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This work deals with Aristotle's Topics,

a textbook on how to argue successfully
in a debate organised in a certain way.
The origins of the three branches of logic
can be found here: logic of propositions,
of predicates and of relations.

Having dealt with the structure of the
dialectical debates and the theory of the
predicables, the central notion of the
toposis analysed. Topoi are principles of
arguments designed to help a disputant
refute his opponent and function as
hypothesesin hypothetical syllogisms,
the main form of argument in the Topics.
Traces of the crystallization of their
theory can be found in the Topics and
Analytics.

The author analyses a selection of
topoiincluding those according to
which categorical and relational syl-
logisms are constructed.
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PREFACE

This book is a revised version of my D. Phil. thesis undertaken in Oxford and
conferred as such in May 1994. Firstly, I would like to thank Prof. Wolfgang
Wieland through whom my interest in the Topics was first aroused in one of
his colloquiums at the University of Heidelberg and who was my first teacher
in the study of Aristotle and Plato. The comments made by my two D.Phil.
examiners, Mr Christopher Kirwan and Prof. Mario Mignucci were of great
help. In addition, the suggestions of the publisher’s anonymous reader helped
make the thesis more readable. I am grateful to the British Academy -for
enabling me to study for a D. Phil. at Oxford; to the Studienstiftung des
deutschen Volkes which supported me throughout studentship; and to the
editors of Philosophia antiqua for accepting my thesis for publication.

I came to Oxford first as a Visiting Student in 1990 and I feel that my stay
here was of great advantage to my studies and in particular to this book, and
there are many teachers to whom I am indebted. I should like to thank Dr.
Katherine Morris and Dr. Stephen Blamey, from whom I learned much about
formal logic, and Dr. David Charles, with whom I studied Aristotle’s
syllogistic. Then, as a D.Phil. Student, I had the chance to learn a great deal
about Hellenistic philosophy, esp. in Prof. Jonathan Barnes’ classes on
Sextus Empiricus and Prof. Michael Frede’s classes on Stoic Logic. A paper
based on Chapter Two was read in a doctoral seminar held by Prof. Bernard
A. O. Williams who made useful comments. I am also grateful for the
comments of the participants of my lecture series held in Trinity Term 1996
at the University of Oxford which coincided with the revision of the book.

I am of course especially indebted to the supervisors I had whilst writing
my thesis. I would like to thank the late Mr. Michael Woods who supervised
my work for one term in my second year. Sadly, he died prematurely; he was
a very gentle man, and I am personally very indebted to him. I also have to
thank Prof. Michael Frede who supervised my work in the two remaining
terms of the second year; through his initially heavy critique of my interpreta-
tion of hypothetical syllogisms I had to find more and more arguments in
favour of it which was certainly beneficial to my thesis. I also thank my wife
Claire for all sorts of editorial help in turning my thesis into a book.

Most and above all, I would like to thank Prof. Jonathan Barnes, who
supervised my work in my first and third year. I have learned a great deal from
him about how to treat philosophical texts. As will become clear from the
references in my thesis I also learned very much from his articles, especially
those on hypothetical syllogisms; they were of great help to me in developing
my own thesis. Having tutorials with him was always very helpful and
stimulating. I suspect that I am more indebted to him than he is even aware.

PAUL SLOMKOWSKI
Brasenose College, Oxford
July 1996






INTRODUCTION

Brief summary of modern research

Aristotle’s Topics is a handbook on how to argue successfully in a debate that
is structured in a certain way. It consists of eight books which fall into two
main parts: the six middle books (B-Z) deliver a list of the so-called topoi'
which are designed to help a disputant win a debate; the outer books (A and @)
describe what could be called the context of the debate as well as certain
notions that are important for the understanding of the topoi. The Topics is
also, so to speak, the official version of Aristotle’s dialectic that originates in
the argument between two persons who learn through debate how to find
arguments pro and contra a thesis as displayed in the Topics.

For a very long time the Aristotelian Topics was a fairly neglected work.
One important reason for this seems to have been the wide-spread opinion that
its contents were just a muddled theory of argumentation out of which the
Prior Analytics finally crystallized: Aristotle proceeded from Platonic dialectic
to his syllogistic.? Hence, it appeared to be better to work on the latter
straightaway.? Another reason seems to have been the generally agreed
opinion that Aristotle had a low regard for dialectic.*

Of course, these opinions are not entirely incorrect. Clearly, the Topics
was strongly influenced by Plato, especially the late dialogues, and it is also
true that many concepts are found in the Topics which only crystallized later
in the Analytics or various other writings. Even so, scarcely any scholar
seemed concerned to demonstrate this: the Topics was simply ignored. Thus
in the period between 1900 and 1950 we do not have many pertinent texts;
however the texts we do have are very useful, even though they usually only
deal with certain aspects of the Topics. Thus Hambruch (1908) shows many
similarities between Plato’s dialogues and Aristotle’s Topics. Von Amim
(1927) investigates the ethical content of book I' of the Topics. Solmsen
(1929) deals mainly with the Rhetoric, but also deals much with the Topics
and clearly recognizes that the notion of syllogism in the Topics is not that of
a categorical syllogism, but of something different. Le Blond (1939) stresses
that despite the fact that dialectic has merely to do with reputable opinions and
Aristotle sometimes speaks derogatively of it, dialectic and reputable opinions
actually have a great importance in Aristotle’s method of work in his
writings.

1 Topos (pl. topoi) is the transliteration of the Greek Témog (pl. Témot) which I shall be using
throughout this book rather than any of the possible English translations such as ‘topic’ or
‘commonplace’ which can be misleading.

2 Cf. e.g. Maier (1896-1900), 11, 2, p.77, Chroust (1963), pp. 27-57, Kneale (198919), p. 33.

3 Cf. e.g. Ross (19958, 19231), p. 57: “We have neither the space nor the wish to follow
Aristotle in his laborious exploration of the Tdmo1, the pigeon-holes from which dialectical
reasoning is to draw its arguments. The discussion belongs to a by-gone mode of thought [...]; it
is his [Aristotle’s] own Analytics that have made his Topics out of date.”

4 Cf. Maier (1896-1900), II 1, p. 29; Hamelin (1920), p. 230.
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The fifties saw an important publication in an article by Bochenski
(1951a) who was the first scholar in this century to deal with topoi in the
Topics and define the question which later occupied many scholars, namely
whether a topos is a rule or a law; as the title of his article shows—*“Non-
analytical Laws and Rules in Aristotle”—Bochenski does not commit himself
to either. Colli (1955) writes a commentary on the Organon, which includes
the Topics. Braun (1959) represents the first book which is entirely dedicated
to the Topics; the author tries to show the unity of all eight books of the
Topics and points out their similarities.

From the sixties onwards scholars began to take more and more interest in
the Topics. The erudite and exact work of de Pater (1965) is certainly the best
monograph on the Topics to date. Not much later, probably the most
important book on the Topics appeared, namely the edition of the first four
books of the Topics with a long introduction and notes by Brunschwig
(1967).5 The Third Symposium Aristotelicum was devoted to the Topics and
there are many interesting articles in its published proceedings edited by Owen
(1968a). Sainati (1968) offers illuminating theories about the predicables and
the topoi. The works by de Pater and especially those by Brunschwig and
Sainati are certainly the best on the Topics and most pertinent to the sub_]ect_f
of this book and their views will be scrutinized accordingly. SR :

A few more books have been published since then, such as Zadro (1974)"
who provides a full-scale commentary on the Topics and, more recéntly,
Pelletier (1991), but none of them as impressive as those mentioned above.®
Interestingly, excellent books have been published on the tradition' and
influence of the Topics in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages, especially by
N. I. Green-Pedersen and E. Stump.’

However, substantial research has been published in the form of articles on
various dialectical notions such as predication, predicables and dialectical
syllogism and especially on dialectical method in other Aristotelian writings;
to cite some of these authors—1J. Barnes, E. Berti, T. Ebert, D. Hadgopoulos
and, more recently, especially R. Bolton and R. Smith.?

One important result seems to have been achieved as a result of most of
these works, namely the insight that the Topics is not just a predecessor of
the Analytics, but that it represents something quite different, which is of
great importance with respect to Aristotle’s philosophy as a whole.

There are also a number of articles on the topoi and how they work.
However, the authors do not seem to have gone further than de Pater,
Brunschwig or Sainati: either the views of the above-mentioned three scholars
are adopted or the authors try to find something out about topoi without
taking the larger context into consideration and using all sorts of modern
theories of logic or argumentation. However, if one does not take the larger

5 chrettably, the edition of the four remaining books has still not appeared.

6 Most recently, a monograph by Oliver Primavesi, Die Aristotelische Topik, Zetemata 94,
Miinchen 1996 has been published which unfortunately could not be taken into account in time
for tlns publication.

7 Cf. section U in the classified bibliography.

8 Cf sections Q, especially Q 5, P, M and N in the classified bibliography.
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context into consideration and tries to find out what topoi are by looking
merely at individual passages in which they are stated, one is inevitably
confronted with many possible interpretations of how they work and cannot
possibly tell what Aristotle had in mind exactly. The situation here is the
same as Bochenski® formulated nearly forty years ago: “So far no-one has
succeeded in saying briefly-and clearly what they [topoi] are.”

The aim and argument of this book

Thus, the aim of this book is to answer the question of what a topos is. In
addition, this book also aims to answer a closely related question, namely:
How do arguments constructed with the help of the topoi work?

I shall argue that a topos is a universal proposition and functions as a
hypothetical premiss in hypothetical syllogisms!® which in turn are
constructed with the help of the topoi. As we shall see, the interpretation of
the topos as a proposition and premiss is not new but has a long ancestry. I
shall provide evidence from Aristotle’s text that there are clear signs that he
himself considered topoi to be a particular type of proposition according to
which hypothetical syllogisms were constructed. Thus, the later tradition of
the Topics was not an invention which had nothing to do with Aristotle’s
Topics, but clearly originates in it.!! The topical arguments are thus not
predecessors of categorical syllogisms which finally crystallized in the Prior
Analytics, as many scholars have thought. Nor is it the case that the Topics
teaches how to discover categorical syllogisms displayed in the Prior
Analytics.'? The topoi tell us how to discover arguments which Aristotle
mentions only sporadically in the Prior and Posterior Analytics—hypothetical
syllogisms. Now, of course the categorical just as the hypothetical syl-
logisms originate in dialectical debates—the entire dialectical terminology and
the assumed context in the Prior Analytics clearly demonstrate this.!* And we
do find a few topoi which tell us how to construct predecessors of categorical
syllogisms. However, such topoi, which I shall deal with at the very end of
this book, seem to be exceptions. The vast majority of topoi tell us how to
construct hypothetical syllogisms. In the Prior Analytics A 27-29 Aristotle
explains how to discover categorical syllogisms of a given conclusion which
has to be proved, which coincides with the discovery of the middle term.
Interestingly, the term topos is not mentioned here—it seems to have been
reserved for the discovery of hypothetical syllogisms. In books I' and H of the
Topics we find topoi which tell us how to construct arguments which are

9 Bochetiski (1970%), p. 51 (English translation of the German edition first published in
1956).

10 By syllogism I simply mean ‘deductive argument’ (with at least two premisses); cf. p.
15n.31.

1] would stress that I derived my interpretation from Aristotle’s text alone, learning only of
the ancient interpretation at a later stage. I found it reassuring that the Ancients interpreted the
topos along the same lines.

12 This is the thesis of van der Weel (1969) who assigned what he calls pars inventiva to the
Taplcs and pars iudicativa—judgement of arguments—to the Posterior Analytics.

13 With respect to syllogistic (i.e. the system of categorical syllogisms) this has been very
clearly shown by Kapp (1931).
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neither hypothetical nor categorical and which have been classified later as
relational syllogisms.

Bochenski and de Pater hmted that some arguments in the Topics might
have something to do with hypothetical syllogisms; but neither expanded
upon this. Brunschwig was the first scholar who suggested that the argu-
ments in the Topics work according to the rules of Modus ponens and tollens.
Now, this interpretation of the working of the topoi sounds slightly anachro-
nistic—Brunschwig does not explain why it is that we suddenly find these
rules in Aristotle which are usually attributed to the Stoics and of which we
do not seem to find much in the Analytics. In essence, however, Brunschwig
is indeed right: a large number of topical arguments seem to work similarly to
what we would now call Modus ponens and tollens. I shall show that there are
some other forms of arguments according to which the arguments in the
Topics function: arguments which rest on exclusive disjunction, negated
conjunction, relational arguments, and some others. I shall show that these
arguments are hypothetical syllogisms which Aristotle already indicates by
names in the Prior Analytics and promises to deal with later—he never fulfils
this promise. However, Theophrastus seems to have developed the plan of the
master and the hypothetical sylloglsms which we find in his writings seem to
correspond to those named in the Analytics as-well ‘a5 to those arguments
which are found in the Topics. Solmsen (1929) recognizéd the possibility that
for nearly every topos one can construct a corrésponding’ hypothetical
syllogism. However, he regarded this as a completely un-Aristotelian inter-
pretation and further development of the Topics by Theophrastus and later
Peripatetics, and he argued that what we find in the - Topics is a completely
different sort of syllogism. I shall show that there are many places in the
Topics which very clearly indicate that the arguments therein function as
hypothetical syllogisms, in places that Solmsen apparently failed to note; the
entire book shows signs of development in this direction. I do not maintain
that, when writing the Topics, Aristotle was fully aware that the arguments
he was writing down were hypothetical syllogisms; I do believe, however,
that when he was writing them he had arguments in mind which he later
classified as hypothetical syllogisms. Further, I do not want to maintain that
for every single topos we can construct a hypothetical syllogism. I do
however think that we can do this with the vast majority of topoi.

Initially, I intended to write a work which would be to a considerable
extent an analysis of the topoi found in the inner books. However, so many
difficulties emerged which had to be solved first before one could embark on
an adequate interpretation of the topoi that only in the last chapter have I
included an analysis of a selection of concrete topoi.

In the first chapter I investigate the dialectical debates as they are described in
the last book of the Topics which is book ®; these dialectical debates provide
the context in which the topoi in the central books have to be understood:
Aristotle expresses himself very concisely and obviously presupposes that his
hearers and readers know the context. In a dialectical debate, there is a
questioner and an answerer, and the questioner tries to refute the answerer’s
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thesis by deducing the opposite of his thesis from the questions answered
positively or negatively by the answerer. Some notions concerning the
dialectical debates are only explained in book A or have to be deduced from
their usage in the central books B-H, so that at times I shall refer to those
books as well. However, there are some notions in the central books which
are not even mentioned in @. These are in the main the predicables—I shall
deal with them in the third chapter—and, more importantly, the notion of the
topos, with which I shall deal in the second chapter. The function of the topoi
in the central books seems to be fulfilled in ® by a certain kind of universal
propositions, which are established by the questioner usually by induction and
can be objected to by the answerer using a counter-example. We merely find
some predecessors of the topoi in book ® of which the core has obviously
been written earlier than the rest of the Topics.

In Chapter Two I turn to the central question of this book: What is a
topos? I concentrate firstly on what Aristotle says about the topoi. Aristotle
does not give a definition of the topos anywhere in the Topics, but he does
give a quasi-definition of it in the Rhetoric, the only other Aristotelian work
in which a list of topoi, albeit a brief one, is given (Rhet. B 23-24) and in
which Aristotle says something about the topos. I investigate this passage
along with a few others in the Rhetoric and in'the Topics. Aristotle explicitly
says that a topos is a proposition and a premiss (TpSTa0ic) and this is also
confirmed by the fact that many topoi are found in-the central books of which
Aristotle explicitly says that these should be established by induction and can
be objected to by objections, just as: the universal proposition in ®. I show
that these complex topoi-propositions obviously function as hypotheses in a
hypothetical syllogism. My results are confirmed by Theophrastus.

In Chapter Three I deal with the notion of the predicable. Predicables play
a very important r6le in the Topics because all the topoi are divided according
to them. Each topos contains a predicable and with the help of every topos
one of the predicables is supposed to be established or destroyed. In order to
understand the topoi in the central books and the dialectical procedure
generally, it is essential to understand the predicables and how they are
expressed. I shall deal in particular detail with the notion of what is usually
called the accident, since Aristotle’s definition of this term in book A on the
one hand and its use in the central books on the other, differs—this has been
observed by both Brunschwig and Sainati. I shall show that the Greek term
ovpPePnkdc of which “accident” is the usual translation is best understood
in the central books as meaning “attribute”; the topoi of this predicable
establish the predication of an attribute, not an accident.

In Chapter Four I discuss various kinds of hypothetical syllogism found in
the Topics and the workings of hypothetical syllogisms in general. In looking
at a considerable number of topoi it becomes clear that many arguments
which are constructed according to them function in a similar way to what we
now call Modus ponens and tollens. However, some clearly also function
according to different rules. By knowing the hypothetical syllogisms which
are ascribed by some scholars to Theophrastus one discovers that the
arguments constructed according to topoi function in exactly the same way.
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There are passages in the Topics and in the Aralytics which suggest that
Aristotle had a fairly clear notion of the hypothetical syllogisms which occur
in the Topics. Aristotle describes the workings of a hypothetical syllogism in
only one passage in the Prior Analytics (APr. A 44). Many articles have been
written on the way in which Aristotle thought of hypothetical syllogisms,
but the interpretations do not fit the hypothetical arguments found in the
Topics. Thus, I had to answer anew the question of what a hypothetical
syllogism is and how it works. The answer to this question occupies the
larger part of Chapter Four.

Only having made all these investigations can I at last proceed to the
investigation of the concrete topoi in the Topics in Chapter Five. Given the
vast number of topoi, the number of those examined is necessarily small. I
have chosen topoi which I consider to be the most important and through
these, demonstrate that my interpretation given in the earlier chapters is
correct. I also discuss some topoi according to which arguments can be
constructed which were later classified as relational syllogisms. At the very
end I present one of a few exceptional topoi from which a categorical
syllogism can be derived.

I am not concerned directly. with questions of chronology and at the start of
this research I had intended to, avoid them altogether. Questions of chrono-
logy are a precarious matter and thmgs can. very easily go wrong. The issue is
complicated by the fact that Aristotle seems to have been revising the text,
making additions, adding references etc. How wrong chronological investiga-
tions can go can be especially well observed in the investigations which have
been carried out on the Topics. Gohlke, for example, had to change his mind
three times.!* On the whole I agree with Evans (1977), p. 4, who “believe(s]
that before these [chronological] questions can be embarked upon, it is
necessary to obtain an accurate assessment of the absolute character of
Aristotle’s doctrines, and that in the case of dialectic this has not yet been
done”.

However, despite these deterrent examples I have found that with regard to
clear differences of content it has not been possible to avoid the questions of
chronology altogether. I have restricted myself to just a few important points
with regard to this work; I do not prove them properly,'S but simply state
them relying on a number of points which seem to be obvious enough to
confirm my view. The most important point is about book ®@. Most scholars
assume that it is later than the rest of the Topics. Some scholars point out
that the reasons given for this are fairly poor and that there is no need to
assume this. It seems to me to be fairly obvious that the core of ® is earlier
than the rest of the Topics. If ® really postdated the rest of the Topics one
would have to assume that topoi, which do not occur in this book, have been
substituted by a certain kind of universal propositions.!'® However, the

14 For a nice summary of his different views cf. Braun (1959), p. 51f.
15 In order to do this one would be best advised to satisfy all the aspects which Owen (1959)
used in determining the chronological place of Timaeus among Plato’s dialogues.
16 This has indeed been argued by Sainati (1993), 48-56.
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universal propositions in ® are much less sophisticated than the topoi in the
central books; besides, in the transitional passage at the very beginng of book
©® Auristotle mentions topoi and explains in what way they fit in with what he
describes in ®. Theophrastus, Aristotle’s immediate disciple, and other
Peripatetics worked on topoi and always considered the Topics to be the book
on dialectic—obviously they did not think that topoi were out of date in any
way. I shall give some further points of evidence in Chapter One.

Apart from that I am in harmony with the common opinion. Thus, I
believe that the Topics (with a few. possibly very late additions) lies within
the earliest works of Aristotle. I also think, together with Brunschwig and
Sainati, probably the most prominent experts on the Topics, that the notion
of the accident obviously went through a certain development in the Topics
which I shall describe in Chapter Three. '

I am not concerned with the notion of dialectic. The reason why the Topics is
regarded as the “official version” of it becomes clear from Chapter One in
which the dialectical situation which is presupposed in the Topics is
described. In order to deal adequately with the notion of dialectic one would
not only have to rely on the Topics but also take into consideration the
Rhetoric and some parts of the Metaphysics. There are some very good works
on dialectic, especially by Le Blond (1939), Evans (1977) and Irwin (1988).
As far as the origin of it is concerned we find a very good account in Wilpert
(1956/7) who shows that the influence by Plato and Zeno and Aristotle’s own
contribution do not exclude each other.

Most scholars agree nowadays that Aristotle’s method in his writings is to
a large extent dialectical and much research has been published on this.!” On
the whole, this research is praiseworthy and has shown how Aristotle uses
various dialectical devices, such as division, analogy, reputable opinions and
others in the context of other writings. However, it is striking that no
adequate reaserch has been done on the use of the central notion of dialectic—
the topos—in other writings; perhaps this is due to the fact that scarcely any
scholar was absolutely sure as to what a topos was. Unfortunately, an inves-
tigation of the use of topical arguments in other writings could not be
included in this work and would in fact go beyond its scope; however, I intend
to write on this elsewhere.

As for the use of secondary literature, I am aware that the bibliographical
references in this book are fairly scarce. The results of this work are fairly new
and I did not deem it reasonable to point out on every page with whom I
disagree; I usually confined my criticism to the most important works on the
Topics. However, in order to give the reader a guide to current research I have
provided an extensive bibliography at the end of the book and a classified
bibliography which is subdivided into different sections on all possible areas
of research connected in some way or another with the Topics.

17 Cf. section Q 5 in the classified bibliography.






CHAPTER ONE

DIALECTICAL DEBATES

Arsitotle’s Topics is a handbook on how to win a debate organised in a certain
way. At the very beginning of the Topics Aristotle stipulates the primary
purpose of the Topics (100a18-21)..

The purpose of the present treatise is to find a method by which we shall be
able to reason syllogistically (GvAXoyi{eaBat) from generally accepted
opinions about any problema brought forward, and also shall ourselves,
when defending a proposition (Aéyov Oméxovrec), avoid saying anything
contrary to-it. : :

The passage presupposes the knowledge of the structure of dialectical debates
as they are described only in the very last book of the Topics—book ®. There
are two disputants—a questioner and an answerer—who hold two contradictory
theses. The task of the questioner is to refute the answerer’s thesis which he
does by proving his own thesis: he asks the answerer questions which’the
answerer may either accept or not and he tries to deduce from the answers a
conclusion which is identical with his original thesis and the contradiction of
the answerer’s thesis. The answerer tries to avoid his thesis being refuted.!

In the six middle books (B-H) Aristotle provides us with around 300 topoi -
which are, roughly, lines of argument designed to help the questioner to win
the debate. However, in order to understand the function of the topoi it is
essential first to understand the dialectical situation in which they are
employed and which is taken for granted in the middle books. These dialecti-
cal debates are described in book ® and some important notions which are
used in @ in turn are only defined in book A—the. notions of the syllogism,
proposition or premiss and problema. Thus, this chapter will concentrate on
these two outer books, especially @; in very few instances will the middle
books be consulted as well.

It is of course slightly peculiar that the book in which the very context of
the topoi is explained comes at the very end. For a modern reader it is on the
whole reasonable to begin the Topics with the eighth book. And in general,
from a methodological point of view it is perhaps questionable as to whether
the editor who was responsible for the order of the books as we now know it,
be it Aristotle himself or someone else, did the right thing in putting book ®
at the end and not together with book A at the very beginning. There is
something even more striking about book ®: we do not find the notion of the
topos here except in the transitional part at the very beginning of ® in 155b4-
17. There are actually two transitional parts. The first one is 155b3-16,
starting with the first sentence of the book:

! For this “defending” of the thesis Aristotle often uses the Greek Oméxetv which usually
takes B€01g or VE0e01g as its object (O 3, 158a31f.; 9, 160b14£.), less seldom ASyog as in the
passage cited above or in ® 5, 159a38; instead of Ywéxelv sometimes also the word
dvrdTTELY (“to defend”) is used, cf. © 4, 159a23; 5, 159a36.
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Next we must speak about arrangement and the way to ask questions.?

The other is in b17f.:

The sources from which the topoi should be taken have been stated. We
must now speak about arrangement and formation of questions and first to
distinguish the propositions [...].2

Only between these strikingly similar lines do we find the word topos. It
seems to me to be very likely that this passage was inserted later to connect
the central books with the earlier book ®. In 155b4-7 we find a quasi-
explanation of why ® comes at the end:

He who is about to ask questions must, first of all select the topos* from
which he must make his attack; secondly he must formulate and arrange them
one by one to himself; thirdly and lastly, he must go on to address them to
the other party. )

Firstly, one first has to find the topos, which is dealt with in books B-H, and
secondly formulate and arrange questions, which is dealt with in ©. In b17 the
last mention of topoi being made Aristotle starts speaking about pro-
positions (TpoTtdaoeig) and does so until the end of the book. Some sort of
especially general (kaB6Aov) and reputable propositions have.a central role in
the debates. It will become clear in Chapter Two that these propositions have
an analogous function to the topoi in the central books. Book © has
obviously been originally written independently of the rest.of the Topics and
subsequently attached to it.

Topos is not the only notion which is missing in ©. In A 4-5 Arnstotle
develops his well-known theory of the predicables: every problema and
proposition expresses either an accident or a genus or a proprium or a
definition. All the topoi in the central books are ordered according to these
predicables—I shall discuss this briefly in this chapter and in full detail in
Chapter Three. Not only are no predicables (except definitions) found in @,
there are not even any verbs denoting the predication of a subject by a
predicate such as “to belong” (bdpxetv’®) or “to be predicated of” (kaTnyo—
peicBat) which are frequent in books A-H of the Topics and later in the
Analytics>—the theses and propositions are simply expressed with the help of
the verb “to be” or some other non-technical verb.

Curiously, since Maier (1896-1900)" most scholars are agreed, albeit with
eminent exceptions,? that book ® was written later than books B-H 2. The

2 ueta B¢ tabTa mepl TAEEwC KOl MEC Sei EpWTAV AEkTEOV

3 10d¢ pEv odv témovg 60ev dei AauPdverv, eipntan mpdrepov. TeEpt TAEEWC
8t xai tod Epwtnuarticar Aextéov dieAduevov tag mpotdoeig (...).

4 The translation by Forster (1960) and Pickard-Cambridge (1984) of TOv TéTov edpeiv
as “to choose ground” and “to select ground” respectively is misleading—clearly Témog in its
specific meaning is meant here.

N 5 This verb actually occurs in 161b36, 162a26, and 163b13, but has a different meaning
ere. .

6 Let alone words denoting a predication of a specific predicable such as “being convertibly

predicated of”’ (@vtikatnyopeigBai) or “belong as an accident” (cvpupepnkévar).

7Vol. 11 2, p.78 n. 3; followed by Gohlke (1928), Huby (1962) and others.

8 Solmsen (1929), pp.151-153 very clearly shows the weaknesses of Maier’s argument.
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main argument is that in ®, as well as in A and H 3-5, there are many
occurrences of the notion of the syllogism (GvAAoytoudg) or conclude by a
prosyllogism (mpocvAAoyiteoBat), but only four occurrences are found in
the inner books B-H 2.° These occurrences are interpreted as later additions.!
It is generally assumed that the arguments in the central books are some sort
of topical arguments which are not syllogisms.!! As we shall see this
assumption is wrong: the arguments produced by the topoi are syllogisms,
namely hypothetical syllogisms. There is no need to assume that the
occurrences of “to conclude syllogistically” (cvAAoyiecOat) are later
additions: they fit perfectly well into their context.!? The fact that the term
“syllogism” does not occur very often in the central books is simply due to
the fact that topoi deal with structures within the syllogism. Aristotle usually
prefers to use “to construct” and “to destroy” (kata- and avaokevdlelv) a
thesis; of course, in both cases the thesis of the opponent becomes destroyed,
but the two terms make a fine distinction as tq the form of -the thesis the
questioner establishes by destroying the answerer’s thesis—I shall discuss the
exact meaning of these two terms shortly. It is in any case characteristic of @
that Aristotle merely uses the word “to destroy” (&vaipgiv), without making
any fine distinctions. R

All these seem to me to be good reasons for believing that the main body
of @ predates the central books.!* I 'shall show in this chapter some
predecessors of the topoi and in Chapter Two I shall analyse- a passage in ®
14 where the very origin of the notion of the topos is obviously found.

A. Training in disputation

In A 2, 101a26-30 Aristotle gives three purposes for which the treatise of the
Topics is useful and names the venue in which one argues about any subject

9E 2, 130a7; Z 2, 139b30; Z 10, 148b8 and Z 12, 149a37, and incidentally no occurrences at
allinB, T or A.

10 The same goes for the occurrence of some other words in the central books as e.g.
objection (Evataoig).

11 cf e.g. Solmsen (1929), p. 34. Solmsen in fact does not interpret the occurrences of
ovAAoywoudc in the central books as later additions, but assumies that they designate a
particular type of ‘topical’ arguments.

12 And after all the word guAXoyileoBar occurs already in the meaning of “to deduce” in
Plato: Phileb. 41¢9, Gorg. 479c6, 49810 (in the two latter cases together with guupaiverv éx
T0B Adyov or €k TGV WuoAoynuévwv; cvAroyileoBar here is usually understood as
“sum up”, “reckon up’), Resp. 365a8 (¢£), 516b9, 517cl, 531d2; cf. also Theaer. 165c9f. (€€
odv To¥Twv Aoyilov ti ot gvpPaiver).

In any case, Maier’s contention that the syllogism in Top. H 3 appears as a new invention is
clearly wrong. He argues that Aristotle having discussed the establishing of definition with the
help of topoi in book Z discusses in H 3 their establishing with the help of the syllogism, thus
applying a new method for the same purpose. Maier has obviously overlooked the fact that in Z
Aristotle only deals with the destruction of definitions; thus in H 3 Aristotle deals with something
new. Aristotle obviously takes it for granted here what a syllogism is—the problematic question
for him here is whether definition can be proved syllogistically.

13 Of course, there are later insertions; the most obvious ones are the two references to
APr.: at 11, 162all to APr. B 2, 53b26ff. and at 13, 162b31ff. to APr. B 16, 64b28ff.—book © is
certainly not later than the Analytics.
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presented mentioned at the very beginning of the Topics as its first purpose:
training in disputation (youvaoia):

They [i.e. the purposes] are three: training in disputation (yvuvaoia),
casual conversations and philosophical sciences.

That it is useful for the training in disputation is obvious on the face of it:
for if we have a method, we shall be able more easily to argue about the
subject proposed (repi ToD wpoTeBévrog Emxelpeiv).

Thus, it would appear that what Aristotle offers us in the Topics—primarily
the list of topoi in the middle books—is just a method for such disputations
which will make arguing about any subject proposed easier (A 2, 101a 28-
30). The purpose of the training in turn is of course to acquire the ability in
disputation (10 3& yvpvd{eoOar dvvduewg xdpiv).14

Now, what are these “trainings in disputation” which Aristotle describes in
©7? These -ar¢ meetings for discussion (dralexTikal gvv4dot or draTpi—
Bai) where the disputants argue “not in competition” (U] AYEVOG XAPLY)
but for the sake of “examination” (Teipa), “inquiry” (oxéwyig) and “trai-
ning” (yvpvaoia)'s on any subject proposed. Although Aristotle seems to
denounce the competitive character of the débates here, there are other passages
in which he seems to take the agonistic nature of them for granted and even
advises how to win the argument at all costs. !

When reading book @ it is quite clear that Aristotle is not the inventor of
these dialectical debates or even the.first author to write on them. For
example, at the beginning of @5 Aristotle justifies his work by pointing out
that there are no definite guidelines (&didpioTa) laid down for those who
argue in dialectical meetings for the sake of training and examination,!”
obviously assuming the existence of such debates. He often uses some
obviously standard terminology which he does not always explain but takes
for granted that his hearers know what is meant. In A 11, having made exact
distinctions between a problema and a thesis, Aristotle states that “practically
all dialectical problemata are now called theses”,'® which obviously
presupposes that these terms were widely used. The very beginning of the
Topics cited above in which Aristotle offers a new method clearly show that
he took for granted what the dialectical debates were about.

To a certain extent the debates seem to resemble sports games: the
questioner “attacks” (€mixeipei), the answerer “defends” (pvAdTTel) a the-
sis, they are arguing for the sake of “training” (yvuvaoia) and there is an
audience present whose presence appears to exert pressure on the disputants to

4@ 14, 164b1f. Aristotle advises us here to leam from each discussion a reasoning or a
solution or, above all, a proposition or an objection (164al6-b7)—these are the sources of the
ability in disputation (164b1)—and to make records of arguments (dTouvnuove$oElg TEV
Adywv) in a universal form (kaB8JAov), even though they might be concerned with a
particular case (6mi pépoug). It is striking that no mention of topoi is made.

5Cf. © 5, 159a25; 32-34; 11, 161a24£; 14, 163a29.

16Cfe.g. © 4, 159a18-24 vs. 5, 159a30-34. In @ 2 Aristotle recommends many cover-up
tactics which I shall describe in this chapter.

7@ 5, 159a25f. Or at any rate there are no definite guidelines for the answerer, as 159a31-
36 seems to imply; the text is slightly obscure here.

18 A 11, 104b34-36.
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respect certain rules of fair play.!® The performance of the disputants can be
judged, taking into consideration the fairness of the opponent and the
difficulty of the thesis to defend or to attack.?® It is quite possible that such
dialectical meetings were even institutionalized in the Academy as has often
been suggested.?! In the Platonic dialogue Parmenides there is a passage,
135¢8-136¢5, which shows that the idea of a training in disputation was
familiar to Plato and which throws light upon the origin of such training.
Parmenides, teacher of Zeno, who is considered to be the inventor of dia-
lectic,?? and Socrates’ main interlocutor in the dialogue, advises Socrates to
train himself first (ydpvaoat) before proceeding to philosophical enquiries.
The form of the exercise (tpdmwo¢ TA¢ yvuvaoiag) is that which Zeno
used in the treatise Socrates was listening to: one has to consider the
consequences both of a hypothesis (okomeiv T& cvupaivovra éx Tfig
vroB€oewc)?® and of its opposite.?* What follows in the second part of
Parmenides is thus an exercise in which Parmenides discusses with his
interlocutor named Aristotle? the consequences of the hypotheses, that there
is, or is not, a one (137b 2-4).26
In order to be successful in disputations it is not enough to read Aristotle’s
treatise. In Soph. El 16, 175a17-30 Aristotle says, with respect to para-
logisms: L
It is not the same thirg to take an argument in one’s hand and then to see
and solve its faults; as it is to be able to meet it quickly (Epwtduevov
aravrdv d¥vaoBar taxéwg); for what we know, we often do not know
in a different context. Moreover, just as in other things speed or slowness
is enhanced by training (§x To¥ yeyvuvdoOat), so it is with arguments
too, so that supposing we are unpractised (aueAétntot), even though a
point is clear to us, we are often too late for the right moment (tdiv
Kapwv).

