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LET us now di scuss sophistic refutations, i.e. what appear to be
refutations but are really fallacies instead. W will begin in the
natural order with the first.

That some reasoni ngs are genuine, while others seemto be so but are
not, is evident. This happens with argunents, as al so el sewhere,
through a certain |ikeness between the genuine and the sham For
physically sonme people are in a vigorous condition, while others
nerely seemto be so by blowing and rigging thensel ves out as the
tribesnen do their victins for sacrifice; and sone people are
beautiful thanks to their beauty, while others seemto be so, by
dint of enbellishing themselves. So it is, too, with inaninate things;
for of these, too, sone are really silver and others gold, while
others are not and nerely seemto be such to our sense; e.g. things
made of litharge and tin seemto be of silver, while those nade of
yel l ow nmetal | ook golden. In the same way both reasoni ng and
refutation are sonetinmes genui ne, sonetinmes not, though inexperience
may make them appear so: for inexperienced people obtain only, as it
were, a distant view of these things. For reasoning rests on certain
statenments such that they involve necessarily the assertion of
sonet hi ng ot her than what has been stated, through what has been
stated: refutation is reasoning involving the contradictory of the
gi ven concl usi on. Now sonme of them do not really achieve this,

t hough they seemto do so for a nunber of reasons; and of these the
nmost prolific and usual domain is the argunment that turns upon nanes
only. It is inmpossible in a discussion to bring in the actual things
di scussed: we use their nanmes as synbols instead of them and

t heref ore we suppose that what follows in the nanes, follows in the
things as well, just as people who cal cul ate suppose in regard to
their counters. But the two cases (nanes and things) are not alike.

For names are finite and so is the sumtotal of formulae, while things
are infinite in nunber. Inevitably, then, the sane fornulae, and a
singl e name, have a nunber of neanings. Accordingly just as, in
counting, those who are not clever in nanipulating their counters

are taken in by the experts, in the sane way in argunents too those
who are not well acquainted with the force of names m sreason both

in their own discussions and when they listen to others. For this
reason, then, and for others to be nentioned later, there exists

both reasoning and refutation that is apparent but not real. Now for
sonme people it is better worth while to seemto be wi se, than to be

Wi se without seening to be (for the art of the sophist is the

senbl ance of wi sdomw thout the reality, and the sophist is one who
makes noney from an apparent but unreal w sdom); for them then, it is
clearly essential also to seemto acconplish the task of a wi se nan
rather than to acconplish it wthout seenming to do so. To reduce it to
a single point of contrast it is the business of one who knows a
thing, hinself to avoid fallacies in the subjects which he knows and
to be able to show up the man who nmakes them and of these
acconpl i shments the one depends on the faculty to render an answer,
and the other upon the securing of one. Those, then, who would be
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sophists are bound to study the class of argunents aforesaid: for it
is worth their while: for a faculty of this kind will make a man
seemto be wise, and this is the purpose they happen to have in view

Clearly, then, there exists a class of argunents of this kind, and
it is at this kind of ability that those aimwhomwe call sophists.
Let us now go on to discuss how nmany kinds there are of sophistica
argunents, and how many in nunber are the el ements of which this
faculty is conposed, and how many branches there happen to be of
this inquiry, and the other factors that contribute to this art.

2

O argunents in dialogue formthere are four classes:

Di dactic, Dialectical, Exam nation-argunents, and Contentious
arguments. Didactic argunments are those that reason fromthe
principles appropriate to each subject and not fromthe opinions
held by the answerer (for the learner should take things on trust):
di al ectical argunents are those that reason from preni sses generally
accepted, to the contradictory of a given thesis:
exani nati on-argunments are those that reason from preni sses which are
accepted by the answerer and which any one who pretends to possess
know edge of the subject is bound to knowin what manner, has been
defined in another treatise: contentious arguments are those that
reason or appear to reason to a conclusion from prenisses that
appear to be generally accepted but are not so. The subject, then
of denonstrative argunments has been di scussed in the Anal ytics,
whil e that of dialectic arguments and exam nation-arguments has been
di scussed el sewhere: let us now proceed to speak of the argunments used
in conmpetitions and contests.

3

First we nmust grasp the nunber of ainms entertai ned by those who
argue as conpetitors and rivals to the death. These are five in
nunber, refutation, fallacy, paradox, solecism and fifthly to
reduce the opponent in the discussion to babbling-i.e. to constrain
himto repeat hinmself a number of times: or it is to produce the
appear ance of each of these things without the reality. For they
choose if possible plainly to refute the other party, or as the second
best to show that he is committing sonme fallacy, or as a third best to
lead himinto paradox, or fourthly to reduce himto solecism i.e.
to nmake the answerer, in consequence of the argunent, to use an
ungrammati cal expression; or, as a last resort, to nake himrepeat
hi nsel f.

4

There are two styles of refutation: for sone depend on the
| anguage used, while sone are independent of |anguage. Those ways of
produci ng the fal se appearance of an argunment which depend on | anguage
are six in nunber: they are anbiguity, anphiboly, conbination
di vision of words, accent, formof expression. O this we may assure
oursel ves both by induction, and by syllogistic proof based on
this-and it may be on other assunptions as well-that this is the
nurmber of ways in which we nmight fall to nmean the same thing by the
sanme nanes or expressions. Argunments such as the follow ng depend upon
anbiguity. 'Those |l earn who know. for it is those who know their
letters who learn the letters dictated to them. For to 'learn' is
anbi guous; it signifies both 'to understand' by the use of
know edge, and also 'to acquire know edge'. Again, 'Evils are good:
for what needs to be is good, and evils nust needs be'. For 'what



needs to be' has a double neaning: it neans what is inevitable, as
often is the case with evils, too (for evil of some kind is

i nevitable), while on the other hand we say of good things as well

that they 'need to be'. Mreover, 'The sane man is both seated and
standing and he is both sick and in health: for it is he who stood

up who is standing, and he who is recovering who is in health: but

it is the seated man who stood up, and the sick man who was
recovering' . For 'The sick man does so and so', or 'has so and so done
to him is not single in neaning: sonetimes it nmeans 'the man who is
sick or is seated now, sonetines 'the nman who was sick fornerly'.

O course, the man who was recovering was the sick nan, who really was
sick at the tine: but the man who is in health is not sick at the sane
time: he is "the sick man' in the sense not that he is sick now, but
that he was sick formerly. Exanples such as the foll owi ng depend

upon anphi boly: 'l w sh that you the eneny may capture'. Also the
thesis, 'There nmust be know edge of what one knows': for it is

possi ble by this phrase to nmean that know edge bel ongs to both the
knower and the known. Also, 'There nmust be sight of what one sees: one
sees the pillar: ergo the pillar has sight'. Also, 'Wat you profess
to-be, that you profess to-be: you profess a stone to-be: ergo you
profess-to-be a stone'. Also, 'Speaking of the silent is possible':

for 'speaking of the silent' also has a double neaning: it may nean
that the speaker is silent or that the things of which he speaks are
so. There are three varieties of these anbiguities and anphi boli es:

(1) When either the expression or the name has strictly nore than

one neaning, e.g. aetos and the 'dog'; (2) when by customwe use

them so; (3) when words that have a sinple sense taken al one have nore
than one neaning in conbination; e.g. "knowing letters'. For each
word, both 'knowing' and 'letters', possibly has a single nmeaning: but
both toget her have nore than one-either that the letters thensel ves
have know edge or that sonmeone else has it of them

Anphi boly and anbi guity, then, depend on these nodes of speech. Upon
the conbi nati on of words there depend instances such as the follow ng:
"A man can walk while sitting, and can wite while not witing . For
the meaning is not the sane if one divides the words and if one
conbines themin saying that 'it is possible to wal k-while-sitting
and wite while not witing]. The same applies to the latter phrase,
too, if one conbines the words 'to wite-while-not-witing : for
then it neans that he has the power to wite and not to wite at once;
whereas if one does not conmbine them it nmeans that when he is not
witing he has the power to wite. Also, '"He nowif he has |earnt
his letters'. Mreover, there is the saying that 'One single thing
if you can carry a crowd you can carry too'

Upon di vi sion depend the propositions that 5 is 2 and 3, and odd,
and that the greater is equal: for it is that anbunt and nore besides.
For the sane phrase woul d not be thought always to have the sane
nmeani ng when di vided and when conbined, e.g. '|I nade thee a slave once
a free man', and 'CGod-like Achilles left fifty a hundred nen'.

An ar gunment dependi ng upon accent it is not easy to construct in
unwritten discussion; in witten discussions and in poetry it is
easier. Thus (e.g.) sone people enend Homer agai nst those who
criticize as unnatural his expression to nmen ou kataput het ai
onbro. For they solve the difficulty by a change of accent,
pronouncing the ou with an acuter accent. A so, in the passage
about Aganemon's dream they say that Zeus did not hinself say '\
grant himthe fulfilnment of his prayer', but that he bade the dream
grant it. Instances such as these, then, turn upon the accentuation

O hers cone about owing to the form of expression used, when what is
really different is expressed in the sane form e.g. a nasculine thing
by a feminine ternmnation, or a feminine thing by a masculine, or a



neuter by either a masculine or a feninine; or, again, when a
quality is expressed by a termination proper to quantity or vice
versa, or what is active by a passive word, or a state by an active
word, and so forth with the other divisions previously' laid down. For
it is possible to use an expression to denote what does not bel ong
to the class of actions at all as though it did so belong. Thus (e.g.)
"flourishing' is a word which in the formof its expression is like
"cutting' or 'building' : yet the one denotes a certain quality-i.e.
a certain condition-while the other denotes a certain action. In the
sanme manner also in the other instances.

Ref utations, then, that depend upon | anguage are drawn fromthese
common-place rules. O fallacies, on the other hand, that are
i ndependent of |anguage there are seven ki nds:

(1) that which depends upon Accident:

(2) the use of an expression absolutely or not absolutely but wth
sonme qualification of respect or place, or time, or relation

(3) that which depends upon ignorance of what 'refutation' is:

(4) that which depends upon the consequent:

(5) that which depends upon assuming the original concl usion

(6) stating as cause what is not the cause:

(7) the maki ng of nore than one question into one.

5

Fall aci es, then, that depend on Accident occur whenever any
attribute is claimed to belong in |like manner to a thing and to its
accident. For since the same thing has many accidents there is no
necessity that all the same attributes should belong to all of a
thing's predicates and to their subject as well. Thus (e.g.), 'If
Coriscus be different from"man", he is different fromhinself: for he
isamn: or 'If he be different from Socrates, and Socrates be a
man, then', they say, 'he has admitted that Coriscus is different from
a man, because it so happens (accidit) that the person from whom he
said that he (Coriscus) is different is a man'.

Those that depend on whether an expression is used absolutely or
in a certain respect and not strictly, occur whenever an expression
used in a particular sense is taken as though it were used absol utely,
e.g. in the argument 'If what is not is the object of an opinion, then
what is not is': for it is not the same thing 'to be x' and 'to be'
absolutely. Or again, "Wat is, is not, if it is not a particular kind
of being, e.g. if it is not a man.' For it is not the sane thing
‘not to be x' and 'not to be' at all: it looks as if it were,
because of the cl oseness of the expression, i.e. because 'to be x'
is but little different from'to be', and 'not to be x' from'not to
be'. Likew se also with any argunent that turns upon the point whether
an expression is used in a certain respect or used absolutely. Thus
e.g. 'Suppose an Indian to be black all over, but white in respect
of his teeth; then he is both white and not white.' O if both
characters belong in a particular respect, then, they say, 'contrary
attributes belong at the same time'. This kind of thing is in sone
cases easily seen by any one, e.g. suppose a man were to secure the
statement that the Ethiopian is black, and were then to ask whet her he
is white in respect of his teeth; and then, if he be white in that
respect, were to suppose at the conclusion of his questions that
therefore he had proved dialectically that he was both white and not
white. But in sone cases it often passes undetected, viz. in all cases
where, whenever a statement is made of sonmething in a certain respect,
it would be generally thought that the absolute statenment follows as
well; and also in all cases where it is not easy to see which of the
attributes ought to be rendered strictly. A situation of this kind



ari ses, where both the opposite attributes belong alike: for then
there is general support for the view that one nmust agree absolutely
to the assertion of both, or of neither: e.g. if athing is half white
and hal f black, is it white or black?

O her fallacies occur because the ternms 'proof' or 'refutation' have
not been defined, and because sonmething is left out in their
definition. For to refute is to contradict one and the sane
attribute-not nerely the name, but the reality-and a name that is
not nmerely synonynmous but the same name-and to confute it fromthe
propositions granted, necessarily, without including in the
reckoning the original point to be proved, in the sane respect and
relation and manner and time in which it was asserted. A 'false
assertion' about anything has to be defined in the sane way. Sone
peopl e, however, onit some one of the said conditions and give a
nerely apparent refutation, showing (e.g.) that the sane thing is both
doubl e and not double: for two is double of one, but not double of
three. O, it may be, they show that it is both double and not
doubl e of the same thing, but not that it is so in the same respect:
for it is double in length but not double in breadth. O, it nmay be,
they show it to be both double and not double of the sanme thing and in
the sane respect and manner, but not that it is so at the sane tine:
and therefore their refutation is nerely apparent. One nmight, with
sonme violence, bring this fallacy into the group of fallacies
dependent on | anguage as wel .

