0

060y1177 636 0 1 01
’

0010 1102 0011626 dvdyxn. An . Post . I . 10 .

‘An

axiom differs from an hypothesis or petition in being necessarily
true and necessarily believed .

’ We know that dialectic only
professes to rest on probabilities and we find in the
Topica that this applies to the common as well as to the specific
principles. E . g .

’
H 63 066 11 01147026 060 1160 06 , 1136

6130136 1102 1136 y66 6
‘

16 , 11700110151179 360o§06 y0p 1001101109 01110036 .

Topica, 4 . 3. If a term and its contrary are connected by
gradations, it is a probable postulate that their genera, when
not identical, are connected by similar gradations.

’ Thirdly
,

the axioms, as we saw above, are necessarily believed or self
evident ; whereas some, at least, of the maxims require the
evidence of induction . E . g . A6?y0p 10 136 0 6 110 66 119

“

07311537 66 61

6060 1
, 06 1177006 66 0 611f06 119

"

3166 61 f] .
”

06 109 0
’

660 61506 112i 766 61,
0 110716336 fit 10 £6 1153

~ ’

Avdyxn y0p 10

11531
3

6 0 61l19 676 01
,
06 716p fiévavn

’

ov 11 1125 766 61. (D0 6 6p06 0010151106

6 1100 106 010 1739 énaywyfis. Topica, 4 . 3. Contrary terms have
the same genus

,
unless there is a contrary to the genus. If

there is a contrary to the genus, it ought to contain the con
trary term . These postulates are evidenced by induction .

’

Even the laws of conversion require this support. ’

E7162 0
’

0611060 619 16
'

0 0 0p69, 071077621) 311 1106 1106 061111700 6106 0607111016

1759 1cai. 060 1p01
'

36 11 11ai. « 0100 166040611, 0011306 616 0
’

if

éwaywyfif 0706 61?0106617107109 {12306 10 (11301) 01311 060p1o7109. Topica,
2 . 8 . There being four kinds of Opposites (contradictories,
contraries

,
privatives, relatives) to prove or disprove a sequence

of two terms
,
we should observe whether their contradictories

present a converse sequence (i . 0. whether the terms admit of

conversion bycontraposition), and we must establish the law of

conversion by induction . For instance, if all man is animal, all

not- animal is not-man .

’ It is not necessary
,
then

,
to a dialectic

maxim to possess the evidence or necessity of a scientific
axiom .
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are always three elements of demonstration, the subject, the
attributes

,
and the catholic canons of proof.’

Any classification of the sciences that we choose to adopt will
serve as a classification of the specific principles of dialectic

(0py0 6 0 , Aristotle gives one that has had a.great currency
both in ancient and modern times, though different from that
which he adopts in his more philosophic writings . He says
they may be roughly classed as physical, ethical, and logical

(metaphysical).
”

E011 0
’

109 11
5

7119 716p100fi6€6 1136 71p011i0 6106 1102

1136 71pofl07711011176 110m; 1pla . At y0p 75011107. flpOTdO
'

ELS
‘
65001,

02 00 476 0 1110f, ai 00 00y1110 l.
’

H011107. 006 05. 101073101, otov

7115161706 1019 7066770 1 1100006 70 1019 6011019 716100px6i
‘

6 , 006 010

47106 130 6 00y1110
‘

1 00, 0106 7115161106 1106 06 0611106 73001i; Emo rfimj fi
106 0 1110000, 710161706 011601109 0150109 0073° 00m i. 10 71po

30011010 . “ 0301 0
'

01100101. 11136 71p061p71116
'

6076, 0p10111§ 1106 0011

670716109 07100066 01 716pl 0131136 , rfi00010 7fi9 h aywyfi9 06 6 110601. 7161

p016
'
06

‘

v pfffw 011001716 07
3

11136 , 11010 10 71p061p7714060 710pa06fy11010

06 10 1071006 10 . Topica, I . I4 .

‘Proposition s and problems may
be roughly thrown into three divisions, ethical, physical, and

logical . Of ethical propositions the following is an instance
Should we obey our parents or the laws when their commands
are inconsistent of logical the following : Are contraries simul
taneously known or not ? of physical the following : Is the
world eternal or not? And so of problems . To define these
classes would not be easy, but we must endeavour to identify
them by practice with the help of these examples.’

4 . In the Topica the word 01770160 denotes the particular
premisses Aristotle elsewhere, or whoever named his

logical treatises 01770606, uses the word in a different significa

tion . In the Topica it signifies the materials (5077) which are
furnished to the artist, and the loci or maxims, as contredis

tinguished from the materials, represent the tools with which he
works . But when the name of organon is given to the whole
of logic, it denotes the latter, i . e . the loci or purely logical

principles, which constitute an organ or faculty of cognition,
cc - ordinate with the natural organs of perception the

eye, the ear, the hand, or with artificial organs of appreciation,
the thermometer, chronometer, barometer.
When the problem is ethical or physical

,
there is a difference
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in kind between the organa and
‘loci

,
and they present the con

trast of special and catholic principles . But when the problem
belongs to the third division, that 1s, when 1t i s logical, the dis
tinction disappears, the organa and loci coincide, and logical
conceptions are the materials as well as the tools of the dialec
tician . Accordingly in another classification of problems Ari
stotle describes the third division (10 0oy11< 0) as instrumental
and subordinate theorems, that is, in terms which are equally
appropriate to the loci . “ 17033071110 0

’

£012 0100e1< 111< 011 dec
i

pmua 10

71p09 ai
'

peow 1102 0711111511, 07rp0s 131015961011 Kai

0131070109 0v11€py0v 11 é
'
repov 16311 10107

5

1wv. E1110 y0p

1611mac/301111011011 xpfimpov 6130151101 11p09 10 é0é0001 10 (1111751311, 07011

7161€p011 7) 150011002pe1011 00, é
’

v10 00 71p09 10 6130510 1 11011011, 07011

7161epov 0 10501109 00, 31110 00 0010 K00
’

015101 7rp0s 01
’

10é

1ep011 101
5

11011, 0v11€py01 06
'
00 11 7rpc

'

s 11110 16311 10101
5

11011. [100001 y0p

0010 x06
’

01510. 00 60110011660 v pffew, érépwv 0
’

3116110, 371019

0101101
5

101110000 11v p1
'
0w116v. Top . I . I I . A dialectic problem

is either a practical (ethical) or speculative (physical) theorem,

or is subservient to the decision of a practical or speculative
question (logical). That is to say, the solution of some pro
hlems is useful for our guidance in action

,
as whether pleasure

is to be pursued ; that of others has no end beyond knowledge
,

as Whether the world is eternal : another class are in themselves
neither useful nor interesting but are ancillary to ulterior
inquiries.’

5. From our present point ofview we may see that Whately
’s

distinction of logical and extra- logical fallacies will not bear
examination. He considers that some forms of fallacy, for in
stance, the fallacy of equivocation, are essentially extra- logical .
Adopting the theory that logic is conversant not with things
or ideas but with words

,
he says that

,
whenever to detect a fal

lacy it is necessary to understand the meaning of a word, the
fallacy is extra- logi cal. The logician may happen to know the
meaning of the word

,
but

,
if he does, he does so not as a logi

cian, but as a moralist or mathematician, or in some other
capacity. This is untenable . It is clear that the logician must
know the meaning of some terms. He must at least know the
meaning of all the terms of his own science . Unless a parrot
can be a logician

,
no one can be a logician to whom the terms

P 2
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universal, particular, antecedent, consequent, necessary, contin
gent

,
are mere words without meaning. This list may be ex

tended almost indefinitely. If we reflect on what is discussed
in logical treatises

,
we see that the logician requires all the

conceptions as well as the vocabulary of— what till we find a
better name we will call— ontology (10 00y1x0). Wh en, there
fore, the problem belongs to the sphere of ontology, the logician,
by his logical knowledge, will be able to detect any fallacy that
depends on the meaning of the terms, and such fallacies will
be purely logical . The dialectician, however, has a stil l wider
range than the pure logician . He has to deal with all ethical or
physical conceptions that fal l within common cognition (0110050,
00K01

'

1
‘

1110 10139 11000039) Ethical or physical premisses, though
special or particular propositions in one sense, that is, in respect
of the subjects to which they apply, are common or universal
opinions in another sense, that is, in respect of the minds by
which they are entertained . Fallacies from the application of

principles that lie beyond the range of ordinary information are
extra- dialectical Whether ethical problems
can furnish a pseudographema may be doubted. Even the physic

ofAristotle’s day, composed, as Bacon says with some truth, of

vulgar notions loosely abstracted, could hardly furnish argu
ments beyond the competence of the dialectician . Accordingly
the only examples of pseudographema that Aristotle gives, are,
agreeably to the etymology of the name

,
geometrical .