The Topics have also two other purposes mentioned above, which are of
course at the same time purposes of the training in disputation: casual
conversations (§vtetEetc) and philosophical sciences. The casual conver-
sations might include dialogues as we know them from Plato’s early
dialogues but also more casual ones. For the last purpose Aristotle gives two
reasons:

19Cf e.g. © 8, 160b3, 6; also Soph. EL 8, 169b31; 15, 174a37.

2@ 11, 161a16-b10; 161b19-33; 161b34-162al1.

21 Cf. especially Ryle (1966).

. ;2 According to a fragment of Aristotle’s largely lost dialogue Sophistes, fr.1 in Ross (1955),
p.15.

23 parm. 135¢9-136al.

24 Cf especially Parm. 128d4-6.

25 1t is tempting to think that the author of the Topics is meant and some scholars have
maintained this (e.g. Ryle (1968), p.77f.). In Parm. 127d2f. however the interlocutor is
introduced as “the man who was afterwards one of the Thirty” which obviously precludes
Aristotle, the philosopher.

(19;‘:) )On the relation between Aristotle’s dialectical method and Plato’s Parmenides cf. Berti
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If we are able to raise difficulties on both sides (Biamoprioat), we shall more
easily discern truth and falsehood on every point.

Further, it is useful in connection with the primary elements (mp&ta) [i.e.
first principles] of each science; for it is impossible to discuss them at all
on the basis of the principles peculiar to the science in question, since the
first principles are prior to everything else, and it is necessary to deal with
them through the reputable opinions (€vd6E&wv) on each point. This task
belongs properly, or most appropriately, to dialectic; for dialectic, being of
the nature of an investigation, has a road towards the first principles of all
disciplines.?”

This last purpose shows the importance of the Topics for Aristotle’s philoso-
phy. The first point clearly says that dialectical method can be helpful in
philosophy and it is now agreed among scholars that Aristotle’s method in his
writings is largely dialectical. As for the second point, Aristotle seems to say
not only that with the help of dialectic the principles of each science can be
discussed,?® but also that they can be found—if this is what is meant by
dialectic’s “having the road to the principle”.?’ Given the eminent importance
of principles in Aristotle’s philosophy, this claim gives dialectic a very im-
portant place in Aristotle’s methodology.

I have now-outlined the sort of discussions Aristotle had primarily in mind
when writing the Topics—exercises in disputation—and their purpose. These
exercises have a special form which I shall go on to describe in detail.*

" 'B. Form of dialectical disputations

In a dialectical discussion there is a questioner (0 £pwT@v) and an answerer
(6 dmwoxpivduevag). Aristotle describes the réle of the questioner in @ 1-3
and that of the answerer in ® 4-10, as well as making various points about
dialectical arguments in ® 11-14. In book A he explains primarily the notions
of a problema, a protasis® and of predicables (A 4, 5, 10 and 11).

27 A 2, 101a34-b4. I have dealt with the reference to first principles as falling under the
heading of the third purpose, the philosophical sciences, as Irwin (1988), p. 37 does. One could
also argue with Brunschwig (1967), p. 116f. that the reference to the principles actually
represents an independent fourth purpose. The issue is debatable and one could argue both
ways, as in fact Alex. in Top. 29, 18-30, 12 does.

28 The most prominent example of this is the discussion of the Principle of Contradiction
given in Met. T 4.

29 Smith (1993) disputes this.

30 1 agree with Kapp's description (1931). However, Kapp gives only a very rough
structure, as he himself remarks (“grob”) and no pieces of evidence. The dialectical situation
is described in some detail by Moraux (1968) whose interpretation is at times slightly
speculative; cf. also Weil (1956) and Robinson (1930).

31 Protasis (pl. protaseis) is the transliteration of the Greek Tp3Taoic and means literally
“that which has been put forward”, here the question asked. However, Aristotle uses protasis
as referring to a question answered in the affirmative or in the negative, i. e. a proposition, as
early as in the Topics and then of course later in the Prior Analytics (cf. the definition at APr.
24al6). However, it is important to bear in mind that a protasis is normally used in the context
of a reasoning, i.e. a syllogism or induction, and thus means a premiss, as it is in fact most often
translated (for an exception cf. Met. N 2, 1089a24f.). I shall be using the transliteration protasis
to allow for the two nuances in meaning mentioned.
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The questioner asks the answerer a question in the form of a problema,
e.g. “Is pedestrian biped animal a definition of man, or not?” (A 4, 101b32f.).
Depending on which alternative the answerer decides to take the questioner has
to take the other one. The task of the questioner is to refute the answerer’s
thesis which he does by proving his own thesis. In order to achieve this he
asks the answerer questions in the form of protaseis, e.g. “Is animal the genus
of man?” which the answerer may either accept or not by saying “yes” or
“no”.2 The questioner tries to deduce from the admitted protaseis a conclusion
which is identical with his original thesis and the contradiction of the
answerer’s thesis. I shall deal with the part of the questioner in section 1.3

The answerer tries to avoid being refuted, respecting however certain rules
of “fair play’. Thus, if he does not accept a protasis which the questioner has
proved by induction, he is supposed to give a counterexample (Evataoig). If
he does not accept a conclusion which has been deduced by a syllogism, he is
supposed to give a solution (A¥01c). I shall deal with the part of the answerer
in section 2.3

This is a rough sketch of the structure of dialectical gymnastics and I shall
now comment on it, name some difficulties, refer to Aristotle’s terminology,
etc.

1. The part of the questioner
1.1. Problema

1.1.1. Form
It is quite clear that the problema comes at the beginning of the discussion. In
A 4, 101b15f Aristotle says:

Arguments (Adyou) arise from protaseis (Ex T@vV TPoTAOEWV), while the
subjects of syllogisms (ept Wv 3¢ ol gvAAoyiouot) are problemata.

And in the passage cited at the very beginning of this chapter Aristotle says
that “the purpose of the present treatise is to find a method by which we shall

I am also using the transliteration problema (pl. problemata) for the Greek mpdpAnpa
discussed above, since the word ‘problem’ would to a large extent be misleading.

I am using the word syllogism in the same sense as gvAloyiopdc is defined by Aristotle,
i.e.“an argument (ASyocg) in which certain things being laid down, something other than these
necessarily comes about through them” (Top. A 1, 100a25-27; very similarly in APr. A 1,
24b18-20) and simply seems to mean ‘deductive argument’. The word ‘syllogism’ in English
usually refers specifically to a categorical syllogism (and Aristotle sometimes uses it in this
way), and thus in order to designate just the definition scholars use the transliteration
‘sullogismos’ or the term ‘deduction’. However, the word in English is clearly used in its
broader meaning in ‘hypothetical syllogism’ and since this is a standard expression and a notion
of eminent importance in this book, I have decided to keep to ‘syllogism’ rather than a
transliteration, stressing that it is meant in its broader sense.

Similarly, “induction” just translates Aristotle’s émaywyr as defined in Top. A 12,
105al3f.; cf. pp. 29-31 below.

329 2, 158al6f.

33 On pp. 15-36 below.

34 On pp. 36-42 below.
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be able to reason syllogistically from generally accepted opinions about any
problema brought forward.”?

The problema has the form ‘Is P the case, or not? (wdtepov ... f 00; ),
P standing for a proposition, in contrast to a protasis which has the form ‘Is
P the case?’ (Gpa ...;).% A problema could be “Is pleasure a good, or not?”%’
or one of the examples cited on the previous page.®

However, Aristotle only seldom uses the term problema in its primary
meaning of a question in the form described above.* Usually he uses it to
designate the thesis of the answerer® or the thesis of the questioner*! (which is
equal to the conclusion intended by the questioner) or the thesis generally
(whether held by the questioner or the answerer),*? i.e. he calls both opposite
parts of the problema-question ‘Is P the case, or not?’ expressed in the
affirmative a problema: ‘P’ or ‘not P’. Even more often Aristotle uses the
very word 0€01¢, from which the English word thesis derives, to designate
the thesis of the answerer*? or, less often, of the questioner.* He sometimes
also uses the expression “that which has been laid down in the beginning” (T0
év apxf or €€ apxfic (xeipevov)).+s

One might wonder why the problema should have a different form from a
protasis, since the answerer could have made his position just as clear by
asserting or denying a protasis. Obviously the idea was to distinctly mark the

354 pév wpdBeoic Tic mpaypateiag péBodov edpeiv ad’ f¢ dvvnadueda
ovAAloyifeoBor wepl mavtdg Tod wpoTeBévrog mpoPArpartoc e EvdSEwv (A 1,
100a18-20).

Even if we omit mpopArfparog with Brunschwig, (1967), p.1n.4, it is clear from 101b16 and
101a30 that mpoPAfpartoc is meant. But Brunschwig’s reason for omitting mpofArpatog is
actually not particularly sound: he justifies it by Alexander’s omission of it in his citation. Now,
it is true that Alexander omits it in his citation in in Top. S, 20f., not, however, in 7, 1.
Brunschwig gives as further reason that Aristotle would not introduce a term which he has not
previously defined. Unfortunately, this is common practice with Aristotle—in Rhetoric for
example he first mentions the notion of enthymema in A 1, 1354al4f. without any explanation,
which he gives only later (1355a6ff.), and in the Topics he uses the notion of the topos without
ever defining it.

3 A 4,101b29-36.

37 Cf. e.g. B 10, 114b39.

38 Many other examples will be cited in Chapter Three.

39 Examples of problemata in the full form are found in A 10, 104b7, 8, 16.

40 B 2, 109b24, 110a10, H 5, 155a37f. (TpoPAnudtwv émxeipeiv); © 3, 158b16 (pd—
Banua (...) droemyeipntov).

It is actually not always easy to determine whether the thesis of the answerer or the
questioner is meant. The reason for this is that the word émxeipeiv (mpdc), meaning literally
“to put one’s hand to”, which Aristotle often uses in conjunction with “problema” can have two
different meanings: it either means “to attack” or “to prove (dialectically)”, “to argue”. In the
former case the object is of course the thesis of the answerer (155a7, 11, 17, 37, 158a31, b5,
13, 161a22), in the latter case it can be either way (156b20, 158b1, 16, 36, 163b1). The context
usually makes the exact meaning clear.

4@ 11, 161b32f. 34f., 162a6, 163a8f. The thesis of the questioner of course equals the
conclusion that the questioner purports to reach. All the occurrences of problema in the Prior
Analytics have this meaning: a conclusion which is to be concluded (repaiveiv) or proved
(Bewcvivar) (26b31, 42b29, 43a18, b34, 45a36, b21 and in many other places).

428 1, 108b34, 1092, 28, E 1, 128b23, 24, 29, 129a19, 20, 30.

43 B, 110al1, 111al1, b12, 36; T, 120a21, 27; A, 123a4, al.; ©, 159a20., 36, 160b14, al.; the
same goes for vr60ea1g which in ® usually has the same meaning as 6é016.

4@ 1, 156a13 and 156bS .

4@ 1, 155b13, 156a8.13; 3, 159a8; 6, 160al1, al.
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problema as the proposition which had to be refuted or proved from protaseis
as the propositions which serve as premisses of the reasoning which was to
refute or prove the problema. Problema itself, being the conclusion of the
reasoning or its negation, could under no circumstances be a premiss of this
reasoning—otherwise one would commit the error of begging the question.

1.1.2. Content

In A 10 and 11 Aristotle specifies a problema and a thesis with respect to
content. We should not be concerned with every problema, he tells us, but
only with a dialectical one. In A 11, 104b1-5 he gives a full definition of a
dialectical problema:

A dialectical problema is an investigation (Beddpnua) leading either to
choice and avoidance or to truth and knowledge.

Its subject is something about which either men.have no opinion either
way, or most people hold an opinion contrary to that of the wise, or the
wise contrary- to that of most people, or about which members of each of
these classes disagree among themselves.

The main characteristic of a problema seems to be that it has to have a.
problematlc or aporetic content, on which people disagree or even have no
opinion at all.* The aporia (or puzzlement) should be of the sort about which'
doubt might be felt (amoprioeiev) by the kind of person who requires to"be
argued with.#

The demonstration (aw6det1g) of the problema or thesis should neither
be too ready to hand—otherwise the problema would not really be aporetic,,
nor should it be too remote—this could mvolve dlfﬁculues which go beyond
the scope of dialectical training (TAgiw A KATA YOUVAOTIKTV).8

Aristotle also makes a distinction between a problema and a thesis. In
104b18-28 he gives the following definition of a thesis:

A thesis is a belief contrary to general opinion (VTSAnyi¢ Tapddofog) but
propounded by someone famous as a philosopher; for example, “Contra-
diction is impossible”, as Antisthenes said (...); for to pay any attention
when an ordinary person sets forth views which are contrary to received
opinion is foolish.

Or a thesis may concern matters about which we hold a reasoned view
contrary to received opinions (wepi v Adyov Exopev évavtiov Toig
d6Eauc); for example, the view of the Sophists that “What is need not in
every case either have come to be or be eternal” (...). This view, even if it is
unacceptable to some people, might be accepted by someone on the ground
that it has an argument in its favour (31& 16 Adyov &xev).

Every thesis is also a problema, since in a thesis the wise disagree with the
many or one or the other class disagree among themselves; but not every
problema is a thesis, since some problemata are such that we hold no opinion

4 Cf. also A 10, 104a4-8.

47 Rather than the kind of person who needs to be castigated, as those who feel doubt
whether or not the gods ought to be honoured and parents loved, or those who lack perception,
as those do who wonder whether snow is white or not (A 11, 105a3-7).

48 A 11, 105a7-9.
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about them either way, which is not true of a thesis (104b29-34). Aristotle
remarks that “all dialectical problemata are now called theses” and that, once
having defined them, he will take the liberty to use the two expressions
interchangeably (104b34-105a2), as he in fact does in the Topics.

1.1.3. Construction and destruction (xaraoxgvdleiv and avaoxevo—
Lev)

Depending on whether the answerer says “yes” or “no” to the proposed
problema, i.e. depending on whether the answerer takes on the affirmative or
the negative thesis (assuming P to be in the affirmative), the questioner
endeavours to destroy or construct the thesis, i.e. to deduce a negative or
affirmative conclusion. In the topoi in the central books destruction is clearly
predominant. The reason being that “people more usually introduce theses
asserting a predicate than denying it, while those who argue with them destroy
it” (B 1, 109a8-10). Thus, the answer to the proposed problema is more often

“yes” than “no”, but both are possible.*

There are certain irregularities in the usage of “to destroy” (ava-—
okevalelv/avaipeiv) and “to construct” (kataokevdlelv) a thesis. The
passage in B 1, 108b34-109a10 seems to suggest that “to destroy” a thesis
means to prove a negative statement containing the verb “not to belong” (00x
VTdpxXELV) or “not to be” and thus to refute a positive thesis while “to
construct” means to prove a positive statement containing the verb °
belong” (VdpxeLv) or “to be” and thus to refute a negatlve statement. ThlS
understanding of the two terms is clearly assumed in many topoi in B in
which the theses contain no quantifiers “all”. or “no”, but which contain
general terms so that their extension is best understood as universal positive
and negative theses. In books A-Z as well, “to construct” a thesis obviously
means to establish that A is a predicable of B, and “to destroy” a thesis means
that A is not a predicable of B, A and B standing for terms.

However, we also find a different usage of the two terms in B, in those
topoi in which Aristotle explicitly distinguishes positive and negative
universal theses and where the quantification is of importance. Here, “to
construct” a thesis means proving a universal positive or negative thesis, i.e.
that the thesis does or does not belong universally, and thus refuting a
particular negative or affirmative thesis; “to destroy” a thesis means proving
a particular negative or affirmative thesis, and thus refuting a universal
positive or negative thesis. We find this usage for example in B 2, 109b13-
29, B 3, 110a23-b7, and in some other places.

To express the difference once again in slightly different terms, in the first
case the thesis P in the problema ‘Is P the case, or not?’ always seems to be

49 Thus, Moraux (1968), p-280, is wrong in maintaining that «le questionneur devra tendre a
faire admettre au répondant des propositions d’ou découlera nécessairement une conclusion
identique a la réponse oui au probléme posé». There is no set order of answers, and in fact, the
answer of the answerer is more often “yes” than “no”. If the answer was always “yes” or
always “no” then the difference between avaokevd{elv and xataokevolerv would
become incomprehensible.

50 B 4, 111a14-32, a33-b16, b17-23; 5, 112a16-23; 8, 113b15-26; 10, 114b37-115a14, and
many others.
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an affirmative proposition. In the second case, where we have explicit
quantification and which certainly is a later development, P in ‘Is P the case,
or not?’ is a universal affirmative or negative proposition. In both cases it is
true that if the answerer says “no”, thus picking out ‘not P’ the questioner
“constructs”, i.e. proves P, whereas 1f the answerer say “yes”, picking out ‘P’,
the answerer “destroys”, i.€. proves ‘not P’.

In T 6 Aristotle also admits problemata containing quantified predication
other than universal. Here, P can also be an affirmative or negative particular
proposition (120a6-20) or any of the other specified belonging (120a20-31; cf.
p- 122n.98 below. But those other than universal quantifications do not seem
to occur anywhere in the Topics except here.

In ©® Aristotle does not make this subtle d1st1nct10n He does not here use
the terms “to construct” (kataoxkevafeiv) or “to destroy” (AvaOKEL G—
Cewv) at all. He uses the more generic term “to refute” (dvaipgiv), which
embraces both “to construct” and “to destroy”. The understanding of the two
terms is essential in order to understand the procedure in the central books.

1.2. Protasis

1.2.1. Form ) _
The form of a dialectical protasis is ‘Is it the case that P?” (&pa ..: ;). That
is, in contrast to problema, of which the form is ‘Is it the case that P, or
not?” (mdrepov ... §§ o¥;), the ‘or not’-bit is left out.5! My English
rendering of the protasis as ‘Is it the case that P?’, rather than as ‘P?” which
would be nearer to the original Greek, points to another requirement which
protaseis (and problemata) must fulfil: the answerer must be able to answer
them simply by ‘yes” or “no”.%2 Thus, questions of the kind “What is man?”
or “In what various senses can the good be used?” are not dialectical and hence
not permitted. The questioner must give his own definitions and distinctions
and then ask the answerer to accept or not.>3

1.2.2. Content
In A 10 Aristotle specifies the dialectical protasis with respect to content. In
104a8-15 the following definition is given:

A dialectical protasis is a question (8p«Tnoig) which is endoxical
(8v8o&ov) to everyone or the majority or the wise—either all of the wise or
the majority or the most famous of them—and which is not paradoxical;3*
for one would assent to the view of the wise, if it is not contrary to the

5! In Greek the interrogative pronouns are different as well: dpa in the case of protasis and
métepov (indicating the choice of two theses) in the case of problema.

52 Aristotle says this only of protaseis, but of course the same is true of problemata. In
English we would have to answer a problema by “yes, it is” or “no, it is not”, but in Greek a
“yes” or “no” is enough; cf. Soph. EL 10, 171a19-21 and Plato’s Euthydemus 276a3f., 295b2f.

@ 2, 158a14-22; cf. 160a34. However, if the answerer refuses to accept a distinction it is
fair to ask him to make his own suggestion (158a22-24).

54 This word means literally “against common sense”, thus could perhaps be translated as
“implausible”, “incredible”. Aristotle stresses that the protasis reputable to the wise should not
be paradoxical—if it was it would be a thesis, which is defined as a paradoxical belief of a
philosopher, e.g. Heraclitus’s thesis that all things are in motion (A 11, 104b19-22).
Tapddokog seems to have a similar meaning to &5oEog and the opposite meaning of £vboEog.
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opinions of majority. Views which are similar to received opinions
(EvB6Eoig) are also dialectical protaseis, and so are also protaseis which
contradict the contraries of received opinions, and also views that accord
with the arts that have been discovered.

In this passage the important notion of “endoxical” occurs. The passage which
best explains this notion seems to me to be the one found in the very first
book of the Topics, namely A 1, 100b21-23:

Those opinions are endoxical which appear to be correct (Bokel) to.
everyone or the majority or the wise—that is to say, to all of the wise or to
the majority or to the most famous and distinguished of them.

Thus, endoxical protaseis express reputable or plausible views.* Accordingly,
the content of protaseis is quite the opposite of that of problema and thesis:
the latter are supposed to be puzzling, the former to be generally accepted—
either by all or the majority, the wise or the scientists. The reason for this is
of course that the questioner is dependent on the answerer’s accepting the
protasis and “no one would accept” a protas1s whlch is no one’s opinion (A
10, 104a5-8).

In © 2, 157b32f. yet another charactenzano\
found:

‘the'd1a1ect1cal protasis is

L e, La
A dialectical protasis is one which holds several msta.nces and to which

no objection (§votaoig) is forthcoming. |,

In 158a3-6 Aristotle expresses h1mse1f shghtly more exactly with respect to
the objections saying:

Either no objection should be forthcoming at all, or at any rate none on the
surface (ufy émmoAfic); for if men can see no instances in which the
protasis-does not hold good, they admit it as true.

This characterization of the dialectical protasis is of course in line with its
endoxical character and may in fact be understood as an explication of its
being endoxical.

Aristotle divides all protaseis and problemata into three classes:

There are, roughly speaking, three classes of protaseis and problemata; for
some are ethical, some physical and some logical protaseis. Ethical
protaseis are such as “Ought one rather to obey one’s parents or the laws, if
they disagree?” Logical protaseis are such as “Is the knowledge of contraries
the same or not?” Physical protaseis are such as “Is the universal eternal or
not?” Likewise also with problemata.’$

55 For an exact explanation of the notion of €vdo&og cf. Le Blond (1939), pp. 9-19 and
especially Barnes (1980), pp. 498ff. I shall usually render the word by “endoxical” sometimes
by “reputable” or “plausible”. It should at any rate be borne in mind that “opinion” or “belief”
(36w ) stands in high regard in Aristotle and is not necessarily opposed to truth. In Met. T 6,
1011b13 he even calls the principle of contradiction “the most indisputable of all beliefs”
(BeBarotatn d6Ea).

% A 14, 105b19-29.
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This is a famous passage in which we find the first textual evidence for the
widespread division of philosophy into ethics, physics and logi¢ in Antiquity
which is usually attributed to Xenocrates, a member of Plato’s Academy and a
contemporary of Aristotle. Aristotle here does not actually subdivide
philosophy but problemata and protaseis into three types: ethical, physical
and logical. In a parallel passage’” Aristotle specifies the purpose of the three
different kinds of problemata and protaseis; he actually refers here to proble-
mata only:

(1) The knowledge of some of these problemata is useful for the purpose of
choice or avoidance; for example whether pleasure is worthy of choice
(aipetdv) or not.*® (2) The knowledge of some of these is useful purely for
the sake of knowledge, for example, whether the universe is eternal or not.
(3) Others, again, are not useful in themselves for either of these purposes
but as an aid to the solution of some similar problema; for there are many
things which we do not wish to know for themselves but for other purposes,
in order that through them we may obtain knowledge of something else.>®

The first passage is taken by Hadgopoulos (1976), p. 286 as evidence for his
contention® that Aristotle does not adhére, to the formal distinction between
protaseis and problemata made in Top. A4 and described above:
[Tlhis formal distinction [between: protasis and' problema] is not adhered to
by Aristotle. Later on (..) [Aristotle] forgets the formal distinction, and he
distinguishes between them in other ways. We find examples of dialectical
protaseis expressed in the form-that had been earlier appropriated for the
expression of problemata.

By “later” Hadgopoulos means as early as Top. A 14, 105b19-29 where the
above passage is found. Now, it is true that in this passage Aristotle calls
questions protaseis which have the form of problemata. However, this is the
only passage where Aristotle does this (even though Hadgopoulos gives it
only as one example) and I think this passage should not be pressed.

5T A 11, 104b5-12.

58 One might be tempted to think that the first mentioned sort of problemata, point to book I
where we find topoi which tell us what is more worthy of choice (aipetdtepov). But the
problemata Aristotle deals within I' are of a different sort as he explains at the very beginning
of I' (1, 116a4-9). There, both things are worthy of choice and the question is: which one is
more so. We very seldom find problemata in the Topics which contain the word aipetdc or
¢evitdg (cf. e.g. B 7, 113a1-19). The problema Aristotle gives as an example occurs very
often in the form “Is pleasure a good, or not?” and I assume that it is this sort of ethical
problemata Aristotle refers to, which are found in all the central books along with physical and
logical ones; Aristotle in fact often uses “good” and “worthy of choice” interchangeably (cf.
e.g. Rhet. B 23, 1397a21vs. 22).

9 It is interesting to note that Aristotle here sees logic both as a part and as an instrument of
philosophy. Later in antiquity it became an issue whether philosophy is one or the other, cf.
Alex. in APr. 1, 7-2, 33, Mueller (1969), p. 184 and especially Lee (1984), pp. 44-54. Aristotle
himself later divided all knowledge in a way which did not leave space for logic (Met. E 1,
1025b25ff.; K 7, 1064b1-3; and in fact already in Top. Z 6, 145a15f. and ©® 1, 157al0f.); logic
s%%xg:g to have for him a merely propaedeutic character (cf. e.g. Mer. I 3, 1005b2-5 and 4,
1 -8).

60 Hadgopoulos’ main contention is a correct critique of a surprisingly misguided
gl:‘tcrprctaﬁon of the function of problema and protasis given in Kneale and Kneale (1962), p.
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Aristotle was clearly inattentive here. Only the example of the logical
sentence is, also with regard to content, a protasis, i.e. is endoxical.’! The
example of a physical sentence is, with regard to content, clearly a problema
since Aristotle cites it twice as a typical example of a problema.®> We do not
find the example of an ethical question given here anywhere else in the
Topics, but it is quite clear anyway that with regard to content it is a
problema. It refers to the famous Nature-Law-antithesis which Aristotle
mentions in Soph. El 12, 173a7-18 and of which he says that “in the view of
the ancients [sc. philosophers, mainly the sophists] what accorded with nature
was the truth, while what accorded with law was the general opinion of the
polloi.,” This is according to the definition in A 11, among others, the
characteristic of a problema.®® So one wonders which distinction Aristotle had
in mind when naming protasis and problema as distinct entities in A 14 and
saying that the division is “likewise also with problemata.” 7

_Also what Aristotle does in this passage is to make a new division of
questions, namely into physical, ethical and logical. It is often the case that
when Aristotle introduces a new distinction, he pays little attention to the
distinctions he made previously. Thus in A 4, where he introduces the formal
distinction between problemata and protaseis, he does not pay attention to the
distinction with respect to their content, which he makes in A 10, using the
same statement in different forms to illustrate the difference.5

Besides, it should not be assumed that Aristotle himself introduced the

formal distinction. Rather, he was describing what was common practice in
the gymnastical disputations to begin a dispute by posing a question in this
form. Problemata presuinably originated from geometry and already Plato has
used them for investigations other than geometry. Thus for example in
Theaet. 180c5ff. the mathematician Theodorus suggests trying to solve a
question “like a problema” and Socrates specifies the problema by giving two
opposed dogmas, those by Heraclitus and Pythagoras. And in Resp. 530b6
Plato lets Socrates say that the study of geometry is pursued “by means of
problemata.”s

1 Cf. A 10, 104al6.

62 In the passage cited on the previous page (A 11, 104b8) and again in 104b16.

63 “The subject-matter of a problema is something about which (...) the polloi hold an
opinion contrary to that of the wise, or the wise contrary to that of the polloi” (A 11, 104b4f.).

64 Hadgopoulos gives another passage to support his contention, namely De Int. 20b23-30.
The relevant lines b22-24 run: “So if a dialectical question consists in requesting an answer—
either a protasis or one side of a contradiction, the protasis being one side of the contradiction
... This text seemns to me rather to suggest that the distinction-between two sorts of questions,
namely protasis and problema, is still at work here, even though "problema” is not explicitly
mentioned and protasis designates an answered question here. The first answer answers a
protasis, the second a problema which offers a choice of two contradictory propositions.

65 Cf. also Resp. 531c2-5: “They do not ascend to problemata and the consideration which
numbers are inherently concordant and which not” and Soph. 261a6f.: “Evidently he [the
Sophist] posseses a whole armory of problemata, and every time that he puts one forward
(TpoPdAn) to shield him, we have to fight our way through it before we can get at him.” On
the notion of the problema see most recently Lennox (1994).
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1.2.3. Universal and particular protaseis

Aristotle distinguishes between universal (kaB3Aov) and particular (& ka6’
Exaata) protaseis,’ most explicitly in ® 8, 160a39-bl. He explains here
how the answerer should treat these two different kinds of protaseis: the
answerer should accept the particular protaseis if they are true and endoxical,
but he should always try to find an objection (EvoTaoig), i. e. a counter-
example, against the universal protasis. Aristotle does not specify the distinc-
tion any further and thus we have to look at examples to see what is meant
exactly. Four examples will be sufficient; the first three examples of
parncular protaseis constitute objections to the corresponding universal prota-
seis:

Universal protasis (1)
The angry man desires vengeance on account of an ‘apparent shght 67
Particular protasis:
We become angry with our parents, but we do.not desire vengeance on
them, %8

Universal protasis (2)

The man who has lost the knowledge of something has forgotten it.5°
Particular protasis:

If the thing changes, he has lost knowledge of it but has not forgotten it’®

Universal protasis (3)
A greater evil is the opposite of a greater good.”!

Particular protasis.
Health, which is a lesser good than sound bodily condition, has a greater
evil as its opposite, since disease is a greater evil than unsound bodily
condition.”

Universal protasis (4)
He who sits writes.”?
Particular protaseis:
Socrates is sitting.
Socrates is writing’*

66 Aristotle does not usually mention protasis explicitly but uses merely the expressions
“universal” and “particular”; it is obvious from the context that protaseis are meant. As far as I
can see there are only two places where Aristotle expresses himself explicitly: ® 1, 156a28
(xaBdrov wpdraoiv) and 14, 163b32 (wpétaociv Te xorviv).

7@ 1, 156a31f.; explicitly specified as a universal protasis in a28 and 30.

8@ 1, 156a37f.

®@ 2, 157b12f,

0@ 2, 157b13f.

@ 2,157b17.

2@ 2, 157b18-20.

3 © 10, 160b26f. For other examples of universal protaseis: cf. e.g. 1, 156b11-13 (explicitly
specified as universal in bl1 and b15); 2, 157b15f.

74® 10, 160b27 and b28. For other examples of singular protaseis: cf. e.g. 2, 157b5f. (two
examples).
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It can be seen that universal protaseis in ® are obviously quite different from
those defined in APr. A 1, 24a16-19 or Top. B 1, 108b34-109al: there is no
universal quantifier (‘all’ or ‘no’) explicitly stated. The protaseis are universal
or general by virtue of their containing general terms.”

As for the particular protaseis (t& ka0’ €xaota), these are obviously
protaseis which are less specific than the universal ones usually by virtue of
their containing particular terms.’s The particular (ka8’ €xaoTov) here is
ambiguous and can either mean “specific” or “individual”. Specific terms are
specific relative to generic terms: “disease” in the third example is specific
with respect to “evil”, but can be generic with respect to, say, ‘rheumatism’,
i. e. a specific disease. An individual is a border line case of a specific term,
insofar as that there can be nothing more specific than it, e.g. “Socrates” in
the fourth example.”

The distinction between universal and particular protaseis is very impor-
tant with respect to induction, objection and syllogism, with which I shall
deal later in this chapter.

1.2.4. Syllogistic protasis and syllogism
In © 8,160a35f. introduces the notion of a syllogistic protasis (TpdTaoic
OUAAOYLOTLRY):;
Eyngy.;-;yjlo'gis‘tic .protasis either is one of the constituent parts of the
syllogism [i.e. a premiss] or else goes to establish one of these.”®

Aristotle makes here-two important distinctions with respect to protaseis and
with respect to’syllogism.

There are protaseis which are the premisses of the syllogism with the help
of which the questioner endeavours to prove his own thesis—these are the so-
called necessary protaseis (dvaykaioal TPOTAOELS). Aristotle simply

75 The universal quantifiers are of course implicitly contained in these protaseis and if we
wanted to formalize them in modern predicate calculus, we would have to use the quantifiers:
‘the man’ becomes then ‘every man’, ‘the evil’ ‘every evil’, etc.

76 1 say ‘usually’ because in the second example the particular protasis contains the same
terms as the universal one; the objection here is specified by pointing out that the thing
(“something”) changes.

77 This ambiguity is found in other Aristotelian writings as well, cf. Barnes (1994%), p. 83.

‘Particular’ is ambiguous in English. Apart from the two meanings which it has in common
with the Greek ka8’ Exaotov (‘specific’ and ‘individual’) it also has a third one, referring to
propositions affirming or denying something about only some members of a class of objects and
which contains the quantifier ‘some’. The corresponding word in Greek is &t pépou as it is
found e.g. in Top. B 1, 108b34ff.; the example Aristotle gives there is “some pleasure is good”.
This third meaning is not meant here, although'there is of course some connection between it
and the ‘specific’ and ‘individual’. The first example of a singular protasis, “we become angry
with our parents, but we do not desire vengeance on them” is directed against the universal
protasis stated above and can be seen as an instance of the protasis “some angry men do not
desire vengeance”.

Instead of xaB’ Exaotov Aristotle in @ also uses xata uépog (1, 155b35; 13, 163al,
5f.;14, 164a9) or v uéper (14, 164a8).

78 rdoa mpdTaoig cuAloyloTikl A To¥Twv Tig EaTv € GV 6 guAloyopdg |
TIVOG To¥TWV EVEKA.
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defines them as protaseis “through which the syllogism proceeds”.” I shall
call this syllogism the main syllogism.
There are also protaseis which are used for establishing the necessary protaseis
of the main syllogism—Aristotle simply characterizes them as protaseis
“other than those which are necessary”.® I shall call them auxiliary protaseis.
The necessary protaseis can be established with the help of auxiliary protaseis
through induction or, again, through syllogism. The deducing of the neces-
sary protaseis is sometimes described by Aristotle as “to conclude by a
prosyllogism” (rpogvAAoyileoOar).t! I shall call this syllogism the pro-
syllogism. Of course, auxiliary protaseis in turn can be established by a
syllogism as well, so that one gets auxiliary protaseis and prosyllogisms of
the second (or more) degree.®? Thus, we can distinguish different kinds of
syllogism—main, auxiliary of the first, second, etc. degree—dependmg on the
function of their conclusion

Now, what does Atistotle actually understand by a sylloglsm in the Topics
exactly? He gives a definition at the very beginning of the Topics (A 1,
100a25-27):

A syllogism' is an argument in which certain things being laid down,
something other than these necessarily comes about through them.®?