Those that depend on the assunption of the original point to be
proved, occur in the sane way, and in as nany ways, as it is
possible to beg the original point; they appear to refute because
men | ack the power to keep their eyes at once upon what is the sanme
and what is different.

The refutati on which depends upon the consequent arises because
peopl e suppose that the relation of consequence is convertible. For
whenever, suppose A is, B necessarily is, they then suppose al so
that if Bis, A necessarily is. This is also the source of the
deceptions that attend opi nions based on sense-perception. For
peopl e often suppose bile to be honey because honey is attended by a
yel l ow col our: also, since after rain the ground is wet in
consequence, we suppose that if the ground is wet, it has been
rai ni ng; whereas that does not necessarily follow. In rhetoric
proofs from signs are based on consequences. For when rhetoricians
wi sh to show that a man is an adulterer, they take hold of some
consequence of an adulterous life, viz. that the man is smartly
dressed, or that he is observed to wander about at night. There are,
however, many people of whomthese things are true, while the charge
in question is untrue. It happens like this also in real reasoning;
e.g. Melissus' argunent, that the universe is eternal, assunes that
t he universe has not cone to be (for fromwhat is not nothing could
possi bly come to be) and that what has cone to be has done so froma
first beginning. If, therefore, the universe has not cone to be, it
has no first beginning, and is therefore eternal. But this does not
necessarily follow for even if what has cone to be always has a first
begi nning, it does not also follow that what has a first beginning has
cone to be; any nore than it follows that if a man in a fever be
hot, a man who is hot nust be in a fever

The refutation which depends upon treating as cause what is not a
cause, occurs whenever what is not a cause is inserted in the
argunent, as though the refutati on depended upon it. This kind of
t hi ng happens in argunents that reason ad inpossible: for in these
we are bound to denolish one of the prenisses. If, then, the false
cause be reckoned in anbng the questions that are necessary to
establish the resulting inpossibility, it will often be thought that



the refutation depends upon it, e.g. in the proof that the 'soul
and 'life' are not the sane: for if coning-to-be be contrary to
perishing, then a particular formof perishing will have a

particular formof comng-to-be as its contrary: now death is a

particular formof perishing and is contrary to life: life, therefore,
is aconmng to-be, and to live is to cone-to-be. But this is
i mpossi bl e: accordingly, the "soul' and 'life' are not the same. Now

this is not proved: for the inpossibility results all the sanme, even
if one does not say that life is the sane as the soul, but nmerely says
that life is contrary to death, which is a form of perishing, and that
perishing has 'comng-to-be' as its contrary. Argunents of that
ki nd, then, though not inconclusive absolutely, are inconclusive in
relation to the proposed conclusion. Al so even the questioners
thenmsel ves often fail quite as nuch to see a point of that kind.

Such, then, are the arguments that depend upon the consequent and
upon fal se cause. Those that depend upon the maeking of two questions
i nto one occur whenever the plurality is undetected and a single
answer is returned as if to a single question. Now, in sone cases,
it is easy to see that there is nore than one, and that an answer is
not to be given, e.g. 'Does the earth consist of sea, or the sky?' But
in sone cases it is |less easy, and then people treat the question as
one, and either confess their defeat by failing to answer the
qguestion, or are exposed to an apparent refutation. Thus 'Is A and
is Banmn? 'Yes.' '"Then if any one hits A and B, he will strike a
man' (singular),'not men' (plural). O again, where part is good and
part bad, 'is the whole good or bad?' For whichever he says, it is
possi bl e that he m ght be thought to expose hinself to an apparent
refutation or to make an apparently fal se statenent: for to say that
sonet hing is good which is not good, or not good which is good, is
to nake a fal se statenent. Sonetines, however, additional prem sses
may actually give rise to a genuine refutation; e.g. suppose a nman
were to grant that the descriptions '"white' and 'naked' and 'blind'
apply to one thing and to a nunber of things in a like sense. For if
"blind describes a thing that cannot see though nature designed it to
see, it will also describe things that cannot see though nature
designed themto do so. Wenever, then, one thing can see while
anot her cannot, they will either both be able to see or else both be
blind; which is inpossible.

6

The right way, then, is either to divide apparent proofs and
refutations as above, or else to refer themall to ignorance of what
"refutation' is, and make that our starting-point: for it is
possible to analyse all the aforesaid nodes of fallacy into breaches
of the definition of a refutation. In the first place, we nay see if
they are inconclusive: for the conclusion ought to result fromthe
premi sses laid down, so as to conpel us necessarily to state it and
not nmerely to seemto conpel us. Next we should also take the
definition bit by bit, and try the fallacy thereby. For of the
fallacies that consist in |anguage, sonme depend upon a doubl e neani ng,
e.g. anbiguity of words and of phrases, and the fallacy of |ike verba
forms (for we habitually speak of everything as though it were a
particul ar substance)-while fallacies of conbination and division
and accent arise because the phrase in question or the termas altered
is not the same as was intended. Even this, however, should be the
sanme, just as the thing signified should be as well, if a refutation
or proof is to be effected; e.g. if the point concerns a doublet, then
you shoul d draw the conclusion of a 'doublet', not of a 'cloak'. For
the former conclusion also would be true, but it has not been



proved; we need a further question to show that 'doublet' means the
sane thing, in order to satisfy any one who asks why you think your
poi nt proved.

Fal l aci es that depend on Accident are clear cases of ignoratio
el enchi when once 'proof' has been defined. For the same definition
ought to hold good of 'refutation' too, except that a nention of
"the contradictory' is here added: for a refutation is a proof of
the contradictory. If, then, there is no proof as regards an
accident of anything, there is no refutation. For supposing, when A
and B are, C nust necessarily be, and Cis white, there is no
necessity for it to be white on account of the syllogism So, if the
triangle has its angles equal to two right-angles, and it happens to
be a figure, or the sinplest element or starting point, it is not
because it is a figure or a starting point or sinplest elenment that it
has this character. For the denonstration proves the point about it
not qua figure or qua sinplest elenent, but qua triangle. Likew se
also in other cases. If, then, refutation is a proof, an argunent
whi ch argued per accidens could not be a refutation. It is, however,
just in this that the experts and nen of science generally suffer
refutation at the hand of the unscientific: for the latter neet the
scientists with reasonings constituted per accidens; and the
scientists for lack of the power to draw distinctions either say 'Yes'
to their questions, or else people suppose themto have said 'Yes',
al t hough they have not.

Those that depend upon whether something is said in a certain
respect only or said absolutely, are clear cases of ignoratio
el enchi because the affirmati on and the denial are not concerned
with the same point. For of 'white in a certain respect' the
negation is 'not white in a certain respect', while of "white
absolutely' it is 'not white, absolutely'. If, then, a man treats
the adnmission that a thing is "white in a certain respect' as though
it were said to be white absolutely, he does not effect a
refutation, but nmerely appears to do so owing to ignorance of what
refutation is.

The cl earest cases of all, however, are those that were previously
descri bed' as dependi ng upon the definition of a 'refutation': and
this is also why they were called by that name. For the appearance
of a refutation is produced because of the onmission in the definition
and if we divide fallacies in the above manner, we ought to set
'Defective definition' as a conmon mark upon them all

Those that depend upon the assunption of the original point and upon
stating as the cause what is not the cause, are clearly shown to be
cases of ignoratio elenchi through the definition thereof. For the
concl usi on ought to cone about 'because these things are so', and this
does not happen where the premisses are not causes of it: and again it
shoul d come about without taking into account the original point,
and this is not the case with those argunments whi ch depend upon
beggi ng the origi nal point.

Those that depend upon the assunption of the original point and upon
stating as the cause what is not the cause, are clearly shown to be
cases of ignoratio elenchi through the definition thereof. For the
concl usi on ought to cone about 'because these things are so', and this
does not happen where the premisses are not causes of it: and again it
shoul d come about without taking into account the original point,
and this is not the case with those argunments whi ch depend upon
beggi ng the origi nal point.

Those that depend upon the consequent are a branch of Accident:
for the consequent is an accident, only it differs fromthe accident
in this, that you may secure an adni ssion of the accident in the
case of one thing only (e.g. the identity of a yellow thing and



honey and of a white thing and swan), whereas the consequent al ways

i nvol ves nmore than one thing: for we claimthat things that are the
sanme as one and the sane thing are al so the sane as one another, and
this is the ground of a refutation dependent on the consequent. It is,
however, not always true, e.g. suppose that and B are the sanme as C
per accidens; for both 'snow and the 'swan' are the sane as sonething
white'. O again, as in Melissus' argunment, a man assunes that to
'have been generated' and to 'have a beginning' are the sane thing, or
to 'becone equal' and to 'assune the same magnitude'. For because what
has been generated has a beginning, he clainms also that what has a
begi nni ng has been generated, and argues as though both what has

been generated and what is finite were the same because each has a
begi nni ng. Li kewi se also in the case of things that are nade equa

he assunes that if things that assume one and the sane magnitude
beconme equal, then also things that beconme equal assunme one nagnitude:
i.e. he assunes the consequent. |nasnuch, then, as a refutation
dependi ng on acci dent consists in ignorance of what a refutation is,
clearly so also does a refutation depending on the consequent. W
shal |l have further to exanmine this in another way as well.

Those fallacies that depend upon the naking of several questions
into one consist in our failure to dissect the definition of
"proposition'. For a proposition is a single statenent about a
single thing. For the same definition applies to 'one single thing
only' and to the 'thing', sinply, e.g. to 'nman' and to 'one single nan
only' and likewi se also in other cases. If, then, a 'single
proposition' be one which claims a single thing of a single thing, a
"proposition', sinply, will also be the putting of a question of
that kind. Now since a proof starts from propositions and refutation
is a proof, refutation, too, will start frompropositions. If, then, a
proposition is a single statement about a single thing, it is
obvious that this fallacy too consists in ignorance of what a
refutation is: for init what is not a proposition appears to be
one. |If, then, the answerer has returned an answer as though to a
single question, there will be a refutation; while if he has
returned one not really but apparently, there will be an apparent
refutation of his thesis. Al the types of fallacy, then, fall under
i gnorance of what a refutation is, some of them because the
contradiction, which is the distinctive mark of a refutation, is
nmerely apparent, and the rest failing to conformto the definition
of a proof.

7

The deception cones about in the case of argunents that depend on
anbiguity of words and of phrases because we are unable to divide
t he anbi guous term (for sone terns it is not easy to divide, e.g.
‘unity', 'being', and 'saneness'), while in those that depend on
conbination and division, it is because we suppose that it nakes no
di f ference whether the phrase be conbined or divided, as is indeed the
case with nost phrases. Likew se also with those that depend on
accent: for the lowering or raising of the voice upon a phrase is
thought not to alter its neaning-with any phrase, or not with many.
Wth those that depend on the of expression it is because of the
| i keness of expression. For it is hard to distinguish what kind of
things are signified by the same and what by different kinds of
expression: for a man who can do this is practically next door to
t he understanding of the truth. A special reason why a man is liable
to be hurried into assent to the fallacy is that we suppose every
predi cate of everything to be an individual thing, and we understand
it as being one with the thing: and we therefore treat it as a



substance: for it is to that which is one with a thing or substance,
as also to substance itself, that 'individually' and 'being are
deermed to belong in the fullest sense. For this reason, too, this type
of fallacy is to be ranked anong t hose that depend on | anguage; in the
first place, because the deception is effected the nore readily when
we are inquiring into a problemin conpany with others than when we do
so by ourselves (for an inquiry with another person is carried on by
nmeans of speech, whereas an inquiry by oneself is carried on quite

as much by means of the object itself); secondly a nman is liable to be
decei ved, even when inquiring by hinself, when he takes speech as

the basis of his inquiry: noreover the deception arises out of the

i keness (of two different things), and the |ikeness arises out of the
| anguage. Wth those fallacies that depend upon Accident, deception
conmes about because we cannot distinguish the saneness and ot herness
of terns, i.e. their unity and nultiplicity, or what Kinds of

predi cate have all the same accidents as their subject. Likew se

al so with those that depend on the Consequent: for the consequent is a
branch of Accident. Mreover, in many cases appearances point to
this-and the claimis made that if is inseparable fromB, so also is B
fromWth those that depend upon an inperfection in the definition

of a refutation, and with those that depend upon the difference
between a qualified and an absolute statenment, the deception

consists in the smallness of the difference involved; for we treat the
limtation to the particular thing or respect or nanner or time as
addi ng nothing to the neaning, and so grant the statenent universally.
Li kewi se also in the case of those that assume the original point, and
those of false cause, and all that treat a nunber of questions as one:
for in all of themthe deception lies in the smallness of the
difference: for our failure to be quite exact in our definition of
"premiss' and of 'proof' is due to the aforesaid reason

8

Since we know on how many poi nts apparent syllogi snms depend, we know
al so on how nmany sophistical syllogisms and refutations nay depend. By
a sophistical refutation and syllogism| mean not only a syllogism
or refutation which appears to be valid but is not, but also one
whi ch, though it is valid, only appears to be appropriate to the thing
in question. These are those which fail to refute and prove people
to be ignorant according to the nature of the thing in question, which
was the function of the art of examination. Now the art of exami ning
is a branch of dialectic: and this may prove a fal se concl usion
because of the ignorance of the answerer. Sophistic refutations on the
ot her hand, even though they prove the contradictory of his thesis, do
not make cl ear whether he is ignorant: for sophists entangle the
scientist as well with these argunents.