6. Without stopping to discuss the relation of logic in its

modern sense to the logic (10 00y1x0) of the Topica, assuming,
moreover, that the latter (of whose nature Aristotle has scarcely
given us any means of judging beyond the passages already
quoted) is the science to which the maxims properly belong, we
may regard it as more or less completely identical with ontology
or metaphysic . We have already seen (An . Post . I . 11, quoted
in that the common principles are found alike in the par
ticular sciences, in dialectic and in a certain universal science.

The name of this science is not given, but we are elsewhere told
it is metaphysic or philosophia prima .

’

E71el 00 6 1100170011109

Xpfi101 « 0111039 i0lw9, x02109 101
5

10111 0px09 011 ( in Oewpfi0a117
'

19

7111151719 1151000 04150 9 . M etaphysica, I I . 4 .

‘As the mathematician

only makes a limited application of the common principles, their
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Plutarch
,
or the author of Plac ita Philosophorum , says that the

Stoics (who very likely took the doctrine from Aristotle) held
that the axioms, or principles that constitute the logical faculty,
are fully developed by seven years of age . T1311 0

’

0111101011 02

¢v0 1xal ylvov1a1 x010 1009 6a 116
‘
vov9 1p6710119 Kai 011671110x117jm g, at

0
’

01
’

7711610110 9 0100 0 1<001fa9 Kai. 071111006501 00101. 11011 01
3

11 01110101

K000131110 111611011, 0K6
'

Ev0 1 00K0271po01511161s.

¢

O 00015709 K00
’

01171po0

0y0p6vc511600 0oy11< 02 6
’

1c 16311 71p007§1lteco11 0v1171017p01
'

30001 0610101. 11010
17311 71131617711 030011000 . 4 . 11. Ideas are either natural

,
that is

,

acquired in the way we have mentioned (sensation and expe

rience had been mentioned), and inartificial, or are artificial and
the result of culture . The latter are specially called ideas

,
the

former are specifically called anticipations (axioms). The rea
son, in virtue of which all men are called rational, is formed by
the development of the anticipations in the first seven years of
life . ’ In illustration of the statement that logical principles
are m etaphysical theorems, we might refer to the ontological
inquiries on which the rudiments of logic are based in the
Sophistes of Plato, to the position of the axiom s in the Meta
physic ofAristotle, or to the metaphysical discussions in Mill

’s
System of Logic, on the uniformity of nature

,
on the law of

causation, on chance, & c . & c .
, which lay the foundation for his

position of inductive method .

7. After reviewing these general statements on the nature
of the loci, if we proceed to examine the list of them given in
the Topica and Rhetoric, our first impression is one of surprise.
The loci given are not easy to reduce to any common principle,
and their common principle, so far as it is perceptible, is not
what we might have expected . From Aristotle’s apparent iden
tifi cation of the maxims and axioms, we might have expected
to find the maxims to be applications or specifications or corol
laries of the axioms . For some reason or other, perhaps to
reserve something for his immediate disciples, Aristotle has care
fully avoided giving the loci in the form of propositions, so that
it would be rash to assert that the propositions which he

‘con
ceived to be grouped under the loci bear no relation to the
axioms : but we may safely say that no such relation is
obvious .
Many of the loci, most of those given in the Rhetoric, may
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easily be grouped under the category of correlatives . When

unable to demonstrate the attributes of any.term taken by itself,
that is, when we have not materials for scientific reasoning

01516, Kar
’ we still may reason dialectically (K01

’

0000 ,

11010 0vyfisfinx09) by leaving the term and examining another
term to which it stands in some definite relation, and then,
mutatis mutandis, transferring the attribute of the second term
to the first . The mutation to be effected, or the conditions of
the transfer, may be supposed to be expressed in an axiom or
topical maxim. Such correlatives are Contraries, Similars,

(giving rise to the methods of induction, analogy, argumen

tum a pari) Terms similar in quality and di ssimilar in quantity

(giving rise to the argument a fortiori and a minori): Parts

(giving rise to the methods of partition and division) Elements,
(giving rise to definition): Antecedent, Consequent,Name (giving
rise to the argument from etymology), Ste . 810 . But the vast
majority of loci in the Topica are of a different nature, and are
held together by a different bond of union .

The nature of the arguments to be employed in a discussion,
and of the rules for their invention, must be determined by the
nature of the problem discussed or the thesis controverted. Every
proposition that is supported or subverted must assert or deny
a relation of subject and predicate, and this relation must be one
of four, that is, if A is the predicate and B the subject, the pro
position must assert or deny that A is an accident, or a genus,
or a property

,
or the definition of B . Of course the definitions

of accident, genus, property, definition, must decide respectively
what is the nature of the proof required in support of any such
conclusion. Aristotle accordingly breaks these four definitions
into as many fragments as possible

,
presents them under as

many different aspects as he can imagine, and calls these frag
ments and aspects of the definitions by the name of loci. But

the theories of accident
, genus,

'

property, are all resumed in the
theory of definition : for definition must be a truth or matter
of fact (0071009 6l116i

‘

11) like accident, and a law like genus and
property, besides presenting its own peculiar characteristics . All
the loci, therefore, that arise from these four definitions may be
grouped under one head

,
the definition of definition . 1117131011

0011 0610111716011 0K 11
'

vwv f] BI 0060111611 7rp0s 7100 0 « 01
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110!011 rlvwv oi 00
’

yo1, 1101716 9 101510 11 0110111611011

0101169 10 71po116f11611011.
'
E0 11. 0

’

011161119
”

10 0 110110 0010 0£ 101116 01

015701. 1101m p) (011 at 0 11000710110L 1111011101 7017 cl 015701. 0111011

71110100 61011, 716112 1011 00 o i. 0110007101104 10 71po1607j110100011. H000

00 71p010019 110171011 ” 156071110 701161109 ii 101011 7? 01111363711109
Topica

,
I . 4. Let us first enquire of what bran ches the method'

is composed, and when we have classified conclusions and pre
misses, and shewn how to obtain the latter,we shall have aecom

plished our task . The classes of prem isses and conclusions, that
is, of propositions and problems, are identical ; for every propo
sitiou and problem expresses either a genus, a property, or an
accident.’ Property is then subdivided into property and defi

nition . M01001100116107 0
’

811. 10 71p09 10101011 110) 10yévos

10011111363711109 7101110 1102 71p09 1009 0171011009 0171100 61. 001160601

11010 1011 011117000611 071000061110 015y011 0710111
’

011 111671011

11110 0111110 10 110171p101171116
'
110 . Topica, I . 6.

‘The rules for pro

perty, genus, and accident all apply to definition : so that all
the rules may be regarded as rul es of definition .

’
[11709 110110

0

11

10 0v11,66,3711109 010 16311 10101
5
10 11 1100 001019 0711x61p1116011. M610 00

10010 7161711611 7rp0s 10 ye
'
z1o9 1102 10 101011 07110116116011.

”

E011 00

0101x630 1611 1009 0p0v9
'
716pi 001611 00 101

5
10711001-1101119

050 116111619 751101110110139 010061101160019 . Topica
, 4. I . After these

rules for disproving accident, the rules for examining pretended
genus and property must be expounded. These will be elements
of the method of testing definition . G enus and property are

seldom themselves the final object of dialectic discussion.

’ Tris
00 7161711009 0pov9 71pay11016f119 11611717161116 00 1111.

’
H y0p 81100079

0011 0011009 613716211, 1100
’

00 100110110, 11011011 0031011 (062 7011 1011 100

0110p0i71011 0171011011 11010 71011109 0110171571011 0011 011109

yévov9 0011 007111611 619 10 1161109 0 6139 10 00162011ye
‘
vos 0011116 (06?

y0p 10110171051160011 629 10 109 01a¢op09 71p0007116111
'

110

01010 y0p 1611011 16 61710111010761109 00116?10111 1017 0p1fo11£11011otc lav

10011. 0011 [0109 000y09 (06? y0p 10110p1011011 {01011

f) 62 7101110 10 6ip11116110 7167101711109 110d
‘

ip10 101 11110
’

10 1!$11

60110111130p1fo116
'

11111. Aa17r0u 00 710110 10 60011110110, 63151110101

11006 9 0
’

(251710101. Topica, 6 . 1. The method of examining defi
nition has five branches . We either shew, as in the case of
accident, that the predicate is not true or that the genus, at
least the proximate genus, the dominant part of the essence, is
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seen, on the definition of definition ; a particular proof there
fore

,
i . e . the proof of definition , may Well rest on the same basis.