‘Almost exactly the same definition is given at the beginning of the Prior
YAnalytics, A 1, 24b18-20. The only slight difference is that in the Topics
Aristotle says that something necessarily comes about “through" the
'protasels, whereas in the Analytics he says “through their being so” (TG
Toldta €lvat). In the next sentence Aristotle explains that he means the
two expressions in the same way and that he wants to say through these
expressions that in order to make the consequence necessary nothing more is
needed than the terms in the protaseis alone (24b20-22).84

The definition of the syllogism is a very broad one: all it says is that from
some premisses something else, namely the conclusion necessarily follows

7 gvaykaiar & Aéyovrar 81’ @v 0 ovAhoyiopdg yivetan (155b20; cf b 29).
Sometimes the syllogism is called more specifically cvAloyipdg tod &E dpxfig, i.e.
syllogism of the original thesis (cf. e.g. 1, 156a8).

80 rpordoeic (...) Tapa Tag avaykaiag (1, 155b19; cf. 1, 156a3). Sometimes they are
circumscribed differently still as e.g. “protaseis which are required to establish the necessary
ones” (mpog tadtag [sc. avaykaiag] xpriotu[a]) (156a10) or arguably the expression
Exeiva (sc. Affppata) 0¢’ dv 6 gvAloyioudg (156a21f.) which I translate as “those
protaseis from which we syllogize the necessary protaseis” and which is interpreted in this way
also by Alex. in Top. 527, 18-22, Pacius (1597), 755, 10, Waitz (1844-46), ad 156a20, and
Zadro (1974), 522, 5 (3); the term Arjppata, which only occurs in the whole Organon in two
other places, namely Top. A, 101a14 and Soph. El. 183al5, as well as d§idpata are used
synonymously with protaseis in Top. © .

81@ 1, 156a8. The only other occurrence in the Topics is found in Z 10, 148b8.

82Cf. @ 1, 156a7-11 where Aristotle says that the final conclusion is better concealed when
not only the necessary protaseis, but also some of the protaseis with which the necessary ones
are established, i.e. auxiliary pmtasels are estabhshcd syllogistically.

83 gor1 & ouAloyioudc Adyoc &v & TEBévTwv TivEv Etepdv T TGV
ketpévwv eE avdykng ovuPaiver dia TAV xepévev.

84 Néyw Bt 1§ TtalTa elvar TO Sia Tavta cvpPaivelv, 10 8& Sia TavTa
ovpPaiverv 10 undevog EEwbev Spov mpoadeiv mpdg 10 yevéaBon 1O dvayxaiov.
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and it follows due to the premisses alone. The definition is of course broader
than the categorical syllogism with which the Prior Analytics mainly deals
and to which the word “syllogism” in English most frequently refers. An
example of a categorical syllogism is:

Every man is an animal;
every animal is mortal;
hence, every man is mortal.

Apart from categorical syllogism Aristotle in the Analytics also deals very
briefly with another sort of deduction, namely with hypothetical syllogisms
(ovAhoyiouodg €€ DmoBéoews). An example of a hypothetical syllogism
is:

If man is an animal, then man is mortal;

man is an animal; '

hence, man is mortal.

In APr. A 44 where Aristotle deals with the hypothetical syllogism he
explains that the conclusion is not reached by a syllogism but through the
hypothesis. This statement has often been misunderstood to the effect that the
hypothetical syllogism was supposed not to be a syllogism at all. Now,
Aristotle of course used the word syllogism here in the narrow sense of
‘categorical syllogism; obviously, hypothetical syllogism is still a syllogism
in the broad sense, i.e. a deductive argument—otherwise it would not be called
a syllogism; cf. p. 128f. I shall deal more extensively with hypothetical
syllogism in Chapter Four.

Aristotle uses the notion of the syllogism quite extensively in ® and it is
fairly clear that he has the same definition in mind as given in Top. A 1.3
Aristotle does not distinguish here between categorical and hypothetical
syllogisms nor does he make any attempt to explain why the conclusion
follows from the premisses. There are at least two clear examples of
syllogisms to be found in @:

Knowledge of opposites is the same.
Contraries are opposites.
Hence, knowledge of contraries is the same.%

and

85 Cf. e.g. ® 11, 161b29f. where Aristotle criticises that “sometimes people secure more
premisses than are necessary, so that it is not through them (¢ Ta®T’ elvai) that the
syllogism comes about.”

8@ 1, 155b32-34. Aristotle does not present here the syllogisms in the neat form I use
above, but it can be easily extracted from what he says here: “If one desires to secure the
premiss that the knowledge of contraries is the same, one should claim it not of contraries, but
of opposites; for, if he grants it (te@évtog yap tovrov), one will then deduce by a syllogism
(ovAAoyieiton) that the knowledge of contraries is also the same, because contraries are
opposites.” Similarly, one could express the paradigma of the categorical syllogism given
above: From ‘animals are mortal’ ‘men are mortal’ can be deduced, because men are animals.
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He who sits, writes.
Socrates is sitting.
Hence, Socrates is writing.®

These examples of syllogisms seem to correspond to categorical rather than
hypothetical syllogisms, although the second one could also be interpreted as
a hypothetical syllogism, i.e. “he who sits, writes” as “if someone sits, then
he writes”. However, there are certainly universal protaseis which when used
in a syllogism would certainly create a hypothetical rather than a categorical
syllogism, e.g. “if a person has lost knowledge of a thing while it still
remadins, then he has forgotten it.”®® Thus, it would appear that in ®
syllogisms are found which later would be classified as categorical or
hypothetical syllogisms. From the two examples given above it is clear that
the syllogisms have much in common with syllogisms as we know them
from the Analytics, but there are also some striking differences. 'As already
mentioned above, the premisses are not explicitly quantified by quantifiers
‘every’, ‘no’, or ‘some’.? Further, there are also premisses containing
individual terms such as “Socrates” which are not allowed in the syllogistic as
expounded in the Prior Analytics®® and which we also find in other books of
the Topics.!

1.2.5. Necessary protaseis: © 1, 155b29-156a3 _

Having dealt with the notion of the syllogism and the function of necessary
and auxiliary protaseis, we can now proceed to deal with the latter two in
more detail. As already said, necessary protaseis are protaseis “by means of
which the main syllogism proceeds.” Aristotle enumerates four ways in which
they can be established:*

(1) by prosyllogism®?
(2) by induction®

87@ 10, 160b26-28. Here, the syllogism is presented in a straightforward way: “For
example, if someone secures (from the answerer) (Actfin}) that ‘he who sits, writes’ and that
‘Socrates is sitting’; for from these it follows that (cvuPaiver yap €x TodTwv) ‘Socrates is
writing.””

8@ 2, 157b15f.

89 Although the general sentences have an implicit quantification of which Aristotle is well
aware and which he makes explicit if necessary. Thus in ® 10, 160b32f. he points out that what
is false in the second example is the first premiss because “not everyone who sits, writes’”.

4 890 However, there are exceptions: A 33, 47b15ff. and B 27, 70al6ff. Cf. Patzig (1968), pp.

91 Cf. e.g. A 5, 102b7; 7, 103a30f.; 9, 103b29-35; T 2, 117b13-25; E 1, 128b20; 129a5; 3,
131b12, et al. They are also found in the Sophistici Elenchi: 5, 166b32, 33f., 14, 173b30, et al.
On the whole however they are actually comparatively seldom. On the problems which
singular terms create in book E cf. Barnes (1970), p. 148.

0 1, 155b35-38.

93 Aristotle does not actually use the word “prosyllogism”, but the more generic “syllogism’
(b35). Since the syllogism here does not establish the final conclusion but only the necessary
protasis of the main syllogism, obviously a prosyllogism is meant.

94 Aristotle deals with likeness (or analogy) in several passages and says explicitly that it is
often used to establish the universal (© 8, 160a37-39). However, it is not included in the list
here. In contrast to induction we do not proceed from particular protaseis, but from one or
more universal protaseis to the universal (@ 1, 156b10-17) e.g. “as knowledge and ignorance of
contraries is the same thing, so is the perception of contraries the same thing.” Obviously
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(3) some by prosyllogism and some by induction
(4) by being advanced in their original form, if “absolutely clear” (Aiatv Tpo—
daveic)

There is something very striking about the purpose of the four ways to
establish the necessary protaseis. The main function of the first three is the
concealment of the conclusion (xpdyig T08 cvuTepdouartog) and the
fourth one is only used when the first three cannot be used. The expression
“concealment of the conclusion” is actually misleading. There is of course no
way of concealing the intended conclusion since this is clear from the very
beginning of the disputation—the intended conclusion is the questioner’s
thesis and the contradictory to the answerer’s thesis. What is supposed to be
concealed is of course that the protaseis the questioner wants to secure bring
him nearer to deducing the intended conclusion. Aristotle sometimes describes
this tactic as “keeping away (as far as possible) from the intended
conclusion.” An explanation for the expression “concealment of the
conclusion” can be extracted from a passage in which Aristotle says:

To put the matter generally, he who wishes to conceal his puiposé: while °
eliciting answers (T0v. kpvnTIK@¢ TvvBavdpevov) shouldrsaxput his
questions that when he -has put his whole argument and has stated hls
conclusion, people still ask “Well, but why is that?”% B

Why should the questioner try to conceal his conclusion? The dlalectlcal
disputes clearly have a competitive character (ay@vog xaplv) and are
always directed against another party (Tpo¢ €repov),”’the aim bemg to win
and not necessarily to reach the truth. If the opponent realizes that a protasis
clearly leads to the conclusion which is the opposite of his thesis, he will
promptly refuse to grant it—there are of course limitations to this, which I
shall discuss later. It is in fact acceptable for the answerer to refuse to grant a
protasis on the grounds of its being too close to the conclusion.?®

The fact that the dialectician has an opponent and has to argue accordingly,
including the hiding of the conclusion,” is in fact the main difference between
the philosopher and the dialectician as described by Aristotle in the
transitional part joining book ® with the central books.!® The philosopher,

Aristoltlle did not consider it to be at the same level as induction and syllogism—but he does not
say why.

95 Cf. O 1, 156al2f.: oltw y&p moppwrdtw dmoorhoele THc €€ dpxfic Béoewc.
See also 1, 155b30, 38f. and 14, 163b35f.

%6 1, 156a13-15. Aristotle also often speaks of the “universal” being concealed, cf.
156b11 (AavBdver pdAdov To xaBdAov); also a28f.

97 @ 1, 155b26-28. TIpdc in the Topics is often ambiguous between “in relation to” and the
more specific “against”; here, the latter is certainly meant.

%@ 6, 160a3-6. The answerer can use the closeness to the conclusion as an argument for
not granting a protasis only in cases where the closeness is very striking, i.e. where the
conclusion necessarily follows from the protasis so that the answerer can argue, the questioner
i15613)e%§ing the question (Soph. El. 17, 176a27-33). On begging the question cf. @ 13, 162b34-

al3.

99 “For all this [i.e. arrangement and framing of questions] is in relation to/against another
party” (mpog Etepov yap mdv 16 torodrtov, O 1, 155b10).

100 @ 1, 155b10-16.
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seeking for himself, need not care whether or not the answerer will grant a
protasis which is too near to the original thesis of the questioner. On the
contrary, he tries to make his axioms (df1dpata)!®! as familiar and near to
the question in hand (yvédpiua xai o¥veyyvg) as possible.

However, the concealment of the conclusion has for the dialectician not
only the agonistic purpose described above. As Aristotle remarks casually in
one passage, “if it is unclear what is useful to the argument, people are more
likely to state what they themselves really think.”!0?

In 155b30-34 where the establishing of the necessary protasis by the
prosyllogism is described, the concealment of the conclusion is given as the
purpose: one should keep as far away as possible from the necessary protasis
one wants to establish (amooTatéov 6Tt dvwrdTw). What is meant in
the case of a syllogism is that one should find a more universal protasis from
which one can deduce the protasis needed by a syllogism.!%® Aristotle
illustrates this by an example of a syllogism already cited above. If one
wants to establish that “the knowledge of contraries is the same” one should
not ask this protasis directly but ask the more general protasis “the knowledge
of opposites is the same”, hoping that the answerer.would ‘not realize that
from this the needed protasis follows. Together with the-protasis: “contraries
are opposites”, which is so obvious that the answerer can scarcely deny it,
“the knowledge of contraries” can be deduced. Once the answerer has-accepted
the protaseis he will have to accept the conclusmn whlch follows
necessanly 104

There is also another way of keeping as far away as possxble (noppw—
TATW amooTnoeie) from the final conclusion: one should state all the
relevant conclusions at the same time at the end.!%

Let us now discuss induction (2). It is described as one of two dialectical
arguments, the other being the syllogism (A 12, 105a10-12). Induction is

101 «Axioms” in @ usually have the same meaning as “protaseis”.

1029 1, 156b6-9.

103 Aristotle actually says here more specifically that “one should keep as far ropmost as
possible” (dmooraréov 6Tt avwrdtw) (@ 1, 155b30), referring to a more universal
protasis, whereas “as far away as possible” leaves it open as to whether a more or less
universal protasis is meant. Aristotle often uses the local adverbs “above” (Ewdvw) and
“below” (bToxdtw) to designate more or less general terms or protaseis (cf. A 2, 122a4, 9;
also ® 1, 156b17).

. Forster (1960) reads dnwtdrw for avwTdTw, meaning “farthest from” so that the
sentence in b30 could be taken to refer to both syllogism and induction; in the latter case the
protaseis are of course less general. This would perhaps make Aristotle more consistent, but
ATWTATW is not found in any codex and I suspect that he was mainly thinking of syllogism
here which immediately follows.

104 Although even then the questioner has to be careful. Thus, Ardstotle advises, “one ought
not put the conclusion in the form of a question; otherwise if the answerer rejects it, it looks as
if the syllogism has failed. For often, even if one does not put it in the form of question but
advances it as a consequence (¢ ogvpfaivov EmdépovTog), people deny it, and then those
who do not see what follows from the previous admissions do not realize that those who deny it
have been refuted. Whenever, therefore, one puts the conclusion in the form of a question,
without even saying that it follows, and the other party denies it, it looks altogether as if the
syllogism has failed.” (@ 2, 158a7-13).

1059 1, 156al1-14.
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dealt with throughout the Topics only as a subsidiary ‘means of attaining
necessary universal protaseis, not as a direct way of attacking the original
problema. As with the syllogism, no explicit definition is found in @,1% but
there is one in A 12:

Induction is a passage (£¢podog) from the particulars (amd Tdv kad’
gxaota) to the universal (Emi 10 xaBdAov 97); e.g. the argument that
supposing the skilled pilot is the best pilot, and the skilled charioteer is the
best charioteer, then in general the skilled man is the best at his particular
sphere.108

By particulars and the universal, clearly particular and universal protaseis are
meant. The particular protaseis establish the universal protasis by expressing
something “similar”,'® which is expressed in the universal protasis.!!? In the
case of induction the conclusion of the induction is hidden away as well,!!!
but one keeps-away from the conclusion from the other side so to speak, i.e.
the protaseis are not more but less universal than the conclusion. Aristotle
makes the following distinction between induction and syllogism:

Induction is more convincing (m18avTepov):and clear and more easily
grasped by sense-perception and is applicable to the mass of people; but
deduction is more cogent (ﬂlaunxwrepov) and more effective against
argumentative opponents.!!2 ot

Syllogism is more cogent because the conclusion follows necessarily: once
the opponent has admitted the premisses he is compelled to accept the deduced
conclusion. In the case of induction the conclusion normally does not follow
necessarily. It is more convincing and clear becaiise it argues from less
universal protaseis than the conclusion and the answerer is more ready to
accept an endoxical particular protasis than a universal one.!!3

Once the protaseis have been admitted the syllogism is more cogent than
induction. However, it can happen that the universal protasis from which the
questioner wants to deduce the necessary protasis needed for the main
argument is not admitted by the answerer, and if the questioner has not

106 Byt the definition of induction is obviously assumed in ® and Agstotle deals with it
exphcnly in several passages, cf. esp. 2, 157a18-33.

07 Reading with Ross (1958) and Kapp (1942), p. 76n.1 10 kxBdAov, not T& kaBSAov, as
Brunschwig (1967) does.

108 A 12, 105a13-16.

10974 Sporax (@ 8, 160a36-39; 2, 157a27ff; 1, 156b16f.; A 18, 108b9-12).

110 §ometimes it is difficult to find a universal protasis which describes the xaBéAov, since
no such term exists; one has to say then: “So in all cases of this kind” (oUTwg Em TdvTwv
Tdv too¥Twv) (0 2, 157a21-24).

1@ 1, 155b38-156al.

112 A 12, 105a16-19. This corresponds to the advice given in @ 14, 164al12f.: “You should
apply your training in inductive reasoning against a young man, in deductive (T&v
OVAAOYLOTIK@ V) against an expert” and in 2, 157al18-21: “In dialectical argument, syllogism
should be used in reasoning against dialecticians (S1axAexTiko0 ) rather than against the
multitude; induction, on the other hand, is most useful against the multitude. This point has been
made previously as well.”

1139 §, 160a39-b2. In 1, 156a5-7 Aristotle says that in induction one proceeds “from the
known (yvépipa) to the unknown (dyvwoTa); and the objects of perception are more
known, either without qualification or to most people.”
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adduced any instance in support the answerer does not even have to justify his
rejection with a counter-example.!' If the answerer plainly rejects a protasis
the questioner can still resort to induction. If, as in the example given above,
the answerer does not accept the protasis that “the knowledge of opposites is
the same”, from which the questioner wants to establish that “the knowledge
of contraries is the same”, he has to establish the latter by induction.!!* That
is, he has to give particular instances of the universal protasis to be
established, here cases of some particular pairs of contraries of which the
predicate “the knowledge is the same” is predicable: e.g. “the knowledge of
good and evil is the same”, “the knowledge of black and white is the same”,
“the knowledge of cold and hot is the same”, etc.!!¢ The answerer is expected
to grant the protaseis if they are endoxical and true (GANO7 xai &vdo—
Ea)!"—even if he sees that the questioner wants to establish a protasis which
brings him nearer to victory. Once the answerer has accepted several particu-
lar protaseis he has to accept the universal protasis as well, except if he can
find a counter-example (Evotaoig). If he does not accept the universal
without giving a counter-example, he behaves peevishly (vaxoAaiveiy).!18
Both induction and syllogism contain at least two premisses.!*®

The third way of establishing necessary protaseis (3) is trivial; of course, it is
not necessary to establish all the necessary protaseis either by syllogism or by
induction: some of them can be established by syllogism and some by
induction.

Aristotle introduces the fourth way of establishing necessary protaseis (4) by
saying:
If the protaseis are absolutely clear, you can also advance them in their
original form.!??

Reading this sentence one might interpret it in the sense that protaseis which
are clear beyond all doubt can be advanced directly, whereas protaseis which
are not so evident must be established by syllogism or induction. However,
the next few lines (155b38-156a3), which are explanatory to the enumerated
four kinds of necessary protaseis, make clear that this understanding is not
quite correct:

14g 2, 157a35¢.

1159 1, 155b34f.

U6 The examples are all Aristotelian, cf. A 14, 105b36f.

79 8, 160a39f.

1B @ 8, 160b3-5; 2, 157a34f.

119 The definition of the syllogism (as well as that of the induction) merely expresses that
protaseis (plural) have to number at least two. He never says in the Topics that they have to be
exactly two (as he does with respect to categorical syllogisms in APr. A 25, 42a33ff.), even
though his examples of syllogisms usually consist of two only. Syllogisms with too many
premisses are criticised, e.g. in @ 11, 162a24ff., and Aristotle says explicitly that syllogism is
always based on a few protaseis only (@ 2, 158a28f.). As for induction, cf p. 40n.169.

1209 1, 155b37f.: Soon dE Alav mpodaveic eiol, kal adTAG TPOTEivovTQL.
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For the coming conclusion (0 gvupnoduevov) is always less obvious
when it is still far off (év Tj dwooTdoet) and in the process of induction,
and at the same time, if you cannot establish the required protaseis in this
way, it is still feasible to advance them in their original form.

Thus, what is obviously meant is that it is always best to establish protaseis
by syllogism or induction, since in this way the final conclusion is best
hidden. However, if the questioner is not able to establish a protasis in this
way, because, say, he cannot find a more universal protasis from which to
syllogize the required protasis or he cannot find particular protaseis which
would inductively establish the required protasis, he can still advance it
directly, but only if the protasis is absolutely clear—otherwise the answerer is
unlikely to accept it.

1.2.6. Auxiliary protaseis: 155b18-28; 156a3-157al7

The necessary protaseis, if not advanced in their original form, are established
with the help of auxiliary protaseis—normally through syllogism or
induction. Aristotle devotes nearly the entire first chapter to this kind of
protaseis. In 155b20-24 he classifies them according to their use into four
different kinds, which ar; suppqsed to.be complete (b24f.). They are used :

(1) either for the sake, of mdu tion” <and> in general for the sake of the
universal being granted™ "~ = -
(2) or to add weight to the argument

(3) or to conceal the conclusion” " - :

(4) or to render the argument more clear.'?!

The auxiliary protaseis for establishing the universal (1) seem to refer to the
universal necessary protaseis described in 155b29-156a7 and discussed above.
It is striking that in the first-mentioned kind of auxiliary protaseis (1)
Aristotle only mentions induction and not syllogism with the help of which
universal protaseis can be established as well, as shown in the previous sec-
tion.!?2 Aristotle appears to have been slightly careless here.

It is also possible to insert with Ross the conjunction “<and>” (xal) in
b22, not testified by any codex, and interpret it not as a so-called kai-explica-
tivum which would simply clarify the réle of induction, but as introducing a
more general point, i.e.: “for the sake of induction and in general for the sake
of the universal being granted.” This would leave room for syllogism and any
other means of establishing the universal protasis.!?* Thus, the auxiliary
protaseis for establishing the universal (1) could be taken as referring to the

121 gi 8¢ mapa tavtag Aapfavdpevar TETTAPEC eigv A ydp ETaywyfdc
Xdapiv <kai> to¥ doOfijvar 10 xabBdAov, A €ig Sykov ToU Adyov, fi mpdg kpU¥yiv
100 ovumepdoparog, fi PG 10 cadéatepov elvar TOv Adyov. mapd Bt TavTOg
ovdepiav Anmréov mpdTaaiy.

122 Induction always establishes universal protaseis whereas with syllogisms one can also
establish individual protaseis, e.g. “Socrates writes.”

23 A universal protasis can be etablished by likeness or analogy (6poiétnc) as well. In © 8,
160a37-39 Aristotle explicitly says that “people usually secure the universal by induction or by
analogy.” The word “usually” obviously leaves room for syllogism as well. For the workings of
likeness cf. © 1, 156b10-17 (see p .35 below); cf. also p. 27n.94.
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entire section in 155b29-156a7 which deals with the necessary protaseis
discussed above.!

Aristotle deals next with the protaseis used for concealing the final conclusion
(3). The entire passage in 156a7-157a5—more than half of ® 1—is devoted to
these protaseis. The passage clearly ends in 157a5, since in the next line
(157a6) Aristotle explicitly says that “for concealment, then, the rules which
should be followed are the above.” The beginning is harder to determine,
because the protaseis used for granting the universal (1) and those for con-
cealment (3) cannot be neatly separated, since protaseis used for granting the
universal are used for concealment as well.!?S I have already dealt with the
concealment of protaseis in the section on necessary protaseis: the auxiliary
protaseis used in prosyllogisms or induction for establishing necessary
protaseis also fall under the subheading of protaseis used for concealment of
the final conclusion. However, in the present section we find many othersuch
protaseis.

I have already remarked that the expression “auxiliary protaseis for the
concealment of..the:conclusion”. is misleading in that there is no way of
concealing the conclusion:which is clear from the start. The expression is
misleading in another respect as well, since not all that we find in' this section
can be expressed- in -protaseis. The term ‘tactics’ or ‘covering up’ would
describe the contents of the section more accurately. Take for example the
following adv1ce

It is also a useful practice not to establish the admitted protaseis
(aErpata) on which the syllogisms are based in their proper order, but to
alternate one which leads to one conclusion with another which leads to
another conclusion; for, if those which are closely related are set side by
side, the conclusion which will result from them is more clearly foreseen.!26

The advice here is obviously to intermingle protaseis of prosyllogims and
syllogisms so that the respective conclusions are better concealed. This advice
refers to the order of stating protaseis, not to some additional auxiliary prota-
seis which would conceal the conclusion.

There are many more pieces of advice of this sort. Thus, in other passages
the questioner is advised to state all the conclusions, i.e. not only the
conclusion of the main syllogism but also those of the prosyllogisms, at the
very end;'?’ not to insist too much, even though he really requires the point,
for insistence always arouses the more opposition;'?® when to ask the most
important questions, depending on the temperament and experience of the

124 One can divide section 155b29-156a7 (with Forster (1960)) into two sections: 155b29-
156a3 which strictly deals with necessary protaseis only, and 156a3-7 where Aristotle explicitly
starts dealing with auxiliary protaseis, dealing first with induction.

125 The very fact that these auxiliary protaseis are listed as two different kinds seems to
show that the main purpose of establishing necessary protaseis is to compel the opponent to
accei)ﬁt the contradictory of his original thesis, and only secondarily is it for concealment.

0 1, 156a23-26.
27g 1, 156a11-13.

189 1, 156b23-25.
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opponent.'?* More instructions of this sort can be found, referring to the
sequence and way of asking protaseis rather than establishing of auxiliary
protaseis.

There are other pieces of advice where an auxiliary protasis is produced,
but it does not contain another protasis or conclusion implicitly, but rather
has the purpose of deluding the opponent about the status of a protasis or to
put the answerer off his guard. Thus the questioner is advised to sometimes
make an objection against himself, for answerers are unsuspicious when
dealing with those who appear to be arguing fairly!*® or to add the phrase “so
and so is generally held or commonly said” (6¥vn0eg kal AeySuevov TO
Tolro¥TOV), since people are shy of upsetting the received opinion without
good reason.'3!

The expression “auxiliary protaseis for the concealment of the final con-
clusion” seems to fit best the auxiliary protaseis with the help of which
syllogism and induction are carried out, since in these protaseis the conclusion
is to some extent contained implicitly. I have dealt with them in the section
on necessary protaseis. Interestingly, Aristotle also lists some other types of
reasonings:in this section which are neither syllogisms nor induction. These
types of reasonings. are of special importance for this book, because they seem
to be predecessors of a few topoi with which the central topoi deal. These
reasonings-here are arguments with usually just one premiss and one conclu-
sion, which is itself a premiss of another. One of them runs:

. Moreover, do not put forward (mpoteivelv) the very proposition which has
to be established (An¢Ofvat), but rather something from which it necessa-
rily follows (@ todTo Emetar €€ avdyxng); for people are more likely
to admit the latter, because what will follow from it (td ovupnoduevov) is
less obvious, and if the one has been established, the other has been
established as well (AndOévTog To¥ToVL EIANTTAL KAKEIVO).13?

Another example is:

You should also, whenever possible, establish the universal protasis
(xaBérov mpdTaoiv) in the form of a definition relating not to the actual
terms in question but to co-ordinates of them (¢m T@v gvotoixwv); for
people let themselves be deceived when a definition is established dealing
with co-ordinates, imagining that they are not making the admission
universally. This would happen, for example, if one had to establish that the
angry man is desirous of revenge for a fancied slight and were to establish
that anger is desire for revenge for a fancied slight; for obviously, if this

129 Normally the questioner is advised to ask the most important questions at the end,
because most people are eager to secure them first, and their opponents, being aware of this,
are especially inclined to deny them. However, with ill-tempered people and those who think
themselves clever one should ask the most important questions at the beginning. The former
readily admit what comes first and show their ill-temper at the end; the latter are confident in
their skill and imagine that they cannot suffer any defeat (O 1, 156b30-157al).

130@ 1, 156b18-20.

BLg 1, 156b20-23.

132@ 1, 156b27-30; cf. B 4, 111B17-23 and 5, 112a16-23, with which I shall deal in Chapter
Four, pp. 98-103. -
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were established (tovtov An¢Bévtocg), we should have the universal
admission which we require.

On the other hand it often happens, when people make propositions dealing
with the actual term, that the answerer refuses his assent, because he objects
more rapidly when the actual term is used, saying for example, that the
angry man is not desirous of revenge, for though we become angry with our
parents, yet we are not desirous of revenge. [...] But as regards the definition
of anger it is not easy to find an objection as in some other cases.!3?

Another example is likeness (6p016Tnc):

Further, you should carry out your questioning by means of likeness; for this
is a plausible method and the universal is less obvious. For example you
should argue that as, as knowledge and ignorance of contraries ‘is the same
thing, so is the perception of contraries the same, or conversely, since the
perception of them is the same, so also is the knowledge. This method
-resembles induction but is not the same thing; for, induction, the universal
is established from particulars, whereas, in arguments from likeness, what is
established is not the universal under which all the like cases fall.!3

.There are other examples. of predecessors.!3® To state the difference very
briefly. In'® the predecessors of topoi work as immediate inferences of the

. form ‘P, hence Q’, establishing a protasis. In the central books the topoi
have the form of a hypothesis in a hypothetical syllogism: ‘If P, then Q.”
Having established P, Q can be deduced. With the help of them the conclusion
of an argument is established.

Aristotle deals with protaseis used “to add weight to the argument” (2) and
those “to render the argument more clear” (4) very briefly at the very end of @
1, in 157a6-13 and 157a14-17 respectively.

The expression “to add weight” (€ic dyxov) itself does not actually occur
again. In 157a6-13 however Aristotle discusses protaseis used “for ornament”
(€ig TOV xdopov), which are obviously meant to be the same and which are
not in any way necessary for the final conclusion.!* Two means of achieving
the ornament are mentioned: induction and distinction of things closely akin
(draipeoic TGV ovyyévwv). Aristotle takes the meaning of induction for
granted and explains the meaning of the distinction of things closely akin by
giving two examples: “one science is better than another, either because it is
more exact or because it is concerned with better objects”'*” and that “some
sciences are theoretical, others practical and others productive.”!3® Such
distinctions obviously do not require the answerer to make a choice and can
thus be readily admitted—disputed protaseis scarcely could be used for

133@ 1, 156a27-b3; cf. e.g. B 9, 114a26-b5.

134@ 1, 156b10-17; cf. B 10, 114b25-36 and A 18, 108b7-19. I shall deal with the last
passa§e in Chapter Four, pp. 120f.

135@ 2, 157b2-8 vs. B 3, 110a23-111a7; © 3, 158b24-159a2 vs. B 4, 111b12-16 and B 2,
109530-110a9.

B6@ 1, 157a12f.

137 ¢moriun émotiung Pertiov § 16 dxpifeotépa elvar f PeATidvav.

138 1Gv EmoTnudv ol piv BewpnTikai ai B mpakmTikal ai d& moinTikai.
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decoration. However, Aristotle does not say much about them and they are
clearly of minor importance.

As for the protaseis “to render the argument more clear” (4) Aristotle
expresses himself even more briefly (157al4-17). There are two means to
achieve clarity: examples (rapadeiypata) and illustrations (tapapoiat).
Aristotle specifies the examples slightly: they should be to the point and
familiar, such as are those from Homer, not those from Choirilos. With the
help of an example another protasis can be rendered clearer (16f.).

Aristotle does not expand any further on these two notions, but he deals
with them in Rhetoric. Example is defined as a rhetorical induction,'* which
is similar to the standard induction!% as given in the definition. It differs from
induction in that it proceeds from a particular to another particular protasis,
rather than from particular protaseis to a universal one.!! Illustrations are
dealt with as a kind of example. 42

It should be noted that the various means which Aristotle gives for using the
four different kinds of protaseis are not necessarily specific to the kind of
protaseis—the status of a protasis depends rather on the questioner’s:
intentions. Thus, induction can be used for establishing necessary universal
‘ protaseis but also just for ornament. Protaseis which have no function in the
syllogism can be used for ornament, as described above, but also for-
concealment of the final conclusion—one of the instructions for covering up
the final conclusion is “to prolong the argument and to introduce into it:
points which are of no practical good, as do those who construct false
geometrical figures; for when the material is less abundant, it is less obvious
where the fallacy lies.”!#3 Illustrations can be used in order to make the
argument clearer. However, they can also be used in a different context: the
questioner is advised “to formulate the protasis as if it were an illustration
(Wg &v mapaPfoArij mpoteiverv); for people more readily admit a protasis
proposed for some other purpose and is not useful for its own sake.”!#

2. The part of the answerer

The part of the answerer is of less interest in the framework of this book.
The topoi listed in the central books of the Topics where written for the part
of the questioner and thus it is most important to understand his part in the
gymnastic game. Thus, I shall deal with the answerer’s part comparatively
briefly. Aristotle mainly deals with it in ®, 5-8 and 10. ®, 5-7 deal with the

139 Rhet. A 2, 1356a41.

140 Rhet. B 20, 1393a26.

141 Rher. A 2, 1357b25-36.

142 Rper. B 28, 1393a27-30. In 1393b4-8 an example of a Socratic illustration is given:
“Public officials should not be chosen by lot. That is like using the lot to choose athletes, instead
of choosing those who are fit for the contest; or using the lot to choose a steersman from among
a l:sohip'.s crew, as if we ought to take the man on whom the lot falls, and not the man who knows
about it.”

1439 1, 157a1-3.

1449 1, 156b25-27.
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question of how to answer protaseis, whereas 8 and 10 deal with the so-called
objections and solutions.

In ® 5, 159a38ff. Aristotle advises the answerer what sort of protaseis put
by the questioner to accept, depending on whether the answerer’s thesis is
endoxical or adoxical or neither of the two. The answerer’s strategy is guided
by the requirement that the questioner “who syllogizes well proves his thesis
from more endoxical and more known protaseis”!# than the conclusion, which
equals the questioner’s thesis. Thus, if the answerer’s thesis is adoxical and
hence the questioner’s thesis and the intended conclusion is endoxical, the
answerer should not accept any protaseis which are less endoxical than the
conclusion let alone adoxical protaseis.!*¢ The cases where the answerer’s
thesis is endoxical'¥’ or neither endoxical nor adoxical*® work accordingly.
The answerer here obviously has the function of making sure that the questio-
ner “syllogizes well”, i.e. that he reasons from premisses which are more’
endoxical than the conclusion, and not to hinder him at achieving the con-
clusion.