That we know them by the sane Iine of inquiry is clear: for the sane
consi derati ons which nmake it appear to an audi ence that the points
required for the proof were asked in the questions and that the
concl usi on was proved, would make the answerer think so as well, so
that false proof will occur through all or sone of these neans: for
what a man has not been asked but thinks he has granted, he would al so
grant if he were asked. O course, in sonme cases the nonent we add the
m ssing question, we also showup its falsity, e.g. in fallacies
that depend on | anguage and on solecism |f then, fallacious proofs of
the contradictory of a thesis depend on their appearing to refute,
it is clear that the considerations on which both proofs of false
concl usi ons and an apparent refutati on depend nust be the same in
nunmber. Now an apparent refutation depends upon the el enents
involved in a genuine one: for the failure of one or other of these



nmust nake the refutation nerely apparent, e.g. that which depends on
the failure of the conclusion to follow fromthe argunent (the
argument ad inpossible) and that which treats two questions as one and
so depends upon a flaw in the preniss, and that which depends on the
substitution of an accident for an essential attribute, and-a branch
of the last-that which depends upon the consequent: nore over, the
conclusion may follow not in fact but only verbally: then, instead
of proving the contradictory universally and in the sane respect and
relation and manner, the fallacy nmay be dependent on sonme limt of
extent or on one or other of these qualifications: noreover, there
is the assunption of the original point to be proved, in violation
of the clause 'wi thout reckoning in the original point'. Thus we
shoul d have the nunber of considerations on which the fallacious
proofs depend: for they could not depend on nore, but all wll
depend on the points aforesaid.

A sophistical refutation is a refutation not absolutely but
relatively to some one: and so is a proof, in the sane way. For unless
t hat whi ch depends upon ambi guity assunes that the ambi guous term
has a single neaning, and that which depends on like verbal forns
assunes that substance is the only category, and the rest in the
sane way, there will be neither refutations nor proofs, either
absolutely or relatively to the answerer: whereas if they do assune
these things, they will stand, relatively to the answerer; but
absolutely they will not stand: for they have not secured a
statenment that does have a single neaning, but only one that appears
to have, and that only fromthis particular nman

9

The nunber of considerations on which depend the refutations of
those who are refuted, we ought not to try to grasp without a
know edge of everything that is. This, however, is not the province of
any special study: for possibly the sciences are infinite in nunber
so that obviously denonstrations nmay be infinite too. Now
refutations may be true as well as false: for whenever it is
possi ble to denonstrate sonething, it is also possible to refute the
man who mai ntains the contradictory of the truth; e.g. if a nman has
stated that the diagonal is comensurate with the side of the
square, one night refute himby denonstrating that it is
i ncomensurate. Accordingly, to exhaust all possible refutations we
shal | have to have scientific know edge of everything: for sone
refutati ons depend upon the principles that rule in geonetry and the
conclusions that follow fromthese, others upon those that rule in
medi ci ne, and others upon those of the other sciences. For the
matter of that, the false refutations |ikew se belong to the nunber of
the infinite: for according to every art there is false proof, e.g.
according to geonetry there is false geonetrical proof, and
according to nedicine there is false nmedical proof. By 'according to
the art', | mean 'according to the principles of it'. Cearly, then
it is not of all refutations, but only of those that depend upon
dialectic that we need to grasp the conmon-place rules: for these
stand in a comon relation to every art and faculty. And as regards
the refutation that is according to one or other of the particular
sciences it is the task of that particular scientist to exan ne
whet her it is nmerely apparent w thout being real, and, if it be
real, what is the reason for it: whereas it is the business of
di al ecticians so to exanine the refutation that proceeds fromthe
common first principles that fall under no particul ar special study.
For if we grasp the startingpoints of the accepted proofs on any
subj ect whatever we grasp those of the refutations current on that



subject. For a refutation is the proof of the contradictory of a given
thesis, so that either one or two proofs of the contradictory
constitute a refutation. W grasp, then, the nunber of

consi derations on which all such depend: if, however, we grasp this,
we al so grasp their solutions as well; for the objections to these are
the solutions of them W also grasp the nunber of considerations on
whi ch those refutations depend, that are nmerely apparent-apparent,
nmean, not to everybody, but to people of a certain stanp; for it is an
indefinite task if one is to inquire how many are the considerations
that nake them apparent to the man in the street. Accordingly it is
clear that the dialectician's business is to be able to grasp on how
many consi derations depends the formation, through the conmon first
principles, of a refutation that is either real or apparent, i.e.
either dialectical or apparently dialectical, or suitable for an

exani nati on.
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It is no true distinction between argunments whi ch sone peopl e draw
when they say that sone arguments are directed agai nst the expression
and ot hers agai nst the thought expressed: for it is absurd to
suppose that sonme argunents are directed agai nst the expression and
ot hers agai nst the thought, and that they are not the sane. For what
is failure to direct an argunent against the thought except what
occurs whenever a man does not in using the expression think it to
be used in his question in the same sense in which the person
questioned granted it? And this is the sane thing as to direct the
argument agai nst the expression. On the other hand, it is directed
agai nst the thought whenever a man uses the expression in the sane
sense which the answerer had in nmind when he granted it. If now any
(i.e. both the questioner and the person questioned), in dealing
with an expression with nore than one neaning, were to suppose it to
have one nmeaning-as e.g. it nay be that 'Being' and 'One' have many
neani ngs, and yet both the answerer answers and the questioner puts
his question supposing it to be one, and the argunent is to the effect
that "All things are one'-will this discussion be directed any nore
agai nst the expression than agai nst the thought of the person
questioned? If, on the other hand, one of them supposes the expression
to have many meanings, it is clear that such a discussion will not
be directed against the thought. Such being the nmeanings of the
phrases in question, they clearly cannot describe two separate classes
of argunent. For, in the first place, it is possible for any such
argunent as bears nore than one nmeaning to be directed agai nst the
expressi on and agai nst the thought, and next it is possible for any
argunent what soever; for the fact of being directed against the
t hought consists not in the nature of the argunment, but in the special
attitude of the answerer towards the points he concedes. Next, al
of themmay be directed to the expression. For 'to be directed agai nst
the expression' means in this doctrine 'not to be directed against the
thought'. For if not all are directed against either expression or
t hought, there will be certain other argunents directed neither
agai nst the expression nor against the thought, whereas they say
that all nust be one or the other, and divide themall as directed
ei ther against the expression or against the thought, while others
(they say) there are none. But in point of fact those that depend on
nmere expression are only a branch of those syllogisns that depend on a
mul tiplicity of meanings. For the absurd statement has actually been
made t hat the description 'dependent on nere expression' describes al
the argunents that depend on | anguage: whereas sone of these are
fall aci es not because the answerer adopts a particular attitude



towards them but because the argunent itself involves the asking of a
guestion such as bears nore than one neaning.

It is, too, altogether absurd to discuss Refutation without first
di scussing Proof: for a refutation is a proof, so that one ought to
di scuss proof as well before describing false refutation: for a
refutation of that kind is a nmerely apparent proof of the
contradictory of a thesis. Accordingly, the reason of the falsity wll
be either in the proof or in the contradiction (for nention of the
‘contradiction' nust be added), while sonmetines it is in both, if
the refutation be nerely apparent. In the argunent that speaking of
the silent is possible it lies in the contradiction, not in the proof;
in the argunment that one can give what one does not possess, it lies
in both; in the proof that Homer's poemis a figure through its
being a cycle it lies in the proof. An argunent that does not fai
in either respect is a true proof.

But, to return to the point whence our argunent digressed, are
mat hemati cal reasonings directed against the thought, or not? And if
any one thinks "triangle' to be a word with many neani ngs, and granted
it in sonme different sense fromthe figure which was proved to contain
two right angles, has the questioner here directed his argunent
agai nst the thought of the forner or not?

Moreover, if the expression bears many senses, while the answerer
does not understand or suppose it to have them surely the
questioner here has directed his argunment against his thought! O
how el se ought he to put his question except by suggesting a
di stinction-suppose one's question to be speaking of the silent
possible or not?' -as follows, 'Is the answer "No" in one sense, but
"Yes" in another? If, then, any one were to answer that it was not
possible in any sense and the other were to argue that it was, has not
hi s argunment been directed agai nst the thought of the answerer? Yet
his argument is supposed to be one of those that depend on the
expression. There is not, then, any definite kind of argunments that is
directed agai nst the thought. Some argunments are, indeed, directed
agai nst the expression: but these are not all even apparent
refutations, let alone all refutations. For there are al so apparent
refutations which do not depend upon | anguage, e.g. those that
depend upon acci dent, and ot hers.

I f, however, any one clains that one should actually draw the
di stinction, and say, 'By "speaking of the silent" |I nean, in one
sense this and in the other sense that', surely to claimthis is in
the first place absurd (for sonetines the questioner does not see
the anmbiguity of his question, and he cannot possibly draw a
di stinction which he does not think to be there): in the second pl ace,
what else but this will didactic argunent be? For it will nake
mani fest the state of the case to one who has never considered, and
does not know or suppose that there is any other neani ng but one.
For what is there to prevent the sanme thing also happening to us in
cases where there is no double neaning? 'Are the units in four equal
to the twos? Cbserve that the twos are contained in four in one
sense in this way, in another sense in that'. Also, 'Is the
knowl edge of contraries one or not? Observe that sone contraries are
known, while others are unknown'. Thus the man who nmakes this claim
seens to be unaware of the difference between didactic and dialectica
argunent, and of the fact that while he who argues didactically should
not ask questions but make things clear hinself, the other should
nmerely ask questions.

11

Moreover, to claima 'Yes' or 'No' answer is the business not of a



man who i s showi ng sonething, but of one who is holding an

exam nation. For the art of examining is a branch of dialectic and has
in view not the man who has know edge, but the ignorant pretender. He,
then, is a dialectician who regards the conmon principles with their
application to the particular natter in hand, while he who only
appears to do this is a sophist. Now for contentious and sophi stica
reasoning: (1) one such is a nmerely apparent reasoni ng, on subjects on
whi ch di al ectical reasoning is the proper nethod of exam nation

even though its conclusion be true: for it misleads us in regard to
the cause: also (2) there are those mnisreasoni ngs which do not conform
to the line of inquiry proper to the particul ar subject, but are
generally thought to conformto the art in question. For false

di agrans of geonetrical figures are not contentious (for the resulting
fallacies conformto the subject of the art)-any nore than is any
false diagramthat nay be offered in proof of a truth-e.qg.

H ppocrates' figure or the squaring of the circle by neans of the

l unul es. But Bryson's method of squaring the circle, even if the
circle is thereby squared, is still sophistical because it does not
conformto the subject in hand. So, then, any nerely apparent
reasoni ng about these things is a contentious argunment, and any
reasoning that nerely appears to conformto the subject in hand,

even though it be genuine reasoning, is a contentious argunment: for it
is nerely apparent in its conformity to the subject-matter, so that it
is deceptive and plays foul. For just as a foul in arace is a
definite type of fault, and is a kind of foul fighting, so the art

of contentious reasoning is foul fighting in disputation: for in the
former case those who are resolved to win at all costs snatch at
everything, and so in the latter case do contentious reasoners. Those,
then, who do this in order to win the nmere victory are generally
considered to be contentious and quarrel sonme persons, while those

who do it to win a reputation with a view to making noney are
sophistical. For the art of sophistry is, as we said,' a kind of art
of noney-making froma nerely apparent wisdom and this is why they
aimat a nmerely apparent denonstration: and quarrel some persons and
sophi sts both enploy the sane argunents, but not with the sane
notives: and the sanme argunent will be sophistical and contentious

but not in the same respect; rather, it will be contentious in so

far as its aimis an apparent victory, while in so far as its aimis
an apparent wisdom it will be sophistical: for the art of sophistry
is a certain appearance of wi sdomwi thout the reality. The contenti ous
argunment stands in sonmewhat the sane relation to the dialectical as
the drawer of false diagrams to the geonetrician; for it beguiles by
nm sreasoning fromthe sanme principles as dialectic uses, just as the
drawer of a fal se diagram beguil es the geonetrician. But whereas the
latter is not a contentious reasoner, because he bases his false

di agram on the principles and conclusions that fall under the art of
geonetry, the argunment which is subordinate to the principles of
dialectic will yet clearly be contentious as regards other subjects.
Thus, e.g. though the squaring of the circle by nmeans of the lunules
is not contentious, Bryson's solution is contentious: and the forner
argunent cannot be adapted to any subject except geonetry, because

it proceeds fromprinciples that are peculiar to geonetry, whereas the
latter can be adapted as an argunent against all the nunber of

peopl e who do not know what is or is not possible in each particul ar
context: for it will apply to themall. O there is the nmethod whereby
Anti phon squared the circle. O again, an argunment which denied that
it was better to take a wal k after dinner, because of Zeno's argunent,
woul d not be a proper argunent for a doctor, because Zeno's argunent
is of general application. If, then, the relation of the contentious
argunent to the dialectical were exactly like that of the drawer of