For a further answer to this objection see
That the questioner sometimes appeals to the definition of

proof appears from another passage . T0 00 0v06
’

x600a1 0110

0501101. Kai 07100101101. 00661400. 0011301161. 0710061519, 000
’

f10011 0673501.
Kai. 10 01111716

'

pa0110 001019 . Aelxvvrac 00 0060170 1. 10 711161011 11010

106 1160071 011. 07100501101. 0
’

T0 001100011 [11010
100 71p0

'
110v 0071009] 0150011 010¢ép61 621101. 1100 611101. 0036211, 01001

5

1019 1102101p1f1011 [K010 100 E13y0p 000011, Ka0
’

000v0pw71011

0071009 613716311
,
61? x02 [Ka0

’

00] 110-0110110171011 0071009, 000
’

6I1101011

00] 0110110171011, {123011 6371101. 110 00 00101. 0071009 6Z716
'

1
‘

11,

K000l011, 61?110i. 1101- K000la11, 011019 (213011110 0
’

01
7

. A11. Post. I .
That of two contradictory predicates one must be false

,
is never

expressed in demonstration, except when we wish to maintain the
cogency of a proof. We maintain it successfully ifwe can shew
that we have a major truly affirmed of a middle and not truly
denied [and this middle similarly related to a minor] . Ifwe have
this, it is indifferent whether the middle can be truly denied of

the major or the minor of the middle. For if all man is animal,
and not not- animal [and Callias is man and not not-man], it
follows that Callias is animal and not not- animal, even though
not-Callias be also man, and not-man be also animal .’ The
passage is not very lucid, and a disputan t would have very little
chance of victory unless he could shew with rather more force
and clearness than Aristotle in the text, that his reasoning was

an application of the axiom,
and therefore satisfied the condi

tions of proof. The passage, however, is interesting, as, com
pared with the one last quoted, it raises a strong presumption
that in Aristotle’s mind the axiom is identical with the defini

tion of proof. If so, the antithesis between axiom and definition

(two of the three classes into which he divides scientific prin

ciples)has a point where it vanishes, the axiom being transform
able into the definition of syllogism .

9 . It seems that at one time Aristotle thought that the loci
of invention (confutation) as well as the loci of solution might
be obtained from the definition of proof. This seems to have
been his theory when he wrote the Prior Analytic. After ex
plaining the nature of syllogism and subdividing it into its
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moods and figures, he tells us, in effect, that these may serve as
so many sign - posts to guide us in our search for arguments .

[1139 0011 701161111. 7109 0110001001109 1100 7100 01110pa111 1102 71p0

100611111 1102 716 9 0xov06311 71p09 0007100 9, 011 00 7102011 71po
'

16071110 011

01100119 010511011 1100 7105011 011 7106 l00 1. 110 i. 7101011011 0001100106011111101,

0510011 011 16311 63117111010 11. 116 9 0
’

6071006000611 00102 7rp0s 10TLOE
’

MHJOD

062 0000011100611, 1102 010 0000 071111011600 109 716pi. 0
'
110 0 1ov

0px09, 111711 y0p 11011011 {0 019 06? 10111 701160 11? 06wp6
'

1311
'

16311 0000 1102 1011 01
5

1100111 0x6111 100 71016211. Anal .
Priora, I . 2 7. The nature of syllogism and the number and
relations of its terms and premisses, and the figures in which

any conclusion may be proved, have been explained. It re

mains to point out the sources from which we may obtain them
and the method of di scovering premisses for each conclusion
forwe want not only toknow the way in which proofs are pro
duced, but to acquire a power of producing them.

’
He after

wards recapitulates in similar terms . ’

Eu 7160019 ofiv 010111001.

110i. 010 7100011 1102 71001011 71po100 60111 m i. 71016 711719 70116101 011000

1110009, 011. 0
’

6139 71030 fiAflTTéOU 01100 116vdfov11. 1100 110100 116v0{01111,

110i 71139 062 716p2106 71po1161116
'
110v 1100

'

071010110011 116000011, 011

00 010 7101fas 0006 071111011600 109 716pl 31100 1011 0px09, 1701) 01607101
5

0011611. An . Priora, 2 . 1. The number of the figures, the num
ber and nature of the premisses, and the conditions of proof, the
cardinal points in affirmative and negative proof, the universal
methods of investigation

,
and the paths which we must follow

in our search for evidence, have now been sufficiently explained .

’

The preliminary accumulation or registration of facts and ma
terials is spoken of in the same terms as in the Topica. [

’

E110011

30116111, 0110111116011, 0110631611, 011001175, 010y6ypa11116
'
110 , 01a

ypaqnfl The precepts indicating the ground to be reconnoitred,
or the points to which our attention must be directed, are not
called 0101x510 or 107101, as in the Topica, but 0711300111619, E711-s
01001619, or 0 110111619. E . g . (11011611011 00 1102 011. at 00001 0 111501619 16311

11010 109 011001109 0xp61o1 7rp0s 10 71016211 0v00oy1011011. An . Prior . 1.

28. To ascertain other relations among the facts we have
registered will be of no service in our reasonings .’ Afi0ov 001100

011. 071030 10010 0717116
'
ov 10b 11010 1011 071170 1164101, 1102 00x071030 0

'
16p0

011011150 . Hpéirov 10011.6
'
0 0v xdpw fi07153064119, 10001160011
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00x 816pov 0000 1001011 06? 00166211. Ibid . In scanning our ma

terials we must try to find propositions with a common factor,
because we want middle terms, which these only can give.

’

Evpfiafva rolfs 01
7

11115 00 10 11071000 1 71p00 6711,806
'
716w 0007111 00011

1139 dvayxalas
‘
. Ibid . To look for other relations would be to

make an unnecessary search in paths Where we cannot find what
we seek .

’ The rules, introduced with such pretensions, only
amount to this After accumulating our materials we must look
through them to find the terms of our proposed conclusion so
related, respectively, to any third term as they are in any of the
moods of any of the figures in which such a conclusion could be
proved. When we have found this, we have found our proof. In
this system it is evident that the moods of syllogism correspond
in function to the loci of the Topica. A brief trial of the system
would probably suffice to demonstrate its impotence, and the
loci, probably, were a second and more successful attempt to
found a method of invention . This order of succession of the
systems is confirmed by the fact that 167103, the technical term
of the supposed second system, does not occur in the first while
071160611111, the technical term of the first, perpetually recurs in
the second . If our supposition is correct

,
the following passage

of the Analytic, which pretends to refer to the Topica as already
composed

,
must be regarded as a subsequent interpolation . 1111196

00v 11011 0011 011 06? 1p671011 109 71po7
'00 61s 01106316111, 6lpn101 oxe0é11

'

01
’
011111665“ 00 01601701

5

6011611 011 rfi
.

71p0y11016fq. 1g
"

716pl 010

0611111110. An . Prior. 1. 30 .

‘We have given a summary account
of the method of collecting materials . A more detailed account
is to be found in my treatise on Dialectic.’ It is to be observed
that this passage only identifies the method of collection (01100715)
in the two systems it does not identify the 0711130041611 with the
167101. They cannot be identified ; for the one are deduced from
the nature of the predicables, the others from the nature of syl
logism. If the term 01106316111 is here misapplied and refers not
to the organa but to the loci, it is pretty certain that the sen
tence was not written by Aristotle.
We have supposed that Aristotle himself recogniz ed the in

efficacy of his first system . If successful, it would have been a
triumph of simplification

, for it would have founded the whole
of dialectic on a single definition

,
the definition of proof.
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in entering the controversial lists with the sole purpose of con.

structing opinion can dispense with the more solid and concrete
special information which scientific method requires for the
evolution of genuine knowledge .
Unsubstantial, however, as are these abstractions, they occupy

in this art the position of final causes, so that, from this point
of view, the maxims may be regarded rather as imperative and
hypothetical than as indicative or categorical . This character
is suggested by the formula A62, which so often occurs in the
Topica. (See end of Another term,

10 aapnyy60péva, pre
cepts of art, suggests the same conclusion . T6311 00 7rp0s 1001011

110100 116v0011111
'

011 10711011 000621 ”1750 111109 7rp0s 0po11. y0p 0716x111;