In ©® 6 Aristotle gives advice on how to deal with protaseis, specifying
them not only as endoxical or adoxical or neither of them, but combining:ﬂiig :
specification with the question as to whether the protasis is relevant to“the:
argument (Tpd¢ TOV Adyov) or not. As it is clear from the context, “rele="
vant to the argument” is meant in a very strong sense, meaning that if. the.
protasis is conceded, the answerer’s thesis becomes refuted. Aristotle lists all
the six combinations of these two aspects. I shall cite the first three cases for
illustration:

If the protasis is endoxical and irrelevant, the answerer should grant it
saying that it seems to be true.

If, however, the protasis is adoxical but irrelevant to the argument, the
answerer should concede it but put in a remark (mionuavtéov) that it does
not seem to be true, so that he does not appear to be simple-minded.

If the protasis is relevant and endoxical, he should remark that it seems to be
true, but that it is too near to his original thesis and say that, if this is
conceded, the thesis becomes destroyed.!#?

Whereas the instructions given in fifth chapter to the answerer had the purpose
that the questioner “syllogizes well”, the sort of rules given in the sixth
chapter cited above make sure not only that the questioner syllogizes well, but
that the answerer does not lose face even when his thesis is refuted. In the
additional remarks Aristotle advises him on, the answerer always makes clear
that he sees what is going on in the debate and if he is refuted, having
foreseen it as the result of his various confessions, he will not be thought to
suffer through his own fault.!3

145@ 5, 159b8f.

1469 5, 159b9-16.

1@ 5, 159b16-20.

143 @ 5, 159b20-23.

1499 6, 160a1-6. The remaining three cases are described in 1. 6-11.
1509 6, 160a11-14.
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In © 7 Aristotle advises the answerer on how to answer unclear or ambiguous
questions. Unclear questions should simply be met with the remark “I do not
understand" since answerers often encounter some difficulty if they simply
answer “yes” or “no”.!3! The strategy on ambiguous questlons depends on
whether the protasis is true or false in all senses, or true in some, false in
some other sense. The former should simply be answered by “yes” or “no”,
whereas in the latter case the answerer should simply add the remark
(¢monpavrtéov) that the protasis is ambiguous and that in one meaning it
is true, in the other it is false.!>? If he did not foresee the ambiguity, but
grants the protasis having one meaning in view and the questioner leads on to
the other, he should say: “It was not that meaning that I had in view, when I
gave my assent, but the other one.”'5?

2.1. Solutions (A¥oeic) and objections (évaTdoeLg)

The answerer’s function in the gymnastic is not restricted to answer questions
by “yes” or “no”. Sometimes, if he does not accept a certain protasis, he is
supposed to give an objection (§vataaoig). If a syllogism has been deduced
and the answerer does not accept it he is expected to give a solution (AU01G)..
The notion of objection is much more important in th1s bo ince it also
_occurs in the central books (in B, I and A). Solutions are concerned with false
reasonings which is the subject-matter of the second half of the Sophistici
Elenchi (chapters 16-33). Objections in a broad sense also include solutions.

Thus, in ® 10, 161al-12 four kinds of objections are d1st1ngu1shed

1) demohshmg that on which the falsehood depends (avehowa mxp o
yivetar 10 weddog)

(2) bringing an objection against the questioner (TpdG TOV EPWTBVTQ)

(3) objection against premisses (Tp0¢ T& pwTNUéVR)

(4) objection which relates to the time available (Tpd¢ TOV XpJdvov).

Aristotle only calls the first objection a solution (161a14).!* This agrees with
the definition of the “correct solution” (8pBO1n) A¥a1g)!ss in Soph. EL 18,
176b29f. as “an exposure of false syllogism, indicating the nature of the
question on which the falsehood hinges.”'¢ A nice example!'”’ of the solution
of a false syllogism is found in ® 10, 160b26-28 which I have previously
cited: “He who sits writes; Socrates is sitting; hence, Socrates is writing.”
The falsehood lies here of course in the first premiss, “for not everyone who

5lg 7, 160a17-23.
1529 7, 160a23-29.
1539 7, 160a29-33.

154 In the Sophistici Elenchi the notion of solution seems to have the scope of the word
objection in Top. © . In Soph. El. 33, 183a21-23 there is nearly exactly the same list of four
objections which are called here solutions; cf. also 9, 170b4f.

155 Them are also the so-called ‘seeming solutions’, cf. 176a19-23, l75a31 35.

156 4 pev open Adoig Epddviaic wevdodc ovhhokuov map’ omoiav épdtn—
atv ovpPaiver 10 weddog. On different ways in which a syllogism can be false and the
correspondmg ways of solving it see the rest of chapter 18.

ST 1t is a nice example because the name “Socrates” is used as an individual constant, Just
as we find it later in handbooks of classical logic. We find example-sentences with “Socrates”
as their subject by the way earlier in Plato, see Theaet. 159bff.
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sits is writing” (b33). “The man who has demolished that on which the
falsehood depends has provided a complete solution” (b33f.).

2.2. Objections (6vordoeig)

Of the four kinds of objections (in the broad sense) the first has been singled
out as a solution. The main difference between a solution and the remaining
three objections is that solution refers to a falsehood which is recognized as
such only after the conclusion has been reached: either the answerer failed to
recognize that one of the premisses was wrong or, if the syllogism has been
incorrectly deduced, he could not even have realized this before the conclusion
was reached. In contrast, the other objections are being used before the
conclusion has been reached. In fact, their purpose is to prevent the questioner
from reaching the conclusion; as Aristotle says, they are “hindrances and
impediments in the path to conclusions.”!*® Thus, if the ariswerer realized that
the protasis “he who sits writes” is wrong at the time when he was asked, ‘or
at any rate before the conclusion was reached, and has objected to it, this
would not be a solution but an objection in a narrow sense. The objections ad
hominem (2) and playing for time (4) are rather sophistical and are not
mentioned as objections at any other place in the -Topics. Thus, by-an
‘objection in the narrow sense I pnmanly mean the third kind of objection, i.e.
objectlon against a protas1s—1t is this meaning which Aristotle normally has
in mind when mentioning it in ® and the central books. In this strict meaning
gvotaoig is best understood as “counter-example.”

As I have already said, counter-examples occur in a few places in the
central books'>® and also in ® Aristotle speaks at greatest length about them
from the standpoint of the questioner, namely in @ 2, 157a34-b33, which
comes immediately after the discussion of induction in 157a18-33.

If the questioner makes an induction on the basis of a number of particular
cases and the answerer refuses to grant the universal proposition, then it is
fair to demand his objection.!6°

In fact, a good answerer should not even have to wait for the questioner to
demand an objection, but he is expected to give an objection, be it a true or be
it an apparent one (EvoTdoewe f oBong | doxovong); otherwise he is
thought to behave peevishly (dvaxoAaivet).!! If the answerer cannot
provide an objection, he has to admit the universal proposition;!¢? if the
answerer refuses to do so, again, he behaves peevishly.!¢?

The enstasis is formally an instance of the contradictory of the universal
protasis' it objects to, or, expressed differently, it is a protasis expressing a

158 ¢ wAdoelg TIVEG kal Epumodiopol TGV agvpmepacpdrtwv (161als).

159 There are around fifteen occurrences.

160 Srav &’ émdyovrog &m WOAAGV un 513@ 10 kaBérov, 1éTe Sikaiov
araitsiv Evotaoly, 157a34f.

161 @ 8, 160b1-3.

162 2, 157b34f.

1639 8, 160b4f.

164 The scope of the contradiction is the entire universal protasis. Of course, this does not
mean that the enstasis can only have one form: it depends on which part of the problema one
looks at to produce the enstasis. Let us take the universal protasis “The angry man desires
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counter-example to a universal protasis.!s5 Thus it is a particular protasis;'%
Aristotle actually does not say this anywhere explicitly in the Topics, but it
is clear from their functioning which is analogous to the particular protaseis
in induction of the universal protasis. The particular protaseis used in the
inductive reasoning express which cases the universal protasis applies in (71
Tivwv oUTwg), the objections express which cases the universal protasis
does not apply in (¢m Tivwv odx 0UTwG).'¥ The difference between a
particular protasis used in induction and the particular protasis used as a
counter-example is that with the help of the former a universal protasis is
established, whereas with the latter the answerer does not wish to establish the
contradictory of the protasis, but only to destroy the universal protasis as it
stands. Thus, say, the objection to the protasis “The angry man desires
vengeance on account of an apparent slight”, namely “We become angry with
our parents, but we do not desire vengeance on them” is of course not intended
to prove that the contradictory is true, but rather that the universal protasis is
not always true.

The objection should not be directed at the. subject of the particular
protaseis used for establishing a uniVe"r‘s’él”propo'siti'on by induction, but
should produce an objection with-referénce to ‘a different subject.!® An
exception to this rule occurs if the .only- objectlon available against the
universal protasis is among the pamcular protaseis enumerated to establish
the universal one. As an example of an instance Aristotle names the number

“two” which is the only even prime number.. The universal proposmon the
questioner was trying to establish was clearly ‘No'even numbers are prime’
and as evidence for it he named say ‘14, 8, and 2 are even numbers and not
prime’. Now, the only way the answerer can object to the universal thesis is
of course by saying that number two is in fact even and prime; he has no
other option than using as an objection to the universal protasis one of the
protaseis which the questioner has used.'®®

revenge on account of a fancied slight” (® 1, 156a31f.). The objection to it, “(The angry man
does not desire vengeance), because we become angry with our parents, but we do not desire
vengeance on them” (a36-38), clearly contradicts “is desirous of revenge". However, one
might of course envisage an objection contradicting “for a fancied slight”.

165 | ater in APr. B 25, 69a37 Anstotle still deﬁnes an ob_]ectlon as “a protasis contrary to a
proposition” (§voraoig 8’ €ati mpdtaoig mpotdoer évavria). The entire chapter 25 is
on objection which Aristotle tries to explain within his syllogistic, which is not very helpful in
the Pmsent context.

66 Rhet. B 25, 1402b1-4 also allows universal protasels as objections.

167 ¢£. @ 2, 157a35f.

1689 2, 157a37-b2.

169 Aristotle expresses himself very succinctly and the passage in © 2, 157a37-b2 can easily
be misunderstood: “Also, one ought to demand that objections should not be brought against the
actual thing proposed unless it is the only one thing of its kind, as, for example, two is the only
even number which is a prime number; for the objector ought either to make his objection with
regard to another instance or else assert that the instance in question is the only one of its kind.”

One might have the impression that the objection we utter is “Two is the only even number
which is a prime number”, which would clearly be an objection to the positive universal
proposition ‘All even numbers are prime’, established by induction on the basis of one example
only namely ‘Two is even and prime’; this would confirm the thesis of von Fritz (1964), that we
often find in Aristotle inductions established on the basis of one example only.

However, this interpretation is clearly wrong. The main rule given above by Aristotle is not
to dispute the particular protasis given, but to find another instance against the universal
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I have mentioned real and apparent objections above and there is a passage
which gives concrete examples of apparent objections.!’® An apparent
objection here is the objection to a universal proposition not with respect to
the thing itself, but with respect to some homonym of it. One of the
universal propositions here is: “No man has a foot other than his own” and
the corresponding objection is that “A cook can have a foot which is not his
own”, e.g. the foot of a pig he is going to cook. The answerer obviously took
advantage of the expression “to have” being homonymous and took it not in
the intended meaning of ‘to have as part of one’s body’ but in the meaning ‘to
have at one’s disposal’. The questioner should meet such an objection by
making a distinction (S1x1peiagbat), i.e. expose the homonymy making
clear which sense is meant and then ask the question again.

If however the opponent makes a correct objection to the universal
proposition with respect to the thing itself and not its homonym, the
questioner should “withdraw the point objected to and bring forward the
remainder putting it in the form of a universal proposition”. Aristotle de-
scribes such protaseis as “partly false and partly true” (¢ 1L pgv yevdeic

protasis. In the case ngcn above this’ would be cxtrcmcly easy: one could take any even
number apart from ‘two’ pointing out that'it"is not prime; there is no necessity to refer to the
singular proposition given.

Besides, in the present passage (cf. 157a34) and in fact in all passages in the Topics which
deal with induction, Aristotle clearly says that ' we need more than one singular proposition for
an induction. I am not sure how well von Fritz succéeds in verifying his thesis with respect to
the claim that we have cases of induction based on only one example. The reader of his book
will be surprised that he does not give even one example of an induction on the basis of one
example only. On p. 63, point 3, he writes that especially in mathematics it is often enough to
proceed from a single case to a general proposition. In the above example such generalization
would certainly have quite disastrous consequences, establishing the universal protasis ‘All
even numbers are prime’. The geometrical example von Fritz (1964), p. 23 gives, APst. A
71a20f., the word émdyerv is clearly used in its non-technical sense, on which the standard
commentaries agree (cf. Ross (1949), p. S06 and Barnes (19942), p. 85, ad 71al17); v. Fritz
himself says that we have here the case of an application of a general insight to a specific case
(, Anwendung einer allgemeinen Erkenntnis auf einen Einzelfall”)—clearly not a standard
case of induction.

An interesting example can be found in Top. B 3, 110b5-7 which von Fritz could have cited.
Aristotle says here that it is enough for a geometer to show for one triangle that the angles of a
triangle are equal to two right angles in order to show that this is the case with all triangles. This
was a common method with which geometers proceeded, as can be seen in Euclid’s elements.
He often begins his proofs by saying “Let ABC be a triangle”, then he proves that some
property belongs to this triangle and finally he concludes that all triangles have this property.
The trick here is, of course, that ABC is an arbitrarily chosen triangle. If we can prove
something of an arbitrarily chosen triangle we can with good conscience claim that all triangles
have this property. APst. A 4, 73b32f. shows that Aristotle was well aware of this (Aristotle
here also stipulates some other conditions which are not of interest in the present context):
“Something holds universally whenever it is proved of a chance case (m 100 TLXSVTOG)
and primitively”. However, Aristotle does not mention induction here.

Theoretically it is conceivable that Aristotle might use an especially illustrative example to
make a general point just as he often uses enthymemes (rhetorical syllogisms) rather than fully
stated syllogisms, since example (rapdderypa) is defined as a rhetorical induction (Rhet. A 2,
1356a34- b15); however, in some passages—Rhet. A 2, 1357b25-30, APr. B 24, 69al3-19—
example is distinguished from induction as an inference from a particular to a particular; for
some possible candidates cf. Wieland (19702), pp. 96ff. The issue would require further
investigation. In any case, in dialectical debates induction appears to require more than one
particular.

109 2, 15762-8.
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¢m 1L 8’ dAnOeic)./”! For example the universal protasis “The man who
has lost the knowledge of something has forgotten it” can be objected by “If
the thing changes, he has lost knowledge of it but has not forgotten it”. The
corrected universal protasis would then be: “If a man has lost the knowledge
of a thing while it still remains, he has then forgotten it”.17

Making propositions and objections (rpoteivecBat and évicracbot)
are the most important activities of a dialectician; the former is making many
things into one (§v T& mAeiw), the latter turning one thing into many (€v
TOAA() (164b2-7). The former obviously refers to induction, the latter to the
producing of instances of the universal proposition and finding an instance in
which the universal proposition is not true.

The main task of this chapter has been to clarify the general dialectical
situation in which the topoi were used. Knowing the dialectical context—i.e.
understanding the roles of the questioner and answerer, the meaning of
problema, thesis and protasis, syllogism and prosyllogism, etc.— will make
it easier to understand the workings of the topoi. Topoi themselves do not
occur in ©, but there are some predecessors. Of special importance are the
universal protaseis which are established by induction and objected to by
objections—we shall see that topoi work in an analogous way.

g 2, 157b28-31.
2¢r.@ 2, 157b8-16; for other examples cf. 11. 17-22.



CHAPTER TWO

WHAT IS A TOPOS?

Having discussed the structure of dialectical debates I shall now turn to the
central question of this book: What is a topos? I shall first concentrate on
passages in which Aristotle says something about the topoi. These passages
are to be found mainly in the Rhetoric, Aristotle’s only other work which
partly also deals with topoi and in which a short list of topoi is given (B 23-
24); in the inner books of the Topics (B-H) where the list of topoi is given
Aristotle scarcely says anything explicit about them. I shall also discuss a
passage in book @ in which the origin of the notion of the topos seems to be
found. Then I shall concentrate on passages in which Aristotle lists the topoi,
and analyse them; the insights on the context of dialectical debates achieved in
the previous chapter will be important here. Finally, I shall deal with
Theophrastus’ definition of the topos.

A. Definition bf the topos

Aristotle does not define the notion of a topos anywhere in the Topics.
Presumably, he took it for granted that his audience knew what a topos was.
However, we do find a definition in Rhetoric, B 26, 1403al8f.:

By an element I mean the same thing as a topos, for an element and a topos
is something under which many enthymemes fall.

Unfortunately, within this definition we encounter the problematic notion of
enthymeme. Aristotle defines this as a “rhetorical demonstration” (amwéde1€ig
pntopikti),? “a kind of syllogism” (cvAAoyioudg Tic)?, “the materials
being probability and signs” (¢ €ikéTwv kol onueiwv).* In Rhet. B 20,
1393a24 he also specifies it as one of the two common oratorical arguments
(wioTeig), the other one being the example. The enthymeme in rhetoric
corresponds to the syllogism in dialectic, whereas example corresponds to
induction.’® It is easiest, perhaps, to understand the definition of the enthy-
meme by looking at specific instances. Let us look at three enthymemes
together with their corresponding topoi listed in Rhet. B 23-24: topos from
the contraries (éx Tdv é€vavtiwv), from the inflections (Ex TAV
ouoiwv mTdoewv) and from the greater and lesser degree (Ex TOU
pdArrov xal ftrov). The example of the enthymeme which is constructed

1 15 yap ad1d Aéyw oTorxeiov kal Tdmov: £0TL yap OTOXEIOV KAl TEWOC Eig
0 moAAa évBuvprpara euminter.

2 Rhet. A 1, 1355a6.

3 Rhet. A 1, 1355a8.

4 Rhet. A 2, 1357a32f. The last two descriptions are unified in the definition in APr. B 27,
70a10: évBdunpa 8¢ éoTi ovAroyiopdg € eixdétwv § onueiwv.

5 Rhet. A 2, 1356a35-b5.
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according to the topos from the contraries, which is the very first topos in the
list in B 23, runs:

Self-control is good, for lack of self-control is harmful.®

Aristotle does not state the corresponding topos from contraries explicitly,’
but it can be stated in the following way:

‘If a predicate is predicated of a subject, then the contrary of this predicate is
predicated of the contrary of this subject (if the predicate and subject have
contraries)’

The example of the enthymeme constructed according to the topos from the
inflections (1397a22f.), which is the second topos in the list, runs:

The just is not always good, otherwise justly would always be good, whereas
it is not desirable to be put justly to death.

The corresponding topos is:

[Inﬂex1ons] have to belong or not belong in the like manner (dpoiwg).}

.I.shall glvc two_enthymemes corresponding to the topos of the greater and
lesser degree, one with a negative and one with a positive conclusion (B 23,
. 1397b12 27). The first example runs:

If even the gods are not omniscient, certainly human beings are not.
The correspondmg topos is, he says:

If a predicate, which is more probably affirmable of one thing, does not
belong to it, it is clear that it does not belong to another of which it is less
probably affirmable.’

The second example of the enthymeme reads:
A man who strikes his father also strikes his neighbours.
The corresponding topos is:
If the less likely thing is true, the more likely thing is true as well.!?

The enthymemes seem to be arguments with one premiss and one conclusion,
having the form of ‘P; hence, Q’, where ‘P’ and ‘Q’ stand for propositions.
This argument-form can be expressed in different ways, for example as ‘Q,
because/for P’, as is the case in the very first example of the enthymeme cited
above, or as ‘If P, then Q’. The topoi here usually do not actually have the

6 Rhet. B 23, 1397a10f.

7 Aristotle gives here only an investigation-instruction “One probative topos is from the
contraries. Observe whether the contrary (predicate) belongs to the contrary (subject), as a
means of destruction, if it is not, as a means of construction, if it is” (1397a7-9). How the above
formulation of the topos can be derived from this instruction will be explained later. I shall deal
with the topos from contraries in detail in Chapter Five, pp. 142-145.

8 Rhet. B 23, 1397a20-23.

10670 ydp EoTiv, €l & pdAdov Qv Umdpxol uR Omdpxer, dijAov 11 0Bd @
firTov (Rhet. B 23, 1397b13-15).

Wik 1od, el 10 frrov dmdpxet, kal 1O pdAAov dmdpxer (Rhet. B 23, 1397b16f).
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form of a rule ‘P; hence, Q’, but rather that of a law, or a principle as
Aristotle would have said, often in the form ‘If P, then Q’. The topoi differ in
that they express various relations which exist between P and Q; e.g. in the
first example, the predicate and subject of P are contraries of the predicate and
subject of Q respectively.!!

The enthymemes seem to be instances of topoi; or, expressed differently,
enthymemes are arguments which are warranted by the principle expressed in
the topos. Aristotle simply says that enthymemes fall under a topos. Now,
since enthymemes in rhetoric correspond to syllogisms in dialectic, the
relevant definition for the Topics may be inferred by replacing enthymeme by
syllogism: ‘a topos is that under which many syllogisms fall’.

Topoi as well as enthymemes usually'? consist of only two parts. In what
way should a syllogism which consists of at least two premisses and a
conclusion fall into a topos? How should we produce a dialectical syllogism
out of the enthymeme ‘P; hence Q’? An enthymeme is a syllogism in which
a premiss has been suppressed since it is so trivial that the hearer can add it
himself in his mind.!* All we have to do is simply add the premiss ‘If P, then
Q. In this way we get the hypothetical syllogism ‘If P, then Q; P; hence, Q’.
Thus hypothetical syllogism would fall under a topos insofar as it falls under
its. major premiss in which the essence of the hypothetical syllogism is
expressed. In the following section I shall show places in which Aristotle
explicitly calls topos a protasis which has the function described above.

B. Topos as a principle and a protasis

In what follows I shall point to places in which Aristotle seems to maintain
that topoi are principles and protaseis. 1 shall show that we can understand
them as hypotheses of hypothetical syllogisms and that this is how we can
understand a topos to be that under which many syllogisms fall.

First, a preliminary remark: It is somewhat problematic that Aristotle often
seems to have topoi in mind but does not say so explicitly or he uses other
expressions. There are a few passages in the Topics'* where he uses the word

11 Thus, enthymemes work in the same way as 1 have previously characterized the pre-
decessors of topoi in book @ ; Cf. Chapter One, pp. 34f. The difference is that the enthymeme is
uttered in one sentence, whereas using the predecessors of topoi one would first state the
premiss (or premisses) and then in the following step the conclusion.

12 There are topoi which consist of more than two parts and the arguments constructed
according to them can have more than one minor premiss, as e.g. the topos of the greater and
lesser degree given above.

13 This is the definition given by historical logic textbooks. It is often maintained that this
characterisation is un-Aristotelian. It is true that Aristotle does not say this anywhere in these
very words. But he comes very close to saying it in Rhet. A 2, 1357a16-19: “The enthymeme
must consist of few propositions, fewer often than those which make up a primary syllogism.
For if any of these propositions is a familiar fact, there is no need even to mention it; the hearer
adds it himself.” The textbooks usually have categorical syllogisms in mind, but obviously we
can have enthymemes which stated in full are hypothetical syllogisms. On the notion of
enthymeme cf. Burnyeat (1994), who actually criticises the traditional definition.

14 A 1, 120b13; 3, 123a27; Z 5, 143al3; 9, 147a22; 14, 151b18.
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“element” (oTOLXEIOV), evidently meaning topos. However, it is not until we
read Rhet. B 22, 1396b22 or 26, 1403a18f. that he states explicitly that the
two expressions are meant in the same way. The same is true for the word
“mode” (tpdmog). Matters here are slightly more complicated. The codices
often disagree as to whether T670¢ or Tpdmo¢ should stand in the text!s and
Aristotle does not state anywhere explicitly that they are the same. There are
however a few places where we indisputably find Tpémog at places where one
would expect to read Témot.'¢ When interpreting what a topos is I shall of
course also take into account passages in which Aristotle has topoi in mind.

Having read several passages in which Aristotle says something about the
topoi one is left with the impression that he considers topoi to be principles
(apxai) and protaseis (TpOTAOELS):

1. The passage in Top. © 14, 163b22-33

One should also try to master the heads under which the arguments mostly
tend to fall (reipatéov 8¢ xai €lg & WAELOTAKIG éumimTOovOLV Ol
Adyor xatéxerv). For just as in geometry it is useful to be practised in-the
elements (t& otouxgia!?), and in arithmetic having the muitiplication
table up- to ten at one’s fingertips (xkepaiiopoc!®) makes a great difference
to one’s knowledge of the other numbers too, likewise also in arguments (£v
T0i¢ Adyoig) it is a great advantage to be well up in regard to first
principles (Tag apxdc), and to have a thorough knowledge of protaseis
(rpotdogig) by heart. For just as to a trained memory, the mere reference to
the places (témot) in which they occur causes the things themselves:to be
remembered, so the above heads (tata, referring to & in b22) will make a
man readier in reasoning because he sees them (avtdg, referring to TadTa,
i.e. &) defined and numbered. A universal protasis (TpdTagiv Te KOLVRV)
should be committed to memory rather than an argument (Adyov), since it is
difficult enough to have a first principle or hypothesis (apxfi¢ ... kai
vroBéoewc) ready to hand.

15 In the edition of Brunschwig (1967) we find six passages in book B where the codices
disagree: 109a34, b25, 111a24, 115a33, b7 (all found in Vaticanus 207, saec.XIII (P)) and
114b13 (Boethii translatio (L)); none in I and A. Ross (1958) does not indicate these variants in
his apparatus except in 114b13 (Boethii translatio). In the case of books E-© we have to rely on
his less thorough edition: we find two variants in Z which is a considerable number since the
word Témog occurs only 4 times in this book: 139b19 (Wallies) and 142b20 (Marcianus 201,
anni 955 (B) and Vaticanus 1024, saec. X exeuntis vel XI ineuntis (c)). We have the same
ll)?lbslegl ig)Soph. El (6, 169a18; 12, 172b25) and the Rhetoric (e.g. Rhet. B 23, 1399a19; I 15,

a6, 13).

16 85, 111b32 ( "ETt 6 godroTikdg Tpémoc), Z, 4 142al7 (Eic piv odv tpémog tod
un dia yvopipwtépwv (referring to 141a26ff.)) and 142a22 (Tod & pn £x mpoTépwv
TPEiG €iot Tpdmot). The latter two could be interpreted as indicating kinds of one topos.

We often find Tpdmog as referring to a preceding topos, especially in the phrase Tov
abTov B¢ Tpémov (oxemTéov), meaning that one should investigate something in the same
way as shown in the previous topos (B 5, 112al0; 7, 113a17; 11, 115b11, 19, 22, A 6, 128a35,
37, E 3, 131al2; 7, 137a27, 37, 8, 138a2). However, the expression here seems to have a
perfectly common everyday-language sense.

17 Elements in geometry are e.g. line and circle (Top. © 3, 158b35).

18 We know the meaning of this word from Alex. in Top. 586, 3f. and Suidas.
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Now it seems to me to be pretty clear that “the heads under which the

arguments mostly tend to fall” (gi¢ & wAeioTdkig EuminTovOLy o1

Adyo1) in b22 is parallel to “element or topos is something under which-
many enthymemes fall” (oTtoixgiov xal TGmOG €ig 0 TOAAX évOvuri—

pata eumimrer) in Rhet. B 26, 1403al8f., i.e. that “the heads under
which”, which translates the Greek relative pronoun in the plural &, refers to

topoi.”® We have exactly the same expression “to fall under” (umimrelv

€1¢). The arguments (AGyot) in rhetoric are called enthymemes, those in

dialectic syllogisms. Both correspond to each other?® and both are derived from

topoi.2! Now, the expressions “principles and protaseis” (T&g Apxdg, TAG

mpoTaoceg) (163b271.), “universal protasis” (tpdtaatv korvrv) (b32) and

“principle or hypothesis” (dpxfi¢ ... kal vmoBéoewc) clearly refer, direct-

ly or indirectly, to “the heads” (&), i.e. to topoi. Thus, topoi are principles,

universal protaseis, and hypotheses. .

Matters become somewhat tricky here since in this passage we actually

have the origin of the term topos and element. Aristotle compares the general .
protaseis and principles of arguments (AGyot) with principles in other areas:

topoi in mnemonics,? elements in geometry and multiplication table up to

ten at one’s fingertips in arithmetic. In any event Aristotle here has topoi.in

mind and describes them as principles® and general protaseis.

2. The passage in Rhet. A 2, 1358a10-20 & 29-33

I mean that the proper subjects of dialectical and rhetorical syllogisms
(ovAXoyropovdg) are the things with which we say the topoi are concerned,
that is to say those that apply equally to questions of right conduct, natural
science, politics, and many other things that have nothing to do with one
another. Take for instance, the topos of the greater and lesser degree. On
this it is equally easy to base a syllogism or enthymeme (¢x To¥Tov

19 Those commentators who actually comment on this passage agree on that: Alex. Aphr. in
Top. 585, 24 (xo1vol témotr), Pacius (1597), Lib. VII, Cap.XIV, 7 (locos illos communes
dialecticos), Waitz (1844-46), p. 527 in 163b22 (locos intell. quos in prioribus libris exposuit),
Bonitz (1870), 377al4-16.

20 Rhet. A 2, 1356a35-bS.

21 Cf. e.g. 1358a12-17. In Rhet. B 23-24 topoi are listed from which enthymemes can be
derived, similarly as in Top. B-H 3 topoi are described from which sylloglsms are derived.

22 Solmsen (1927), p. 173f., is right in seeing in mnemonics the origin of the notion of the
topos. In all other respects, howevcr he misinterprets the passage entirely. Aristotle does not
compare arguments (AGyot) with topoi, as Solmsen maintains, but with protaseis. He does not
copy the Sophists whose practice he describes in Soph. El 34 183b38-184a2—he clearly
criticises them here: “For some of them gave their pupils arguments (Adyouvg) to learn by heart
which were either rhetorical or consisted of questions and answers under which both parties
thought that the rival arguments fell. Hence, the teaching which they gave to their pupils was
rapid but unsystematic.” It is correct that in 163b17f. Aristotle advises us to learn thoroughly
entire arguments (AGyovc), but only for problemata of most frequent occurrence. In b22ff.
however, which is the passage above, a new argument starts (one should also ...) and here
Aristotle advises the student to learn the topoi or protaseis into which arguments most often fall.
It is, as he states at the end of the passage, difficult enough to have a general protasis to hand,
never mind an entire argument.

23 That there is a connection between topoi and princi] ?les is not new; cf. Maier (1896-
1900), 11, 1, pp. 495ff.; Throm (1932), p. 43. Wieland (1970%), p. 203, maintains that principles
are similar to topoi, although he remarks, Aristotle never cxpressly calls his principles topoi.
We could add here that he does it the other way around, i.e. he calls topoi principles.
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ovAdoyicacBor | €évBvunua eimeiv) about any of what nevertheless are
essentially disconnected subjects—right conduct, natural science, or
anything else whatsoever. But there are also those special topoi ({di1a)
which are based on such protaseis (TpoTadgeig) as apply only to particular
groups or classes of things. Thus there are protaseis about natural science on
which it is impossible to base any enthymeme or syllogism about the
ethics, and other protaseis about ethics on which nothing can be based
about natural science. [...] As in the Topics, therefore, so in this work, we
must distinguish the kinds (e{87) and the topoi (Tod¢ Témovg) from which
enthymemes may be constructed (€ &v Anmtéov). By kinds I mean the
protaseis peculiar (idiag mpoTaoeig) to each several class of things, by
topoi those common to all classes alike.

This is a well-known passage where Aristotle divides topoi into common
topoi (kowvol Tdmot) which can be applied to all possible problems (right
conduct, natural science, etc.), i.e. which have no particular subject matter
(a22), and into specific topoi** (idia) or kinds (€idn), which can only be
applied to specific problems (al2-22).

Syllogisms are drawn from both specific and common topoi.?s Syllo-
gisms are always drawn from protaseis,? which'are iii the case of dialectical
syllogisms endoxical or reputable (EvdoEa).?” NoW; Specific topoi (or kinds)
are protaseis as one would expect from the object of “to-draw a syllogism
from” (cuAAoyileoOout &x). It would be strange if topoi were not protaseis,
since otherwise “from” (¢x) would have to have a different meaning with
respect to topoi. But he clearly uses “from” with respect to-both topoi and
kinds;?® in a30, “from which” (2§ &v) actually. refers. to-both. In a31f.
TéTovG must be supplemented by TpoTdoeig, and I have found no translator

24 Aristotle calls only the common topoi Té7ot, not the specific ones, i.e. we do not find the
expression ‘18101 Témo1’ in Aristotle. However, there are good reasons to call them specific
topoi. Aristotle often juxtaposes Témor and i8ia; enthymemes and syllogisms can be derived
from both (1358al0f., 19; also a27f.). It also makes sense that since Aristotle often speaks of
xotvoi témor (e.g. 1358a28, 32, et al.) he obviously wants to distinguish them from some other
kind of topoi. Usually, if Aristotle distinguishes some thing which he calls ko1vd¢ from some
other thing, he uses the word 18106 (cf. kowval apxai-idiar apxai (APst. A 32, 88b27-29),
xowval mioteig-idian wioteirg (Rhet. B 19, 1393a22f.)). Instead of idia Aristotle also often
uses the word €idn (e.g. 1358a31, 1403b14f.); he seems to have used the term id1a in 1358a17
in order to distinguish them from xoivoi témot in al2. In 1396b30 and 32 we find protaseis
which are clearly recognizable as idia or €i8n (in the sense of 1358al17ff.) and which
Aristotle explicitly calls Téwo1: b30 mpotdaeig mepl Exaatov, b32 (témor) mept ayaBod
A xaxod f xarod A aioxpod A dikaiov ‘A a&dikov, kal wepl 1@V AOGV xai
rafripatwv xal EEewv, Wwoavtwg eiAnuuévor fuiv Vmdpyxovoar mpdtepov ol
rdmot. Solmsen (1929), p. 170n.20, who considers €idn not to be topoi has to concede: ,Es liegt
aber in dieser Geschichte des Tdmog-Begriffes begriindet, daB Aristoteles—prinzipwidrig—
auch die wpordoeic mept Tab@v, mepl Apetiic, dyaBod usw. gelegentlich Témot nennen
kann (Rhet B 22, 1396b30, 34; I’ 19, 1419b18, 23, 27).”