false diagranms to the geonetrician, a contentious argunment upon the
af oresai d subjects could not have existed. But, as it is, the
di al ectical argument is not concerned with any definite kind of being,
nor does it show anything, nor is it even an argunent such as we
find in the general philosophy of being. For all beings are not
contained in any one kind, nor, if they were, could they possibly fal
under the same principles. Accordingly, no art that is a nmethod of
showi ng the nature of anything proceeds by asking questions: for it
does not pernit a man to grant whichever he likes of the two
alternatives in the question: for they will not both of themyield a
proof. Dialectic, on the other hand, does proceed by questi oning,
whereas if it were concerned to show things, it would have refrained
fromputting questions, even if not about everything, at |east about
the first principles and the special principles that apply to the
particul ar subject in hand. For suppose the answerer not to grant
these, it would then no | onger have had any grounds fromwhich to
argue any | onger against the objection. Dialectic is at the same
time a node of examination as well. For neither is the art of
exam nation an acconplishnent of the same kind as geonetry, but one
whi ch a nman nmay possess, even though he has not know edge. For it is
possi bl e even for one without know edge to hold an exani nation of
one who is w thout know edge, if also the latter grants himpoints
taken not fromthing that he knows or fromthe special principles of
t he subj ect under discussion but fromall that range of consequences
attaching to the subject which a man may i ndeed know wit hout know ng
the theory of the subject, but which if he do not know, he is bound to
be ignorant of the theory. So then clearly the art of exam ning does
not consist in know edge of any definite subject. For this reason
too, it deals with everything: for every 'theory' of anything
enpl oys al so certain conmon principles. Hence everybody, including
even amateurs, nakes use in a way of dialectic and the practice of
exanm ning: for all undertake to sone extent a rough trial of those who
profess to know things. Wiat serves themhere is the genera
principles: for they know these of thenselves just as well as the
scientist, even if in what they say they seemto the latter to go
wildly astray fromthem All, then, are engaged in refutation; for
they take a hand as amateurs in the sane task with which dialectic
is concerned professionally; and he is a dialectician who exam nes
by the help of a theory of reasoning. Now there are nany identica
principles which are true of everything, though they are not such as
to constitute a particular nature, i.e. a particular kind of being,
but are Iike negative ternms, while other principles are not of this
kind but are special to particular subjects; accordingly it is
possi ble fromthese general principles to hold an exanination on
everything, and that there should be a definite art of so doing,
and, noreover, an art which is not of the same kind as those which
denonstrate. This is why the contentious reasoner does not stand in
the sanme condition in all respects as the drawer of a fal se diagram
for the contentious reasoner will not be given to nisreasoning from
any definite class of principles, but will deal with every class
These, then, are the types of sophistical refutations: and that it
bel ongs to the dialectician to study these, and to be able to effect
them is not difficult to see: for the investigation of premni sses
conprises the whole of this study.
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So much, then, for apparent refutations. As for showi ng that the

answerer is conmitting sonme fallacy, and drawi ng his argunment into
paradox-for this was the second item of the sophist's progranme-in the



first place, then, this is best brought about by a certain manner of
guestioning and through the question. For to put the question
without framing it with reference to any definite subject is a good
bait for these purposes: for people are nore inclined to nmake m stakes
when they talk at large, and they talk at |arge when they have no
definite subject before them Also the putting of several questions,
even though the position against which one is arguing be quite
definite, and the claimthat he shall say only what he thinks,
create abundant opportunity for drawing himinto paradox or fallacy,
and al so, whether to any of these questions he replies 'Yes' or
replies "No', of leading himon to statenments agai nst which one is
wel |l off for a line of attack. Nowadays, however, nen are less able to
play foul by these neans than they were fornerly: for people rejoin
with the question, 'What has that to do with the original subject? It
is, too, an elenentary rule for eliciting sone fallacy or paradox that
one shoul d never put a controversial question straight away, but say
that one puts it fromthe wish for information: for the process of
inquiry thus invited gives roomfor an attack

A rule specially appropriate for showing up a fallacy is the
sophistic rule, that one should draw the answerer on to the kind of
statenments agai nst which one is well supplied with argunents: this can
be done both properly and inproperly, as was said before.' Again, to
draw a paradoxi cal statenment, |ook and see to what school of
phi | osophers the person arguing with you bel ongs, and then question
himas to sonme point wherein their doctrine is paradoxical to nost
people: for with every school there is sone point of that kind. It
is an elementary rule in these natters to have a collection of the
speci al 'theses' of the various schools anong your propositions. The
solution recommended as appropriate here, too, is to point out that
t he paradox does not cone about because of the argunent: whereas
this is what his opponent always really wants.

Mor eover, argue fromnmen's wi shes and their professed opinions.
For people do not wish the sane things as they say they w sh: they say
what will | ook best, whereas they wi sh what appears to be to their
interest: e.g. they say that a nman ought to die nobly rather than to
live in pleasure, and to live in honest poverty rather than in
di shonour abl e riches; but they w sh the opposite. Accordingly, a nman
who speaks according to his wi shes nmust be led into stating the
prof essed opi ni ons of people, while he who speaks according to these
nmust be led into adnitting those that people keep hidden away: for
in either case they are bound to introduce a paradox; for they wll
speak contrary either to nen's professed or to their hidden opinions.

The wi dest range of conmon-place argunent for |eading nmen into
par adoxi cal statement is that which depends on the standards of Nature
and of the Law it is so that both Callicles is drawn as arguing in
the Gorgias, and that all the nmen of old supposed the result to cone
about: for nature (they said) and |l aw are opposites, and justice is
a fine thing by a | egal standard, but not by that of nature.
Accordingly, they said, the man whose statement agrees with the
standard of nature you should neet by the standard of the |law, but the
man who agrees with the law by leading himto the facts of nature: for
in both ways paradoxical statements may be committed. In their view
the standard of nature was the truth, while that of the |law was the
opinion held by the majority. So that it is clear that they, too, used
to try either to refute the answerer or to make hi m make paradoxi ca
statements, just as the nmen of to-day do as well

Sonme questions are such that in both fornms the answer is
par adoxi cal; e.g. 'Qught one to obey the wise or one's father?' and
'Qught one to do what is expedient or what is just? and 'Is it
preferable to suffer injustice or to do an injury? You should | ead



people, then, into views opposite to the majority and to the

phil osophers; if any one speaks as do the expert reasoners, lead him
into opposition to the najority, while if he speaks as do the
majority, then into opposition to the reasoners. For some say that

of necessity the happy man is just, whereas it is paradoxical to the
many that a king should be happy. To lead a nan into paradoxes of this
sort is the sane as to lead himinto the opposition of the standards
of nature and law. for the |aw represents the opinion of the majority,
wher eas phil osophers speak according to the standard of nature and the
truth.
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Par adoxes, then, you should seek to elicit by means of these
conmmon- pl ace rules. Now as for maki ng any one babble, we have
al ready said what we nmean by 'to babble'. This is the object in view
in all argunents of the following kind: If it is all the sane to state
atermand to state its definition, the 'double" and 'double of
half' are the sanme: if then 'double' be the 'double of half', it
will be the 'double of half of half'. And if, instead of 'double',
"doubl e of half' be again put, then the same expression will be
repeated three tinmes, 'double of half of half of half'. Also 'desire
is of the pleasant, isn't it? desire is conation for the pleasant:
accordingly, 'desire' is 'conation for the pleasant for the pleasant'.
Al'l argunents of this kind occur in dealing (1) with any relative
terms which not only have relative genera, but are also thensel ves
relative, and are rendered in relation to one and the same thing, as
e.g. conation is conation for sonmething, and desire is desire of

sonet hi ng, and doubl e is double of sonmething, i.e. double of half:
also in dealing (2) with any termnms which, though they be not
relative terns at all, yet have their substance, viz. the things of

which they are the states or affections or what not, indicated as well
in their definition, they being predicated of these things. Thus

e.g. 'odd' is a 'nunber containing a middle' : but there is an 'odd
nunber': therefore there is a 'nunber-containing-a-mddl e nunber"'.

Al so, if snubness be a concavity of the nose, and there be a snub
nose, there is therefore a 'concave-nose nose'

Peopl e sonetines appear to produce this result, without really
producing it, because they do not add the question whether the
expression 'double', just by itself, has any meaning or no, and if so,
whet her it has the sane neaning, or a different one; but they draw
their conclusion straight away. Still it seenms, inasnuch as the word
is the same, to have the sane neaning as well.

14

We have said before what kind of thing 'solecism is." It is
possi ble both to conmit it, and to seemto do so w thout doing so, and
to do so without seenming to do so. Suppose, as Protagoras used to
say that nenis ("wath') and pelex ('helnet') are masculine:
according to hima man who calls wath a 'destructress' (oul onmenen)
comrmits a solecism though he does not seemto do so to other
peopl e, where he who calls it a 'destructor' (oul omenon) conmits no
sol eci sm though he seens to do so. It is clear, then, that any one
could produce this effect by art as well: and for this reason nany
argunments seemto |ead to sol ecismwhich do not really do so, as
happens in the case of refutations.

Al nost all apparent sol eci sns depend upon the word 'this' (tode),
and upon occasi ons when the inflection denotes neither a masculine nor
a fem nine object but a neuter. For 'he' (outos) signifies a



mascul i ne, and 'she' (aute) feminine; but 'this' (touto), though

meant to signify a neuter, often also signifies one or other of the
former: e.g. '"What is this? 'It is Calliope'; '"it is alog; "it is
Coriscus'. Now in the masculine and feninine the inflections are al
different, whereas in the neuter sone are and sonme are not. Often
then, when 'this' (touto) has been granted, people reason as if 'him
(touton) had been said: and |ikew se al so they substitute one
inflection for another. The fallacy conmes about because 'this

(touto) is a conmmon formof several inflections: for "this' signifies
sonetinmes 'he' (outos) and sonmetines 'him (touton). It should
signify themalternately; when conbined with 'is' (esti) it should be
"he', while with "being" it should be "him: e.g. 'Coriscus

(Kopi skos) is', but 'being Coriscus' (Kopiskon). It happens in the
sanme way in the case of feninine nouns as well, and in the case of the
so-called 'chattels' that have feminine or masculine designations. For
only those nanmes which end in o and n, have the designation proper

to a chattel, e.g. xulon ('log'), schoinion ('rope'); those which do
not end so have that of a nmasculine or fem nine object, though sone of
themwe apply to chattels: e.g. askos ('wineskin') is a masculine
noun, and kline ('bed') a fenminine. For this reason in cases of this
kind as well there will be a difference of the sanme sort between a
construction with '"is' (esti) or with 'being" (to einai). Also,

Sol ecismresenbles in a certain way those refutati ons which are said
to depend on the |ike expression of unlike things. For, just as

there we come upon a naterial solecism so here we cone upon a ver bal
for "man' is both a "matter' for expression and also a 'word': and

so is white'

It is clear, then, that for solecisnms we nmust try to construct our
argunent out of the aforesaid inflections.

These, then, are the types of contentious argunments, and the
subdi vi si ons of those types, and the methods for conducting them
aforesaid. But it makes no little difference if the materials for
putting the question be arranged in a certain nanner with a viewto
conceal nent, as in the case of dialectics. Follow ng then upon what we
have said, this nust be discussed first.
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Wth a viewthen to refutation, one resource is length-for it is
difficult to keep several things in view at once; and to secure |length
the elementary rul es that have been stated before' should be enpl oyed.
One resource, on the other hand, is speed; for when people are left
behi nd they | ook ahead | ess. Mreover, there is anger and
contentiousness, for when agitated everybody is less able to take care
of hinmself. Elenmentary rules for produci ng anger are to nake a show of
the wish to play foul, and to be altogether shanel ess. Mreover, there
is the putting of one's questions alternately, whether one has nore
than one argunment |eading to the sane concl usion, or whether one has
argunents to show both that sonething is so, and that it is not so:
for the result is that he has to be on his guard at the sane tine
ei ther against nore than one line, or against contrary |ines, of
argument. In general, all the nethods described before of producing
conceal nent are useful also for purposes of contentious argunent:
for the object of concealnent is to avoid detection, and the object of
this is to deceive

To counter those who refuse to grant whatever they suppose to help
one's argument, one should put the question negatively, as though
desirous of the opposite answer, or at any rate as though one put
the question without prejudice; for when it is obscure what answer one
wants to secure, people are less refractory. Also when, in dealing



with particulars, a nman grants the individual case, when the induction
i s done you should often not put the universal as a question, but take
it for granted and use it: for sonetines people thensel ves suppose
that they have granted it, and al so appear to the audience to have
done so, for they remenber the induction and assunme that the questions
could not have been put for nothing. In cases where there is no term
to indicate the universal, still you should avail yourself of the
resenbl ance of the particulars to suit your purpose; for resenblance
of ten escapes detection. Also, with a view to obtaining your
prem ss, you ought to put it in your question side by side with its
contrary. E.g. if it were necessary to secure the adnmission that 'A
man shoul d obey his father in everything' , ask 'Should a nan obey
his parents in everything, or disobey themin everything? ; and to
secure that 'A nunmber nultiplied by a | arge nunber is a |large nunber',
ask ' Should one agree that it is a |arge nunber or a small one?" For
then, if conpelled to choose, one will be nmore inclined to think it
a large one: for the placing of their contraries close beside them
makes things ook big to nmen, both relatively and absolutely, and
worse and better.