062501. 1001011 10 0710 1011 0o
'

yov 1102 100110110 71p09 10 « 0100 1161100 01

811. 011101109, 0000 1102 10 0000 7101110 06?0x61» 10 710p7ryy60116
’
110 1011

01010111511. Topica, 7. 2 .

‘The topics for proving the identity of

the subject and predicate do not suffice to prove definition ; for
if the predicate is a definition of the subject it must satisfy all
the other prescribed conditions . ’ As in the arts or productive
sciences, so in dialectic, we define the end we wish to accom

plish (which here is the establishm ent of theorems of a certain
character), and the maxims are dorollaries or conclusions from
those definitions, dictating the means to be employed if such
objects are to be realiz ed . Dialectic then, like science, is based
on definitions, and, like practical science, on definitions of its
final cause .
Kant treats the logical maxims as rather hypothetical and

imperative than indicative and categorical, when, to explain, or
explain away, the autonomy or legislative power of the specula
tive reason, he bids us regard her dicta not as a priori revela
tions of the laws of the external universe, but as precepts issued
by reason for her own behoof, that is, in order to provide herself

exercise for her own functions . Being a syllogistic faculty she
bids us look at the world in such a way as will enable her to

syllogiz e. For instance, she issues the precept of generaliz ation ,

and specification, i. e. she commands us wherever we have
species or plurality to find their genus or reduce them to unity,
and wherever we have generic unity to subdivide it into specific
multiplicity, not because she knows a priori that nature is uni

form or that things are arranged in classes and a hierarchy of
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lawabove law, but because, unless we contrive by some arrange

ment of the logical lenses to discern such
.
a hierarchy of classes

and laws
,
reason can have no scope for her inductive and deduc

tive functions . The laws of the speculative reason (reflexions

gesetz e), then, he makes, in effect, hypothetical rather than
categorical . As far as I recollect, he avoids applying the term
hypothetical to the laws of the understanding (verstandes

gesetz e): but as he perpetually refers them to the possibility of

experience as their end and final cause, they may be, as a matter

of fact, categorical, but, so far as his system explains them,

they are only hypothetical, for such must be the character of
conclusions deduced from the conception of an end .

11. One application of dialectic is said to be the investiga
tion of the first principles of science .

-

'
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‘Further

,
dialectic is useful for fixing the primary prin

ciples of the particular sciences . There are no theorems com
mensurate or coextensive with the principles of a (deductive)
science that can furnish us premisses for the investigation, for
the principles themselves are the primordial theorems and
therefore there are only the common principles to which we can
appeal ; and their application is the proper function of dialectic,
or belongs to it more properly than to any other method. For
its power of criticism makes it a method for determining the
principles of all other methods .’ We will not stop to ask how

dialectic, the method of opinion, can be competent to investigate
the principles of science (a question which Aristotle never suffi

To avoid ambiguity Aristotle should have written , (a: 18V olxelw 1a
'

is

am i s
d T6» £184n is a term of vague meaning. Ifwe are to accept the statement,

we must interpret it to mean, he 18V nowatw0pxé
‘

wx0!18 V ¢a wopém v [1715 6mm

plas). Before dialectic method can become scientific both elements must be

purified : the common principles must not be mere probabilities, and the specific

data must not be mere rumours of the great public but exact observations. and,
above all

, quantitatively determinate.
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ciently laid to heart), but assuming that dialectic includes all
that is opposed to deductive science (0009 0110 1601; 0pxc

'

0v), and
that some severer branch of it, with a positive (Karaaxevaon xfi),
not merely a negative (c

i

vaoxevaan mi) function, may be identi

fied with inductive method (0009 3112 109 0pxds), we will proceed
to consider what is the character of the principles which it has

to establish .

If the principles of science are - definitions, it is evident that
we cannot accept M ill’s account of definition . After maintain
ing that propositions refer not to words or ideas, but to facts, he,
somewhat inconsistently, makes an exception against the most
carefully considered propositions, definitions . This cannot be
admitted if we regard definitions as the result of inductive and
basis of deductive science . If induction and science d eal not
with words but with facts, definition, the crown of induction
and foundation of deduction, must also relate not to words but
to facts.
Aristotle makes two orders of definition— verbal, which are all
that M ill recogniz es, relating to words, and real, relating to
facts . The latter order is subdivided according as the term
defined is that somewhat ideal object, something absolutely
irresolvable and elementary, or something derivative and resolv
able into antecedent terms . The latter class is again subdivided
it is either merely the precise statement or circumscription of a
phenomenon, and corresponds to the conclusion of a syllogism
in which the phenomenon is demonstrated ; or it is a causal
proposition giving the invariable and adequate antecedent of a
phenomenon, and represents the premisses or the whole of the
syllogism in which the existence of the phenomenon is demon
strated.
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the unconditional and inseparable antecedent of that consequent
which was provisionally defined in colligation . If we use the
term ‘induction ’ to connote not the whole process but its result,
it is clear that colligation is equivalent to Aristotle’s definition
which expresses the conclusion

, and induction to his definition
which expresses the premisses

, of demonstration .

In the syllogism to which Aristotle refers, the major term
represents the phenomenon or consequent, the minor term the
cause or antecedent, and the middle term the causal definition of
the major, indicating its relation of dependence on the ante
cedent or minor . The major premiss then is the definition of

the attribute. ”

E011 00 10 00yos 11p0
’
11011 0Kpov, 010

1100 01. ai. é1110 1fi1101 01
’

0111011013y!yz1011101. An . Post. 2 . 17.

‘The
middle (in the ultimate syllogism) must be the definition of the
major, which shews that the basis of science must be definition.

’

We may suppose that the definition of the primary subject or
ultimate irreducible cause will appear as the minor premiss of a
prior syllogism

,
but here Aristotle’s logic is incomplete, leaving

many questions unanswered
,
and it may be doubted whether the

framework of the elem entary syllogism is not too narrow to
exhibit the mechan ism of causation .

It is clear that the definition of an attribute may be a causal
proposition

,
but it is not equally clear respecting primary

subjects or elementary substances . Aristotle for the sake of

symmetry calls these also causal, saying they are self- caused.
l'
E011v, 011 341011611, 1001011 10 1! 00 11. x02 10 6500101 10

10131! £011. Ao
’

yos 00 101
5

1011 011 3011 11. 10 110010610 ii 10

0010100000. An . Post. 2 . 8. To know the essence, as we said,
is the same as to know the cause of the existence, for every
thing has a cause, whether distinct from itself or identical.

’

He elsewhere says that only substances are properly definable,
and that attributes are definable only in a secondary and inferior
degree . (D006p011 0011 0fi pc

'
m os 11020110659 110010 1!1711

601101 10311 000 11311 0000 m i. 10311 0000111 01100119 0010

110011 00 11pc
i
'

rws‘ . M et. 7. 4 . The primary and proper objects
of definition are substances : attributes are only definable in a
secondary degree .’ But it is clearly a straining of language to
call definitions of the uncaused or self- caused

,
causal proposi

tions and if the essential function of definition is the expression
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of causation, we must reverse Aristotle’s dictum and say that
attributes or effects alone are properly definable, substances, at
least elementary substances, only in a secondary degree .
We have now before us the character of the propositions
which dialectic must establish if she is to lay the foundation of

deductive scien ce ; and her loci of invention must be govern ed
by this character, just as the loci for investigating accident,
property, and genus were governed by the character of accident,
property, and genus. It follows that the loci of definition in
the Topica, none of which refer to the nature of causation

,
are

useless for evolving scientific principles . For loci of invention,
founded on the nature of causation, we must turn our eyes
elsewhere .

12 . We must look for them in the modern method of induc
tion : and as a comparison of its ul timate principles with the
ultimate principles of dialectic will illustrate the conception of

dialectic method, let us examine the former as stated in M ill
’ s

System of Logic, in his luminous exposition of the methods of

agreement and difference.
Method of agreement. The mode of discovering and
proving laws of nature which we first examine proceeds upon
the following axiom : whatever circumstance can be excluded
without prejudice to the phenomenon, or can be absent notwith
standing its presence

,
is not connected with it in the way of

causation.

”

[This axiom is evidently a definition, or corollary
from the definition

,
of cause or effect ] The casual circum

stances being thus elim inated, if only one remains, that one is

the cause which we are in search of if more than one, they
either are

,
or contain among them, the cause : and so, mutatis

mutandis
, of the effect. As this method proceeds by comparing

different instances to as certain in what they agree, I have termed
it the method of agreement ; and we may adopt as its regu

lating principle the following canon — If two or more instances

of the phenomenon under investigation have only one circum

stance in common , the circumstance in which alone all the in
stances agree is the

cause (or effect) of the given phenomenon .