All the topoi in the Topics are clearly kowvor témor (cf. e.g. Top. A 1, 100al9f., Soph. EI.
9, 170a34-36), with the possible exception of Top. I 1-4 where ethical problems are described,
as de Pater (1965), p. 164 points out. However, in principle arguments of “what is better” can
also be applied in non-ethical contexts (cf. e.g. the arguments in APst. A 24).

25 Rhet. A 2, 1358al5, 18, 27, 28, 30 (cuAAoyileaBar £x..., CUAAOYLONGC EK...)

26 Top. A 4, 101b14-16.

27 Top. A 1, 10030, defined in b21-23 and in A 10.

28 Rhet. A 2, 1358al5 vs.19, 20; 227 vs. 28.
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who sees it otherwise: “By kinds I mean the propositions peculiar to each
several class of things, by commonplaces those common to all classes alike”
(Rhys Roberts (1984)), “By specific topics I mean the propositions [...], by
universal those common to all alike” (Freese (1926)) (my italics), to cite two
English translations. The example at al8-20 for specific topoi, which are
opposed to common topoi—“protaseis about natural science on which it is
impossible to base any enthymeme or syllogism about the ethics, and other
protaseis about ethics on which nothing can be based about natural science”—
implies what topoi might be: protaseis from which one can derive
enthymemes and syllogisms not only in natural science, but also in ethics and
in fact in any other discipline.

3. The passage in Rhet. B 26, 1402a32-34

It is clear that counter-syllogisms (avTtovAAoyileagBat) can be built up
from the same topoi (6x TEv avdTdv TémMwv); for the materials of
syllogisms are endoxical opinions (guAAoyiopol €x Tdv évd6Ewv) and
such opinions often contradict each other )

Obvxously, topoi are counted among endoxwal opmlons which are expressed
in the form of protaseis; the property of bemg. endoxwal always refers to
protaseis. R

4. The synonymous use of “element” and-jftqpq.ﬁ ks e

The very fact that Aristotle uses the word -“element” (gTO1X€i0V) synonym-
ously with topos, and element is often synonymously used with “principle”
(apx™),” leads one to believe that a topos is some sort of principle. In fact,
we find topoi which are very similar to Aristotle’s highest principles (koivai
apxai). In B 7, 113a22f. we find a topos which clearly points in the
direction of the Principle of Contradiction:* “for it is impossible that contrary
predicates should belong at the same time to the same thing.” In B 6, 112a24
we find a topos which clearly points in the direction of the Principle of the
Excluded Middle:3! “in regard to subjects which necessarily have only one of
two predicates, ...”; I shall discuss these two topoi in Chapter Four, pp. 103-
105. In H 1, 152b11-15 we find a topos which points in the direction of the
principle “If equals are taken from equals equals remain”;** it runs: “see if the
subtraction of the same thing from each leaves a different remainder.”*

2 Cf. Bonitz (1870), 702a26-39.

30 The Principle of Contradiction is discussed in Mez. I' 3-6. One of its forms is: “the same
attribute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to same subject in the same respect” (I'
3, 1005b19f., contrast e.g. b26f.).

31 The Principle of the Excluded Middle is discussed in Met I' 7. One of its forms is:
“Everything is asserted or denied” (APst. A 11, 77a22).

3276 Yoa amd iowv Gv ddérn, 81t Toa T Aowmd, APst. 76a41. On the view that
this principle is “strictly speaking of a sort between xotval and idrar apxai” cf. Ross
(1924), vol. 1, p. 262.

33 el 105 adTod ad’ txarépov ddaipeBévrog 1O Aowmdv Etepov. This topos
acf:n?ﬂgsriprsents an investigation instruction from which however a principle can be derived,
CIL. clow.
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C. Other interpretations of topoi and how they square with the interpretation
of topoi as protaseis and principles

1. Topoi as rules of inference

Topoi are often taken to be inference rules.?* Indeed, reading certain topos-
entries in the Topics one might get the impression that topoi are rules of
inference. Now, without commenting on the question of whether it is right or
wrong to interpret topoi in this way, I shall firstly ask the question of
whether this interpretation contradicts my interpretation. Can an inference-rule
be a protasis? This difficulty, it would appear, is easy to solve. An inference
rule can be expressed in a sentence, i.e. in our case a protasis. Let us take the
first topos of the greater and lesser degree. In a simplified and slightly
formalized form it runs: ‘If being more A belongs to what is more B, then A
belongs to B.’* One might say that here, a rule is expressed in an if-then-
sentence, i.e. in our case an instruction which allows us to pass from
sentences of the form ‘being more A belongs to more B’ to ‘A belongs to B’.
Before answering the question of whether an inference-rule can be a
protasis or not, another quesﬁon.musf ‘be .answered first, namely: Can a
proposition of the form ‘If beirig:motée A belongs to more B, then A is B’ be
called a protasis at all? In the Prior Analytics the usual form of a protasis is
‘A is B’. It is not necessarily single words that correspond to the terms A or
B, but also complex words, as Aristotle asserts in APr. A 35, but in any case
we always have one subject and one predicate only. Thus, in Soph. EL 6,
169a7f. Aristotle defines protasis. as. “{a single predication about a single
subject” (€v ka0’ £€vdc). According to this definition we would have two
protaseis here (one expressed in the antecedent, the second in the apodosis).
Does this definition strictly hold, or does Aristotle sometimes consider more
complicated sentences as protaseis? I believe the latter, and the common
principles (xotval dpyai) which can function as protaseis in proofs are an
example of it.36 We also find explicit examples in the Topics which are called
protaseis: “Sensation differs from knowledge, because it is possible to recover
the latter when one has lost it but not the former” (Top. A 13, 105a28-30)
“Should one rather obey parents or the laws, if they are at variance?” (Top. A

34 Cf. e.g. Sainati (1968), p. 41. The Oxford and Loeb translators often translate Téwo¢ by
“a commonplace rule” or simply “a rule” (Pickard-Cambridge (1984), e.g. 109a34, b13.;
Forster (1960), e.g. 109b13).

35 This is the first of the four topoi of the greater and lesser degree which Aristatle
enumerates in Top. B 10, 114b37-115al4; in both parts of the compound proposition the
predicate and subject are the same. Thus it is different from the topos cited at the beginning of
this chapter, p. 44, which corresponds to the second topos in Top. B 10 and in which the subjects
change while the predicate remains the same in both parts of the proposition. I shall deal with
the topoi of the greater and lesser degree in more detail in Chapter Five, pp. 146-149,

36 As does for example the principle “if equals are taken from equals the remainder is
equal” (16 {oa amd lowv @v dpérn (...) loa Td Aowrd), APst. A 10, 76a41; cf. also A
11, 77a27, 76b14. In Mer. B 3, 996b29-31 the Principle of the Excluded Middle and the
Principle of Contradiction are explicitly called mpotdaeig and Aristotle makes clear that there
are other protaseis of this kind; cf. also Mer. T' 3, 1005b26-28.
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14, 105b22£.).37 These examples adequately demonstrate that protaseis do not
have to have the form ‘A is B’, but can have more complicated forms,
including even if-then-sentences.

Thus, rules of inferences can be, and in fact usually are, expressed in a
sentence. So if we just simply assert that topoi are protaseis,* and Aristotle
could just as well have called them Adym (in the meaning of sentences), our
interpretation would not seem to be in opposmon to the interpretation of
topoi as inference-rules.

However, Aristotle uses “protasis” in a certam context, namely that of
reasoning (ouAAoyileaBau, AothsaBal), and he unambiguously says that
we derive syllogisms from topoi.* Thus topoi are protaseis of a syllogism.
But if topoi are rules of inference of such reasonings as are described in the
Topics, and when we take these reasonings to be syllogisms we might very
well be puzzled. A rule of inference of a syllogism cannot at the same time be
a premiss of the syllogism. A syllogism in the Topics would seem then
rather to be the rule of the following reasoning:

Doing greater injustice is a greater evil
: from ‘what is more A is more B’,

you may infer: ‘A is B’

Doing injustice is an evil®

We can clearly see that the rule does not belong to this syllogism as a
protasis, but as an external rule. Thus the word from in “to draw a syllogism
from” (avAhoyileoBar €x), where it refers to topoi, exceptionally, so it
seems, would not refer to protaseis, but to rules. The alleged syllogism above
does not fit the definition of the syllogism Aristotle gives several times?*!
since the conclusion clearly does not necessarily follow from the premisses—
there is only one premiss. Thus it would appear that we have here another sort
of syllogism. Solmsen (1929), p. 20 calls them ,,die aus Tdmwo1 gebildeten
Syllogismen”—syllogisms derived from topoi.

However, I do not think that Aristotle had any earlier version of a
syllogism in the Topics. In Top. B-H, and in the places where he speaks
about them referring to topoi, he clearly has a notion of the syllogism as

37 Cf also the complex universal protascis in book © discussed on p. 23f. above and the
protaseis on p. 56 below.

38 Grimaldi (1958), p. 12 is happy with that and goes no further. He simply states that
common topoi (koivol Témot) are “general axiomatic proposmons without giving any
explanation. I suppose that since he mterprets 516!] as id1o1 Témo1, which are Tpordoeig
(Rhet. A 2), he takes it for granted that koivol Témot are TpoTdaosig as well.

3 Rhet. A 2, 1358a15, B 26, 1402232, et al.

40 Indeed, Sainati (1968) does represent the topoi as rules in such a way; cf. e.g. p. 54, the
topos from the contradictories:

AcB
-Bc-A

He does not ask himself the question of how this argument should fit the definition of the
syllogism.
‘UE.g Top. A 1, 100a25-27.
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defined by him in several places.* In these definitions it is always stated that
the conclusion follows from premisses through the premisses alone (31
Tdv xeluévwv),* by reason of them, by their being so (¢ TadTt’
givai),* and not because of any external rule.

I would also note that the reasoning as it stands above is not very
convincing. We are supposed to show that “to do injustice is an evil” (a thesis
which the opponent contests). In order to show this we say that “to do more
injustice is a greater evil”, and if the opponent says “Yes”, we infer, having
our topos-rule in mind, that it follows “to do injustice is an evil”. It is quite
improbable that the answerer who disputes that “to do injustice is an evil”
should grant the protasis that “to do greater injustice is a greater evil”. Taking
the implication the other way around, which Aristotle also asserts (B 10,
114b39f.), the inference clearly could be wrong: we cannot always infer from
the protasis that ‘A is B’ that ‘being more A is more B’—doing sport, say, or
eating might be a good thing, but not in excess. Thus the answerer could
justifiably dispute that the one protasis follows from the other. To make our
argument more cogent we have to do something very simple: We have to
utter the rule we:used and convince the opponent of the correctness of this
rule.~So,7how-might the latter be achieved? Arlstotle tells us in 115a5f.:
“this has.to, be established by induction” (ToGTo 8’ EéTaywyfj AnTTéOV).*s
This mieans ‘we should provide examples (in protaseis) where this rule is
clearly at work and then state the rule generally. Indeed, if the opponent
admits /the-mile and :that “doing more injustice is a greater evil”, he cannot
deny the conclusxon .it follows necessarily (¢€ avaykng). The same is of
course trué of the occarrences of “induction” (¢raywyr}) in 113b17 and b29
with respect to the corresponding topoi. In 113b22 Aristotle says of the result
of induction here, which is the Law of Contraposition, that “in all cases a
claim of this sort should be made” (¢m wdvTwv odv TO TOL0DTO
afiwtéov). From Soph. El 11, 172a17-21 it is clear that even “primary
things and principles” (tp@Ta and oikeia apxai) must be granted by the
answerer.*

42 Top. A 1, 100a25-27, Soph. El. 1, 165alf., Rhet. A 2, 1356b15-17, with slight differences.

43 Top. A 1, 100a26f., Soph. El. 1, 165a2.

4 Rhet. A 2, 1356b16, Soph. EL 6, 168b24.

45 The Greek word AapPdverv, which can be translated as “to establish”, “to secure” or
“to assume”, often refers to protaseis. Cf. Top. A 3, 105a23; 14, 105a34, Rhet. A 9, 1366b32,
Top. H 3, 153a9; cf also the Greek word Afjupa Top. © 1, 156a21, Top. A 1, 101al4 (and
many other instances in the Analytics) that is derived from Aaupdvelv and simply means
“premiss”. Met. A 29, 1025a6-13 seems to confirm this: “This is why the proof in the Hippias
that the same man is false and true is misleading. For it assumes (Aappdvet) he is false who
can deceive (i.e. the man who knows and is wise); and further that he who is willingly bad is
better [Hip. Min. 375d1f.]. He secures this falsehood by induction (Aappdver dix Tfig
éraywyic); for a man who limps willingly is better than one who does so unwillingly; by
‘limping’ Plato means ‘mimicking a limp’.” Le. Plato arrived at the statement by a misleading
induction; cf. Hip.Min. 373-375. I therefore conclude that éraywyij Anmtéov tells us to infer
a general rule by giving examples and stating the inherent rule as a protasis, and not to make
the rule clear to us in our mind—this is alteady presupposcd, Thus we should translate the
phrase as “establish by induction”, not as “grasp by induction”, as Pickard-Cambridge (1984)
does. I shall deal with this topos again in Chapter Five, pp. 146f.

46 The term induction occurs only in B (5 occurences) and A (2 occurrences). Three of the
occurrences in B are clearly meant to establish a topos: 113b17, 29 and 115a5, as already
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Thus we create our syllogism by adding to the reasoning above the rule of
the reasoning itself as a premiss. The new reasoning, which we may in the
true sense call a syllogism, here a hypothetical one, is of course not ruled any
more by this rule. We have then:

(I) If being more A is more B, then A is B.
(I) Doing greater injustice (A) is a greater evil (B).

Doing injustice (A) is an evil (B)

When the major premiss is admitted as a generally applicable rule by the
opponent, it contains of course as an axiom-instance so to speak the propos-
ition: (Ia) If doing greater injustice (A) is a greater evil (B), then doing
injustice (A) is an evil (B). Thus, with the instantiated premiss we would
have the following argument:

(Ta) If doing greater injustice (A) is a greater evil (B), then doing injustice
(A) is an evil (B).
([[) Domg greater injustice (A) is a greater evil (B).

’ Domg m_]ustlce (A) is an evil (B)

‘-'However, accordmg to Aristotle the first argument is certainly just as valid as
the second one with the instantiation of the topos- prmc1p1e In fact the first
argumerit was certainly more common in dialectical debates since the answerer

“was supposed to realize as little as possible that the questioner was coming
“nearer to refute him. The fact that in several passages cited above he calls
topos a protasis shows that he considered topos to be part of the syllogism
despite its being a premiss-form which has many instances. Aristotle was
well aware of the distinction which he usually expresses with the help of the
notions “universal” and “specific”. In APst. A 10, 76a37-b2 he in fact says
explicitly that it does not matter whether a common or a proper principle is
used as a premiss in the general or a specific form.#’ In this book I shall
follow Aristotle in his nonchalant treatment of general and specific
hypotheses and shall sometimes write the argument with the general

shown above; both occurrences in A have this function: 122a19 and 123b7. However, Aristotle
does not always explicitly state that something has to be established by éxaywyri. We more
often find the phrase “likewise also in other instances” (Opoiwg 8¢ xal Em TGV AAAWV;
sometimes T@v To10¥TwV is added or T@v Aowr@v is in place of TGv dAAwv): B: 113b18,
34, 114b27, 115a31; I': 116a27, 119a6; A: 121a9, 122b30, 123b33, 126a20, 127a8; Z: 146b30,
147a13, 149b11; H: 152al0, bS5, 153b33f. I shall analyse a few more examples of topoi
estabhshed by induction in Chnpter Five, pp. 140-144.

7 “Of the items used in the demonstrative sciences some are proper to each science and
others common [...]. Proper: e.g. that a line is such-and-such, and straight so-and-so.
Common: e.g. that if equals are removed from equals, the remainders are equal. It is sufficient
(ixavov) to assume each of these in so far as it bears on the kind; for it will produce the same
results (TadTd ydp morrjoet) even if it is assumed as holding not of everything but only for
magnitudes or, for arithmeticians, for numbers.” The word “sufficient” makes it clear that the
principles can also be assumed in its general form, although it is sufficient to assume them in the
form appropriate to the subject-matter (“in so far as it bears on the kind”).
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hypothesis and sometimes with the appropriate instantiation of the general
hypothesis, depending on what suits Aristotle’s text most.

2. Topoi as laws

Topoi have also been defined as certain types of non-analytical laws.* The
interpretation of topoi as laws clearly does not contradict my interpretation of
topoi as protaseis, since laws are expressed in sentences. It is again a question
of which context within the argument one sees the rdle of the law in. De
Pater (1965), p. 231 interprets the topos as “une loi logique” which serves as
a “formule d’ inference” (p. 133) in the framework of a modified argument-
schema developed by Toulmin (1964). The modified argument-schema,
though interesting, is certainly slightly anachronistic; Aristotle himself pro-
vides a logical system in which topoi can be accommodated and in the
framework of which topoi are best understood. Bocheriski (1951a), pp. 70f. is
one of very few authors who brings the laws into connection with the
hypothetical syllogism; however, he does not expand upon it.

Lastly, a note on the distinction between rules and laws. Aristotle had no
word for either of the two notions. The notion of a principle (&px7), and thus
that of a topos, seems to encompass both notions. One tends to think of the
principles as laws—e.g. we speak about the Principle or Law of Contra-
diction. However, a law or topos which is explicitly stated as a premiss of a
hypothetical syllogism does rule the hypothetical syllogism in a certain way.
Thus, we can call topos a rule, as long as it is clear that it is explicitly stated
as a premiss.*

3. Topoi as investigation-instructions

3.1. Organa

If one looks at the topoi-entries in the central books they appear first of all to
be investigation-instructions.*® The topoi-entries very often begin with the
phrase ‘another topos is to look/investigate/examine/etc.5! whether, with
respect to a certain aspect®? of the thesis, such and such is the case’. Let us
look at the beginnings of the very first four topoi in book B:

Now one topos is to investigate whether (el¢ u&v 8§ Ttémog TO
¢mpPrémelv €l) the opponent has assigned as an accident something which
belongs in some other way [...]. (1) [B 2, 109a34f.]

Another topos is to examine (GAAog (sc. TéTOG) T0. EmMPAémerv) all cases
where a predicate has been said to belong to all or none of something. Look

48 Cf. Bocheniski (1951a); de Pater (1965), p. 141.

49 Aristotle in fact seemed to have reservations about hypothetical syllogisms on the grounds
that their way of working is expressed in the hypothesis, as is clear from APst. B 6, 92a11-19; I
shall discuss this passage on p. 117n.82 below.

0 De Pater (1965), p. 231, apart from “loi logique”, also understands topos as a “formule de
recherche”; similarly, Stump (1989), p. 22.

31 ¢mpAémery/oxomeiv/dpdv €l or some infinitive having the meaning of an imperative.

52 In fact, topoi have sometimes also been defined as “points of view” (,,Gesichtspunkte”):
e.g. Hambruch (1904), p. 31; Wieland (1970%), p. 203. Such a specification is correct but far
from exhaustive.
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at them (oxomeiv & ) species by species [...]. E.g. if a man has said that
the knowledge of opposites is the same, you should look and see whether
(oxentéov €i) [...]1.(2) [B 2, 109b13-18]

Another topos is to make definitions (dAXo¢ (sc. T6T0g) T0 Adyovg
moieiv) both of the sumbebekos and of that to which it belongs as a
sumbebekos (i.e. of its subject) [...] and then see if (okomeiv €1) anything
untrue has been assumed as true in the definitions. [...] (3) [B 2, 109b30-32]
Moreover, one ought to turn the problema into a protasis for oneself [...].
This topos is very nearly the same as the topos to investigate (6 Tdmocg
00To¢ oxeddv 6 avTdg TG émPAémerv) all cases where a predicate has
been said to belong to all or none of something; but it differs in method. (4)
[110a10-13]

Now, the fact that topoi are investigation-instructions does not conflict with
my interpretation of topoi as protaseis and principles since in the investi-
gation-instruction a certain protasis and principle is expressed. This can be
readily seen in the concrete topoi in the central books. For example from the
investigation-instruction of the very first topos the principle could be derived
that ‘what belongs in some other way than accident (i.e. belongs as definition,
proprium or genus) does not belong as an accident’. I shall investigate all the
four topoi cited above in Chapter Five®® and show in detail how the topos-
principle can be derived from the investigation-instruction.

However, the lnvestlgatlon of the so-called organa which are found in'Top.
A 13-18 gives us another impressive confirmation of the fact that in the
investigation-instruction a protasis is expressed. The organa are not only
investigation-instructions,* but have a very similar structure to topoi, and are
explicitly said to be “in a way” protaseis. Organa are “means by which we
will be well supplied with syllogisms” (31" kv edwoprioouEy TGV GLA—
Aoyiou®v).* In A 13, 105a21-24 Aristotle enumerates the four organa under
which all the other organa in A 14-17 fall:

1. provision of propositions (10 mpoTdoeig AaBeiv) (treated in A 14)

2. the ability to distinguish in how many senses a particular expression is
used in (T0 mooaxw¢ Exaocrov Aéyerar dvvaoBat DLeAeiv)
(treated in A 15)

3. the discovery of differences (10 Tac dradopag eOpeiv) (treated in A
16)

4. the investigation of likeness (1] To0 Opoiov Gxeung)“ (treated in A
17)

Aristotle then (105a25f.) says something of major interest:

53 Cf. pp. 150-155.

54 Cf. e.g. expressions like 51 TGvOe BewpnTéov ..., OKOTELY £l ... (A 15, 106al0f.),
oxomeiv el ... (106b13), ... émoxomeiv (b22), etc.

35 Top. A 13, 105a21f;; cf. 108b32.

56 Likeness is meant in a broad sense and can include analogy.
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The last three of these are also [i.e. as the first organon] in a sense
protaseis; for it is possible to make a protasis in accordance with each of
them.%?

Examples of the corresponding protaseis are:

1. “The perception of contraries is the same (for the knowledge of them is
also the same)” (105b5f).

2.“An object of choice is the honourable or the pleasant or the expedient”
(105a27f.).

3.“Sensation differs from knowledge, because it is possible to recover the
latter when one has lost it but not the former” (105a28-30).

4.“The healthy stands in the same relation to health as the sound to sound-
ness” (105a30f.).%8

These protaseis seem to be the result of organa applied to concrete terms.
Thus the third protasis is the result of applying “the discovery of differences”
to the terms “perception” and “knowledge”. This does not simply consist in
stating that there is a difference, but also in defining the difference, i.e. in
stating the reason why two terms differ, thus giving.-the=answer:o :the
question “in what (Tivi) does perception differ from knowledge?” stated in-
108a4. This is found in the because-sentence (105a29). Anstqtlc lays stress
upon itin A 15, 106a1-8, with respect to the second organon:i: 7%

As regards the number of ways in which a term can be used, we must not only
deal with those terms which are used in another way- but* ‘aisa” try ito’ give
reasons for their being used in different ways (AGyovc).. For;. cxample we
must not merely say that justice and courage are called good in one way, and
that what conduces to vigour and what conduces to health are called so in
another, but also that the former are so called because of a certain intrinsic
quality they themselves have, the latter because they are productive of a
certain result and not because of any intrinsic quality in themselves.

Thus the second protasis (105a27f.) is actually defective, because it merely
states that “an object of choice” (being homonymous) is used in a different
way with respect to each of the three terms—no reasons for this are given.
Also in the case of the fourth protasis, Aristotle does not tell us what the
sameness of the relation consists in. However, ideally, it might be assumed
that it should always be stated what the homonymy, difference or likeness
consists in. Thus, in A 18, 108b24-27 Aristotle gives two examples of
protaseis of the fourth organon which state the reason for the likeness: “calm
at sea and windlessness in the air are the same thing (for each is a state of
rest)” and “a point on a line and a unit in number are the same thing (for each
is a principle)”. The statement of reasons establish the organon-protaseis in a
similar way as induction establishes the topos-protaseis.

57 gom. Bt Tpdémov Tiva kai ta Tpia TOYTwv WpoTdoeicr EoTt yap kab’
Exaotov adT@v morfjoon mpdTAOLY.

38 1t is worthy of note that the protaseis 2-4 above are fairly complex: the second protasis,
for example, is a disjunctive proposition, the fourth one expresses an analogical relation.
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3.2. ‘Structure of the organa (and topoi)

The question now arises of how homonymy, differences and similarities are
investigated and established? A clear answer is to be found in chapters 15-17
where Aristotle investigates those notions with the help of what are usually
called topoi in Top. B-H* and which are obviously meant to be organa here.*
Roughly, the same structure can be found in both cases®!:

1a (in the case of...) (¢m1; ..) (not always stated explicitly)

b investigate (oxomeiv) if something is the case
2 reason given for the investigation, usually indicated by “since” (ydp)
3 an example (olov)?

Let us cite once again the very first topos in B, in a slightly fuller form, as an
example for such a topos (B 2, 109a34-38):

Now one topos is to investigate (EmiPAémerv €l) whether the opponent has
assigned as an accident something which belongs in some other way. This
mistake is commonly made with respect to the genera of things, e.g. (olov)
if someone were to say that being a colour is an accident of white—for (yap)
being a colour is not an accident of white, but colour:is. its. genus. [...]

As an example of an organon let us cite the vezr’f:ﬁfﬁ :
organa of the second kind (detection of ambiguity of mcamng) :are llsted

First, examine (okxomeiv) the contrary of a term (sm TOD evavnou) and
see if it is used in several senses, whether the difference be one of kind or
one of names. For (yap) in some cases a difference i is 1mmed1ate1y apparent
even in the names. For example (oiov), the contrary of-sharp in the case of a
note is flat, while in the case of a body it is dull. The contrary of sharp,
therefore, obviously has several meanings, and this being so, so also has
sharp; for (yap) the contrary will have different meanings, corresponding to
each of those meanings. For sharp will not be the same when it is the
contrary of flat, though sharp is the contrary in both cases.®

Aristotle only gives a few organa for the investigation of differences (third
organon) and similarity (fourth organon) in chapters 16 and 17, but quite a
number, namely seventeen, for the investigation of ambiguous terms (second
organon) in chapter 15.

The main difference between topoi in Top. B-H and organa in A 15-17 is
that the aim of the former is to find out whether something is accident (Top.

39 Cf. 107b38 and e.g. 128bl14: d1& TGVOE oKEMTEOV.

6 Aristotle does not say here that these investigation-instructions are organa; one might take
them to be topoi of the four organa, as in fact Alexander does (cf. e.g. in Top. 100, 17; 101, 18,
et al.). However, Aristotle does not mention topoi here either and at the very end of book A he
says of the previous investigation-instructions: “Such then are the organa through which
syllogisms are carried out. The topoi for the application of which the aforesaid organa are
useful are as follows.” Thus, the investigation-instructions listed in A 14-17 are obviously
organa which are subsumed under the four kinds of organa, only the latter ones being explicitly
called “organa”.

6! For topoi cf. e.g. B 8, 113b15ff., 27ff. 114a7ff., etc.; for organa e.g. A 15, 106al0ff.,
23ff., 36ff., etc.

62 (2) is often stated after (3).

6 A 15, 106a10-17.



58 CHAPTER TWO

B-T'), genus (A), proprium (E) or definition (Z-H, 3), whereas the aim of the
latter is to find out whether something is homonymous, different or similar.5
The aspect which one is advised to look at® in A 15-17 can usually be found
in B-H as well. In A 18 Aristotle deals with the utility of the three organa.
The detection of ambiguity is useful, in the main, “in order that the
syllogisms may be directed to the actual thing and not to the name by which
it is called” (A 18, 108a20-22). The discovery of differences is useful for the
syllogisms about sameness and difference (A 18, 108a38-b6)—I shall deal
with them in Chapter Five.S” The discovery of likenesses is useful for
hypothetical syllogisms based on likeness, for induction and definitions (A
18, 108b7-31). Thus organa have their function within the main syllogism,
the latter being formed by a topos.

3.3. Conclusion

The same structures are found in mvestlgatxon-mstructlons in A 15-17 as in
B-H, where they are called topoi. The structures we find in A 15-17 are not
called topoi, and are obviously meant to be organa. Such a protasis as
“sensation differs from knowledge, because it is possible to recover the latter
when one has lost it but not the former” is clearly the:result of an organon of
the sort which is described in A 15-17: The differencebetween “sensation” and
“knowledge” can be found with the help of an érganon which can be described
in the following way: ‘In the case of two: thiﬁgs ‘see if when one loses them
it is possible to recover them both; for if it is only possible with one of
them, it is clear that they are different’; the dlfference itself is implicitly
expressed in the organon. Thus to all organa correspondmg protaseis can be
produced; these organa are therefore in a way protaseis. We have seen that
organa are investigation-instructions of a similar structure to the topoi. It
might thus be inferred that to topoi too, corresponding protaseis can be
produced and that topoi are in a way protasels.

D. Objection and induction in ® and in the central books

In section B above I have demonstrated several passages in the Rhetoric from
which it was clear that topos is a protasis and one passage in ® 14 where the
notion of the topos seems to be in the making. In section C I have shown
how other interpretations of a topos square with this interpretation and in the
course of this I have shown how a topos works. With this rough knowledge
of the workings of the topos as the hypothesis in a hypothetical syllogism we
can turn briefly to the central books. Can an explicit indication in the central
books be found to the effect that topoi are protaseis, apart from the concrete

64 Aristotle says so about the organa at A 18 and after each topos in B-H, specifying
whether the topos is useful for construction or for destructlon or for both. I shall deal with the
notion of the predicables in detail in Chapter Three.

65 1.¢. what follows the phrase “in the case of”’ (§ni).

6So “terms that are opposed as privation and possession” (Ml T@vV kata oTépnaiv
kol €Ev) (106b21) e.g. in Top B 8, 114al13ff,, “inflections” (¢l mrdoewv) (106b29) e.g.
in B 9, 114a26ff., “definition” (émt TOv dpropdv) (107a35) e.g. in B 4, 111b13ff,, et al.

87 Cf. pp. 157-160 below.
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arguments found there which clearly show that topoi work as hypotheses of
hypothetical syllogisms, as I shall demonstrate in detail in Chapter Four?

Indeed, there is a clear confirmation that topoi are protaseis—in the
passage that I cite below Aristotle explicitly says that a topos is put forward
as a protasis. Also, we find an important indirect confirmation: in several
passages in the central books of the Topics Aristotle specifies that a certain
topos has to be established by induction and in several passages he also
mentions that an objection can be raised against a topos. In the dialectical
debate described in ® the universal protaseis play the most important réle,
being the major necessary premisses of a syllogism. These protaseis are
established by induction and can be objected to by objections, i.e. counter-
examples. From this one can infer that topoi are universal protaseis as well.
A topos established by induction has already been shown in the last section. -
As for objections, the most impressive passage seems to be found in A 6,
128a38-b9. The passage runs:

Moreover, seeing that it is difficult to distinguish that which always follows
a thing, and is not convertible with it, from its. genus, if this (A) always
follows that (B), whereas that (B) does not always follow this (A)—as e.g.
calm always follows windlessness -and divisible follows number, but not
conversely (for the divisible is not always a number, nor windlessness
calm)—you may yourself argue-as though the one which always follows a
thing is the genus, whenever the other is not convertible with it; if on the
other hand, someone else puts forward the protasis (TpoTeivovTog), you
should not accept it universally. -An objection to this is that not-being
always follows that which is coming into being (for that which is coming
into being does not exist) and is not convertible with it (for what does not
exist is not always coming into being), but nevertheless not-being is not
the genus of coming into being; for not-being has no species at all.

The topos here is clearly expressed by the proposition set out in italics and
can be more easily described with the help of letters: ‘If A always follows B,
but B does not always follow A (i.e. A is not convertible with B), then B is a
genus of A’. Aristotle gives one example to confirm the topos; in real debate
of course more than one example would have to be given in order to establish
it inductively. A syllogism constructed with the help of this topos could look
as follows:?

If A always follows B, but B does not always follow A, then B is a genus
of A
Divisibility always follows number, but not vice versa.

Hence, divisibility is a genus of number.

The objection is obviously an instance in which the topos is not true: “not-
being always follows that which is coming into being (for that which is
coming into being does not exist) and is not convertible with it (for what does
not exist is not always coming into being), but nevertheless not-being is not

%8 In a real debate the questioner would certainly avoid giving an example as a confirmation
of the hypothesis which contains the desired conclusion.
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the genus of coming into being; for not-being has no species at all.” This
passage is most impressive because Aristotle explicitly says here that the
topos is stated as a protasis (TpoTeivovToc).®

There are five other occurrences of objéctions in book A; I shall content
myself by giving just one other example, A 4, 124b35-125a4:7

Again, you must see whether the genus and species are used in the same
manner in respect of the inflections which they take, for example datives
(tivi) and genitives (T1véc)’! and all the rest. For, as the species is used, so
also is the genus, as for example in the case of the double and its higher
genera; for both the double and the multiple take a genitive. [...] An
objection may be raised that in some cases it is not so; for alien and
contrary take .a dative, but different, which is a genus of these terms, does
not take a dative but a genitive—for we say different from something
(T1v40).

The topos here could be expressed in the following way: ‘If A is genus of B,
then A and B take the same casus’. The objection clearly is directed against
this topos giving-an‘instance:in which the topos is not true: “different” is
genus of “alien’*and {‘contrary:’; but-takes a different casus from them.

Many examples 60 jecudhs are also found in book T'. The hypotheses here
have the form ‘X is more wonhy of choice than Y’.7? I shall just cite one of
them, 2, 1172116,-_24_“,,7 :

Moreover, 'a'rgrea'terf.number'of things is more worthy of choice than a
smaller, either absolutely or when the one is included in the other, viz. the
smaller number in the greater.

An objection may be raised if in some particular case the one is for the sake
of the other; for then the two together are not more desirable than the one;
e.g. recovery of health and health, than health alone, inasmuch as we desire
recovery of health for the sake of health.

The hypothesis here is “a greater number of things is more worthy of choice
than a smaller (either absolutely or if one is included in the other);” the
objection that recovery of health and health are not more worthy of choice
than health alone is clearly directed against the topos-hypothesis.

69 There are some other passages in the Topics in which Aristotle expresses himself in a
way which clearly indicates that he takes topoi to be protaseis. E.g. in I' 6, 119a38f. he
compares the universal (containing the universal quantifier) and particular (containing the
particular quantifier) forrs of the so-called “most opportune” topoi and says of them that it is
“equally endoxical to claim them/ask the opponent to admit them” (Opoiwg yap &vdoEov 10
afidoar). The expressions “endoxical” and “claim” of course apply to protaseis as has been
shown on pp. 19f. and 52.