A strong appearance of having been refuted is often produced by
the nost highly sophistical of all the unfair tricks of questioners,
when wi t hout proving anything, instead of putting their final
proposition as a question, they state it as a conclusion, as though
they had proved that 'Therefore so-and-so is not true

It is also a sophistical trick, when a paradox has been |aid down,
first to propose at the start sone view that is generally accepted,
and then claimthat the answerer shall answer what he thinks about it,
and to put one's question on matters of that kind in the form' Do
you think that...?" For then, if the question be taken as one of the
preni sses of one's argunent, either a refutation or a paradox is bound
toresult; if he grants the view, a refutation; if he refuses to grant
it or even to adnit it as the received opinion, a paradox; if he
refuses to grant it, but adnmits that it is the received opinion
sonething very like a refutation, results.

Moreover, just as in rhetorical discourses, so also in those ained
at refutation, you shoul d exam ne the di screpancies of the
answerer's position either with his own statements, or with those of
persons whom he adnits to say and do aright, noreover with those of
peopl e who are generally supposed to bear that kind of character, or
who are like them or with those of the majority or of all men. Al so
just as answerers, too, often, when they are in process of being
confuted, draw a distinction, if their confutation is just about to
take place, so questioners also should resort to this fromtine to
time to counter objectors, pointing out, supposing that agai nst one
sense of the words the objection holds, but not against the other
that they have taken it in the latter sense, as e.g. C eophon does
in the Mandrobul us. They should al so break off their argunment and
cut down their other lines of attack, while in answering, if a man
perceives this being done beforehand, he should put in his objection
and have his say first. One should also | ead attacks sonetines agai nst
positions other than the one stated, on the understood condition
that one cannot find lines of attack against the view laid dow, as
Lycophron did when ordered to deliver a eulogy upon the lyre. To
counter those who denmand ' Agai nst what are you directing your
effort?', since one is generally thought bound to state the charge
made, while, on the other hand, sone ways of stating it make the
defence too easy, you should state as your aimonly the general result
that al ways happens in refutations, nanmely the contradiction of his
thesis -viz. that your effort is to deny what he has affirnmed, or to
af firmwhat he denied: don't say that you are trying to show t hat



t he know edge of contraries is, or is not, the sane. One nust not
ask one's conclusion in the formof a premiss, while sone
concl usi ons should not even be put as questions at all; one should
take and use it as granted.
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W have now therefore dealt with the sources of questions, and the
nmet hods of questioning in contentious disputations: next we have to
speak of answering, and of how sol utions should be made, and of what
requi res them and of what use is served by argunents of this kind.

The use of them then, is, for philosophy, twofold. For in the first
pl ace, since for the nost part they depend upon the expression, they
put us in a better condition for seeing in how nany senses any termis
used, and what Kkind of resenbl ances and what kind of differences occur
bet ween things and between their nanes. In the second place they are
useful for one's own personal researches; for the man who is easily
conmitted to a fallacy by sone one el se, and does not perceive it,
is likely to incur this fate of hinself also on nany occasions.
Thirdly and lastly, they further contribute to one's reputation
viz. the reputation of being well trained in everything, and not
i nexperienced in anything: for that a party to argunents should find
fault with them if he cannot definitely point out their weakness,
creates a suspicion, nmaking it seemas though it were not the truth of
the matter but nerely inexperience that put himout of tenper

Answerers may clearly see how to nmeet argunents of this kind, if our
previous account was right of the sources whence fallacies canme, and
al so our distinctions adequate of the forms of dishonesty in putting
guestions. But it is not the same thing take an argunment in one's hand
and then to see and solve its faults, as it is to be able to neet it
qui ckly while being subjected to questions: for what we know, we often
do not know in a different context. Moreover, just as in other
thi ngs speed is enhanced by training, so it is with argunments too,
so that supposing we are unpracti sed, even though a point be clear
to us, we are often too late for the right nonent. Sonetinmes too it
happens as with diagranms; for there we can sonetines anal yse the
figure, but not construct it again: so too in refutations, though we
know t he thing on which the connexion of the argunent depends, we
still are at a loss to split the argunment apart.

17

First then, just as we say that we ought sometines to choose to
prove sonething in the general estimation rather than in truth, so
al so we have sonetinmes to solve argunents rather in the genera
estimation than according to the truth. For it is a general rule in
fighting contentious persons, to treat themnot as refuting, but as
nerely appearing to refute: for we say that they don't really prove
their case, so that our object in correcting themnust be to dispe
t he appearance of it. For if refutation be an unanbi guous
contradiction arrived at fromcertain views, there could be no need to
draw di stinctions agai nst anphi boly and anbiguity: they do not
effect a proof. The only notive for drawing further distinctions is
that the conclusion reached | ooks Iike a refutation. \What, then, we
have to beware of, is not being refuted, but seenming to be, because of
course the asking of anphibolies and of questions that turn upon
anbiguity, and all the other tricks of that kind, conceal even a
genui ne refutation, and make it uncertain who is refuted and who is
not. For since one has the right at the end, when the conclusion is
drawn, to say that the only denial made of One's statenent is



anbi guous, no matter how precisely he nay have addressed his

argunent to the very sanme point as oneself, it is not clear whether
one has been refuted: for it is not clear whether at the nonent one is
speaking the truth. I1f, on the other hand, one had drawn a

di stinction, and questioned himon the anbi guous term or the

anphi boly, the refutation would not have been a matter of uncertainty.
Also what is incidentally the object of contentious arguers, though

| ess so nowadays than fornmerly, would have been fulfilled, nanely that
t he person questioned should answer either 'Yes' or 'No': whereas
nowadays the inproper forms in which questioners put their questions
conpel the party questioned to add sonmething to his answer in
correction of the faultiness of the proposition as put: for certainly,
i f the questioner distinguishes his neaning adequately, the answerer
is bound to reply either 'Yes' or 'No'.

If any one is going to suppose that an argunment which turns upon
anbiguity is a refutation, it will be inpossible for an answerer to
escape being refuted in a sense: for in the case of visible objects
one is bound of necessity to deny the termone has asserted, and to
assert what one has denied. For the renedy which sone peopl e have
for this is quite unavailing. They say, not that Coriscus is both
nmusi cal and unnusical, but that this Coriscus is nusical and this
Coriscus unnusical. But this will not do, for to say '"this Coriscus is

unnusical', or 'musical', and to say 'this Coriscus' is so, is to
use the sanme expression: and this he is both affirnmi ng and denying
at once. 'But perhaps they do not nean the same.' Well, nor did the

sinmple nane in the forner case: so where is the difference? If,
however, he is to ascribe to the one person the sinple title
"Coriscus', while to the other he is to add the prefix 'one' or
"this', he cormits an absurdity: for the latter is no nore
applicable to the one than to the other: for to whichever he adds
it, it nakes no difference.

Al'l the sanme, since if a man does not distinguish the senses of an
anphiboly, it is not clear whether he has been confuted or has not
been confuted, and since in argunents the right to distinguish themis
granted, it is evident that to grant the question sinply wthout
drawi ng any distinction is a mistake, so that, even if not the man
hinsel f, at any rate his argunment | ooks as though it had been refuted.
It often happens, however, that, though they see the anphi boly, people
hesitate to draw such distinctions, because of the dense crowd of
persons who propose questions of the kind, in order that they may
not be thought to be obstructionists at every turn: then, though
t hey woul d never have supposed that that was the point on which the
argument turned, they often find thensel ves faced by a paradox.
Accordingly, since the right of drawing the distinction is granted,
one should not hesitate, as has been said before.

I f people never nade two questions into one question, the fallacy
that turns upon anbiguity and anphi boly woul d not have existed either
but either genuine refutation or none. For what is the difference
bet ween asking 'Are Callias and Them stocles nusical ?” and what one
m ght have asked if they, being different, had had one nane? For if
the term applied neans nore than one thing, he has asked nore than one
question. If then it be not right to demand sinply to be given a
single answer to two questions, it is evident that it is not proper to
give a sinple answer to any anmbi guous question, not even if the
predi cate be true of all the subjects, as sone claimthat one
should. For this is exactly as though he had asked 'Are Coriscus and
Callias at home or not at honme?', supposing themto be both in or both
out: for in both cases there is a nunber of propositions: for though
the sinple answer be true, that does not nmeke the question one. For it
is possible for it to be true to answer even countless different



guestions when put to one, all together with either a 'Yes' or a 'No':
but still one should not answer themw th a single answer: for that is
the death of discussion. Rather, the case is |like as though

different things has actually had the sane nane applied to them |If

t hen, one should not give a single answer to two questions, it is

evi dent that we should not say sinply 'Yes' or 'No' in the case of

anbi guous ternms either: for the remark is sinply a remark, not an
answer at all, although anong di sputants such remarks are | oosely
deermed to be answers, because they do not see what the consequence is.

As we said, then, inasnuch as certain refutations are generally
taken for such, though not such really, in the same way also certain
solutions will be generally taken for solutions, though not really
such. Now these, we say, nust sonetines be advanced rather than the
true solutions in contentious reasonings and in the encounter wth
anmbi guity. The proper answer in saying what one thinks is to say
"Granted'; for in that way the Iikelihood of being refuted on a side
issue is mininmzed. If, on the other hand, one is conpelled to say
sonet hi ng paradoxi cal, one should then be nost careful to add that 'it
seenms' so: for in that way one avoids the inpression of being either
refuted or paradoxical. Since it is clear what is nmeant by 'begging
the original question', and people think that they nmust at all costs
overthrow the premisses that |lie near the conclusion, and plead in
excuse for refusing to grant himsone of themthat he is begging the
original question, so whenever any one clains fromus a point such
as is bound to follow as a consequence fromour thesis, but is false
or paradoxical, we nust plead the sane: for the necessary consequences
are generally held to be a part of the thesis itself. Moreover
whenever the universal has been secured not under a definite name, but
by a conparison of instances, one should say that the questioner
assumes it not in the sense in which it was granted nor in which he
proposed it in the premiss: for this too is a point upon which a
refutation often depends.

If one is debarred fromthese defences one nust pass to the argunent
that the conclusion has not been properly shown, approaching it in the
light of the aforesaid distinction between the different kinds of
fallacy.

In the case, then, of nanes that are used literally one is bound
to answer either sinply or by drawing a distinction: the tacit
understandings inplied in our statenents, e.g. in answer to
questions that are not put clearly but elliptically-it is upon this
that the consequent refutation depends. For exanple, 'Is what
bel ongs to Athenians the property of Athenians?' Yes. 'And so it is
i kewi se in other cases. But observe; man belongs to the anim
ki ngdom doesn't he?" Yes. 'Then man is the property of the anina
kingdom' But this is a fallacy: for we say that nan 'belongs to
t he ani mal ki ngdom because he is an animal, just as we say that
Lysander 'belongs to' the Spartans, because he is a Spartan. It is
evident, then, that where the preniss put forward is not clear, one
must not grant it sinply.

Wienever of two things it is generally thought that if the one is
true the other is true of necessity, whereas, if the other is true,
the first is not true of necessity, one should, if asked which of them
is true, grant the smaller one: for the larger the nunber of
premi sses, the harder it is to draw a conclusion fromthem |If, again,
the sophist tries to secure that has a contrary while B has not,
suppose what he says is true, you should say that each has a contrary,
only for the one there is no established nane.

Since, again, in regard to sone of the views they express, nost
peopl e woul d say that any one who did not adnit themwas telling a
fal sehood, while they would not say this in regard to sone, e.g. to



any matters whereon opinion is divided (for nost people have no
di stinct view whether the soul of animals is destructible or
immortal ), accordingly (1) it is uncertain in which of two senses
the preni ss proposed is usually neant-whether as maxins are (for
peopl e call by the name of 'naxinms' both true opinions and genera
assertions) or like the doctrine 'the diagonal of a square is
i nconmensurate with its side': and noreover (2) whenever opinions
are divided as to the truth, we then have subjects of which it is very
easy to change the term nol ogy undetected. For because of the
uncertainty in which of the two senses the prem ss contains the truth,
one will not be thought to be playing any trick, while because of
the division of opinion, one will not be thought to be telling a
fal sehood. Change the terninology therefore, for the change will
make the position irrefutable.

Mor eover, whenever one foresees any question com ng, one should
put in one's objection and have one's say beforehand: for by doing
so one is likely to enbarrass the questioner nost effectually.
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I nasmuch as a proper solution is an exposure of false reasoning,
showi ng on what kind of question the falsity depends, and whereas
'fal se reasoning’ has a double neaning-for it is used either if a
fal se concl usion has been proved, or if there is only an apparent
proof and no real one-there nust be both the kind of solution just
described,' and also the correction of a nmerely apparent proof, so
as to show upon which of the questions the appearance depends. Thus it
cones about that one solves argunments that are properly reasoned by
denol i shing them whereas one solves nerely apparent argunments by
drawi ng di stinctions. Again, inasmuch as of argunments that are
properly reasoned sone have a true and others a fal se concl usion
those that are false in respect of their conclusion it is possible
to solve in two ways; for it is possible both by denolishing one of
the preni sses asked, and by show ng that the conclusion is not the
real state of the case: those, on the other hand, that are false in
respect of the prenisses can be solved only by a denolition of one
of them for the conclusion is true. So that those who wi sh to solve
an argunent should in the first place ook and see if it is properly
reasoned, or is unreasoned; and next, whether the conclusion be true
or false, in order that we may effect the solution either by draw ng
sone distinction or by denolishing sonmething, and denolishing it
either in this way or in that, as was laid down before. There is a
very great deal of difference between solving an argunent when being
subj ected to questions and when not: for to foresee traps is
difficult, whereas to see themat one's leisure is easier
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O the refutations, then, that depend upon anbiguity and anphi boly
sone contain sone question with nore than one neaning, while others
contain a conclusion bearing a nunber of senses: e.g. in the proof
that 'speaking of the silent' is possible, the conclusion has a double
nmeani ng, while in the proof that 'he who knows does not understand
what he knows' one of the questions contains an anphiboly. A so the
doubl e- edged saying is true in one context but not in another: it
nmeans sonet hing that is and something that is not.