”

For instance, let the
problem be

,
to find the effect of a given

cause and let causes be represented by the capitals,A,B , 0, & c .,

and effects by the italics, a, 6, 0, 8m. Suppose that A is tried

Q 2
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along with B and 0, and that the effect is 0 60; and suppose
that A is next tried with D and E , and that the effect is ads.
Then we may reason thus : 6 and c are not effects of A, for they

were not produced by it in the second experiment nor are 1!
and e

,
for they were not produced in the first . Whatever is

really the effect of A must have been produced in both in
stances” [definition, or corollary from the definition, of cause
or effect] .

“ Now this condition is fulfilled by no circumstance
except 11. The phen omenon 0 cannot have been the effect ofB
or 0, since it was produced where they were not nor of D or E,
since it Was produced where they were not . Therefore it is the
effect '

ofA .

”

[Why
‘

P In obedience to the celebrated principle
of the sufficient reason, that every event must have a cause.
This principle gives a categorical character to the otherwise
hypothetical conclusion of the method of agreement. M ill
derives it, under the name of the law of universal causation

,

from induction by simple enumeration, and speaks of it in terms
similar to those in which Aristotle speaks of the axiom, as the
most certain of our beliefs, and one capable of serving as a cri

terion by which all other b eliefs may be tested . 0011

10101
5

11) 1100 13113630101011) 0pxr
'

1, 0fi0011. A10 11011169 oi. 011006111

111511169 6139 101
5

11711 0v0y0110 111 é0x0
’

111111 00500 <I>150 61 y0p 0px0 1102

16311 0000111 0510111011011 017117 1101111011. M et
"

. 3. 3. This is of all

principles the most certain, and the one to which all demonstra
tion appeals in the last resort for it is the natural basis of all
other axioms From the preceding analysis it appears that
a single step of the method of agreement is an application of a
definition and postulate by an agglutination of at least six ele
mentary syllogisms ]
Next let the problem be, to find the cause of a given effect.
We may observe 0 in two different combinations

,
060 and 01170

and if we know or can discover that the antecedent circum
stances in these cases respectively were AB 0 and AD E,

we
may conclude by a reasoning similar to that in the preceding

9 A general proposition inductively- obtained is only then proved to be true,
when the in stances on which it rests are such that if they have been correctly
observed , the falsity of the generaliz ation would be inconsistent with the constancy
of causation ;with the universality of the fact that the phenomena of nature

,

take

place according to invariable laws of succession . M ill on Positivism.
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eliminated
,
is connected with the phenomenon by a law.

”

[Defi

n itions, or corollaries from the definition, of causation ]
The preceding exposition suggests several observations . Th

foundation and keystone of inductive method, it appears,
definition of causation . The foundation of dialectic metho
the definition of definition . If a definition is a causal proposi
tion, as Aristotle asserts in the Analytica, these two foundations
ought to coincide . But when Aristotle enumerated the loci of
definition in the Topica, he does not seem to have attained to
the view which he explains in the Analytica, that the scientific
definition of a phenomenon is the declaration of its cause. The
principal branch of his Logic is founded on the definition of

science, which is declared to be the knowledge of causes .
’

E-
n!

010000 1 03011600 31100 101101011 n iv 1
’

air!0v 0130111600 ” 11100 116111 01
’

1311

10 111107110 00 1111, 011 011601011 air!0 1102 01106
'

x6000 1 10171
’

000019 0x6111. An . Post. I . 2 . Science is the knowledge of

necessary facts and their causes .’ But instead of deducing from
this conception the method of inductive science, a problem that
asked the aid of the philosopher, he merely developes from it
theorems respecting the nature of deductive science, a province
which might have been safely left to the fostering care of the
mathematicians . Hegel was full of the notion that certain
metaphysical ideas were capable of being developed into regula
tive principles and furn ishing methods of reasoning ; but he
never advanced beyond the haz iest generalities, in which none
but the cloudiest intellect could find satisfaction . It is to M ill

that the honour belongs of solving the problem that had so long
hovered before the eyes of philosophers, and shewing how the
idea of cause can be developed into various methods of rigorous
scientific inference .
Definition, which perhaps at some periods in the history of

logic was unduly exalted as a scientific process, undergoes in
M ill’s System of Logic, along with syllogism, a deal of vili
nihili- parvi- pauli- pili- nauci- fiocci-fication, and is degraded from
all her dignities . But for the ultimate foundation and evi

dence, and the sole foundation and eviden ce, of inductive me
thod as expounded in this system

,
we are forced, as we have

seen, to have recourse, reversing the bill of attainder passed
against them, to definition and syllogism . Induction in its
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strictest sense seems to be merely the ideal iz ation or universal
iz ation of a singular fact

,
the transformation of the proposition,

this AB C is followed by 000, into the
'

prOposition, all AB C is
followed by 000. The faculty of making this transformation
can, doubtless, not be identified with, or made dependent on, the
syllogistic faculty . But if

,
as in M ill ’s writings, the word in

duction is used to signify the whole process of discovering first
principles (0009 0110109 0px09), then it appears, as we noticed
when quoting his exposition, that every single step of inducti on

is a crowd, at least an ample cluster, of syllogisms . Instead,
then

, of declaring with M ill, that all deduction is induction, it
appears more accurate to assert that all induction is deduction .

The two elements, one general the other special, which Ari

stotle found in dialectic and demonstration, are also to be dis

tinguished in inductive scien ce . Inductive method, as we saw
10) was the case with dialectic, assumes one definition and

proves another. The definition assumed, that of causation,
throws equal light on all inquiries, i. e . is a catholic principle

(11011100px17): the definition proved is a causal proposition, or law
of causation in a special department of nature, and is a truth
confined to a particular science (Z0!0 0pxfi).
Here we may resume a former topic . Aristotle objected (see
8, quoting Anal . Post . 2 . 6) to a proposed proof of definition, in
which one premiss should express the conditions of definition, and
the other assert their fulfilment, that every proof ought to have
some apparent cogency prior to any express exhibition of logical
rules and apparatus

. If we consider the mode of reasoning in
the methods of agreement and difference, we shall perceive that

Aristotle’s objection is by no means fatal, and that his requisition
can be easily satisfied . The man who, assuming the validity of
the methods of agreement and difference, shews the invariable
and unconditional antecedent

,
let us say, for example, of dew,

has demonstrated its definition without expressly invoking any

logical or metaphysical canons . If an unconvinced critic de

mands further satisfaction, he may justify the process by appeal

ing in the way M ill indicates to the axioms and canons of in

duction .

Another point that has been di scussed Wlll receive light from

the same consideration . We observed I) that the dialectic
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maxims may either be regarded as constitutiVe or as regulative,
i. e . either as premisses or as methods. The same is true of the

inductive canons . Possibly no inductive operator ever reasoned
as M ill reasons to shew the cogency of his methods . The in

vestigator of nature employs the methods without troubling
himself about the metaphysical or ontological principles on
which they

~

are bas ed. But if he would demonstrate the validity
of the methods, these metaphysical or ontological principles must
be expressed and furnish the premisses of proof.

13. This seems the proper place for a few words concern
ing the celebrated question

,
whether definition is susceptible of

proof? In the Topica Aristotle had asserted it is .
’

Ava ipei
‘

v 0011 0poz1 0011119 1102. 010 10010111 062 1161p016
'

011.
’

E011

00 1901101011600 , 1rp1
'

01011 11011 6Z06
'
1101 06? 011 000629 0

d01
’

yo1 16511 01006y0110v0111 0pov 0 000oy!{011101, 0000 11011169 019 0pxip1

101010131011 0003011011010
'

Oiov 07516 y6011161p!011 11010p16001
‘

19 1100

109 0000 9 109 1010010 9 110000 619 . E09
’

011. 01
’

011p1/361
'

0 9 11011 0100179

001 2 1111071101409 011000131101 11011! 00 11110p09 1102 11639

Niiv 00011 01011011 11p09 1011 110poi50 011 xp6!011, 1000131011 11011011 0611

10011
,
011 0111101011 y6116

'

0001 0111011013 1102 10131! 1311 601101 0 11000y1011011.

E13y0p 80 1111 0p09 00709 0101!011 671101 11?11p0w1011 07106311, 1100

10 1030pm11010701100116110 1031! £011 106 11p0y110109 110110 110111

70p6
'

i0 60 1 (110111y0p61
‘

101 00 011 1! 0011 10 ye
'

m) m i. 010¢op0!)
¢0116p011, 019 6! 119 00501 101310 11011011 011 1!0011 1013 1rp1iy110109

1101nyop61
‘

0001, 011 0 101310 0'v 00y09 85 0110711119 011 650
°

00

y0p 01106
’

x6101 31611011 621101 0p011 1013 1rp07110109, 000011 3repci1

011 11251!00 11 101311p01y11aro9 x0myopei
‘

10 1.
”

011. 01
3

11 éyxwpei
‘

0110

00y101101
1 011011 y61100001, ¢0116p011. Topica, 7. 2 .