70 The four remaining occurrences in A are: 3, 123b17, 27, 34; 4, 124b32.

7! The grammatical terms ‘genitive’ and ‘dative’ do not actually appear in the Greek, but
only what we would now call the dative and genitive of indefinite pronouns: “to
something/someone” and “of something/someone”. The grammatical names for the various
casus were developed only later.

721 shall deal with this kind of syllogism in Chapter Five, pp. 156f.

73 Other examples in ': 2, 117b12-17; b19-25.
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I shall give a few more examples of topoi established by induction and
objected to by objections in Chapter Five, section B (on the so-called “most
opportune” topoi).”

E. The evidence of Theophrastus

1. Tradition of the interpretation of the topos as a protasis

The interpretation of the topos as a protasis is not new. Theophrastus defined
a topos as a principle (&px1)™ and also as a “premiss derived from a precept”
(6 yap 1dmog mpdTaocic H{ON Tig amd ToU mMapayyéApatog
yeyovvia).’¢ I shall deal with his definition shortly. Alexander himself also
takes topoi to be protaseis.”” Boethius, in De fopicis differentiis, II, 1185A,
takes topoi to be maximal and principal propositions which are “propositions
which are not only known per se but also have nothing more fundamental by
which they are demonstrated”.”® Of more modem scholars, Thionville (1855),
p- 32 states that “les lieux communs. sont des propositions exprimant les
vérités probables:les-plus: universelles”. Grimaldi (1958), p. 12 simply
maintains: that:common topoi- (ko1vol Témou) are “general axiomatic prop-
ositions” with it glvmg any explanation. Solmsen (1929), p. 20, strongly
opposes thé view-that topoi are protaseis. With respect to a problem which
would be solved by taking common topoi as protaseis he says:
Man miiBite -schofi zu einem Verzweiflungsmittel greifen und die T6mo1 selbst
als mpoTd oelc;ansehen; aber diese vollig unaristotelische Auffassung, die
meines Wissens auch bisher nie vertreten worden ist, wiirde schon an der ins
Licht geriickten Antithese zwischen.tdmot und Tpotdoetg 1358al0ff.
scheitern.

Solmsen’s argument with the ,,Antithese” in 1358al0ff. is not particularly
impressive, since just the opposite may be concluded from it, as I have shown
(and as Grimaldi takes for granted), i.e. that topoi themselves are protaseis. It
is also striking that Solmsen does not deal with the passages which have led
to my suggestion that topoi are protaseis,” which also means that he does not
give us an explanation for these seemingly puzzling passages.

74 Pp. 140-150.

75 Alex. in Top. S, 21-23; 25f.; again in 126, 14-16.

76 Alex. in Top. 135, 10f. There is no dispute as to whether the former definition is that of
Theophrastus, since it is cited twice in the same form. I see no reason therefore to doubt the
second specification. That we can derive protaseis from the topos is explicitly stated in 5, 26f.,
a passage which quite probably belongs to the definition. Now, whether or not it is an exact
citation, I think that Alexander has certainly paraphrased this according to Theophrastus’ text
which he had before him. Besides, a principle can of course be expressed in a protasis, and
Aristotle himself sometimes uses principles as premisses even in categoncal syllogisms, cf. e.g.
A 31, 46b29-32.

71 Cf. in Top. 126, 16£E; 135, 10; 586, 23f.

78 “Propositiones quae per se notae sint, tum nihil ulterius habeant quo demonstrentur, hae
maximae et principales vocantur.” Boethius also takes the topos to be the differentia of a
maximal proposition, on which cf. Stump (1978), p. 204.

O 14, 163b22-33 (Solmsen treats this passage merely from one angle), Rhet. B 26,
1402a32-34, Top. A 13-18, et al.
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Let us now come to Theophrastus’ definition of the topos.

2. Theophrastus’ distinction between parangelma and topos and his defini-
tion of the topos

Theophrastus was Aristotle’s most important pupil and seems to have
commented or developed his teacher’s theories rather than breaking wholly
new paths. He also wrote a treatise called the Topics.® It is not far off to
speculate that Theophrastus, by calling the topos a principle and protasis,
merely adopted Aristotle’s later definition of the topos. I shall now turn to the
first relevant text in Alexander’s commentary.

2.1. Distinction between parangelma and topos & definition of the topos
with respect to its réle in the hypothetical syllogism (in Top. 135, 2-23 )
Theophrastus, according to Alexander, calls the investigation-instruction a
parangelma (precept, instruction) and only the principle a topos.®! If only the
parangelma is listed however®? he calls it “parangelma” (Tapdyyeipa) or
“parangelmatic topos” (Tomo¢ TapayyeALatikdoc).8 Alexander gives ex-
.amples of Theophrastus’ distinction in the strict sense.
; Examples of parangelma are:3 “one has to attack from r.hc conu'anes, from
the co-ordinates” (del EMXEPEIV AN TRV €vavriwv, Admo TAV
'ouormx v)

Examplés of topoi are:35 “If the one contrary has several senses, the other
-has t00”,3¢ “If the one contrary (of a pair) belongs to the one contrary (of
another pair); the other contrary also belongs to the other contrary”,? or “As
is ‘one of the co-ordinate terms, so are the rest”.5

The topos stands in the following relation to the parangelma according to
Theophrastus:

For an investigation-instruction is what is said in more common, universal
and simple terms, and from it the topos is. found; for the principle of the

80 Alex. in Top. 55, 24-27; for further evidence see Fortenbaugh, Huby, Sharples, Gutas
(1992), vol. I, p. 118f.

It consisted of two books (Tomk@v a’ B’) (Diog. Laert. V 45), possibly introduced by an
“Introduction to the Topics” (Ta wpd t@v témwv a’) (Diog. Laert. V 50), cf. Sollenberger
(1984), p. 288 (1.171) and p. 363 (1. 282). Another book on the topoi by Theophrastus might
have been ’'Avnyuévev tdmwv, where, however, many scholars assume that TéTwv is
corrupt for Adywv, cf. Sollenberger (1984), p. 222f. (1.83) or (1985), p.46 (1.83).

Accordmg to Green-Pedersen (1984), p. 63f. “Boethius’ description of the distinction
between the differentia and the maxim is so closely similar to Alexander’s reproduction of
Theophrastus’ distinction between parangelma and topos that it is obviously the same distinction
t.hey are explauung

82 Ase.g. in B 2, 109a34f. (Alexander gives this topos as an example in Top. 135, 13-15).

83 Alex. in Top. 135, 13.

84 Alex. in Top. 135, 6f.

85 Alex. in Top. 135, 7-10.

86 ¢l 10 évavriov moAAax@c, kol TO Evavriov.

. 87 s’i 1§ evavriw 10 Evaviiov Vmdpxel, kal 10 évavriov Umdpxer T@
EVAVTiW.
88 3¢ &v TGV ovoToixwv, odTwe kal T& Aoiwd.
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topos is the investigation-instruction, just as the topos is the principle of
epicheireme.?°

Topos is defined (characterizing its r6le in a hypothetical syllogism) as “a
premiss derived from a parangelma (i.e. investigation-instruction)”.* This is
in line with what I said above (p. 55): in the investigation-instruction a
certain protasis and principle is expressed.

Alexander remarks that Aristotle also calls parangelmatic topoi topoi as
well. His explanation is that we give specific rather than generic names to
things, and topos is more specific than parangelma, which is more generic.”!
This shows that he agrees with Theophrastus’ distinction, i.e. most impor-
tantly: a topos in the strict sense is the principle (or hypothesis).”?

Alexander gives us another Theoprastean definition of the topos in two other
places. After these definitions he gives examples in both cases of dialectical
syllogisms, as we derive them from topoi,” and in which topoi function as
major premisses. These syllogisms are clearly hypothetical syllogisms with
one hypothetical premiss in which the conclusion is obtained from the
premisses by a rule similar to the Modus ponens rule.®*

=Alexander gives these examples as if explaining Theophrastus’ definition
which he obviously believes to be a true account of Aristotle’s text, and as it
‘is-known that Theophrastus worked on hypothetical syllogisms,* I see no
reason to disbelieve that it is Theophrastus’ own account. I shall now have a
closer look at the Theophrastean definition of topos.

8 rapdyyerpa pév ydp €oTt TO xoivétepov kol xaBoMikWTEpOV Kol
amiovatepov Aeyduevov, ad’ od O Tdmog edpioxerar® &pxfy yap témov TO
TapdyyeAua, domep 6 témog émyeipriparog (135, 3-6), émyxeipnua being ovA—
Aoyiopo¢ BraAexTikdg (in Top. 126, 12; 541, 11) in accordance with Top. @ 11, 162al6.

90 rpdTaoic §On TIC ATO TOD TAPAYYEAMATOC Yeyovvia

91 Alex. in Top. 135, 4; also 276, 7; cf. Cat. 2b7-14.

92 This interpretation is in line with de Pater’s distinction of the same two aspects of a topos,
namely a «formule de recherche» or «régle» (corresponding to mapdyyeApa) and «formule
probative» or «loi logique» (corresponding to the topos). De Pater (1965), p. 116, is also of the
opinion that «...le caractére le plus fondamental, le plus central du Lieu est son caractére
probatif» and that topoi without that «caractere probatif» are only «lieux en un sens faible» (as
the Tdmor mapayyeApatikoi). In his article (1968), p. 174, he states: «Il semble donc que
Théophraste a eu raison en réservant le terme 130G pour ce que nous appelons la loi» (cf. also
(1968), p. 167).

%3 In Top. 6, 1-11 and 126, 25-30 and 127, 6-16.

%4 To cite one of these examples (6, 1-5): 10 yap 811 /f  fdovy ayaBov
téhog/(=conclusion) &1’ dANO@v pev ovy oidv te deifai, 6 pnde arnBéc éott TO
deikvipevov, 81’ EvddEwv pévtol oldv te° v yap AdBwuev 611 /mdv, O aipeTov
6v pni 8’ dAlo T dAAa 8 avtd Toro¥Tdv E€0Ti, TEAKOV ayaBdv éati/
(=hypothetical premiss, i. e. T6mog or dpxr or VwdBearg, cf. 587, 4f. in the context of his
interpreting apx T and Tpdraciv xotviv as T6mog), ki TpooAdPwuev 0 /'y Bt fdovh
ToloBtov */(=second premiss) Evdofov 8v, cvvdfopev 10 mpoxeipuevov. Alexander, as
well as many other Peripatetics, believed that hypothetical premisses are potentially equivalent
to categorical premisses and states the hypothetical premiss in a categorical quantified form.

95 Alex. in APr. 390, 2f ; Philop. in APr. 242, 18-21, et al.
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2.2. Theophrastus’ definition of the topos with respect to its internal
structure (in Top. 5, 21-27 and 126, 11-127, 16)

The passage in italics cited below represents without doubt the exact wording
of Theopbhrastus’ definition, Both passages in Alexander’s commentary on the
Topics (in Top. 5, 19-27 and 126, 14-16) agree on it and it is stated in its
pure form at 126, 14-16, where it is put into quotation marks by Wallies.
Here I shall cite the passage in 5, 21-27. The contents of the brackets and
possibly the last passage numbered (4) appear to be Alexander’s own
explanations. I assume that Alexander gives these explanations according to
Theophrastus’ text as they fit in very well with Aristotle’s Topics and we
might thus expect to find them in his pupil’s book about topoi:

A topos is a principle or element (16mog éotiv dpxri Tic f oroixeiov),
from which we take the appropriate principles (d¢’ o8 Aaufdvousv tag
mepi Exaorov dpxad (1), determined in its compass (Tij mepiypady
uév dpirougvog (for either it includes common and general terms, which
govern the syllogisms (] y&p mepilaufdver 1@ xoiva xai kabdrov,
& éott Ta x¥pra T@EV ovAroyioudv), or from them such terms can be
nd-taken . (i d¥varai ye ¢€ adTdv Ta Toradta deikvvabai
'auﬁquceal)) (2), indeterminate with regard to pamculars (toig
sxaara ‘adpiorog) (3): for starting from these it is possible to
- ODbta pIenty of endoxical protaseis for the problema in hand (amo
rovav ‘yap €0Tiv dpudpevov E€VTOpPEIV nporaoemv EvBGEwvs
1rpog npoxstuevov), for this is the principle (todTo yap i apxt) (4).

In thé followmgI s}'lall deal with the sections numbered (1)-(4) of the passage
one after another.”

(1) the appropriate principles (TG¢ TEPL EKAATOV APXAC):

The question of what the word “appropriate” (wepi &xaoTov) in “the
appropriate principles” refers to arises here. In this instance, it clearly seems
to me to refer to the problema. We can see this e.g. at 126, 21-23 where in
the first part of the passage Alexander states the problema: “if we want to
investigate whether the good is useful.”*® He then goes on to say:

We should secure (Anydueba), starting from the topos in hand (amd 100
mpoxelpévov Témov Oppdduevol), the protasis appropriate to the prob-

96 1t seems to have escaped the notice of Graeser (1973), F 38 p. 37, Repici (1977), p.
169n.16 (frgm 54a) and Fortenbaugh, Huby, Sharples, Gutas (1992), p. 260 frgm. 122A that
Wallies from whose edition they expressly extract their text decides in Corrigenda et Addenda
(p. 711; cf. XXVI and VIf.) to give preference in 5, 26 to the reading of Paris. 1832 (against
that of the Aldina edition, on which his edition is mainly based) and to read Tpotdocwv
£vd6Ewv instead of mpoTdaoewg EvddEov. His decision I think is correct because edmopeiv
with a genetivus rei only seems to make sense with the genetivus in plural; also cf. 127, 6-8:
gomi pévtor wpd¢ Exadtov TGV TG pdAAov TE kal NTTOV TpooxphioBar
duvapévev mpoPAnpdrev dpuwpévovg and ToD mpoelpnuévov témov oixkeiwv
eUTOpETV MPOTAOEWV.

7 In Aristotle it usually means “principles appropriate to each discipline (astronomy,
medicine, etc.)”. Cf. e.g. APr. A 30, 46al8; similarly in Rher. A 2, 1358a17. They are often
cl:z(a)lllgg7ai oikeian apxai as well, cf. e.g. De Gen. Anim. B 8, 747b30, 748a8, Top. A 2,

98 el uev- yap {ntoito mepl dyaBob i dPeAel
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lema in hand (mpooexf TpdTaoLY TA Wpokeuévw TpoPArpatt): if the
evil is harmful, then the good is useful.

The “appropriate protasis™® clearly corresponds to the “appropriate princi-
ples”—both are derived from a topos. The topos in hand here is the topos
from the contraries: “If the one contrary (of a pair) belongs to the one contrary
(of another pair), the other contrary also belongs to the other contrary.”100
Now, the principle or protasis “if the evil is harmful, then the good is useful”
is clearly derived from the topos from the contraries and is appropriate to the
problema “the good is useful”.!®! In APst. A 2, 71b23 the notion of the
principle in precisely this meaning is found: principles appropriate to what is
being proved (a1 apxoi olkeior To¥ derkvouévov).!92 The principle in
the context of the syllogism is of course the hypothesis.!%

(2) determined in its compass (T wepiypadij Wprouévog):

The way Alexander understands “determined in its compass” is clarified in
126,16-20:

.For example, “If the one contrary (of a pair) belongs to the one contrary (of
another pair), so will the other contrary belong to the other contrary” is a
topos. For this sentence and protasis is determined with respect to the
universal (for it is clear that it is stated about contraries universally), but it
is not ‘determined in it whether it is said about these or these particular

__contraries.!%¢

Alexander seems to think that the topos is determined in its compass!® by the
" géneral character of the terms it contains, i.e. a topos contains contraries, co-

99 Alexander uses the word wpogexf here to convey the meaning of “appropriate”. At
times he also uses the word oikeiog, cf. in Top. 127, 8 (oikeiwv ... TpoTATEWV).

100 Alex. in Top. 126, 16f.

101 Alex. in Top. 126, 27f. and 30 gives two other examples of appropriate principles
derived from the topos from contraries which differ from each other only with respect to the
problema to which they are appropriate.

102 Alexander, like Aristotle, usually uses problema in the meaning of the thesis to be proved
which equals the conclusion (cf. e.g. in Top. 127, 21). In 6, 1-11 he simply states propositions
which are to be proved (in 1. 2 he calls one of them T0 Seikvipevov) and says in 1. 13f,,
clearly referring to these propositions: CVAAOYIEITAL TG TOLABTA TGV TPoPANUAETWY.

103 Bochenski (1947), p. 122 and de Pater (1965), p. 167n.1 render Ta¢ Tepl Exaatov
apxdc as “principes regardant le singulier” which seems to me to be an incorrect inter-
pretation. The word £xaotov is of course not the same as ka8’ €xaatov. Ilepl Exaotov
apxri is a technical term in Aristotle and always needs a supplement, which we readily find in
wpSPAnua. It is indeed the topos-principle which contains the particlulars (or singulars) (xa8’
éxaota). But Theophrastus obviously expresses it by referring to the problema which contains
the ka8’ éxaota, not to the xad’ Exaora themselves. Fortenbaugh, Huby, Sharples, Gutas
(1992), p. 261 are more correct in translating it as a “starting point about each matter”; the
“matter” is of course expressed by the problema.

104 olov témog totiv &i 10 évavriov 1d évavriw bmdpxer, xai 1§ évavriy
16 Evavriov: obtog yap 6 Adyog xai W mpdradis adtn 1§ pEév xaBdrov
dprotar (8T yap mepi évavriov xaBdlov Aéyerar, dnAoi), ovkétt pévror, &l
mwepl T@vOE fi TGVOE TAv évavriwv Aéyetal, EoTiv dpropévov &v avTq.

105 This seems to me to be a good translation for repiypadri (“domain” would be another
alternative). We find mepiypadri in the meaning of “compass of an expression” in the rhetors
of the first and second century AD, in other words several centuries after Theophrastus. But
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ordinates (¢vavTia, odatoixa), etc., as opposed to specific contraries, e.g.
good-bad, specific co-ordinates, e.g. just-justly, etc. These general terms admit
of all particulars (xaf’ xaota) of these terms.!%

Now, it would be highly surprising if this were really so. One would
rather expect that the compass of a topos is determined by its general terms
themselves, not their generality which is evident and common to all topoi.
Thus contraries (EvavTia) for example would determine the compass of a
topos insofar as only contrary particulars, not say co-ordinate particulars, can
be put in for them.!9’

Alexander gives a further explanation in brackets: “either it includes
common and general terms, which govern the syllogisms, or from them (£
aV¥T@V) such terms (namely common and general) can be shown and taken.”
The second part of the sentence is not entirely clear. The plural adT@EV seems
to refer to Témwog in singular. What is meant is, I take it, the following: From
a topos which contains general terms (say opposites) another topos containing
less specific terms, i.e. less specific opposites (say contraries) can be deduced;
again, from the topos containing contraries another instance of a topos can be
derived containing less specific contraries (e.g. good and bad).

.(3) undetermined with respect to particulars (ka®’ Ekaota dép1aTOC).

This is entirely clear from the above. In place of such general terms as
contraries, co-ordinates, more and less something etc. we can put in particular
contraries, co-ordinates, etc., i.e. instances of them. These general terms.of
courseé admit of many various instances, e.g. in the case of contraries we can
put the pairs good-bad, harmful-useful, black-white, etc. Expressed in modern
terminology, we could say that topoi contain very high-level general terms.

Let us turn to the last sentence which is found at 5, 26f. and comes after the
definition.

(4) for starting from these it is possible to obtain plenty of endoxical
protaseis for the problema in hand (d7d TodTwWv yap €otiv dpuduevov
eVTOpPElY TpoTdoewv EvOGEWY mpd¢ TO Tpokeipevov); for this is the
principle (toGTto yap 1 &pxi).

the meaning of “compass” is contained in that of “outline” (in the sense of “contour”) which
can already be found in Plato (cf. LSJ).

106 Cf, the somewhat similar terminology in a different context in De Gen. Anim. B 6,
743b20-22: “All the parts are first marked out in their outlines (Taig¢ mepiypadaic
Sropilerat) and acquire later on their colour and softness and hardness.”

107 Solmsen (1929), p. 68, assumes that Alexander interprets the determination in compass
as deriving from the generality of the terms the topos contains. Thus, he writes: ,,s0 werden wir
den ersten Teil dieser Charakteristik nicht auf die begriffsinhaltliche Bestimmung beziehen
diirfen, die beim Tdmo¢ in dem sogenannten mapdyyeApa, der eigentlichen differentia
specifica des T0m0¢ (zB. and Tdv évavriwv, and t@v ovartoixwv) liegen wiirde.”
However, in fn. 6 he points out that he believes, correctly, I think, this interpretation to be
correct anyway, but that he does not dare hold it against that of Alexander. If Alexander really
wanted to make this unusual assertion, he might have been misled by taking T7j mepi—yp adi
wpropévog, which he read in Theophrastus’ text, as a dativus instrumenti (determined by its
compass), not as a dativus respectu (determined with respect to its compass), as I have
translated it above.
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This sentence is slightly difficult. Reading the entire passage for the first time
one would automatically refer “from these” (&m0 ToUTWV) to one of the two
words which are in the plural in the previous sentence: “particulars” or
“appropriate principles”. Similarly, one would automatically refer “this”
(t0070) to “the problema in hand”.!%® However, this would not make any
sense—both words clearly refer to topoi.'%® The endoxical protaseis (Tpo—
tdoeig €vBoEot) which one obtains are topoi in which the general terms
have been substituted by particular terms (t& ka8’ §xaota) needed for the
problema in hand: this is clear from several passages in Alexander’s
commentary. !0

I have shown that in some passages Aristotle speaks of the.topoi-as of
protaseis, which obviously work as hypotheses in hypothetical syllogisms. I
have also shown how other interpretations of the topos are compatible with
my interpretation, pointing out different aspects of the topos. The investi-
gation of organa which are very similar entities to the topoi and which are “in
a way” protaseis, confirms my interpretation of the topoi as protaseis. In one
passage in the central books Aristotle explicitly says that the. topos is uttered’
as a protasis. Topoi in the central books are established by induction and
objected to by objections, just as the universal propositidns in book ®; this-
also confirms the interpretation of topoi as universal protaseis. Theophrastus’
definition of the topos, in which he calls topos a principle from which
protaseis can be derived, confirms my interpretation of the topos as a principle -
and hypothesis of a hypothetical syllogism as well. Additionally, Theo-:
phrastus’ definition also specifies further the structure of the topos as a
principle: it contains general terms which can be substituted by more specific
terms according to the problema in hand—one might call the former specifi-
cation a formal one, the latter a material one.

108 Erom in Top. 127, 6-8; 6, 1-5, and 126, 22f. it is clear that “for the thing in hand” (po¢
16 mpoxeipevov) has to be supplemented by “problema”. As for the plural “from these” (dmd
to¥twv) referring to the “topos” in the singular, it is already the second instance of this
peculiarity in this short passage, since “from them” (¢ ad1@v) picked up “topos” as well.

109 «“Starting from” (0pp@oBar &md ToUTwv) in this commentary nearly always—and in
our passage without exception—refers to topoi; cf. in Top. 126, 20, 22; 127, 7. 10; also 28, 6;
181, 16; 300, 29; 517, 16.

10 cf. Alex. in Top. 127, 6-8; 126, 22f. 26f., 6, 2-5.






CHAPTER THREE

PREDICABLES AND THE SPECIAL STATUS OF SUMBEBEKOS

In Chapter One I discussed.the notions of problema and protasis. An import-
ant result was that the problema or its negation equals the conclusion of the
questioner’s syllogism with the help of which he refutes the answerer,
drawing his conclusion from the protaseis answered by the answerer. In Top.
A 4 Aristotle specifies problemata and protaseis further by subdividing them
into the four so-called predicables:

Every protasis and every problema indicates (dnAoi) either a definition
(6poV) or a proprium (id10v) or a genus (YévOC) or an accident (CUpPePN—
x0¢).!

This classification is of the utmost importance, because all the topoi presen-
ted in the central books are divided according to the predicables. Not only do
conclusions of the syllogisms indicate the predicables:but'also, more impor-
tantly, the top01 protaseis. It is essential to understand.the meamng of the
predicables in order to understand the working_ of .the.topoi, since the
principles expressed by the latter presuppose the propetties of the former.

A. Definition of the predicables

1. The passages in Top. A 5 and 8
In Top. A 5 Aristotle gives the following definitions of the predicables.

Definition (6pog) is a phrase (Adyoc¢) indicating (onuaivwv) the thing’s
very essence (10 Tl fv elvan).2

The last two central books, Z and H, deal with the topoi of definition. Book Z
deals with the destruction, H 3-5 with the construction of definitions; H 1-2
actually deals with topoi concerning problemata of the form ‘Is A the same as
B, or not?’, where A and B stand for terms; an example is “Is perception the
same as knowledge, or different?” Aristotle calls such problemata “definitory”
(6p1xa), “for argument about definitions is mostly concerned with questions
of sameness and difference.”*
A common example for a definition of “man” is “two-footed terrestrial

animal”.’

Proprium (idi0v) is something which does not indicate the very essence (10

11 v elvar) of a thing, but belongs to it alone (uévw &’ dmdpxet) and is

predicated convertibly of it (avTikarnyopeitat).

! A 4, 101b17 combined with b25.
2 A5,101b38.

3 A5, 102a6f.

4 A5, 102a5-9.

5 A 4, 101b30f.
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Thus it is a proprium of man to be capable of learning grammar (70

ypappatnkiic elvar dextikdc); for if he is a man, then he is capable of

learning grammar, and if he is capable of learning grammar, then he is a
6

man.

Book E deals exclusively with the topoi of proprium.

Genus (yévoc) is that which is predicated in the category of essence (Ev T&
i eon) of several thmgs which differ in their species (xaTa nhetovwv
kal dradepdviwv 1@ €idet).

Predicates in the category of the essence may be described as such things as
are fittingly contained in the reply of one who has been asked “What is the
object before you?” For example, in the case of man, if someone is asked
what the object before him is, it is fitting for him to say “An animal.”’

Book A deals with the topoi of genus.

As far as accident is concerned, there are two definitions:

Accident (cupupepnxdc) is that which is none of the foregoing things—i.e.
neither a definition nor a property nor a genus—yet belongs to the thing.
Accident (gvpufepnxdc) is something” Whlch may elther belong or not
belong to any one and the self-samie’ thing. :

For example, being seated may belong:-or:not to:some one particular thing.
This is likewise true of whiteness; forthere is nothing to prevent the same
thing being at one time white and at another not white.

The second of these definitions of accident-is-the better; for when the first is
enunciated, it is necessary, if one is to understand it, to know beforehand
what is meant by definition and genus -and proprium, whereas the second
sufﬁc::s of itself to enable us to know what is meant without anything
more.

I shall designate accident as it is defined by the first and second definition as
accident-(1) and accident-(2) respectively.

The topoi of the accident are dealt with in the first two of the central
books, B and T'. In book I' problemata of the specific form ‘Is A or B more
worthy of choice?’ are found, where A and B stand for terms; e.g. “Is the
honourable or the expedient more worthy of choice?” Aristotle subsumes
topoi dealing with this sort of problemata under the topoi of the accident
because “in all such cases the question is to which of the two does the
predicate® more properly belong as an accident.”

Aristotle obviously considers this division of the predicables to be
complete and even gives two proofs (rioTelg) for it: one by induction, the
other by syllogism.!! Induction and syllogism do not have here their regular
meaning as discussed in Chapter One. Proof by induction of the classification
of predicables consists here in the alleged fact that “if any one were to survey

6 A5, 102a18-22.
TA 5, 102a31-35.
8 A5, 102b4-14.
9 Clearly the predicate “being worthy of choice” (aipeTév) must be meant.
10 A 5, 102b14-20.
V¥
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protaseis and problemata one by one”, he would always have to classify them
as expressing one of the four predicables.!? Proof by syllogism refers here to a
diairetic division common in-late Platonic dialogues. The notion of the
predicate is subdivided into four different branches with the help of two dis-
tinctions (being predicated convertibly of each other and being part of a
definition); these two different branches yield the four predicables.!?

2. The clash between the definition of the predicables and the explanation of
their use in Top. H5, Z 1 and A 6

The definitions of the predicables given in book A, except A 6, has the
appearance of clashing in certain respects with passages describing the
construction and destruction of predicables in A.6, Z 1, and H 5 and the
practice in the central books. With respect to genus, proprium and definition
this appearance is only seeming; with respect to accident, the clash is real.
For the meaning ovuPefnxdg has in these passages I shall use the translite-
ration sumbebekos (pl. sumbebekota). Let us look at H 5, 155a3-18 & 28-31
to illustrate the clash. This is a passage at the very end of the central books
where the difficulty of destroying and constructing the predicables is com-
pared: definition is most difficult to establish and easiest to destroy whereas
sumbebekos, at the other end of the spectrum, is the most easy to construct
and the most difficult to destroy. The passage runs in full:

It is clear also that the easiest thing of all is to destroy a definition. [...]
Moreover, the other topoi (31a tT@v FAAwv)!4 may be used as means for
attacking (€mixeipeiv) a definition; for if either the account is not peculiar
(id10¢), or what is rendered is not the genus, or something included in the
account does not belong (un YVwdpxet), the definition is thereby destroyed.
On the other hand, against the others it is not possible to use all the topoi
drawn from definitions (T éx Tdv 6pwv), nor yet of the rest; for only
those directed against sumbebekota (T& 7pdo¢ T& ovuPePnxdta) apply
generally (xoiva) to all the aforesaid kinds of attribute. For each of the
aforesaid predicables must belong to the subject, but if the genus does not
belong as a proprium, the genus is not yet thereby destroyed; likewise also

12 A 8, 103b3-6.

13 A 8, 103b6-19. In APr. A 31, 46a33 Aristotle calls division a “weak syllogism”.

14 Other than those of the definition. The word topos is not actually used here and it in fact
does not occur in H § explicitly, except in the transitional passage at the end. But it is clear that
this is meant, since in the following line (155a8f.) the results achieved by destructive topoi with
respect to the three predicables are enumerated. The expression “to attack by means of”
(émxeipeiv Bia) which is used throughout H 5 typically has topoi as the object of “means
of”; cf. H 5, 155a37, which is the very end of H 5: Témo1 &’ dv evmopricopev mpog
g€xaota t@v wpoPAnudrtwv. There are other expressions coming up later in the passage
which are used of topoi: “(sc. topoi) drawn from definitions” or “(sc. topoi) directed against (or
relating to) sumbebekota™ and “common” or “general” (xo1vd¢); the latter occurs in 119a37,
154al16, 125bl1, et al. to express that the described topoi can be used for other or all
predicables.

We have exactly the same situation in B 1 where the word topos does not occur explicitly
either, cf. B 1, 109al-3: mpo¢ audpdtepa Ta yévn T@AvV WPOPANUAETWV KOIVA TQ&
xaBdAov KATAOKEVAOTIKA KAl AvookevadTikd; cf. also I' 6, 119a33f, 120b7f., H 2,
152b37f; 153alf. In A 1, 120b11f. T& 7pdg 1O yévog xai 10 idiov are explicitly described
as “elements” (oTo1XEiM), i.e. topoi.
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the proprium need not belong as a genus, nor sumbebekos as a genus or
proprium, but they may merely belong (Vmdpxetv udvov). So that it is
impossible to use one set as a basis of attack upon the other except in the
case of definition. Clearly, then, it is the easiest of all things to destroy a
definition, while to construct one is the hardest. [...]

The easiest thing of all to construct is sumbebekos; for in the other cases
one has to prove not only that the predicable belongs, but also that it
belongs in such and such a way (0¥ Twg); whereas in the case of the
sumbebekos it is enough to prove merely that it belongs (Vwdpxer pdvov).
On the other hand, a sumbebekos is the hardest thing to destroy, because it
affords the least material; for in stating a sumbebekos one does not add any
indication (mpooonuaiveiver) of how it belongs (rd¢ VYmwdpxet); and
accordingly, while in the other cases it is possible to destroy what is said in
two ways, by proving either that it does not belong, or that it does not
belong in the particular way stated (0 3Twg), in the case of a sumbebekos the
only way to destroy it is to prove that it does not belong at all.

In order to establish a thesis claiming that a sumbebekos belongs to a subject
we simply have to prove that it belongs; in order to destroy such a thesis we
simply have to prove:that it‘does not belong. Sumbebekos does not have to
belong in a particular way.:" =5~

The meaning of sumbebekos assumed here is obviously not the one of
acadent-( 1or acc1dent—(2) “In-thi¢ ¢ase of accident-(1) the belonging obvious-
ly has a particular specification. In order to establish it one has to show that it
belongs and that.if is neither of the three other predicables; in order to destroy
it we have to show that it doés not belong or else that it belongs as one of the
other predicables.!s"In"the' case of accident-(2) the belonging is specified
insofar as it does not necessarily hold, but only contingently (€vdéxetat
Omdpxerv kol pr). In order to construct it one has to show that it can
belong and not belong; in order to destroy it one has to show that either it
does not belong at all or else that it necessarily belongs. !

One certainly could not refute the other predicables by proving that they do
not belong as accident-(1) or accident-(2), rather the opposite: one could prove
that a predicate does belong as an accident and thereby refute that it belongs as
any other predicable. In the case of accident-(1) it would in fact have to be part
of the proof to show that it does not belong as genus, proprium or definition.

Before discussing sumbebekos further let us first look at the other
predicables and see whether there are any discrepancies between the two groups
of passages as there are in the case of sumbebekos. To put the question more
concretely: Is it possible to destroy a definition with the help of the topoi of
proprium or genus as described in H 5 assuming the definition of genus,
proprium and definition in A 5, or not? The answer is yes, but it is easy to be
misled into thinking that this is not so, as was in fact the case with
Brunschwig (1967), pp. LXXVI-LXXXIII who gives an interpretation of the
predicables which distinguishes two different «interprétations», the
«exclusive» and the «inclusive» one, and maintains that only within the

15 As Aristotle in fact does in B 2, 109a37f.
16 Aristotle only uses accident-(2) in two places in the central books: A 1, 120b30-35 and Z
6, 144a23-27.



PREDICABLES AND THE SPECIAL STATUS OF SUMBEBEKOS 73

inclusive interpretation the definition can be destroyed with topoi other than
those of the definition. Subsequently, Brunschwig (1986) partly revised his
interpretation for the better, but certain errors remain. Most importantly,
Brunschwig decided to adhere to his distinction between exclusive and
inclusive interpretation—a distinction which I think would be best abandoned.
Every serious student of the first four books of the Topics will be using
Brunschwig’s edition of the text including the introduction in which his
interpretation is contained and which had some influence. This alone provides
reason enough to deal with it extensively and to say exactly what is actually
wrong with it;!7 apart from that, the errors seem to me to be fairly instructive
and can show the student pitfalls to avoid. In the next few pages I shall
describe Brunschwig s interpretation and show that it is wrong with respect to
genus, proprium and definition and within the critique I shall deliver at the
same time a positive interpretation.