Whenever, then, the many senses lie in the conclusion no
refutation takes place unless the sophist secures as well the
contradi ction of the conclusion he neans to prove; e.g. in the proof
that 'seeing of the blind is possible: for wthout the



contradiction there was no refutation. Whenever, on the other hand,
the many senses lie in the questions, there is no necessity to begin
by denyi ng the doubl e-edged preniss: for this was not the goal of
the argunent but only its support. At the start, then, one should
reply with regard to an anbiguity, whether of a termor of a phrase
in this manner, that 'in one sense it is so, and in another not so'
as e.g. that 'speaking of the silent' is in one sense possible but

i n anot her not possible: also that in one sense 'one should do what
nmust needs be done', but not in another: for 'what nust needs be'
bears a nunmber of senses. If, however, the anbiguity escapes one,

one should correct it at the end by making an addition to the
qguestion: 'lIs speaking of the silent possible? 'No, but to speak of
while he is silent is possible.' Also, in cases which contain the
anbiguity in their premnmisses, one should reply in |like manner: 'Do
peopl e-t hen not understand what they know? "Yes, but not those who
know it in the nanner described' : for it is not the sane thing to
say that 'those who know cannot understand what they know , and to say
that 'those who know sonmething in this particular manner cannot do
so'. In general, too, even though he draws his conclusion in a quite
unanbi guous manner, one should contend that what he has negated is not
the fact which one has asserted but only its name; and that
therefore there is no refutation
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It is evident also how one should solve those refutations that
depend upon the division and conbination of words: for if the
expression neans sonet hing different when divided and when conbi ned,
as soon as one's opponent draws his concl usion one should take the
expression in the contrary way. Al such expressions as the
foll owi ng depend upon the conbination or division of the words: 'Was X
bei ng beaten with that with which you saw hi m bei ng beaten?' and
'"Did you see himbeing beaten with that with which he was being
beaten?' This fallacy has also in it an elenent of anphiboly in the
questions, but it really depends upon conbi nati on. For the neaning
t hat depends upon the division of the words is not really a double
nmeani ng (for the expression when divided is not the sane), unless al so
the word that is pronounced, according to its breathing, as eros and
eros is a case of double neaning. (In witing, indeed, a word is the
sane whenever it is witten of the same letters and in the sane
manner - and even there peopl e nowadays put marks at the side to
show t he pronunci ation- but the spoken words are not the sane.)
Accordingly an expression that depends upon division is not an
anmbi guous one. It is evident also that not all refutations depend upon
anbiguity as sone people say they do.

The answerer, then, nust divide the expression: for
"I - saw a- man- bei ng- beaten with nmy eyes' is not the sane as to say '|
saw a nman bei ng-beaten-with-my-eyes'. Also there is the argunment of
Eut hydenus proving ' Then you know now in Sicily that there are
triremes in Piraeus': and again, 'Can a good nan who is a cobbler be

bad?' 'No.' 'But a good man nay be a bad cobbler: therefore a good
cobbler will be bad.' Again, 'Things the know edge of which is good
are good things to learn, aren't they?' 'Yes.' 'The know edge,
however, of evil is good: therefore evil is a good thing to know.'
"Yes. But, you see, evil is both evil and a thing-to-learn, so that
evil is an evil-thing-to-learn, although the know edge of evils is
good.' Again, 'Is it true to say in the present nonent that you are
born?' 'Yes.' 'Then you are born in the present nonment.' 'No; the

expression as divided has a different neaning: for it is true to
say-in-the-present-nonment that "you are born", but not "You are



born-in-the-present-noment".' Again, 'Could you do what you can, and
as you can?' 'Yes.' 'But when not harping, you have the power to harp
and therefore you could harp when not harping.' 'No: he has not the
power to harp-while-not-harping; nerely, when he is not doing it, he
has the power to do it.' Some people solve this last refutation in
anot her way as well. For, they say, if he has granted that he can do
anything in the way he can, still it does not follow that he can

harp when not harping: for it has not been granted that he will do
anything in every way in which he can; and it is not the sane thing

to do a thing in the way he can' and 'to do it in every way in which
he can'. But evidently they do not solve it properly: for of argunents
t hat depend upon the sanme point the solution is the sanme, whereas this
will not fit all cases of the kind nor yet all ways of putting the
questions: it is valid against the questioner, but not against his

ar gument .
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Accentuation gives rise to no fallacious argunents, either as
written or as spoken, except perhaps sone few that mnight be nade up
e.g. the following argunent. 'Is ou katalueis a house?" 'Yes.' 'Is
then ou katal ueis the negation of katalueis? 'Yes.' 'But you
said that ou katalueis is a house: therefore the house is a
negati on.' How one should solve this, is clear: for the word does
not nmean the sane when spoken with an acuter and when spoken with a
graver accent.
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It is clear al so how one nust neet those fallacies that depend on
the identical expressions of things that are not identical, seeing
that we are in possession of the kinds of predications. For the one
man, say, has granted, when asked, that a term denoting a substance
does not belong as an attribute, while the other has shown that sone
attribute belongs which is in the Category of Relation or of Quantity,
but is usually thought to denote a substance because of its

expression; e.g. in the following argunent: 'Is it possible to be
doi ng and to have done the same thing at the same tinme?" 'No.' 'But,
you see, it is surely possible to be seeing and to have seen the

sane thing at the same time, and in the sane aspect.' Again, 'Is any
node of passivity a node of activity?' 'No.' 'Then "he is cut", "he is
burnt", "he is struck by sonme sensible object" are alike in expression
and all denote sonme formof passivity, while again "to say", "to run"

"to see" are like one |like one another in expression: but, you see,
"to see" is surely a formof being struck by a sensible object;
therefore it is at the sane tinme a formof passivity and of activity.'
Suppose, however, that in that case any one, after granting that it is
not possible to do and to have done the sanme thing in the sane tine,
were to say that it is possible to see and to have seen it, still he
has not yet been refuted, suppose himto say that 'to see' is not a
formof 'doing' (activity) but of 'passivity': for this question is
required as well, though he is supposed by the listener to have
already granted it, when he granted that "to cut' is a form of
present, and 'to have cut' a formof past, activity, and so on with
the other things that have a |ike expression. For the |listener adds
the rest by hinself, thinking the neaning to be alike: whereas

really the nmeaning is not alike, though it appears to be so because of
t he expression. The sane thing happens here as happens in cases of
anmbiguity: for in dealing with anbi guous expressions the tyro in
argunent supposes the sophist to have negated the fact which he (the



tyro) affirmed, and not nmerely the nane: whereas there still wants the
guesti on whet her in using the anbi guous term he had a single neaning
inview for if he grants that that was so, the refutation will be

ef f ect ed.

Li ke the above are also the followi ng arguments. It is asked if a
man has | ost what he once had and afterwards has not: for a nan wll
no | onger have ten dice even though he has only | ost one die. No:
rather it is that he has |ost what he had before and has not now
but there is no necessity for himto have | ost as nmuch or as many
things as he has not now. So then, he asks the questions as to what he
has, and draws the conclusion as to the whole nunber that he has:
for ten is a nunber. If then he had asked to begin w th, whether a man
no | onger having the nunber of things he once had has |ost the whole
nunber, no one would have granted it, but would have said 'Either
t he whol e nunber or one of them. Also there is the argunent that
man may gi ve what he has not got': for he has not got only one die.

No: rather it is that he has given not what he had not got, but in a
manner in which he had not got it, viz. just the one. For the word
"only' does not signify a particular substance or quality or nunber
but a manner relation, e.g. that it is not coupled with any other

It is therefore just as if he had asked 'Could a man give what he

has not got?' and, on being given the answer 'No', were to ask if a
man could give a thing quickly when he had not got it quickly, and, on
this being granted, were to conclude that 'a man could give what he
had not got'. It is quite evident that he has not proved his point:

for to 'give quickly' is not to give a thing, but to give in a certain
manner; and a man could certainly give a thing in a manner in which he
has not got it, e.g. he might have got it with pleasure and give it
with pain.

Li ke these are also all argunents of the following kind: 'Could a
man strike a blow with a hand which he has not got, or see with an eye
whi ch he has not got?' For he has not got only one eye. Sonme people
solve this case, where a man has nore than one eye, or nore than one
of anything else, by saying also that he has only one. Qthers al so
solve it as they solve the refutation of the view that 'what a man
has, he has received' : for A gave only one vote; and certainly B, they
say, has only one vote fromA Ohers, again, proceed by denolishing
strai ght away the proposition asked, and admitting that it is quite
possi bl e to have what one has not received; e.g. to have received
sweet wine, but then, owing to its going bad in the course of receipt,
to have it sour. But, as was said also above,' all these persons
direct their solutions against the man, not against his argunent.

For if this were a genuine solution, then, suppose any one to grant

t he opposite, he could find no solution, just as happens in other
cases; e.g. suppose the true solution to be 'So-and-so is partly

true and partly not', then, if the answerer grants the expression

wi t hout any qualification, the sophist's conclusion follows. If, on

t he other hand, the conclusion does not follow then that could not be
the true solution: and what we say in regard to the foregoing exanpl es

a

is that, even if all the sophist's prem sses be granted, still no
proof is effected.

Moreover, the following too belong to this group of argunents. 'If
sonething be in witing did sone one wite it?" 'Yes.' "But it is

now in witing that you are seated-a false statement, though it was
true at the tine when it was witten: therefore the statenent that was
witten is at the same tine false and true.' But this is fallacious,
for the falsity or truth of a statement or opinion indicates not a
substance but a quality: for the sane account applies to the case of
an opinion as well. Again, 'Is what a | earner |earns what he

| earns?' 'Yes.' 'But suppose sone one |learns "slow' quick'. Then his



(the sophist's) words denote not what the |earner |earns but how he
learns it. Also, 'Does a man tread upon what he wal ks through?
"Yes.' 'But X wal ks through a whole day.' No, rather the words
denote not what he wal ks through, but when he wal ks; just as when
any one uses the words 'to drink the cup' he denotes not what he
drinks, but the vessel out of which he drinks. Also, 'Is it either
by | earning or by discovery that a man knows what he knows?' 'Yes.'

' But suppose that of a pair of things he has discovered one and

| earned the other, the pair is not known to himby either nethod.' No:
"what' he knows, neans' every single thing' he knows, individually;
but this does not mean 'all the things' he knows, collectively. Again,
there is the proof that there is a 'third man' distinct from Man and
fromindividual nen. But that is a fallacy, for 'Man', and indeed
every general predicate, denotes not an individual substance, but a
particular quality, or the being related to sonething in a
particul ar manner, or sonething of that sort. Likew se also in the
case of 'Coriscus' and 'Coriscus the nusician' there is the problem
Are they the sanme or different?' For the one denotes an individual
substance and the other a quality, so that it cannot be isol ated;
though it is not the isolation which creates the "third man', but
the adnmission that it is an individual substance. For 'Man' cannot
be an individual substance, as Callias is. Nor is the case inproved
one whit even if one were to call the clenment he has isolated not an
i ndi vi dual substance but a quality: for there will still be the one
besi de the many, just as 'Man' was. It is evident then that one nust
not grant that what is a common predicate applying to a class
universally is an individual substance, but nust say that denotes
either a quality, or a relation, or a quantity, or sonething of that
ki nd.
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It is a general rule in dealing with arguments that depend on
| anguage that the solution always follows the opposite of the point on
whi ch the argunment turns: e.g. if the argunent depends upon
conbi nation, then the solution consists in division; if upon division
then in conbination. Again, if it depends on an acute accent, the
solution is a grave accent; if on a grave accent, it is an acute. If
it depends on anbiguity, one can solve it by using the opposite
term e.g. if you find yourself calling sonething inani mate, despite
your previous denial that it was so, show in what sense it is alive:
if, on the other hand, one has declared it to be inanimate and the
sophi st has proved it to be animate, say how it is inaninate. Likew se
also in a case of anphiboly. If the argunent depends on |ikeness of
expression, the opposite will be the solution. 'Could a nan give
what he has not got? 'No, not what he has not got; but he could give
it in away in which he has not got it, e.g. one die by itself.'
Does a man know either by learning or by discovery each thing that
he knows, singly? but not the things that he knows, collectively.'
Al so a man treads, perhaps, on any thing he wal ks through, but not
on the time he wal ks through. Likewi se also in the case of the other
exanpl es.
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In dealing with argunents that depend on Accident, one and the
sane solution neets all cases. For since it is indeterm nate when an
attribute should be ascribed to a thing, in cases where it bel ongs
to the accident of the thing, and since in sone cases it is
general ly agreed and people adnit that it belongs, while in others



they deny that it need belong, we should therefore, as soon as the
concl usi on has been drawn, say in answer to themall alike, that there
is no need for such an attribute to belong. One nust, however, be
prepared to adduce an exanple of the kind of attribute nmeant. Al
argunents such as the followi ng depend upon Accident. 'Do you know
what | am going to ask you? you know t he man who i s approaching', or
"the man in the mask'? 'Is the statue your work of art?' or 'Is the
dog your father?" 'Is the product of a small nunber with a smal

number a small nunber?' For it is evident in all these cases that
there is no necessity for the attribute which is true of the thing's
accident to be true of the thing as well. For only to things that

are indistinguishable and one in essence is it generally agreed that
all the sane attributes belong; whereas in the case of a good thing,
to be good is not the sane as to be going to be the subject of a
guestion; nor in the case of a man approaching, or wearing a mask

is 'to be approaching' the sanme thing as 'to be Coriscus', so that
suppose | know Coriscus, but do not know the man who is approaching,
it still isn'"t the case that | both know and do not know the sane nan
nor, again, if this is mne and is also a work of art, is it therefore
my work of art, but ny property or thing or sonething else. (The
solution is after the same manner in the other cases as well.)