The disproof of a definition employs the foregoing topics .
As to the proof

,
we must observe, in the first place, that defi

mitions are rarely or never proved by the questioner in dialectic
discussion, but are assumed as a basis of proof, as in geometry,
arithmetic

,
and sim ilar sciences . In the second place , the exact

rules for the form and process of defin ition belong to another
method, and we have now merely to say what may suffice for
the present occasion . We say

,
then

,
that essence and definition

are susceptible of proof. For if definition is a proposition de
claring the essence of a thing, and is composed of all the predi
cates that say what it is, that is, of all its genera and differentiae ,
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But in the hypothetical proof, or, what is a similar process, the
establishment of causal propositions by the methods of induction,
the definition assumed (that of essence or cause) is a general or
metaphysical definition the definition to be established

is a specific or scientific definition The things defined
are quite disparate, the premisses are distinct from the conclu
sion

,
and therefore there is no petitio principii . How then did

Aristotle come to imagine that there was this vice in the proof?

The cause of the hallucination seems to have been his own tauto
logical way of defining definition or essence . His account, in
effect

,
amounts to this : Definition (10 1! 1711 631101) is composed

of— the elements of definition (10 011 1! or, essence is
composed of— the elements of essence . From so tautological and
unmeaning a premiss it would have been strange if any conclu
sion could be drawn without a petitio principii . That he was
doubtful of the conclusiveness of his own reasoning we may
infer from his adding another objection, which we have already
di scussed, 8.

The true avenue to a possibility of error in the proof of

essence or causation lies, as M ill has indicated, in the fallibility
of observation . But if we cannot artificially produce the phe
nomenon A,

the conclusion that it is the cause of 0 remains
subject to very considerable doubt This arises from the diffi
culty of assuring ourselves that A is the on ly immediate ante
cedent common to both the instances . If we could be certain

of having ascertained all the invariable antecedents, we might
be sure that the unconditional invariable anteceden t or cause
must be found somewhere among them .

” This applies to the
method of agreement, and the method of difference may be
vitiated by similar non - observation .

Another method whereby it had been proposed to prove defi
nition entirely a priori, namely, the method of division, is justly
charged by Aristotle with involving a series of petitiones prin
cipii .

”

0 11 0
’

010 112311 yevé
‘

w b1a!p60 19 1111111611 11 110p1611 0011 1139
6111111160119 116060011, 15001011 Z0ei

’

v.

”

Ea-11 y0p 15, 010!p6019 00061109
011AA0y101169

‘ 0 y0p 06?062501 0 l16
'

1
‘

101, 0
’

06!11 1611

011010611 . Hpélrov 0
’

101310 810115661 xpomévovs 11011109,
éwexdpovv 019 011109 011v01o13 116112 01

’

10 !a9 01160615111y!v6
0001 Kai. 10131!00 1111. An . Prior . 1.3I . Specification or subdivi
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sion is a small item in the method of invention . Subdivision is
a sort of feeble proof wherein the cgnclusion wanted is always
assumed, and proof is only adduced of some antecedent propo
sitiou. This vice was not detected by those who first practised
the method, and they would persuade us it was possible hereby
to demonstrate definitions and primary laws .’ To shew his

meaning he - supposes that the problem is to define man . We
begin by an assumption that man is an animal, and after di
viding animal into mortal and immortal, we prove conclusively
that man is either mortal or immortal . This however is not
the conclusion we want, and we m ake a second assumption that
man is mortal. Zq

'

iov01111101100[601011011 dvfipmwov] dvayxai
‘

ov

0100al16i
‘

101. T0810 0
’

fin 06061 011AAoy!000601. Ibid. Then sub

dividing mortal animal into footed and not-footed, we can prove
that man is either footed or not- footed : we want, however,
something more positive than thi s, and are obliged as a third
assumption to postulate that he is footed.

‘

Tadqrovv 0
’

az
’

m01107111)

[63110110110110110111011] 0AAOhaufidva . T0610 0
’

17110 71011111 01.

Ibid. And so on . It is evident that the defect of this method
consists in its pretension to be entirely a priori or independent
of experience, and the defect is removed as soon as we admit
that experience or a posteriori truths are an essential element in
the establishment of definition. This is given by Aristotle as
the key of the enigma in the preceding chapter . A10109 0px09

109 116p2811001011 110p00o131101. An . Prior. 1. 30 .

‘The
specific prin ciples ofproof must be derived from experience.

’ A

p etitio is a premiss that is assumed without any evidence.
”

01011

10 01
’
0151013v 0101101

’

013106 119 émxupfi 0611011
5

1101, 161
’

02162101

10 £50pxfi9 . An . Prior . 2 . 16. But as soon as sensation or ex

perience is recogniz ed as an authentic criterion of truth, what
was before an 0!117p.0 becomes an 010 611110 , that is, a premiss
evidenced by the most un except-ionable authority. Speaking of

the method of division, Ari stotle observes that its most im
portant premisses are the arbitrary concessions of the disputant.

0130011013 yap 01104
1101 76

16101 10 11p0y110 01163110 631101 1011101 61110111

y0p 06? 10 0111710110000 0111011211, 01
3

06
'

00131101 621101, 011K

6,116q (05 0110y1c119 631101 éxdvmv 01110111, 11011 (M 0 011011111116

,Msvog. An . Post. 2 . 5.

‘The conclusion of the process is deficient

in n ecessity : now a conclusion should not be a matter of ques
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tion or concession, but the inevitable consequence of the pre

misses
,
unaffected by concession or denial .’ In the inductive

method the decisive premisses are gained by interrogation, not

of a disputant but, of nature : and a criterion, somewhat hastily
rejected as unscientific

,
plays an essential part in the process .

Tfs 01311 dAAo g rpdvros [7 0137011 70 f l 60 7 1. 061101151101] Aomo
’

s

yap 065561. y6 ff} 0 i00fi0 61 i) 7 19
"

00K715A19. An . Post. 2 . 7.

What other method remain s ? The definer, surely, does not

point out the essence with his finger as an object of sensation ?
’

If
, then, the colligative or phenomenal definition cannot be

proved, we still maintain, looking at the modern methods of in
duction, that the more important, the inductive or causal defini
tion, is capable of proof. The assumption, however, of so catho
lic a principle 0px15) as the definition of causation, to say
nothing of the admitted possibilities of error in observation, re
moves the proof from the sphere of deductive science or demon
stration which rests exclusively on axioms and 10101
0pxaf, to that of dialectic, or, to speak more accurately, philo
sophic, method . So much for the limit of the power of the
catholic or m ethodic principles working on the special data of

experiment and observation .

14 . The reader may desire to have some specimens of the
dialectic maxims

,
about which so much has been said . As we

have stated
, Aristotle avoids formulating them in the Topica ;

but the schoolmen coined them in abundance after his indica
tions . The following are taken from Sanderson ’s Compendium .

They are divested of al l reference to the predicables, and to each
maxim are appended certain limitations or exceptions, which he
c alls fallentiae. In dialectic the falsity of the maxim, that is, its
employment without due limitations and qualifications, though
it led to a false conclusion, was not considered to make the argu
ment sophistic but we have stated our opinion (see notes to
ch . viii), that in pirastic at least such false premisses constitute
the proof a sophism .

Loci a causa et effectu
Posita causa, ponitur effectus, et sublata tollitur.

Fallit in causa impedita : ut gravia non semper descendant,
quia possunt ab aliquo impediente prohiberi.
Posito effectu, pon itur causa, et sublato tollitur.



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


238 APPENDIX D .

Si quod magis videtur esse tale, non est, etiam quod minus

videtur esse
,
non crit ut, non placuit omnibus Homerus, qu

'

i

placebit M aevius ?

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

Loci a conjugatis (0150 7 01x0)
Quorum unum convenit alteri

,
eorum conjugatum unius con

venit conjugato alterius et negative similiter ; ut, si albedo est
color, et album erit coloratum .

Fallit arguendo a concretis ad abstracta ; ut, non propterea

albedo est dulcedo, quia album est dulce : et
'

arguendo ah ah

stractis ad concreta 5 ut
, quia nulla albedo est dulcedo, non

propterea nullum album crit dulce .
Loci a toto et parte
Posito toto, ponuntur partes .
Fall it in toto mutilato ut potest esse homo, quantumvis

amputato digito vel manu .