B. Brunschwig’s interpretation

Excluswe mtetpretatzon _

Accordmg to'the exclus1ve interpretation, found mainly in A 4 5 and 8 and in
a few placcs in the central books,8 the predicables are an instrument with the
help of which the set («ensemble») of propositions is divided into four
subsets . («sous-ensembles») of propositions which exclude each other: a
proposition’ belongs to only one of the four subsets, i.e. a proposition
indicates; in"its predicate, either a definition or a proprium or a genus or an
accident.

Inclusive interpretation:

The inclusive concept is used in the central books except in a few places, and
is especially well recognisable in A 6, Z 1, and H 5. Here, the predicables are
included in each other in the following way: a proposition can belong to more
than one of the subsets, if it belongs to one subset which is included in
another.

Thus, in the case of the proprium it is enough to show of a predicate that
it is coextensive; whether it is essential as well, and thus a definition, is left
undetermined. Le. it is possible for a proprium to be a definition. In order to
determine that it is a proprium (in the exclusive interpretation) it has also to
be shown that it is not essential.

A genus is essential and can be coextensive, i.e. it can also be a definition.

A sumbebekos can also be essential and coextensive, i.e. a genus or a
proprium or both of them, i.e. a definition.

17 Brunschwig (1986), p. 146 does not actually render the interpretation given in (1967)
exactly.

188 2, 109a34-b12, A 1, 120b21-35 and a considerable number in E: 3, 131b37-132a9; 4,
132b35ff., 133a18ff.; 5, 135a9-19. Brunschwig considers this exclusive concept to be a later
development and the passages in B and A later insertions.
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1. Critique of Brunschwig’s interpretation
1.1. Genus

Brunschwig says that, in the inclusive interpretation, when a genus, which is
essential and allegedly undetermined with respect to coextension, turns out to
be coextensive it becomes a definition; i.e. genus is undetermined as to
whether it is a definition or not. I disagree with this for two reasons.

Firstly, Brunschwig fails to see that a definition is a complex expression
of which the genus is a part only, being itself a simple term. Aristotle expli-
citly says that definition is a phrase (Adyog) in place of a term (§voua) or
another phrase.!® What Aristotle says of propria in H 5, 154b15f. is a fortiori
true of definitions: “for the proprium is for the most part rendered in a
complex phrase (v ovumAokfj)”. Thus, the expression “what is rendered”
(T0 GmodoBév) in the phrase “if [...] what is rendered (T0 dmodoBév) is not
the genus, [...] the definition is thereby destroyed” cited above (155a8-10)
refers to the part in the definition which is claimed to be genus, not to the
whole definition, as Brunschwig obviously takes it to be by assuming that
genus is undetermined as to whether it is a definition. Aristotle’s way of
exprcssmg ‘himself is mxsleadmg here, but there are other passages where he is
absolutely *clear. Thus, in A 6, 102b29-33 he writes: “For when we have
shown that:[:..] what is asmgned in the definition is not the true genus (§T1
oV yévog 10 amodobiv év TG Optoud), we shall have destroyed the
definition.*® ,

“Secondly, Brunschwig fails to see that a genus is predicated in the essence
(¢v 16 11 £011) whereas a definition expresses what I shall translate as “the
very essence” (t0 Ti v €lvat) of a thing. Thus, it is not the case that
when a genus, which is «essentiel», turns out to be «coextensive» as well,
then it signifies a definition (definition being «essentiel» and «coextensive»)
since a definition expresses the very essence (T0 Ti fjv givat), not just the
essence. Now, when Brunschwig says of both the definition and the genus
that they are «essentiel» (the only difference between definition and the genus
being that the former is also coextensive), he seems to confuse the essence
(16 1i &oti) with the very essence (10 Ti v elvai).?! There is a
connection between these two terms, but they are of course not equal. InZ 1,
139a29-31 Aristotle says: “for the genus seems to indicate more than any
other component part of a definition (udAioTa yap TGV €v TG
optouc) the very essence (0¥ oiav) of the subject which is defined.”?? Thus

19 A5, 102al. It is clear from several passages that this AGyoc is supposed to be a complex
expression: H 5, 154a26-29, 32-36, A 6, 102b29-34, H 3, et al.

20 Cf. e.g. also Z 1, 139a27-31.

2! 1t must be said that Aristotle himself is not always consistent in his usage of & i &ot1.
Usually it stands for what is expressed by the genus, sometimes, however, it stands for what is
expressed by the definition as a whole (where one would expect 10 ™ v elvan), as is e.g.
the case in H 3, 153a21f. Aristotle’s inconsistency is not confined to the Topics; cf. Barnes
(1994%), 174£.

221 take ovoia to be the same as 10 Ti fjv €lvat, as Z 3, 140234 shows, where a phrase
(Adyog) which is peculiar (id10¢) and indicates the ousia (Aol Tiv ovclav) is supposed to
be a definition. This corresponds to the characterization of the dcﬁmtlon In A 4, 101b21-23
where the only difference is that here Aristotle uses the expression 10 Ti fiv glval.
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Aristotle does not simply say that genus expresses the very essence (ovoia),
but only that it does so more than any other component part of the definition;
in E 4, 132b35-133a3 we learn in fact that the differentia contributes
(ovuBdAAeTaL) to the very essence (10 T Av €ivan). In H 5, 155a18-22
Aristotle says that in order to establish the definition one has to show, among
other things, that “what is rendered is the genus” and, apart from that, that
“the account expresses the very essence (10 Ti v €ivoun) of the thing”—the
latter is obviously something which is not entirely expressed by the genus.?

Thus, the system of predicables Aristotle gives in A 4 is not exclusive in the
way Brunschwig takes it to be with respect to genus and definition. Each
sentence expresses one predicable only: either a definition or a-proprium or a
genus or an accident (101b16 combined with b25). Thus the sentence “man is
a terrestrial two-footed animal” expresses a definition; the sentence,“spen is an
animal” expresses a genus. Clearly, a definition is not a genus and a genus is
not a definition and as such they exclude each other. However, the definition
“terrestrial two-footed animal” consists of the genus “animal” and the
differentia “terrestrial two-footed”,?* i.e. the definition includes the genus.
Thus it is clear that with the help of the topoi of genus we can destroy the
definition. What Aristotle says in H 5, Z 1, and A 6, where the inclusive
interpretation is alleged to be found, is also true of the definition and the
genus as they are defined in A 4 and 5, where the exclusive interpretation is
alleged to be found, and not only in the places where we have the «inclusive
interprétation»: When the genus, which is a part of the definition, is
destroyed, the whole definition is destroyed—both in the inclusive and the
exclusive interpretation.?

23 Interestingly, Brunschwig seems to be aware of a difference between o Ti €071 and 10
1i v elvau, by translating the former by «essence», the latter by «I’essentiel de 1'essence»
and giving some explanations for this, p. 5n.3. But he obviously does not distinguish these things
in his interpretation here, p. LXXVII, when assuming that a genus which is essential and
coextensive would make a definition.

24 In E 4, 132b35-133a5 Aristotle explicitly says that “terrestrial two-footed” is a differentia
and not a proprium. In E 4, 133b8 however he says that it is a proprium of man ; the same in
136b20-22. In A 4, 102a27f. he tells us that “two-footed” (dimovv) is a relative property
(mpdg Tt id1ov) (man is two-footed with respect to the horse and the dog). Now, is this a
proprium or a differentia? The solution seems to be found in E 1, 129a6-10 where Aristotle
explicitly says that differentia (5iapopd) is a relative property (16 wpog dAAov idiov) and
gives two-footed (dimovv) as an example. The fact that in the two latter passages “terrestrial”
is left out might be explained in that Aristotle is comparing the man with the horse or the dog
which are both terrestrial as well.

25 Brunschwig (1986), pp. 151 and 153 realized that genus is only a part of definition.
However, he still seems to assume that the genus in the definition expresses the entire essence
(i.e. the very essence) of a thing, as his (I think unsatisfactory) definition of the definition, p.
154, suggests. Thanks to his insight that genus is only part of the definition, Brunschwig does not
distinguish any more between genus in the exclusive and inclusive sense (p. 154); but then I do
not see the point in his upholding the difference between the exclusive and inclusive
interpretation altogether, which is misleading. One might still speak of an inclusive and
exclusive sense of oupfefnxdg and proprium but not of an exclusive and inclusive sense of all
predicables, since it only applies to two of them.
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1.2. Proprium
In order to show that a predicate is a proprium one should according to A 4
not only show that it is coextensive but also that it is not essential, or one
should rather say, that it does not express the very essence (T0 i fv
givar). In H 5, 154b13-23 and 155a23-27, Brunschwig argues, Aristotle does
not find it necessary to establish that the proprium does not indicate the very
essence, but finds it enough to establish it by showing the coextensivity. The
same allegedly is true of the topoi establishing proprium in book E. How can
it be excluded that what is established as a proprium in this way also indicates
the very essence and is thus actually a definition? Brunschwig resolves the
problem by saying that proprium here is undetermined as to whether it
expresses the very essence or not, i.e. whether it is a definition or not.

Now, what Aristotle actually says in connection with the construction of
the proprium is the following:

Of the rest, the proprium most merely resembles the definition; for it is
easier to destroy, because it is usually composed of a number of terms, and
most difficult to confirm, because a number of points must be brought
together (moAAG& Bei ovuPipdoati), and, besides this, because-it:helongs:
to the subject alone and is predicated convertibly with it (ugyvwiOTGPXEL
KAl avTikartnyopeiton).?

Here indeed Aristotle does not mention the negative characterizatic i°of the
proprlum as not expressmg the very essence of the subject. However, by
saying that “the proprium most merely resembles the definition” it ob\iloust :
says that the two are not equal. As for topoi in book E, Aristotle usually.
neither establishes that the proprium does not express the very essence of the
subject nor that it is coextensive with it, but relies on yet some other criteria;
it is not possible to determine whether proprium is meant here to express the
very essence or not.’” There are a few passages where it is required that the
very essence is not expressed?® and a few passages where proprium clearly has
the wider sense.? '

In general it must be said that things seem to be especially difficult in E.3
In the definitions of proprium in E 1 it is not stipulated that a proprium
should not express the very essence, but the stipulations given are different
from those given in A 5 and H 5. In E 1, 129a34f. Aristotle tells us that the
topoi in E are concerned with essential (T ka8’ a0T0) and permanent (T&
ael) propria. The essential proprium is defined as “one which is ascribed to a
thing in comparison with everything else (0 mpo¢ dravta amwodidoTat)
and distinguishes it from everything else (Tavtog xwpilet), for example
the proprium of man as ‘a mortal living being capable of receiving
knowledge’.” (128b34-36). The definition of the essential proprium seems to
express the same as the weak sense of proprium in A 5 and H §, i.e. to

26 1 5, 155a23-27; cf. also 154b13-23.

27 Barnes (1970), p. 141 counts 27 out of 36 topoi in which the meaning cannot be
determined.

28 E 3, 131b37-13229; 4, 132b35-133al1; 133a12-23 and 5, 13529-19.

2 E 4, 132b8-18; 132b19-34; 5, 134a18-25; 5, 134a18-25 and 7, 137a21-b2.

30 Pflug (1908) has in fact questioned the authenticity of this book.
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belong to a subject alone (uGvw VTApPXELV) or being convertibly predicated
of it (dvTikarnyopeiagbat). The permanent proprium is defined as “one
which is true at every time (6 kxata wdvra xpdvov aindederat) and
never fails (undémot’ dmoAeinmerar), for example that of a living creature
that it is ‘composed of soul and body’.” (128b39-129a2). The permanent
proprium seems to express something that is not found in A 5.3

In any case, a definition can be destroyed with the help of topoi of the
proprium as it is defined in A 4 in the broad sense. In A 4, 101b17-25
Aristotle first introduces the notion of proprium in a broad sense and
subsequently subdivides it into that which signifies the very essence (T0 Ti
v €lvaw), calling it the definition, and that which does not signify the very
essence, giving it the same name as the generic term, namely proprium.
Aristotle here does not specify what the proprium in the broad sense means,
but it can be easily inferred from the definition of the proprium in the narrow
sense by taking away the stipulation of not indicating the very essence. The
proprium in the narrow sense is defined as “something which does not indicate
the very essence (70 Ti fv €ival) of a thing, but-belongs-to:it:alone
(uévw & vTdpxer) and is predicated convertibly with it- (dwﬁkdfnyopsi—
Ta1)” (A 5, 102a18f). Thus, the proprium in the broad sense: obviously is
defined as an attribute that is convertibly predicated of the subjeét” that is to
say, that belongs to the thing alone.

Now, with the help of the topoi of proprium we can shqow:that-a predicate
is not peculiar to the subject. Hence, we can use these topoi in-order to
destroy the definition in the framework of the alleged exclusive intérpretation
found in A 4 as well. There is no need to assume two interpretations here;
Aristotle in A 4 explicitly distinguishes between a broad and narrow sense of
proprium.

Brunschwig (1967), p. LXXVIII seems to think that Aristotle says of
definition in H 5 that it is a proprium, and that this contradicts the definitions
in A 4 and §: «en effet, affirmer que la définition est a fortiori le propre de son
sujet, c’est nier tout ensemble 1’idée qu’une définition ne peut pas étre un
propre et 1’idée qu’un propre ne peut pas étre une définition».*

It seems to me that Brunschwig does not distinguish the predicable
proprium and the property of being peculiar; a definition is peculiar to its
subject, but it is not its proprium (in the narrow sense). In H 5 Aristotle only
says that we can use the destructive topoi about propria for showing that the
definition is or is not peculiar,® i.e. he does not say that the predicable
definition or the definitory phrase (AGyog) is at the same time the predicable

31 On the notion of proprium cf. Bames (1970). With respect to the notion of per se
accidents (xa®’ avta ovuPepnkdra), the latter article stimulated several articles;: Wedin
(1973), Graham (1975) and Hadgopoulos (1976). Hagdopoulos’ suggestion that per se
accidents are permanent properties seems to be fairly appealing to me.

32 Brunschwig (1986) is still of the same -opinion. He writes, p. 155: «Concernant le propre,
Aristote est plus explicite: il déclare sans réticence que la définition doit étre propre [...], ce
qui n’est 2 nouvaux possible que dans I’interprétation inclusive [...]. Concernant le genre, en
revanche, il ne dit rien d’analogue [...]: tout ce qu’il demande a la définition, c’est de contenir
le genre, non d’étre le genre de son sujet [...].»

33 (un) T80 6 Adyoc, 155a8 (a20).
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proprium, for which he would have to use the noun “the proprium” (T0
id10v); rather he uses the adjective “peculiar” (i310¢), dependant in form on
phrase (Adyoc), here clearly derived from the broad meaning of the proprium
in A 4. Cf. also the first passage of H 5 (154a23-b12), where Aristotle shows
that it is more difficult to construct a definition than to destroy one:

For the definition [...] must be convertible (avrioTpéderv), if the
definition assigned is to be peculiar (i510¢) to the subject.>

The definition has to be peculiar, i.e. it has to belong to the subject only.
This is clearly expressed in A 6, 102b29f.:

For when we have shown that some attribute does not belong to the subject
of the definition only (0¥ pdvw dTApPXEL), as we do also in the case of a
property ($omep xal émi tod idiov), [...] we shall have destroyed the
definition.

Cf. also 154b18-23:

Also, almost all the other things which can be said of the definition can be
fittingly said. of the proprium as well [...]. Even.if:it-belongs to everything
falling under the term, but not to that only (ravii .Uvmdpxet uf povw
d&), in these circumstances too the proprium is destroyed, as was explained
in the case of the definition (kafdmep &mt 105 0piopos EréyeTo).

Thus we have seen that Brunschwig is mistaken in his strict distinction
between the exclusive and inclusive interpretation- with Tespect to genus and
also with respect to proprium. What Aristotle says in H'5, 155a8-10 also
applies to definition, proprium and genus as they are defined in' A 4: definition
can be destroyed not only with the topoi of definition, but also with the topoi
of genus and proprium.

With respect to sumbebekota however Brunschwig seems to be correct
in distinguishing two «interprétations»; sumbebekos in the central books
seems to have the meaning it has in the «inclusive interprétation»: it can also
be genus, proprium, and definition, but not determined as such. In contrast to
proprium Aristotle does not give any explicit characterization in A 4 or
elsewhere of what a sumbebekos in the broader sense means. Thus, it is
necessary to find this out for oneself.

C. Sainati’s interpretation

Brunschwig (1967) does not expand further on the meaning of sumbebekos.
Sainati (1968),3% pp.70-78 also offers an interpretation on the predicables in
the Topics and concentrates on an analysis of the sumbebekos. Sainati
maintains that sumbebekos in B usually has the meaning of that which
belongs to something (or is predicated of something) and means thus simply
“predicate”, without any modal determination in the sense of contingent or
necessary belonging. Sainati interprets the occurrences of sumbebekos as

34 Y 5, 154a37-b3.
35 Sainati was not familiar with Brunschwig’s book, published only a year earlier.
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meaning “accident” in A, in a few places in B3 and in A-Z* as later additions.
He arrives at this interpretation by showing that cuvpupePnxd¢ in several
books of B and I'*® has the meaning of “predicate”, not of “accident”.

Sainati assumes the main difference between the sumbebekos and the other
predicables to be that sumbebekos expresses just an extensional predication
(inclusion of classes), whereas the predication in the case of other predicables
is additionally specified modally, namely as necessary predication. He be-
lieves this interpretation is confirmed in H 5, 155a28-36 where he interprets
the particular way of belonging (oUTw¢ dmwdpxelv) as indicating modal
determination. Thus Sainati divides the central books into extensional (B-T')
and intensional (A-Z) books; in the former we find extensional rules, in the
latter intensional rules (p.73). He concludes, p.74: «[M]entre ogni yévog o
{310v o un §pog & anche, inevitabilmente, un ovpPePnkdc, quest’ultimo
non & necessariamente anche un yévoc o un id1ov o un §pog, potendosi
presentare come semplice determinazione predicativa, priva di qualsiasi
dimensione o connotato modale.»

I agree with both Sainati and Brunschwig, that avpuBePpnxdg in central books
usually conveys the meaning defined in H 5 as opposed to that defined in A 5.
Sainati’s interpretation of cvuPefnkdc as “predicate” however seems to me,
though tempting, not entirely correct. I shall show that it is best understood
as an ‘attribute’ and that the difference between sumbebekos on the one hand
and the other predicables on the other indicated in H 5 does not refer to modal
determinations—sumbebekos could actually be a-genus, proprium or definit-
ion and thus express a necessary predication—but to explicit statement of the
other predicables in the problema. I shall verify these claims below.*

D. My interpretation

Turning now to Aristotle’s text itself, I shall first investigate thoroughly H 5
and Z 1 in order to try to determine what cvpufefnxdéc means here. Only then
shall I proceed to B.

1. The passage in Top. H 5, 155a3-36

Let us look again at a28-36 and in particular at a28-31 which I shall cite
again:

The easiest thing of all to construct is a sumbebekos; for in the other cases
one has to prove not only that the predicable belongs, but also that it

36 E.g. B 2,109a34-b12, 4, 111a14-b16.

3TA,1,120b21-23; 4, 125b11; 5, 126a14-16; E 4, 133b17-19 & 31-36; Z 6, 144a23-27.

38 B 2, 109b30-32, 6, 112b21-26, 7, 113a20-23, B 7, 113a33ff,, 10, 115a3ff,, I' 6, 120a38-39,
20b7.

39 Also, the topoi cannot be so easily divided into intensional and extensional rules; for
example the “most opportune” topoi, which I shall deal with in Chapter Five, occur in all books
and have the same basic structure. Sainati's interpretation of the workings of the topoi-in
general (pp. 51-70) seems to me to be mistaken.
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belongs in such and such a way (0¥ Twc); whereas in the case of the
sumbebekos it is enough to prove merely that it belongs (07dpxet pévov).

Aristotle states here that of all the predicables sumbebekos is the easiest to
establish, since with the other predicables it is necessary to show not only
that they belong (0¥ udvov BmTdpxov), but also that they belong in a
particular way (xal 811 o¥TWG VTAPXEL).

How this double requirement of belonging and belonging in a particular
way is to be understood in the case of definition, proprium and genus can be
easily demonstrated from the preceding passages in H 5 where Aristotle tells
us what we have to do in order to construct each of the predicables. Thus, in
order to construct a definition the following has to be achieved (155a18-22):

For there one both has to establish all those other points by syllogism (i.e.
that the attributes asserted belong, and that what is rendered is a genus, and
that the account is peculiar), and besides this, that the account indicates the
very essence of the thing; and this has to be done correctly.

In the case of definition it has to be established that the attributes belong, or,
put differently, “it hasttobe:syllogized that all the parts in the definition
belong.”® Aristotle also-stéesses;fhat:the predication has to be universal: “the
definition has to be predlcated of all: of what the definiendum is predicated.”*!
This characterizes the purép )

Besides it is necessary to show that what has been rendered as part of the
definition, is the genus, that{h“"" count is peculiar,®? and that it indicates the
very essence (1o i ﬁv gwal) ‘This, charactenzes the spemﬁed predication
in the case of the definition, A’ phrase belongs to a subject as (w¢) definition
when all these requirements are satisfied.

In the case of proprium again it is necessary to establish that the proprium
belongs universally to the subject.** This is the requirement for pure
predication. Apart from that it has to belong as proprium (w¢ id10v), i.e. it
belongs to the subject only or* it is convertibly predicated of the subject.*
This characterizes the specified predication in the case of proprium.

In the case of genus it has to be shown that it “belongs universally to the
subject” (b24f.). Further, “it is not enough to show that it belongs, but you
must also show that it belongs as a genus (¢ yévog)” (b27£.).46 Aristotle

40 rdvra avdykn coppipdlev 6t dmdpxel Ta év TG Spw (H S, 154a35f.). The
pans are of course genus and dlfferenUa, of. H 5, 154a26f.; 3, 153al8, b3 14f., et al.

41 861 yap katd TAvToc ob ToUvopa <KATNYopeiTal> KaTnyopeicBat TOV
Gpov (154a36-b1).

42 [ e. that the definition and the definiendum are convertibly predicated of each other (this
is the meaning of avTioTpéderv, 154b1-3), or, what I take to be equivalent, that the definition
is predicated of those things only (udve) of which the definiendum is predicated (b10,
implicitly).

$H, 154b19-21.

44 Thus, I take the kot in B 5, 102a19 to be explicative. This seems to be confirmed by the
fact that Aristotle usually mentions either only avtiotpéderv (e.g. 154b2) or only drdpxeLv
uovu) (e.g. bl1). Thus Anstotle seems to say that ‘x belongs to y only’ where we would say
that ‘x belongs to y and only to y’.

4SH s, 154b22; 155a13; 155a25-27.

46 H 5, 154b23-28
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does not specify further in which way “as a genus” has to be understood, but
it is of course clear from the definition given in A 5, 102a31f. that genus is
that which is predicated in the category of essence of several things which
differ in their species. This is the characterization of the specified belonging.

Let us now return to the passage in 155a28-31. I have shown how to
understand the assertion that in constructing definition, proprium, or genus we
have to show that they belong and additionally how they belong. Now
Aristotle tells us that the construction of sumbebekos is the easiest, since “in
order to construct it we only have to show that it belongs”. The destruction of
it, on the other hand, is the most difficult of all predicables, since “the only
way to destroy it is to show that it does not belong” (a35f.). Thus the
sumbebekos can be defined in the following way:

‘Sumbebekos is that which belongs to (or is predicated of) a subject.’

There is no further specification as in the case of the other predicables or in
the case of accident-(1) or accident-(2) as defined in A 5. However, since the
other three prethcables have to belong to their subject as well, ]ust as
sumbebekos, thé'¢ase that sumbebekos nught actually be a genus, proprium,
or a definition, but not; deterlmned as such, is obv1ous1y not excluded. How
then do we know ‘whéther, say, the predicate “is an animal” in the sentence
“man is an animal” is a_sumbebekos or a genus? Or is it both at the same
time, as Sainati: (1968 'p.74 and Brunschwig (1967), p. LXXVIII maintain?
Interestingly however, Aristotle never says so. All he says is that with the
help of the topoi of sumbebekos we can destroy and (partly) construct other
predicables, because all predicables have to belong to the subject.*” Even if “is
an animal” can in a way be a sumbebekos and a genus of “man”, on which cf.
p- 92 below, this does not yet explain how the disputants should know
whether a genus- or a sumbebekos-predication is to be established.
The solution to the problem can be found in H 5, 155a32f., which I shall
cite again:

On the other hand, a sumbebekos is the hardest thing to destroy, because it
affords the least material; for in stating a sumbebekos one does not add any
indication (rpogonuaiveivet) of how it belongs (1dg HTAPXEL).

Aristotle says that in contrast to the other predicables “in stating a sum-
bebekos one does not add any indication (rpooonuaiverat) of how it
belongs”. How is this “adding an indication” (mpooonuaivetai) to be
interpreted? Does it mean that the predicable sumbebekos is itself such that it
does not indicate how it belongs whereas genus and other predicables do? Thus
in a passage in De Interpretatione®® the verb “is healthy” (dyraivel) is
distinguished from the noun “health” (dyieia), because the former “indicates
additionally” (rpooonuaivet) the time. In a passage in Rhetoric®® words

4T Cf. H 5, 155a11-13: pdva yap T Tpdg 10 GuuPEPNKOC KoOVA TAVTWV TGV
eipnuévwv éotiv. Vmdpxewv pev yap Bei Exactov 1@V Eipnuévov.

43 De Int. 3, 16b6-10.

49 Rhet. A 13, 1374al2f,
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such as “outrage” or “theft”, apart from the mere action, “indicate additionally”
(rpooanpadivet) also the choice (rpoaipeaic); if an action is called a theft
it is understood implicitly that this action has been committed intentionally.
There is a passage in the Topics itself where the word “to indicate
additionally” is clearly meant in the meaning of implicitly indicating
something in addition: Top. Z 2, 140al9f. Aristotle says here that correctly
assigned definitions “indicate additionally” (rpoconuaivovoiv) their
contraries.’® What Aristotle means here is that given the definition of a term it
should be possible to give the definition of the contrary of this term, if
existent, simply by converting one of the parts of the definition, i. . genus
or differentia, into the contrary. For example having the definition of *“justice”
as “a virtue of the soul” one should be able to derive the definition of the
contrary of justice, i.e. “injustice”, simply by converting the genus of the
given definition, which is “virtue”, into its contrary, i.e. “vice”. The
definition one then gets of “injustice” is “vice of the soul”.5!

In all the examples given “to indicate additionally” (Tpooanuaiveiv)
seems to mean “to implicitly indicate something in addition”. But how can
“is animal®in: the sentence “man is an animal” indicate implicitly that it is a
genus-and,say “is white” in “man is white”, to take an example of sumbebkos
as defined in- A 3, i.e. an accident, not indicate that it is a sumbebekos? Given
the Way»éhtr_gbébel{('js is defined here, it in fact seems that “is animal” in “man
is animal” is a sumbebekos, since it belongs, just as it is a genus, since
“animal™ is.genus of “man”. In what sense should “is animal” in the sentence
“Man is an animal” implicitly indicate that apart from belonging it is also a
genus but not indicate that it is a sumbebekos, even though it belongs?

The last example shows quite clearly that “to indicate additionally” cannot
be understood as signifying an implicit indication and the solution is that we
have to understand it as an explicit indication, i.e. the way of belonging is
explicitly specified in the problema by the questioner who poses it.*? Indeed,
the expression “to indicate additionally” occurs in the Topics most often in
this meaning; Aristotle does not necessarily use the Greek word rpoo—
onuaivelv, but also other connate words (Emonuaiverv, TpooTiBévar,
etc.). There are a few passages in book ® which I have already mentioned in
Chapter One. In ® 6, 160a3 for example the answerer is advised that in the
case of a true, but irrelevant protasis he should grant it “but add a remark
(¢monpaiverv) that it does not seem to be true”.5 More interestingly, in E

0 Of course, one should specify : if the definition has a contrary.

SLCf. H 3, 153b14-24; the example given above is extracted from b7-9, which is used here
il:‘ a disffercnt context.; for an example where the differentia changes see a39-bl. Cf. also Z 9,
147a15-22.

52 In fact, T see no reason why we should not adhere to the active form mpooonpaiver
(“the opponent does not indicate additionally”) attested by all codices including Boethius’
translation and adopted by Waitz (1844-46) and Strache, rather than to the passive form
mpooonuaivetar (“is additionally indicated”), emended by Wallies (1923), who edited.
Strache’s version, and accepted by Ross (1958). Wallies’ emendation is simply unnecessary. In
general, however, it does not actually make any difference whether we use the active (seen
from the perspective of the dialectician who poses the problema) or the passive form (seen
from the perspective of how predicables are expressed in the problema), as long as it is clear
that the specification is made in some way explicit and is not inherent in the predicates as such.

33 For other examples cf. ® 6, 160a10, B 3, 110b13f., © 1, 156b20; cf. pp. 37f. above.
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5, 134a26-135a8 errors are discussed when certain qualifications are not stated
explicitly in problemata. More specifically, these errors arise from lack of a
definite statement of “how (71@¢) and of what (tivwv) the property is stated”
(a27f.). Aristotle first explains in which sense the assignation of a property
can be meant listing ten possibilities (134a28-b4); then he explains why the
opponent makes an error when he does not explicitly state in which sense he
assigns the property (b5-135a5). The first example of an error runs:

A man, therefore, errs if he does not add the word (rpooBeic) “by nature”, for
it is possible for that which belongs not actually to belong to that to which
it belongs by nature; for example, it belongs to man by nature to possess
two feet.5

In the other examples in this passage Aristotle uses various other words apart
from * adding the word” (TrpooTiBévat) including “indicate additionally”
(mpoaonuaivev).s
Thus in the case of genus, proprium and definition the questloner exphcn-
ly claims that the predicable belongs as such to the subject, in the case of
_sumbebekos he leaves it open whether an attribute belongs to the subject as a
"deﬁmtmn proprium, genus, or as something altogether different from them;
“ail that is asserted in the case of a sumbebekos is the predxcauon between the
subje,ct and a predlcate Thus, to take the example given above, in the pro-
blem’a ‘Animal is the genus of man” or “Animal belongs as genus to man”,
“is,animal”. is claimed to express the genus of man, i.e.. “being animal"
belongs to “man” and it belongs as genus. In the problema “Man is animal”
or “Animal belongs to man” “is animal” is claimed simply to be predicated of
man and is just a sumbebekos.
Indeed, Aristotle formulates problemata exactly in this way in A 4,
101b30-33 where they are introduced for the first time:

Is two-footed terrestrial animal the definition of man, or not?%%

This is the only explicit example of a problema Aristotle gives in A 4, but it
is clear from the context that problemata containing the other predicables are
to be formulated accordingly:

‘Is terrestrial two-footed the proprium of man, or not?”

and

54 E 5, 134b5-7. Thus, if the problema of the answerer is “Two-footed is a proprium of
man”, the questioner can argue that “two-footed” is not a proprium of an invalid man who
lacks one or both legs, and that hence it is not a proprium of man, because it cannot be
predicated of all men.

S5E 5, 134b18 (un mpooonurivacg). Aristotle also uses the following expressions: “state
definitely” (ufy dropiocag, b6), “make clear” (un dnAdoag, bl0), “indicate beforehand”
(un mpoeimac, bl13), “expressly distinguish” (un draoteilag, b22).

Also of interest is the occurrence of “to indicate additionally” in Soph. El 7, 169b9-12.
Applied to 167al0ff. it means that in the sentence “the Ethiopian is white with respect to his
teeth” we may regard the addition “with regard to his teeth” as not “indicating additionally”
(Tpooanuaivov) anything and thus we concede that “the Ethiopian is white”. I shall discuss
this passage in another context in Chapter Five, pp. 136f.

36 étepov 10 {Gov meLov dimovv Spiouds Eamv avBpdmov A ob.



84 CHAPTER THREE

‘Is animal the genus of man, or not?’

Since in A 4 Aristotle defines the predicables as excluding each other, the
sumbebekos is obviously meant to have the meaning of the accident here.
The problema containing the accident-(1) or accident-(2) would run corres-
pondingly:

‘Is being white an accident of man, or not?’
In contrast, the problema containing the sumbebekos would simply run:
‘Is man an animal, or not?’

That a sumbebekos may express what can be further determined as genus is
also clear from the previously cited passage in A 4, 125b10-14, which
belongs to the group of theses in which a definition is expressed and the
opponents seem to agree on what has been asserted as a genus. With respect
to the topos in 125a33-b10%" Aristotle says in 125b10-14:

The aforesaid topos is common to the subject of sumbebekos as well; for it

makes no difference whether you say that persisting is the genus of memory,

or allege that it is a sumbebekos of it.5® For if in any way whatever.

(6mwoodv) memory is a persisting of knowledge, the same argument in’
- regard to it will apply.

The expression “in any way whatever” (0mwago¥v) clearly indicates that in
the case of sumbebekos the way of belonging (w@¢) is undetermined, i.e. not -
_explicitly specified, as indicated in H 5, and that this is what makes the
“difference between the two problemata.s®

57 Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of relative terms (a33-37; a37-bl; bl1-4); as is clear
from the instruction (b4-6), both the subject and the predicate which belongs as the genus
(subject and predicate being relative terms) have to belong to one and the same kind of relative
terms.

58 1t is slightly odd that Aristotle says that “it makes no difference whether one says that
‘persisting’ is the genus of ‘memory’ or allege that it is a sumbebekos of it.”, as it clearly does
make a difference. What Aristotle presumably meant to say, but worded it misleadingly, is that
whether the predicate is asserted as a genus or as a sumbebekos, the same argument applies in
each case. This is clearly confirmed by the passage following on from b12-14: i yap
omwgodv €oTiv 1| uviun pévn Emotiung, 6 avTos dpudoer mepi avTic Adyog

59 Thus, Sainati (1968), p. 74 is wrong in interpreting the expression «to indicate in addition
the way in which it belongs» (Tpooonuaiveiv 1@ dwdpxetv) in H 5 as indicating modal
determinations («determinazioni modali»): in the case of a definition, proprium and genus
necessary character of the relation («carattere necessario della relazione»), in the case of
sumbebekos lack of any modal dimension or connotation («qualsiasi dimensione o connotato
modale»). I have shown above that what is indicated additionally is the explicit statement of
how a predicate belongs and that this means, e.g. in the case of definition, that it has to express
the very essence (10 i fjv givan), etc. A short look at the topoi in B shows that modality, as
well as quantification, was included in the treatment of sumbebkos. Top. B 6, 112b1-20 deals
with different kinds of modality. In 111b25 the problema contains the modal operator
“necessarily” (£€ dvdyxng), in 109b33 the modal operator “possibly” (Eat), in 113b13 the
conclusion contains, again, “is possible” (Evdéxetar Umdpxetv). In general, a geometrician,
say, necessarily is a biped terrrestrial animal, even though this is not the definition of a
geometrician—definition-, proprium-, and genus-predications are not the only necessary

predications.
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2. The form of problemata/theses in Top. A-Z

It is now time to look at examples in the central books in the Topics and see
whether the problemata found are in harmony with the findings made above.
The result will be that indeed in books A, E and Z the genus, proprium and
definition are explicitly stated; in book B, on the other hand, except in one
case® problemata express a simple predication.