Sone solve these refutati ons by denolishing the original proposition
asked: for they say that it is possible to know and not to know the
sane thing, only not in the sane respect: accordingly, when they don't
know the man who is coming towards them but do know Corsicus, they
assert that they do know and don't know the sane object, but not in
the sane respect. Yet, as we have already remarked, the correction
of argunents that depend upon the sane point ought to be the saneg,
whereas this one will not stand if one adopts the sane principle in
regard not to knowi ng sonething, but to being, or to beingis ain a
certain state, e.g. suppose that X is father, and is also yours: for
if in some cases this is true and it is possible to know and not to
know the sane thing, yet with that case the solution stated has
nothing to do. Certainly there is nothing to prevent the sanme argunent
from having a nunber of flaws; but it is not the exposition of any and
every fault that constitutes a solution: for it is possible for a
man to show that a fal se conclusion has been proved, but not to show
on what it depends, e.g. in the case of Zeno's argunent to prove
that nmotion is inpossible. So that even if any one were to try to

establish that this doctrine is an inpossible one, he still is
m st aken, and even if he proved his case ten thousand tinmes over,
still this is no solution of Zeno's argunent: for the solution was al

al ong an exposition of false reasoning, showing on what its falsity
depends. If then he has not proved his case, or is trying to establish
even a true proposition, or a false one, in a false manner, to point
this out is a true solution. Possibly, indeed, the present

suggestion may very well apply in some cases: but in these cases, at
any rate, not even this would be generally agreed: for he knows both
that Coriscus is Coriscus and that the approaching figure is
approachi ng. To know and not to know the same thing is generally

t hought to be possible, when e.g. one knows that X is white, but

does not realize that he is nusical: for in that way he does know

and not know the sane thing, though not in the same respect. But as to
t he approaching figure and Coriscus he knows both that it is
approaching and that he is Coriscus.

A like mstake to that of those whomwe have nentioned is that of
those who solve the proof that every number is a snall nunber: for if,
when the conclusion is not proved, they pass this over and say that
a concl usion has been proved and is true, on the ground that every
nunber is both great and small, they nmake a ni stake.



Some peopl e also use the principle of ambiguity to solve the
af oresai d reasonings, e.g. the proof that 'X is your father', or

son', or 'slave'. Yet it is evident that if the appearance a proof
depends upon a plurality of neanings, the term or the expression in
guestion, ought to bear a nunber of literal senses, whereas no one
speaks of A as being 'B's child" inthe literal sense, if Bis the
child' s master, but the conbination depends upon Accident. 'Is A
yours?' 'Yes.' "And is A a child?" 'Yes.' 'Then the child Ais yours,'
because he happens to be both yours and a child; but he is not 'your
child'.

There is also the proof that 'sonething "of evils" is good ; for
wi sdomis a 'know edge "of evils"'. But the expression that this is
"of so and-so' (='so-and-so's') has not a number of neanings: it means
that it is 'so-and-so's property'. W may suppose of course, on the
other hand, that it has a nunber of neanings-for we al so say that
man is 'of the animals', though not their property; and al so that
any termrelated to 'evils' in a way expressed by a genitive case is
on that account a so-and-so 'of evils', though it is not one of the
evils-but in that case the apparently different neani ngs seemto
depend on whether the termis used relatively or absolutely. 'Yet it
is conceivably possible to find a real anbiguity in the phrase
"Somet hing of evils is good".' Perhaps, but not with regard to the
phrase in question. It would occur nore nearly, suppose that 'A
servant is good of the w cked'; though perhaps it is not quite found
even there: for a thing may be 'good' and be 'X s' w thout being at
the same time 'X's good'. Nor is the saying that 'Man is of the
ani mal s' a phrase with a nunber of neanings: for a phrase does not
becone possessed of a nunber of neanings nerely suppose we express
it elliptically: for we express '"Gve nme the Iliad by quoting half
aline of it, e.g. '"Gve ne "Sing, goddess, of the wath..."'
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Those argunents whi ch depend upon an expression that is valid of a
particular thing, or in a particular respect, or place, or manner
or relation, and not valid absolutely, should be solved by considering
the conclusion in relation to its contradictory, to see if any of
t hese things can possi bly have happened to it. For it is inpossible
for contraries and opposites and an affirmative and a negative to
bel ong to the same thing absolutely; there is, however, nothing to
prevent each from belonging in a particular respect or relation or
manner, or to prevent one of themfrom belonging in a particular
respect and the other absolutely. So that if this one bel ongs
absolutely and that one in a particular respect, there is as yet no
refutation. This is a feature one has to find in the conclusion by
examning it in conmparison with its contradictory.

Al argunments of the follow ng kind have this feature: '"Is it
possi ble for what is-not to be? "No." But, you see, it is sonething,
despite its not being.' Likewi se also, Being will not be; for it
will not he some particular formof being. Is it possible for the sane
man at the sane tine to be a keeper and a breaker of his oath?" 'Can
the sane nman at the sane tine both obey and di sobey the sane nman?'
O isn't it the case that being sonething in particular and Being
are not the sane? On the other hand, Not-being, even if it be
sonet hi ng, need not al so have absolute '"being' as well. Nor if a man
keeps his oath in this particular instance or in this particular
respect, is he bound also to be a keeper of oaths absolutely, but he
who swears that he will break his oath, and then breaks it, keeps this
particular oath only; he is not a keeper of his oath: nor is the
di sobedi ent nan 'obedient', though he obeys one particul ar conmand.



The argunent is similar, also, as regards the probl em whether the sane
man can at the same tinme say what is both false and true: but it
appears to be a troubl esone question because it is not easy to see

in which of the two connexions the word 'absolutely' is to be
rendered-with "true' or with 'false'. There is, however, nothing to
prevent it from being fal se absolutely, though true in sone particul ar
respect or relation, i.e. being true in some things, though not 'true
absolutely. Likew se also in cases of sonme particular relation and
place and tine. For all argunents of the follow ng kind depend upon

this.' Is health, or wealth, a good thing? 'Yes.' '"But to the foo
who does not use it aright it is not a good thing: therefore it is
both good and not good.' 'Is health, or political power, a good

thing?' 'Yes. "But sonetinmes it is not particularly good: therefore
the sane thing is both good and not good to the sane nan.' O rather
there is nothing to prevent a thing, though good absol utely, being not
good to a particular man, or being good to a particular nan, and yet

not good or here. 'Is that which the prudent man woul d not wi sh, an
evil? "Yes.' 'But to get rid of, he would not wish the good:
therefore the good is an evil.' But that is a nmistake; for it is not
the sane thing to say ' The good is an evil' and 'to get rid of the
good is an evil'. Likewi se also the argunment of the thief is mistaken
For it is not the case that if the thief is an evil thing, acquiring
things is also evil: what he wi shes, therefore, is not what is evi

but what is good; for to acquire something good is good. Also, disease
is an evil thing, but not to get rid of disease. 'Is the just
preferable to the unjust, and what takes place justly to what takes
pl ace unjustly? 'Yes.' 'But to to be put to death unjustly is
preferable.' '"Is it just that each should have his own?' 'Yes.' 'But

what ever decisions a man conmes to on the strength of his persona
opinion, even if it be a false opinion, are valid in law therefore
the sane result is both just and unjust.' Also, should one decide in
favour of him who says what is unjust?' 'The forner.' 'But you see, it
is just for the injured party to say fully the things he has suffered;
and these are fallacies. For because to suffer a thing unjustly is
preferabl e, unjust ways are not therefore preferable, though in this
particul ar case the unjust may very well be better than the just.

Al so, to have one's own is just, while to have what is another's is
not just: all the sane, the decision in question nmay very well be a
just decision, whatever it be that the opinion of the nan who gave the
deci si on supports: for because it is just in this particular case or
in this particular manner, it is not also just absolutely. Likew se

al so, though things are unjust, there is nothing to prevent the
speaki ng of them being just: for because to speak of things is just,
there is no necessity that the things should be just, any nore than
because to speak of things be of use, the things need be of use.

Li kewi se also in the case of what is just. So that it is not the

case that because the things spoken of are unjust, the victory goes to
hi m who speaks unjust things: for he speaks of things that are just to
speak of, though absolutely, i.e. to suffer, they are unjust.
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Ref utations that depend on the definition of a refutation nust,
according to the plan sketched above, be net by conparing together the
conclusion with its contradictory, and seeing that it shall involve
the sane attribute in the sanme respect and rel ati on and nanner and
time. If this additional question be put at the start, you should
not admit that it is inpossible for the same thing to be both double
and not double, but grant that it is possible, only not in such a
way as was agreed to constitute a refutation of your case. Al the



foll owi ng argunents depend upon a point of that kind. 'Does a nman
who knows A to be A know the thing called A?" and in the sane way,
'is one who is ignhorant that Ais Aignorant of the thing called A?

"Yes.' 'But one who knows that Coriscus is Coriscus might be

i gnorant of the fact that he is nusical, so that he both knows and
is ignorant of the same thing.' |Is a thing four cubits |ong greater
than a thing three cubits long? 'Yes.' 'But a thing mght grow from

three to four cubits in length; 'now what is 'greater' is greater than
a 'less': accordingly the thing in question will be both greater and
less than itself in the sane respect.
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As to refutations that depend on beggi ng and assuming the origina
point to be proved, suppose the nature of the question to be
obvi ous, one should not grant it, even though it be a view generally
hel d, but should tell himthe truth. Suppose, however, that it escapes
one, then, thanks to the badness of argunents of that kind, one should
make one's error recoil upon the questioner, and say that he has
brought no argunent: for a refutation nust be proved independently
of the original point. Secondly, one should say that the point was
granted under the inpression that he intended not to use it as a
premi ss, but to reason against it, in the opposite way fromthat
adopted in refutati ons on side issues.
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Al so, those refutations that bring one to their conclusion through
t he consequent you should show up in the course of the argunent
itself. The node in which consequences followis twofold. For the
argunent either is that as the universal follows on its
particular-as (e.g.) '"animal' follows from'nan'-so does the
particular on its universal: for the claimis made that if A is always
found with B, then B also is always found with A. O else it
proceeds by way of the opposites of the terms involved: for if A
follows B, it is claimed that A's opposite will follow B s opposite.
On this latter claimthe argument of Melissus al so depends: for he
claims that because that which has conme to be has a begi nning, that
whi ch has not cone to be has none, so that if the heaven has not
cone to be, it is also eternal. But that is not so; for the sequence
is vice versa

29

In the case of any refutations whose reasoni ng depends on sone
addition, |ook and see if upon its subtraction the absurdity follows
none the less: and then if so, the answerer should point this out, and
say that he granted the addition not because he really thought it, but
for the sake of the argunent, whereas the questioner has not used it
for the purpose of his argunent at all.
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To neet those refutations which nake several questions into one, one
shoul d draw a distinction between them straight away at the start. For
a question nmust be single to which there is a single answer, so that
one nmust not affirmor deny several things of one thing, nor one thing
of many, but one of one. But just as in the case of anbiguous terns,
an attribute belongs to a termsonetimes in both its senses, and
sonetines in neither, so that a sinple answer does one, as it happens,



no harm despite the fact that the question is not sinple, so it is

in these cases of double questions too. Wenever, then, the severa
attributes belong to the one subject, or the one to the nany, the

man who gives a sinple answer encounters no obstacle even though he
has committed this nistake: but whenever an attribute bel ongs to one
subject but not to the other, or there is a question of a nunber of
attributes belonging to a nunber of subjects and in one sense both

bel ong to both, while in another sense, again, they do not, then there
is trouble, so that one nust beware of this. Thus (e.g.) in the

foll owi ng argunents: Supposing to be good and B evil, you will, if you
give a single answer about both, be conpelled to say that it is true
to call these good, and that it is true to call themevil and |ikew se
to call them neither good nor evil (for each of them has not each
character), so that the same thing will be both good and evil and
neither good nor evil. Also, since everything is the same as itself
and different fromanything el se, inasnuch as the nan who answers
doubl e questions sinply can be made to say that several things are
"the sanme' not as other things but 'as thenselves', and also that they
are different fromthenselves, it follows that the sane things nmust be
both the sane as and different fromthensel ves. Mreover, if what is
good becones evil while what is evil is good, then they nust both
beconme two. So of two unequal things each being equal to itself, it
will follow that they are both equal and unequal to thensel ves.