Sublato toto, partes tolluntur.

Positis partibus, pon itur totum .

Loci a divisione
M embrorum condividentium uno aut altero sublato, ponitur

reliquum , et posito tollitur .

& c .,
& c .

, SW.

The criticism suggested by these numerous but inetficacious
maxims is contained in a homely G reek proverb
HOAX 070

’

dha
i
'

s , dAX 6
’

v 05
‘ 311 116yd. M any tricks knows

reynard ; one good one suffices the hedgehog.

’
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LIM ITS TO THE COMPETENCE OF PIRASTIC .

I'r would not be surprising, if, after the performances of

Socrates with the elenchus, some of the Socratici viri overesti
mated the power and value of pirastic . The professed function
of pirastic is to examine a man

’s pretensions to a given science,
although neither the examiner nor the auditory are themselves
in possession of it and in the infancy of all the sciences, and
the absence of faculties or universities to pronounce on anybody

’
s

attainments, there was doubtless abundant scope for its exer

cise. In the Charmides, where pirastic as producing self- know
ledge is discussed under the nam e of sobriety, [Le . am¢poa1

5

m7 as
opposed, not to do ao

‘ la but, to xavvo
'

ms or 01004011650, an am

biguity which we need not pause to discuss,] it is shewn that

pirastic alone is not competent to the discharge of this function .

To test a man’s possession of a given science the examiner ought
to possess not only the theory of science in general, i . e . logic,
but also a knowledge of the theorems and methods peculiar to
the particular science in question .

”
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—

43.

That the pretended physician possesses some science
,
sobriety

(pirastic)may discover but before it can pronounce what science,
that is, in what province, it must examine him,

not in extraneous
topics, but in his own province, that is, in questions of health
and disease . But no one understands these except the physician ,
and if the sober-making man (dialectician) understands them,

he must possess medical science as well as sobriety (dialectic).
Sobriety (pirastic) then, or the science of science and nescience

,

cannot distinguish between the genuine physician and the pre
tended or self- fancied physician

,
n or between any genuine and

false professor of science, except in her own sphere (logic) and
must leave other artists to the judgment of their peers . The
only use

,
then

, of the science of science, is that it enables us to
learn more easily and appreciate more completely any other
science

,
as it enables us in each province to see science in ‘

addi
tion to truth : and it will enable us to sift more thoroughly the
pretensions of others to any other science that we ourselves may
happen to have acquired .

’

Aristotle asserts the same, though with some exceptions in
practical matters . As a general rule, he says, to be competent
to judge whether a man possesses a given science, we ourselves
must have at least a sort of demi- science, an acquaint
ance with the leading principles and peculiar m ethods of the
scien ce in question . The physician can only receive his diploma
and the geometer his certificate of proficiency from a board of

physicians or geometers . But the title of physician may be
given to those who have had an education in medical
science as well as to the professional physician .

”
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both on other grounds and because there are certain operations
of which the artist is not the sole nor the best judge, nor so
good as a person who knows nothing about the art ; as a house
is better appreciated by the householder than by the architect,
a rudder by the steersman than by the shipwright, a banquet
by the banqueter than by the cook .

’
[16112 1100 011060)p 1101

116000011 611051119 10116111016
5
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11011 10 0151100601 1015116111 66016xco9 1!1<0A6 9 ii110Kahéis

01
’

0100 1v 6 Aéywv. T010610v y0p 01511110 11001011 011109 ” 61101060060011

0130
5

1160
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6731101, 1102 1160010660001 10 01
5

1100001 11016611 10 6501111611011.

”MW1061011 1101110111 619 11110. 11p1111< 011 vop lC0116v, 6110
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5

1; y0p
011 119 6161109 1011 061011 1p611011 0101160161109 6111111161119 116pl 611

poplar . 0561011 011 1102 169 i010p1
'

09 06? 111109

61rdpx6111 0p0119 10101
5

10119, 069 0v0¢6p0111 01 00656101 1011 1p011011

11311 061111111116v xwpls 106 1 659 6x61 10A17069, 6116 015110 9 6116 001101.

De Partibus Animalium, 1. I . Every theory and method, how
ever humble or exalted its function, has two degrees in which
it may be mastered

,
one of which may be called science, the

other education . Education makes a man a competent judge
of the performances of the professional artist. Such a compe
tence belongs to universal education ,

and indeed constitutes its

criterion . But while some are thus competent to criticiz e in
every province, others have a corresponding power in a limited
province . Physiology then, like other sciences, must have
certain canons by which

, as by a standard of reference, a critic
will judge a writer’s method of demonstration, irrespectively of

the truth of his doctrines .’

From this passage it is clear that, according toAristotle, there
are as many branches of education as of science ; and that if he
speaks of logic as education it isnot as universal education but

only as one of many branches, though perhaps one of the most
important. ”

000 0
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011 1p611011 06
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0101060015011 16111 0110011101611
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10 111. A66 y0p wept 101
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111111 17116111 11p06111010116110119 0AAO

01101501110 9 (1116311. Met. 3. 3. Discussions in the exposition of

a physical system, respecting the method of demonstration to be
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required, betray a want of education in logic ; for such questions
should be previous ly determined

, and
‘

not investigated in a phy
sical treatise. ’

The grand problem for the educated critic is the appropriate
method of the particular science and the degree of ac curacy

(dxpffia a) to be deman ded in the demonstration s. A6
'
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Ethica Nic . 1. 3.

‘The exposition is adequate if it is as
precise as the subject admits . For the same amount of exacti

tude is not to be required in all sciences any more than in all
arts . G eneral statements

,
then

,
must be admitted in ethical

science
,
for the educated critic varies in his demand of precision

in the different provinces of science , and no more asks for
demonstration from the orator than he accepts probabilities from
the mathematician. Competenc e to judge requires knowledg e
of the subject-matter, and belongs in each provin ce to the
educated

, un iversal competence, therefore, requires universal

education.

’

We have seen that sophistic proof as differing from paralogism
depends on the employment of an inappropriate method or inad
missible evidence : the pretender to science proves a theorem by
an unscientific method (ch . 6 , note or the questioner con
fates the answerer accidentally, i . e . on topics not e ssentially
connected with the department he professes to have mastered

(ch. 18, note The one case is simulated pirastic, the other
simulated science (ch . xi). In neither can the sophism be
detected by the ignorant judges (6110100101) of a pirastic con

troversy for, as we have said
'

before, we must not limit the
simulation of pirastic

to the employment of thirteen principles
covering the defects of the thirteen paralogisms . It is clear

that the admission of legitimate and exclusion of illegitimate
R 2
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evidence in proof of a scientific theorem or disproof of a man
’s

pretensions to science is a function beyond the
’

capacity of an

ignorant jury and which requires an educated judge .
’

A110 106v

010 y0p £0 11 311001011 1111601110 10 11001
5

1100001 11111
5

116111 101
5

9 1
'

0116610119 A6y0v9 108 11pdyp10109 x02 001011110119. ,
Ethica End.

1 7. Those who are uneducated in a given department of
science are unable to discriminate between the theorems and
methods peculiar to it and thosewhich are alien .

’ This explains
the recommendation to the genuine geometer (ch . 6

,
note 5)

to decline the pirastic tribunal . A large branch
,
then

, of

sophisms, accidental or inappropriate confutations, and accidental
or inappropriate demonstrations, are merely indicated, not ex
amined, in the present treatise .
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equal to the sum of the lunul es AD OFA, CEB G C, or the tri
angle AOH is equal to the lunule AD CFA. We therefore have
found a rectilinear area equal to a given lunul e .

According to Alexander Aphrodisiensis, H ippocrates applied
this to the quadrature of the circle in the following manner

On the diameter AB describe the semicircle ACB B in this
inscribe three lines

, AC, CD, DB ,
each equal to the radius AK

(this is the same thing as inscribing a hexagon in the circle ;
Euclid, 4 . I On these describe the semicircles AFC, CCD,

DE B and describe a fourth semicircle F equal to one of these.
Then because circles or sem icircles are as the squares of their
diameters (Euclid, 12 . the semicircle ACBB is equal to the
sum of the semicircles F, AFC, CCD, DE B . Take away the
segments which are common to these equals

,
and the remaining

rectilinear area ACB B is equal to the sum of the semicircle E

and the three lunules . But we discovered a method of deter
mining a rectilinear area e qual to a lunule take away, then,
from the rectilinear area ACB B spaces equal to the three lunul es,
and the remain ing rectilinear area will be equal to the semi

circle E’. Q E . F .