Now t hese refutations fall into the province of other solutions as
well: for '"both' and 'all' have nore than one nmeaning, so that the
resulting affirmati on and deni al of the sanme thing does not occur
except verbally: and this is not what we neant by a refutation. But it
is clear that if there be not put a single question on a nunber of
poi nts, but the answerer has affirmed or denied one attribute only
of one subject only, the absurdity will not cone to pass.
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Wth regard to those who draw one into repeating the sane thing a
number of times, it is clear that one nust not grant that predications
of relative terns have any neaning in abstraction by thensel ves,

e.g. that 'double' is a significant termapart fromthe whol e phrase
"doubl e of half' nerely on the ground that it figures in it. For ten
figures in '"ten minus one' and in 'not do', and generally the
affirmation in the negation; but for all that, suppose any one were to
say, 'This is not white', he does not say that it is white. The bare
word 'double', one may perhaps say, has not even any neaning at all
any nore than has 'the' in 'the half': and even if it has a meaning,
yet it has not the sane neaning as in the conbination. Nor is

"knowl edge' the same thing in a specific branch of it (suppose it,
e.g. to be 'nedical know edge') as it is in general: for in general it
was the ' know edge of the knowable'. In the case of terns that are
predi cated of the terms through which they are defined, you should say
the sane thing, that the termdefined is not the sane in abstraction
as it is in the whole phrase. For 'concave' has a general neaning
which is the same in the case of a snub nose, and of a bandy I eg,

but when added to either substantive nothing prevents it from
differentiating its neaning; in fact it bears one sense as applied

to the nose, and another as applied to the leg: for in the fornmer
connexion it means 'snub' and in the latter 'bandyshaped' ; i.e. it
makes no difference whether you say 'a snub nose' or 'a concave nhose'
Mor eover, the expression nmust not be granted in the nominative case:
for it is a falsehood. For snubness is not a concave nose but
sonething (e.g. an affection) belonging to a nose: hence, there is

no absurdity in supposing that the snub nose is a nose possessing



the concavity that belongs to a nose.
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Wth regard to sol eci sns, we have previously said what it is that

appears to bring them about; the nethod of their solution will be
clear in the course of the argunments thenselves. Solecismis the

result ainmed at in all argunents of the following kind: 'Is a thing
truly that which you truly call it? 'Yes'. 'But, speaking of a stone,
you call himreal: therefore of a stone it follows that "himis
real".' No: rather, talking of a stone neans not saying which' but
"whomi, and not 'that' but "him. If, then, any one were to ask, 'Is a
stone hi mwhomyou truly call hin?'" he would be generally thought

not to be speaking good Greek, any nore than if he were to ask, 'Is he

what you call her? Speak in this way of a 'stick' or any neuter word,
and the difference does not break out. For this reason, also, no

sol ecismis incurred, suppose any one asks, 'Is a thing what you say
it to be? 'Yes'. 'But, speaking of a stick, you call it real
therefore, of a stick it follow that it is real.' 'Stone', however,
and ' he' have mascul i ne designations. Now suppose some one were to
ask, 'Can "he" be a she" (a fenale)?', and then again, 'Wll, but is
not he Coriscus?' and then were to say, 'Then he is a "she",' he has
not proved the solecism even if the nane 'Coriscus' does signify a
'she', if, on the other hand, the answerer does not grant this: this
poi nt rmust be put as an additional question: while if neither is it
the fact nor does he grant it, then the sophist has not proved his
case either in fact or as against the person he has been
guestioning. In like manner, then, in the above instance as well it
nmust be definitely put that 'he' neans the stone. If, however, this
neither is so nor is granted, the conclusion nust not be stated:
though it follows apparently, because the case (the accusative),

that is really unlike, appears to be like the nonminative. 'Is it

true to say that this object is what you call it by nane?" 'Yes'. 'But
you call it by the nane of a shield: this object therefore is "of a
shield"." No: not necessarily, because the neaning of 'this object' is
not 'of a shield but 'a shield : 'of a shield would be the nmeaning
of "this object's'. Nor again if 'He is what you call him by name'
while '"the nane you call himby is Ceon's', is he therefore

"Cleon's': for he is not 'Cleon's', for what was said was that 'He
not his, is what | call himby nanme'. For the question, if put in
the latter way, would not even be Geek. 'Do you know this? 'Yes.'
"But this is he: therefore you know he'. No: rather '"this' has not the
sanme nmeaning in 'Do you know this?' as in 'This is a stone'; in the
first it stands for an accusative, in the second for a nomnative
case. 'Wen you have understandi ng of anything, do you understand it?
"Yes.' 'But you have understanding of a stone: therefore you
understand of a stone.' No: the one phrase is in the genitive, 'of a
stone', while the other is in the accusative, 'a stone': and what
was granted was that 'you understand that, not of that, of which you
have understanding', so that you understand not 'of a stone', but 'the
stone'.

Thus that argunents of this kind do not prove sol ecismbut nerely
appear to do so, and both why they so appear and how you shoul d neet
them is clear fromwhat has been said.

33
We nust al so observe that of all the argunents aforesaid it is

easier with sone to see why and where the reasoning | eads the hearer
astray, while with others it is nmore difficult, though often they



are the sane argunments as the former. For we nmust call an argunent the
sane if it depends upon the sane point; but the same argument is apt
to be thought by sone to depend on diction, by others on accident, and
by others on sonething el se, because each of them when worked with
different terms, is not so clear as it was. Accordingly, just as in
fall acies that depend on anmbiguity, which are generally thought to
be the silliest formof fallacy, some are clear even to the man in the
street (for hunorous phrases nearly all depend on diction; e.g. 'The
man got the cart down fromthe stand'; and 'Were are you bound?
"To the yard arm; and 'Which cow will calve afore?" 'Neither, but
both behind;' and 'Is the North wind clear? 'No, indeed; for it has
murdered the beggar and the merchant."” Is he a Good enough-Ki ng?'" ' No,
i ndeed; a Rob-son': and so with the great mgjority of the rest as
well), while others appear to elude the nost expert (and it is a
synptom of this that they often fight about their terns, e.g.
whet her the meaning of 'Being’ and 'One' is the sanme in all their
applications or different; for sone think that 'Being' and ' One'
nmean t he same; while others solve the argunent of Zeno and
Par neni des by asserting that 'One' and 'Being' are used in a nunber of
senses), likew se also as regards fallacies of Accident and each of
the other types, sone of the argunments will be easier to see while
others are nmore difficult; also to grasp to which class a fallacy
bel ongs, and whether it is a refutation or not a refutation, is not
equal ly easy in all cases.

An incisive argunent is one which produces the greatest
perplexity: for this is the one with the sharpest fang. Now perplexity
is twofold, one which occurs in reasoned argunents, respecting which
of the propositions asked one is to denolish, and the other in
contentious argunments, respecting the nanner in which one is to assent
to what is propounded. Therefore it is in syllogistic argunments that
the nore incisive ones produce the keenest heart-searching. Now a
syllogistic argument is nost incisive if frompremisses that are as
general ly accepted as possible it denolishes a conclusion that is
accepted as generally as possible. For the one argunent, if the
contradictory is changed about, makes all the resulting syllogisns
alike in character: for always from prenisses that are generally
accepted it will prove a conclusion, negative or positive as the
case may be, that is just as generally accepted; and therefore one
is bound to feel perplexed. An argunent, then, of this kind is the
nost incisive, viz. the one that puts its conclusion on all fours with
the propositions asked; and second cones the one that argues from
premi sses, all of which are equally convincing: for this wll
produce an equal perplexity as to what kind of preniss, of those
asked, one should denolish. Herein is a difficulty: for one nust
denol i sh sonet hi ng, but what one nust denolish is uncertain. O
contentious arguments, on the other hand, the nost incisive is the one
which, in the first place, is characterized by an initial
uncertainty whether it has been properly reasoned or not; and al so
whet her the solution depends on a false preniss or on the drawi ng of a
distinction; while, of the rest, the second place is held by that
whose solution clearly depends upon a distinction or a denmolition, and
yet it does not reveal clearly which it is of the prenisses asked,
whose denolition, or the drawing of a distinction withinit, wll
bring the solution about, but even |leaves it vague whether it is on
the conclusion or on one of the premi sses that the deception depends.

Now someti mes an argunent which has not been properly reasoned is
silly, supposing the assunptions required to be extrenely contrary
to the general view or false; but sonetines it ought not to be held in
contenpt. For whenever sone question is left out, of the kind that
concerns both the subject and the nerve of the argunent, the reasoning



that has both failed to secure this as well, and also failed to reason
properly, is silly; but when what is onmitted is sonme extraneous
guestion, then it is by no neans to be lightly despised, but the
argunent is quite respectable, though the questioner has not put his
guestions well.

Just as it is possible to bring a solution sonetinmes agai nst the
argunent, at others against the questioner and his node of
guestioning, and at others against neither of these, |ikew se also
it is possible to marshal one's questions and reasoni ng both agai nst
the thesis, and against the answerer and agai nst the tinme, whenever
the solution requires a longer tinme to exam ne than the period
avai | abl e.

34

As to the nunmber, then, and kind of sources whence fallacies arise
i n discussion, and how we are to show that our opponent is
committing a fallacy and nake hi mutter paradoxes; noreover, by the
use of what materials solescismis brought about, and how to
guestion and what is the way to arrange the questions; noreover, as to
t he question what use is served by all argunents of this kind, and
concerning the answerer's part, both as a whole in general, and in
particul ar how to sol ve argunents and sol eci snms-on all these things
l et the foregoing discussion suffice. It remains to recall our
original proposal and to bring our discussion to a close with a few
words upon it.

Qur progranme was, then, to discover sonme faculty of reasoning about
any thenme put before us fromthe nost generally accepted premnisses
that there are. For that is the essential task of the art of
di scussion (dialectic) and of exami nation (peirastic). I|nasnuch
however, as it is annexed to it, on account of the near presence of
the art of sophistry (sophistic), not only to be able to conduct an
exam nation dialectically but also with a show of know edge, we
t herefore proposed for our treatise not only the aforesaid ai m of
bei ng abl e to exact an account of any view, but also the aim of
ensuring that in standing up to an argunent we shall defend our thesis
in the same manner by means of views as generally held as possible.
The reason of this we have explained; for this, too, was why
Socrates used to ask questions and not to answer them for he used
to confess that he did not know. We have nade clear, in the course
of what precedes, the nunber both of the points with reference to
whi ch, and of the materials fromwhich, this will be acconplished, and
al so from what sources we can becone well supplied with these: we have
shown, noreover, how to question or arrange the questioning as a
whol e, and the problens concerning the answers and solutions to be
used agai nst the reasonings of the questioner. W have al so cleared up
the problenms concerning all other matters that belong to the sane
inquiry into argunments. In addition to this we have been through the
subj ect of Fallacies, as we have already stated above.

That our programme, then, has been adequately conpleted is clear
But we rmust not onit to notice what has happened in regard to this
inquiry. For in the case of all discoveries the results of previous
| abours that have been handed down from others have been advanced
bit by bit by those who have taken them on, whereas the origina
di scoveries generally nake advance that is small at first though
much nore useful than the devel opnment which later springs out of them
For it may be that in everything, as the saying is, 'the first start
is the main part': and for this reason also it is the nost
difficult; for in proportion as it is nost potent in its influence, so
it is smallest in its conpass and therefore nost difficult to see:



whereas when this is once discovered, it is easier to add and

devel op the remainder in connexion with it. This is in fact what has
happened in regard to rhetorical speeches and to practically all the
other arts: for those who di scovered the begi nnings of them advanced
themin all only a little way, whereas the celebrities of to-day are
the heirs (so to speak) of a long succession of nen who have

advanced thembit by bit, and so have devel oped themto their

present form Tisias conming next after the first founders, then
Thrasymachus after Tisias, and Theodorus next to him while severa
peopl e have made their several contributions to it: and therefore it
is not to be wondered at that the art has attai ned considerable
dinensions. O this inquiry, on the other hand, it was not the case
that part of the work had been thoroughly done before, while part

had not. Nothing existed at all. For the training given by the paid
prof essors of contentious argunments was |ike the treatnment of the
matter by Gorgias. For they used to hand out speeches to be |earned by
heart, some rhetorical, others in the formof question and answer,
each side supposing that their argunents on either side generally fal
anong them And therefore the teaching they gave their pupils was
ready but rough. For they used to suppose that they trained people

by inparting to themnot the art but its products, as though any one
professing that he would inpart a form of know edge to obviate any
pain in the feet, were then not to teach a nan the art of

shoe- maki ng or the sources whence he can acquire anything of the kind,
but were to present himw th several kinds of shoes of all sorts:

for he has helped himto neet his need, but has not inparted an art to
him Moreover, on the subject of Rhetoric there exists much that has
been said | ong ago, whereas on the subject of reasoning we had not hi ng
el se of an earlier date to speak of at all, but were kept at work

for a long tine in experinental researches. If, then, it seenms to

you after inspection that, such being the situation as it existed at
the start, our investigation is in a satisfactory condition conpared
with the other inquiries that have been devel oped by tradition

there nust remain for all of you, or for our students, the task of
extendi ng us your pardon for the shortcomnmings of the inquiry, and

for the discoveries thereof your warmthanks.

- THE END-



		2002-04-10T16:09:11+0200
	OSLO
	Pluto Kulturkanalen AS
	Document is released