W hat is the fallacy in this construction ? This : it is true
that we found a method of squaring a particular kind of lunule,
that is, on e whose upper arc was a semicircle and whose lower
arc was the fourth of a circle ; but we found no method of

squaring such a lunule as we now have, i . e . one whose upper
arc is a semicircle and whose lower arc is the sixth of a circle.
This is clearly the quadrature by lunules, and therefore (see
ch . xi) was not the m ethod of H ippocrates . His method is
described by Simplicius on Phys . Ausc. 1 . 2 , on the authority
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of Eudemus, di sciple of Aristotle
,
a witness whose eviden ce on

the question must be taken as decisive.
According to Eudemus, H ippocrates not only squared a lunule
whose outer arc was a semicircle, but also lunules whose outer
arc was greater or less than a semicircle . He then proceeded to

square the circle in the following manner

Let AO, B 0 be the radi i of two concentric circles, and let
AC 2 equal 6 B C 2 . In the inner circle inscribe a hexagon

(Euclid, 4 . I Producing the radii CD 810 . to the outer circle,
and joining AG, GE, & c .

,
we inscribe a hexagon in the outer

circle . Join AF,
and on AF describe a segment AHE similar

to the segment AG (Euclid, 3. The inner circle plus the
lunule AGE'E shall equal the triangle AGE plus the hexagon
in the inner circle .

Because AFF
,
being an angle inscribed in a semicircle, is a

right angle (Euclid, 3. therefore AB 2 equals AF 2 minus
FE

’Z
(Euclid, I . But AF 2 equals 4AUZ and FF, being

the side of an inscribed hexagon, equals the radius AC (Euclid,

4 . I therefore AB 2 equals 3A0
2

. But the radius AC equals
the side of the hexagon AG or GE , and AC 2 by construction

equals 6B OZ or 6B D 2
. Therefore AF}2 equals AG Z plus GE Z

plus 6BD Z
. But similar segments are as the squares of their

chords [Hippocrates deduced this from the theorem that circles

are as the squares of their diameters (Euclid, 12 . therefore
the segment AHE’ equals the segment AG plus the segment
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GE plus the six segments of the inner circle. To these equals
add the area inclosed by the arc AHE and the straight lines
AG, GE ; therefore the triangle AGE equals the lunule AGEE
plus the six segments . To these equals add the hexagon in the
inner circle ; therefore the triangle plus the hexagon equals the
lunule plus the inner circle .
To complete the quadrature of the circle Hippocrates must

have added : But we have shewn how to square any lunule
deduct, then, from the triangle and hexagon an area equal to
the lunule, and the remaining rectilinear space is equal to the
circle. Next construct a square equal to this rectilinear space

(Euclid, 2 . I4), and we have found a square equal to a circle .

It is obvious that the fallacy of this is the same as that of the
previous method . Hippocrates was the first who wrote a treatise
of elementary geometry . M ontucla (Histoire des Mathema

tiques) suggests what is very probable, that the construction
was offered as a specimen of fallacious reasoning, and that Hip
pocrates as a geometer only intended to assert that we should
solve the problem of squaring the circle as soon as we could
square all the lunules as satisfactorily as he had squared certain
definite lunules . This seems to have been Aristotle’s view ; at
least he gives the proof by lunules, which has the same defect
as the proof of Hippocrates, as an instance of abduction or
reduction (énaywyfi), i. e . a ratiocination which, though in com

plete, advances one step towards the solution of a problem.

’
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1611yp01111'19
1011 105101011, 630109 011 6117 m i) An . Pr. 2 . 25. Abduction
is a proof whose major premiss is certain and whose minor pre
miss, though doubtful, is as certain or more certain than the
conclusion, or whose minor premiss requires but few steps for

its proof; for such a reasoning brings us one step nearer to
knowledge . For instance, let P (major) be a square, M (middle)
11 rectilinear space, S (minor) a circle . If for the establishment
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the series and solved the problem . He . therefore says that there
is nothing sophistical or ungeometrical about the procedure of

An tipho . It was by a similar method that Archimedes after
wards succeeded in squaring the parabola. He first inscribed a
triangle in the parabola, then another in each of the segments,
and so on, and proved that the area of the first triangle, the two
second triangles, the four third triangles, & c., formed the pro

gression I , fir, & c., and that the sum of thi s series was
Thus the parabola which is the sum of these triangles is a} of the
inscribed triangle or 13of the circumscribed parallelogram.

Probably if Aristotle had recogni z ed the method of exhaus

tion , or limits, or infinitesim als
, as a scientific procedure, he

would have pronounced Antipho
’
s reasoning not sophistic but

pseudographic, or have conceded to it the name which he gave
to that of Hippocrates

,
Reduction . As it is, he clearly con

sidered it as sophistical and unworthy the attention of the geo
m eter . His remarks are worth giving at length . To “Ev 0311 61
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¢1A00 0¢fav 01164119. Phys . Ause . I . 2 . The question whether

existence is one and unchangeable is not a physical problem ;
for as the geometer does not reason with one who denies his

prin ciples, but leaves him to be dealt with by some separate
science or by some power that is a common element of all the
sciences, no more does the physical inquirer . The examination
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of such a doctrine must resemble the confutation of a paradoxical
thesis like the tenet of Heraclitus, or the»solution of a sophistic
proof. Such indeed are the reasonings both ofMelissus and of

Parmenides, for the premi sses are fal se and the conclusions are
illegi timate, though that ofM elissus is the grosser and less sug

gestive of the two . For he starts from an inadmissible premiss
and then obtain s paradoxical conclusions ; which is easy . We,

then
,
postulate as a first principle

,
that the natural world

,
in

whole or in part, is a scene of change . For this we may appeal
to the evidence of observation ; and we are not bound to en

counter, even by way of solution
,
any doctrine except such as

admits the principles of the science : just as the, geometer is
bound to examine the quadrature of the circle by segments, but
is not bound to notice the reasoning ofAntipho . However, as
the thesis, though unphysical as regards its truth, is physical
as regards the subject, let us examine it briefly . For the exami
nation is philosophic and not merely dialectic .’ Quadrature by
segments is an apt description of the method explained by
Eudemus, and doubtless refers to the method of Hippocrates .
The contradiction of geometrical principles

,
which in Aristotle’s

judgment made Antipho
’
s m ethod ungeometrical

,
was either the

assumption (now admitted) that the sides of a many - sided poly
gon coincide with the circumference of a circle, which contra
dicts the theorem that a straight line only touches a circle in a
single point (Euclid, 3. or (as this is rather the contradiction
of a conclusion than of a principle) the assumption that, starting
from the inscribed square

,
it is possible

,
by subdivision of the

segments
,
to reach the circumference, an assumption which

contradicts the principle of the infinite divisibility of space .
Bryso appears to have inscribed one square in a circle and cir
cumscribed another

,
and to have said that as the circumscribed

square was greater than the circle, and the inscribed square less,
a third square that should be the mean between the two others
would be equal to the circle assuming that whenever two things

are greater and less respectively than the same other things,
they must be equal to one another .
It is plain that Bryso does not reason like a geometer

An tipho
’
s reasoning approaches nearer to a pseudographem a.

Bryso
’
s pemisses

bear no relation to the principles of geometry
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Antipho
’
s contradict them,

but still lie without the geometrical
sphere : for, whatever may be the case with natural philosophy,
geometry

,
being in Aristotle’ s view a purely deductive science,

takes no cogn iz ance of any reasoning which calls her first prin

ciples in question .

With respect to the method of lunul es and the method of

H ippocrates, a difficulty suggests itself. The principle or method
of these fallacies is evidently the omission of a limitation . Be

cause we can square a particular kind of lunul e, it is assumed
that we can square every kind of lunule ; that is, the arguments
fall under the fallacy a dicto secundum quid ad dictum sim

pliciter. How then can it be said that the principle of these
fallacies is not transferable to any other province ?
It is true that lunules cannot be applied to the solution of

ethical or physiological problems, but the suppression or sub
stitution of limitations is practicable in every kind of di scussion .

If these fallacies are pseudographemas because the rest of their
reasoning is geometrical, whereas Bryso

’
s and An tipho

’
s are

entirely ungeometrical
,
it would seem that there is no intrinsic

difference between a pseudographema and a Sophism, only a dif
ference in the accompaniments . But Ar istotle speaks of them
as different in kind . He apparently considers the fallacy of the

pseudographemas to con sist in the false geometrical proposition,
that every lunule must belong to one of the classes whose
quadrature has been given .
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