2.1. The form of problemata in A
The first example of an argument in A runs (1, 120b17-19):

For example, if it is laid down (k€iTa1) that good is a genus of pleasure, see
whether some pleasure is not good; for, if so, clearly good is not the genus
of pleasure.

Here, the thesis is obviously “good is a genus of pleasure” and the word
“genus” has explicitly been stated in the thesis as well as in the conclusion
which refutes the thesis. By refuting good to be a genus of pleasure it is of
course not yet refuted that pleasure is not good. This could only be refuted or
proved by a topos of sumbebekos; Aristotle in fact explicitly refers to.a.
corresponding topos of sumbebekos which works in an analogous way. f“ ;['h_e__
difference between pure predication is especially clear in a passage in which
with respect to a certain topical investigation procedure Aristotle specifie

For constructive purposes, if the asserted genus is admitted to bclong
(0poAroyovuévov pev VTdpxelv) to the specxes but it is a matter -of .
dispute whether it belongs as a genus (W¢ yévog bmwapxet), then [...] '
But, if it is disputed whether the assigned genus belongs at all (ATAGG
ordpxev), [...]162

Obviously, pure belonging and belonging as a genus are different things.
There are many other places in which genus is stated explicitly.5> However,
Aristotle does not always use the very word genus to indicate that a genus-
predication is meant but sometimes also uses the expression “that which”
(6nep) instead: ‘S is that which P’ has the same meaning as ‘P is the genus
of §’.% Accordingly, there are several places where problemata are expressed
in this way. There are also a few examples of theses in which the predication

60 B 2, 109a39-b1; I shall deal with this topos in Chapter Five, pp. 150-153.

61 xaBdmep &m ToG ovpPePnkdToc, 120b17. The topoi Aristotle refers to are clearly
those in B 2, 109b13-29 and I' 6, 120a32-b6.

62 A 2, 122a10-12; 19f.

63 Other examples (in which genus is usually stated in the conclusion): 120b33. 39; 121a2f.;
121b3 (eidog) 121b19 (olov €i Tic aTépovg TIBépuEvog ypaupac 10 adiaipeTov
vévog adT@v ¢rioeiev elvar; A 2, 121b26-28; 122a2; 124al7f.; 4, 125a26 (sc. yévoc); 5,
125b28-30 (sc. yévog); 6, 127a26 (el 10 wdowv axoAovBoUv yévog 1| dradopav
eimev), 128a26, et al.

64 Cf. T 1, 116a23-27: “for nothing is said to be that which is the genus, which does not
actually belong to the genus” (oUdEv yap Aéyetar 6mep 1O yévog O un Tvyxdver €v
1@ yéver 6v) (25.); cf. also APr. A 39, 49b6-8, A 1, 120b21-24. The last passage seems to
suggest that S 6mep P indicates that P is predicated in the essence of S (¢v T i éom
xarnyopeitat), which expresses the most important part of the definition of the genus (cf. A
5, 102a3f.; A 1, 120b29f., al.). On the Platonic origin of 8mep cf. De Strycker (1968b), p. 155.

For examples of theses containing “that which” cf. A 2, 122a18-24; 4, 125a28.
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asserted is that of species (€190¢).55 Of course, to say that ‘P is a species of
S’ is just the converse of saying ‘S is the genus of P’.6

There is also another sort of problemata in which a differentia (Siadopa)
is asserted to belong to a subject. This is not just another way of expressing
genus-predication, but represents something different.’” In A 4, 101b18f.
Aristotle expressly subsumes problemata indicating the differentia under those
indicating the genus.%

There is also a small number of examples of theses in which the genus
seemingly is not explicitly indicated as such.®® However, it seems that
Aristotle expresses himself succinctly leaving out the full form of the thesis,
taking it as read that the thesis in full explicitly mentions the genus. I shall
cite an example which illustrates the point well (I am only citing the thesis
and the final conclusion):

If, therefore, anyone says that shame is fear or that anger is pain, [...].
Hence the terms assigned are not genera (ov yévn TG &modoBévra).”®

The conclusion shows that the full form of the theses was not just “Shame is
fear” or “Anger is pain”, but “Fear is the genus of shame” and “Pain is the
genus of anger”. '

There are also theses in which a purported deﬁmtlon 1S stated and the
genus is not explicitly mentioned,” e.g.:

Sometimes also people unobservedly put the whole 1n51de the nart e.g.:
“Animal is an animated body”. But the part is not in any way predicated of

the whole, so that body cannot be the genus of animal, for if'is'a part only. 72

It seems that the opponents agree on the fact that the thesis has been asserted
as a definition and on what has been asserted as a genus in the definition,
since the refutation simply consists in stating that the assigned genus is not
correct.”® All these examples occur in the framework of destructive topoi in
which it is shown that the genus is not correct and thus the thesis is refuted.
The situation is similar in book Z where it seems to be taken for granted that
the theses deal with definitions even though they have not been explicitly
specified as such; I shall discuss book Z shortly.

65 A 3, 123a23-26; 6, 12829-12.

66 Aristotle, in one and the same topos-entry, sometimes switches between saying ‘P is genus
of 8 ax)ld ‘S is the species of P': cf. 121a30-39 (30f. thesis with genus, 35f. refutation with
species).

67 A 2, 123a3-5; 6, 127a26.34.

68 “For the dxffercntla too, being genenc should be ranked together with the genus” (ko
vap thv dradopav b¢ odoav yevikiv duod 1@ yéver taxtéov).

9 A 3, 123a34, 4, 124al2f,, 5, 126a6.

70A 'S, 126a6.10f.

TLA 2, 122b26-36; 4, 125b6-14; 5, 125b15-19, b20-27, 126a26-29, a30-36, b13-19, b34-
127a2, 127a3-19 (a4, 13f., 14f., 18f.).

24 5, 126a26-29.

73 An interesting example is found in A 4, 125b6-14 where the thesis seems to be “Memory
is the permanency of knowledge” (b6), but is later quoted as “Permanency is the genus of
knowledge” (b11f.).



PREDICABLES AND THE SPECIAL STATUS OF SUMBEBEKOS 87

2.2. The form of problemata in E
Book E is the most orderly of all the central books (B-H) and all the examples
of theses and problemata show that the predicable was explicitly specified. In
E 1 Aristotle gives many examples of problemata™ to illustrate various kinds
of propria; in all of them the word proprium (id10v) is explicitly stated. The
example for a relative proprium is:

It is a proprium (i810v) of man, in relation to a horse, to be a biped.”®

In E 2-3 in nearly every topos the formula “for then the proprium will not be
rightly stated””¢ occurs as the conclusion of the destructive part of the
argument; the same with the formula “for then that which is stated to be
proprium is not proprium” in E 4;77 correspondingly the positive formulae in
the constructive arguments. In the problemata themselves the predlcables are
explicitly stated.”™ I cite three examples:

E.g. anyone who has stated (OEIQ) that it is a proprium of fire to bear a very
close resemblance to the soul [...].7°

E. g. a man who has said (e{Tag) that the possession of perceptlon is a
proprium of animal [...].%0

E. g. when he renders (@modoin), as a proprtum of ﬁrc the body whlch is
the lightest of bodies [...].8!

In E 6-8 the word proprium is regularly explicitly stated in the conclusion.82

2.3. The form of problemata in Z

In book Z there are scarcely any examples of problemata in which the
predicable definition would be explicitly stated as found in books A and E.
The situation here is similar to that of the definition stated in book A which I
mentioned briefly above. In most cases the examples of definitions are given
without explicit mention of the word definition, as for example in the very
first topos: “e.g. becoming is a passage into being”.?* However it is always
understood that what has been assigned is a definition and that what has to be
refuted is the assertion that the predicate is a definition, as the following two
examples make clear—I am citing only the thesis and the conclusion:

74 They are explicitly named as such in E 1, 128b22-24; b28f.; 129a19f.; 30.

7S E 1, 128b24f. In the same way: b29f,, b35f., 129a2 (sc. i810v), ad (sc. {drov), a8f. al .

76 08 yap Eotar kaA@g Keipevov TO Tbtov (129b7, 23, etc.).

77 08 yap Eoton IBrov 10 keipevov idiov elvan (132a30f., 36, etc.).

78 The act of uttering the predicable is normally expressed by “to say” (€im€iv), “to state”
(Beiva) or “to render’ (dmodiddvar).

9 olov émel 6 Beig Tupdg Idtov Elvar 1O dporéTartov yuxi[ dyvwatoTépw, E 2,
129b9-11. For other examples in which the act of uttering is expressed by “to state” cf. E 2,
129b18f.; 3, 131a8f,; 4, 133a8f,; 5, 134b6f.; 9, 139al8f., et al.

80 olov tmer ¢ eimag Lhov {Biov 10 afoBnowv Exeiv, E 2, 129b26. For other
examples in which the act of uttering is expressed by “to say” cf. E 2, 130b8.; 4, 132b31f,; 5,
134a8f.; 9, 138b30f,, et al.

81 waBdmep €f Ti¢ idiov dmodoin mupdc oBpa TO AeATSTATOV TGV OWUATWOV,
E 2, 130a36f. For other examples in which the act of uttering is expressed by “to render” cf. E
2, a39-bl; 4, 132b21f,; 5, 134al4f; 9, 139a4f,, et al.

82k 6, 135b12. 16. 21f,, etc.

83 7.2, 139b20f.; cf. 139b32f., 140a7f., and many others
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For example, when he says that an odd number is a number which has a
middle, [...] so that this could not be a definition (6p1oudg) of ‘odd’3

For example, if he says that medicine is a science of reality. [...] Obviously,
therefore, such a definition is not a definition (0p1opdc) of any science; for
the definition ought to be peculiar to one thing, not common to many.3’

Whereas the word “definition” does not seem to have been explicitly
mentioned in the thesis, it is explicitly stated in the conclusion and this
makes clear that it had to be in some way indicated that the predicate in the
thesis is asserted as a definition. The fact that the thesis is refuted by
establishing for instance that it is not peculiar to the subject (as in the second
example) only makes sense, if the opponent explicitly says that his thesis is
meant to be a definition. Otherwise the opponent could simply say that the
predication was not meant to be peculiar and would thus not be refuted. One
way of specifying that the predication in the thesis represents a definition is to
explicitly assert the predicate to be a definition of the subject, as Aristotle
formulates problemata in A 4, 101b32f,, i.e. ‘A is definition of B’. The fact
that in the examples of definitions given in Z the word “definition” is not
explicitly stated could be explained by. interpreting these theses as short forms
of full theses. Alternatively, one coul that in an Academic debate it
could be ruled that during a certain penqd of time all the theses dealt with
have to be definitions. What is at-any ‘tate:impbrtant is that the thesis was
claimed to be a definition, in whatever way, and the easiest way to represent it
was to name the definition exphcxtly*, as Anstotle_ does in A 4, which is the
systematic part of the Topics.

2.4. The form of problemata inB

2.4.1. To belong (vrdpxeLv)

Before proceeding with the investigation of concrete examples in book B, I
shall first establish further what it means to say that a sumbebekos belongs to
a subject and how this belonging can be further specified.

In the case of the predicables of genus, proprium, and definition, their
belonging is explicitly specified as such, whereas in the case of sumbebekos
it is not. The external specifications indicate the way of predication: a
proprium not only has to belong to the subject but it also has to belong
convertibly, and correspondingly in the case of genus and definition. A
sumbebekos on the other hand only has to belong. The level of the predicate
belonging to a subject, i.e. the level of pure predication, is common to all
predicables, whereas sumbebekos has this level only.

The question arises whether there are any differences at this very level
between a sumbebekos and the other predicables. Indeed, there is a difference.
As far as the construction of a sumbebekos is concerned there are two sorts of
quantification: universal (t0 xaB0dAov) and particular belonging (t0 &t
uépovc) (154b33-155a2). In the case of the construction® of a definition,

84 7 12, 149a30f.; 34f.

857 12, 149b6f.; 21.

86 I am interested here in the requirements which have to be fulfilled in order for a
predicate to be a definition, proprium, etc., and thus in the case of construction. Of course, in
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proprium and genus, universal belonging (ravti OmwdpxeL) is always
required.?” This seems quite clear: a definition of man has to belong to all
men, the same goes for proprium and genus; when we say that animal is the
genus of man we imply, on the level of belonging, that all men are animals.?®
In the case of sumbebekos on the other hand it is clearly correct to say that
‘Animal belongs to all men’ and also that ‘Animal belongs to some man’.%°
Universally asserted sumbebekota are easier to destroy, whereas the particul-
arly asserted sumbebekota are easier to construct.*

How is the verb belonging ($7dpxetv) here, which constitutes entirely
the sumbebekos and partly the definition, proprium and genus, to be
understood? A clear answer to this is found in Z 1, 139a36-b3, where it is
explained how to destroy the definition with the help of the topoi of sum-
bebekos, which is one of five ways of destroying the definition (139a25-27):

Whether, then, the definition is not also true (ufj &AnOevdetar) of that of
which the name is true must be examined with the help of the topoi of the
sumbebekos. For there too the investigation is concerned with the question
of whether so and so is true or not (rdtepov aAnBEg f ovx d?\nei-:g) For
whenever we argue that.a sumbebekos belongs (811 vwdpxer 10 guu—
Bepnxog ﬁlaheywpeaa) we a_ssert 1t to be true (611 ahnesg Aéyouev),

while whenever we argue at it ‘does not belong (611 0V umxpxm), we
assert it to be untrue (o‘n omé a‘Aqeeg)

Thus, when we argue that a predlcatc is a sumbebekos of a given subject, we
assert that the predlcate belongs;truly; s when we argue that a predicate is not a
sumbebekos of a given subject, we assert that it is not true that it belongs.%!
In this sense it is also clear that we can say that ‘Some men are animals’
since it is simply true to say that some men are animals, even though it is
not, so to speak, the exhaustive truth, since actually all men are animals.

2.42. Sumbebekos in B

Looking at topoi of sumbebekos in book B it is fairly clear that sumbebekos
here has the meaning as defined above, and not that of the accident, because
with the help of the topoi here we establish that a predicate belongs or does
not belong to a subject. There are passages in which to belong as a sum-
bebekos is specified as an assertion that a predicate belongs truly as defined in
Z 1, 139a38-b1 as discussed above. In B 1, 109a27-30 Aristotle gives the

the case of destruction of the definition, proprium, or genus we destroy these predicables by
proving that they do not belong universally or that they belong only particularly. But it is clearly
not this belonging which Aristotle means by particular belonging (émt pépovg) in 154b36,
which can be constructed and destroyed; it refers, as well as the universal belonging (10
Kaeo)\ov) to the positive part of the problema which claims to constitute a predlcable
87 The quantification obviously does not count as a specification of vVrdpxelv (“oiTwS”),
since otherwise Aristotle would not assert that for sumbebekos “the way it belongs™ (w@&¢
1')1rc't§>)(51) is not indicated.
In the definitions of the predicables in A S Aristotle does not explicitly mention that
definition, proprium and genus have to belong universally—this is obviously taken for granted.
89 Aristotle makes this distinction between universal and particular problemata expressing a
sumbebekos in B 108b34-109al.
901 S, 154b33-155a2.
91 Cf. also Met. A 7, 1017a31-35.
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definition of the contradictory of “to make a true statement” (GAn6gvecOat),
namely that of “to make a false statement” (ye¥deoBat) as “to say that
something belongs to a thing which does not belong to it” (10 uf
Odpxov vwdpxetv Tivi Aéyovreg). This obviously indicates the error
when sumbebekos has been wrongly assigned. Thus, we read in 109b30-32
and b39-110al:

Another topos is to make definitions both of the sumbebekos and of its
subject [...] and see 1f anything untrue has been assumed as true in the
definitions.??

Again, to see if [...]; for then it will be obvious whether the statement is true
or false.??

The problemata are formulated with the help of the verb “to belong™** or
simply “to be” or some other verb.”> The concrete examples of problemata
confirm that sumbebekos can represent a predicate which actually is a genus,
proprium or definition, or neither of them, i.e. an accident as defined in the
first definition. The most clear example is “Man is animal” in B 8, 113b17f,
because “Animal is the genus of man” is Aristotle’s standard example for a
genus—predlcatlon” -Another good example is “Pleasure is good”, which often
occurs in BY and in the form-“Good is the genus of pleasure” again in A.%8
There are also examples of predications which clearly satisfy the definition of
accident-(1), i.e. ate neither-genus, proprium or definition but still belong to
the subject, such as “of opposites the knowledge is the same”,” “there is
correctness and error-in percepnon” 100 “the soul is in motion”!% or “X is
white/good”. 102 -

The semantical analys1s of the word ovuPePnkdc in the few passages in
which it occurs in B points in the same direction. Thus the occurrence of this
word cited in the first line of the passage above clearly means sumbebekos or
attribute and not accident, since the investigation-instruction “to see whether
anything untrue has been assumed as true” points to the meaning of sum-
bebekos as defined in H 5. In the topos in B 7, 113a20-23 again cvu—
BePnxdc seems to have the meaning of an attribute and not an accident:

a)\)\og 70 onoug TOLEIV TODU TE ovuﬂsﬂnm‘rog xai & ovuPéPnkev (...) elta

oKOTELV €1 TL pny a)\nesg sv 10i¢ Adyoig (m; u)u]eeg eianmral.

93 xai el (.) o¥Tw yap xatadavic Eotar wéTepov &ANBEC § weddoc TO
pnBév.

9 Cf. e.g. 110a30-b1, 111al4, 112a27-30, 113a23, 113b9-14.

95 Cf. e.g. 109b34, 37f., 110a4, bl1f., 111a15f,, b10f.

% Cf. e.g, A 4, 101b31; 5, 102a34£; B 1, 109al6f.

In B 8, 113b15-26 Aristotle does not use the word ovupepnkdg, as he does not in most topoi,
but in A 4, 124b7f. this topos is explicitly referred to as a topos of sumbebekos.

97 B 1, 108b34-109al; ' 6, 119a39f., 120a6-27; B 10, 114b39-115a5 (construction and
destruction); in the last example the expressmn (09) ovuPePnxévar (adf.) is explicitly used.

BA 1, 120b17-19 (destruction); 4, 124a17-20 (construction); 124b8-14 (destruction and
construcuon)

9B 2,109b17.

100 g 4, 111al5tf.

101g 4, 111b5.

1028 11, 115a27-29.
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Moreover, if the sumbebekos of a thing has a contrary, see whether it
belongs to that (subject) to which the sumbebekos has been said to belong;
for if the former belongs the latter could not belong; for it is impossible for
two contraries to belong to the same thing at the same time.'®?

It would be strange to restrict the principle that two contraries cannot belong
to the same thing to accidents alone. Contraries can certainly also stand for
contrary genera, propria, and definitions,!®

The passage at B 6, 112b21-26 seems to be contraversial:

Moreover, look and see if he has stated a thing to be a sumbebekos of itself

(ad10 avT® ovuPefnxdc EOnxev), taking it to be a different thing

because it has a different name, as Prodicus used to divide pleasures into joy

and delight and merriment; for all these are names for the same thing,

namely’ pleasure. If therefore any one says that joy is a sumbebekos of
. merriment, he would be declaring it to be a sumbebekos of itself.

Prodicus’ dividing pleasure into three parts could be expressed as the sentence
“Pleasure is joy, delight or merriment”. Aristotle seems to call joy, delight
and merriment sumbebekota of pleasure. These are not accidents of pleasure,
but s1mp1y attnbutes which have been claimed to belong to pleasure. The
error is that they. are just different names of the same thing, namely pleasure,
and we prédicate them of pleasure as if they were something different, because
the name is different. We would of course have the same error when only one
of the three names is predlcated of pleasure, or when one of the three names is
predicated of another one, as is the case in the example Aristotle gives—*joy
is sumbebekos of merriment”. The error here would be that of unnecessary
double predication (8ic 10 adTd Aéyeiv).1% The person who commits this
error makes things less clear and seems to babble.'%

However, it is also possible to interpret sumbebekos as an accident here
and argue that the error committed is the one described in E 5, 135a11-19 of a
thing being stated as a predicable of itself by using another word. The error is
that “a thing itself always shows its own essence (adTO yap adT@ TAV
10 elvat 61]7\01), and what shows the essence is not a proprium but a
definition”; in the case of the accident the error would be accordingly that that
which indicates the essence is not an accident.

103 1 shall discuss this topos in more detail on pp. 104f.

104 Examples for contrary accidents come easily to mind: black and white, cold and warm,
etc. An example for contrary genera is: virtue (dpetri), being the genus of justice
(dixatoa¥vn) and vice (kaxia), being the genus of injustice (adixia) (A 3, 123b31-33);
propria: “object of choice” (aipetdv) (proprium of “good” (ayaOdv)) and “object of avoi-
dance” (¢pevkTdv (proprium of “evil” (xaxov)) (E 6, 135b14-16; also B 8, 113b31-33);
definitions: productive of good (t0 moinTikdv ayaBod) (definition of beneficial
(Wpéripov)) and productive of evil (10 moinTikdv xaxov ) (definition of harmful
(BAaBepdv)) (Z 9, 147a31ff.). With the help of the above topos we can for example prove that
the good (ayaBdv) is not an object of avoidance (pevkTdv) by proving that it is an object of
choice (aipeTdv).

105 As described in Z 3, 140b27-141al4, especially 141a4-14 or in E 2, 130a29-b10,
especially a39-bs.

W06 E 2, 130a32-34.
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2.4.3. The meaning of sumbebekos

Thus it seems that sumbebekos can express anything that may be further spe-
cified as genus, proprium and definition as well as attributes which cannot be
further specified as genus, proprium and definition. What then is a
sumbebekos? Sainati (1968), pp. 70ff. says it signifies “predicate”. Such an
interpretation is tempting, but I think not entirely correct. It is better to
understand it as ‘attribute’, as I have already rendered sumbebekos in several
passages—the justification is set out below.

A predicate P is a sumbebekos of S, if P belongs (Vwdpxet)'? to S;

Now, if sumbebekos meant simply “predicate”, then there would be no
difference between it and the standard word Aristotle uses for a predicate (10
xatnyopovduevov!®). However, Aristotle seems to treat sumbebekos on the
same level as genus, proprium and definition: Aristotle says of them that
these have to belong, not that they have to belong as a sumbebekos. Thus,
sumbebekos, being an entity of the same kind as genus, proprium and
definition, represents the content expressed by the predicate, and this is why I

think that it is best understood as ‘attribute’.'® Sumbebekos is not speciﬁed
-in-the.way it belongs; it can be further specified as genus, proprium or
:deﬁm on or in fact none of the three. The sumbebekos is in fact specified
‘insofar as the way of belonging is not explicitly specified in the problema.
*This i 1 :arguably the reason why Aristotle never calls the other predlcables
sumbebekota, but only that the other predicables have to belong in the way
.that sumbebekota have to belong. Sumbebekos is specified by its form in the
'problema as an unspecified attribute.!'° Thus, it would appear that although a
-sumbebekos-might possibly be further specified as genus, proprium, or
definition, once it has been specified as one of them it is not a sumbebekos
any more,'!! although it is certainly still a predicate. In any case, only if

107 The word “to belong” (¥mdpxerv) could of course be replaced by some other word
expressing predication in the Topics: “to be predicated of’ (xatnyopeioBar xard Tivog),
“to be said of” (AéyeaBaut), “to be truly predicated of’ (dAnBeveabaur), etc.

108 We find this word in many places in the Topics: A, 102a31 (participle), b20 (noun),
103b8, A 122al3f., 127b29, E, 132b23 (noun), 136a6, 15 (noun), H, 152b25f.(noun), 153a16
(noun) (and some others) (also in the form of 0 avtikarnyopovduevov: A, 103bll, E,
132a4, 7, al.).

109 FypBaiverv as a word of the everyday-language certainly often has the meaning of

something’s happening accidentally, and Aristotle in fact sometimes invokes this usage when he
seeks to make clear what he means by an accident: cf. e.g. APst. A 4, 73b11-13 (...ovvéPn,
¢dapév, TodTo). But we also find occurrences of it where nothing accidental seems to be
involved: cf. e.g. Rhet. B 22, 1396 b15ff.: idiax 8¢ undevi dAAw ovuPéPnkev | TG
' AX1AAEL, olov TO amoxteivar Tov “Extopa ... (Rhys Roberts (1984) translates “...are
true of Achilles alone ...”; Freese (1926) translates “...what belongs to Achilles, but to no one
else ."). Or Cat. 17, 7a22 25; 34-37: waplatpouusvwv anavrmv aa ouuﬁeﬂnxora
tati 13 Esonon] olov 10 dimodt elvai, 10 émotriung dexTikd, 1O AVOPETY
(a35-37); “being an animal” or “being two- footed” are surely not accxdents of master but
simply attributes of him. Cf. also, amongst others, Soph. El. 5, 166b28-36 (“being a man” is an
attribute, not an accident of Koriskus or Socrates) and Mer. B 2, 997a25-34 (where Ross
(1924), p. 230 correctly translates coupepnkdra (11.26, 29, 33) as “attributes” and equates
them with wd8n in 997a7).

“(') In the same way as Aristotle says of a definition that it is peculiar to the subject, not a
proprium.
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sumbebekos is understood as an attribute, whether specified as unspecified in
the above sense or not, rather than a predicate does it become clear how
Aristotle could have taken the next step in the meaning of the accident as
defined in the first definition, simply by narrowing down the scope of
sumbebekos by excluding the other three predicables, and that he did not
hesitate simply to add topoi about sumbebekos without any warning, as he
does in B 2, 109a34-b12.

2.4.4. Accident
I believe along with Brunschwig and Sainati, that the notion of the accident as
defined in the first definition is a later development. The topos in B 1,
109a34-b12 is clearly added later. It is the only topos in B where the first
definition of the accident is presupposed. The subject-matter which is the
confusion between genus and sumbebekos suggest very much that it belongs
to the group of topoi at the very beginning of A,''? where cvuPepn«kdg
(120b21f.) has the meaning of the accident-(1). Zvufefnkdg in this specific
meaning can be found in a few places in E and Z.!!* The second definition
seems to be an even later ‘discovery’. Aristotle mentions it as the second
deﬁmtlon of the accident in A 5, 102b6-9 and claims in b10-14 that it is
“better than the first definition. We find this definition only twice in use in the
,:rgst of the Topics: A 1, 120b30-35 and Z 6, 144a23-27. In the first case it is
especially clear that it is a later addition. This topos refutes exactly the same
-thesis as the preceding one (120b15-29), namely “movement is genus of the
‘soul”, with the difference that in this topos the second definition is used
‘whereas in the preceding one the argument is that the asserted genus is not
predicated in the essence (év T¢ Ti €oTi), but as an accident (&g
ovuPePnkdcg); Aristotle clearly thinks that this is a better topos: “Especially
(udAtoTa) you should look at the definition of accident [the second one] ...”.
It is striking that the typical examples Aristotle gives for accidents in A 5,
“to be white” and “to sit” (Aevkdv and xaB7gBat) scarcely occur in B: the
former occurs in the very first topos in B 2 and in B 11. A 11, 105a3-7 in fact
says that problemata containing some accidents were too trivial to occur in a
dialectical debate and that “people who are puzzled to know whether snow is
white or not need perception” (105a7). However, this example is the most

111 This might sound slightly strange. A European whose nationality has been further
specified as French or English surely still remains a European. However, the above analogy is
misleading in that “being European” is already a specified attribute. A good analogous example
of an unspecified attribute would be “of unspecified citizenship”: when the citizenship of a
man of unspecified citizenship has been further specified, he is not of unspecified citizenship
any more (although it might turn out that he is not a citizen of any state, if he is stateless, just as
sumbebekos might turn out to be neither definition, proprium or genus, but an accident). In the
context of dialectical debates in which sumbebekos in contrast to the other three predicables is
not explicitly stated as such in the problema, it seems to me to be reasonable to understand
sumbebekos in this way, especially given the fact that in the Topics we find expressions of the
form ‘A belong as (OmdpxeL &) genus to B’, but never ‘A ovuPéPnxe as genus to B’ (idiax
in Rhet. B 22, 1396b15 cited in fn. 109 above does not refer to the predicable propria).
ZvuPePnkdg occuring in other writings such as cited in fn. 109 above simply means of course
‘attribute’.

12 A 1, 120b15-121a9.

13 E 4, 133b15-134ad; Z 5, 142b35-143a8;12, 149b4-23; in the latter two we have the
distinction between “essentially” (xaf’ adT0) and “accidentally” (kat& ovupepnkdc).



94 CHAPTER THREE

common instance of an accident-predication in A.!'4 It seems that Aristotle
was mainly interested in such accidental predications insofar as the opponent
incorrectly assigned them as a genus i.e. committed the opposite error that
Aristotle describes in B 2, 109a34-36, where the genus is incorrectly assigned
as an accident, and of which he says that it most often occurs in the case of
accident and genus.

In any case, the two definitions of the accident appear to be chronolo-
gically later and it certainly does not fit the system of predicables orientated to
definition in H 5. In order to destroy the definition we have to show that it (or
its parts) does not belong as a sumbebekos; in order to destroy the definition
with the help of an accident-(1) or accident-(2) we would actually have to
show that the definition does belong as an accident-(1) or accident-(2). In order
to construct a definition, we have to show, among other things, that it
belongs as a sumbebekos; showing that the definition belongs as an accident
would actually destroy the definition.!'3

In this chapter I have shown that in the case of the topoi. of genus, proprium,.
and definition (books A, E and Z) the conclusions (and the theses). of the.
arguments will always read: ‘A is /is not the genus/ proprium/ definition of
B’. However, in the case of the topoi of sumbebekos, the conclusions will
always read ‘A is/is not B’ (book B); i.e. auvupefnkdc in book B most often *
carries the meaning of an ‘attribute’, not of ‘accident’ as it is always
translated. It is very important to see this, since otherwise, i.e. when taking.
ovuPefnkdc as defined in A 5, the topoi in book B might: appear.
incomprehensible. In the very rare cases of topoi of accident-(1) and accident-
(2) the conclusion will be ‘A is/is not an accident of B’. This also means that
one part of the hypothesis of the hypothetical syllogism has one of the forms
mentioned. Thus the general terms will not just be terms such as “contrary”
and others (contained by the so-called “most opportune” topoi), given as
examples by Alexander, but also specified or unspecified predicables. Topoi of
sumbebekos are more important than those of the other predicables!!¢ since
they deal with the level of belonging only, which is common to all the other
predicables as well. Thus, they can also be used for destruction of the genus,
proprium and definition. Topoi of genus and proprium can also be used for the
destruction of definitions.

114 Main examples are: “snow/swan is that which is white” (xiov (xéxvoc) &mep
Aevkdv) (120b23; b28; b38f.; 127b2) and “the soul is that which is movement” (1} yoxn Smep
Kivovpevov) (120b24).

115 Thus, it is not surprising that Theophrastus “separated the accident [certainly in the sense
of accident-(2)]from the other predicables, as it was not subsumed under definition (b¢ uq
vmaySpevov T@ Spw )” (Alex., in Top. 55, 25f.): contingent predications have no place in a
definition. He seems to have subsumed the topoi under two predicables (definition and
accident) (cf. Proclus, in Parm. 635, 2-12). Alexander seems to me to be quite wrong in
criticizing him for contravening Aristotle’s dictum in Top. A 6, 102b35-38 (in Top. 55, 26f.).
Aristotle’s system of predicables certainly needed clarification.

16 The most important topoi are the so-called “most opportune” topoi which can be used in
conjunction with all predicables for destruction and construction and which occur in all books
of the Topics; cf. Chapter Five, pp. 140-150.



CHAPTER FOUR

HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISMS—THE MAIN FORM OF ARGUMENTS
IN THE TOPICS.

In this chapter I shall make it my task to establish thoroughly that the vast
majority of the arguments in the Topics work as hypothetical syllogisms. I
shall demonstrate this by pointing to particular arguments where structures of
hypothetical syllogisms are clearly recognisable, by analysing arguments
which Aristotle explicitly calls “hypothetical syllogisms” in the Analytics
and the Topics, and by pointing to the hypothetical syllogisms _which are
ascribed to Theophrastus and which were clearly-largely taken gver from
Aristotle. It seems to me that no entirely satisfactory account has been given
to date of what a hypothetical syllogism actually is. Thus a large part of the
chapter will be devoted to answering this question.

A. Hypothetical syllogisms in the Prior Analytics: A 23, 29, and 44 .

In the Prior Analytics A 23, 29 and 44 Aristotle makes some remarks about
the hypothetical syllogism. It seems to be a general term for many: kinds of
arguments of which the one he describes in A 44, 50a19-25 and on which
scholars writing on hypothetical syllogisms usually concentrate is only one
specific type. A further example is the argument (or syllogism) per impossi-
bile, as is explicitly stated in A 23, 40b25f. The common characteristic of the
hypothetical syllogism is the following:

In every case the syllogism leads up to the substituted proposition (Tpog T
uetorouPfavéuevov), but the required conclusion (16 8’ &€ dpxfig) is
concluded (mepaiverai) by means of an agreement or some other
hypothesis (51" uoAroyiag f Tivog dAANG vVrobéoewc).!

The argument per impossibile falls under this classification because the
required conclusion here is shown by means of a hypothesis (t0 d° &
apxfic ¢€ vmoBéoewg deikvvTar) (A 23, 41a34). In A 29, 45b15-20
Aristotle mentions two further examples of hypothetical syllogisms (b17):
those which proceed by substitution (kaTq ueTdAnyiv) and the qualitative
ones (kata woidTnTQ®).2 Alexander in APr. 324, 19-325, 24 explains that
qualitative hypothetical syllogisms are those “from the greater or lesser or
same degree” (&mwd To¥ pGEAAOV kAl HTTOV KOl 6uoiwg).3

! A 23, 41a38-b1; similarly in 29, 45b17-19.

2 Line 17f. and also 41a38-b1 make it clear that in the case of the qualitative hypothetical
syllogism (xat& mo1éTnTa) a substitution (uetarapPdveiv) also takes place. Thus, the
hypothetical syllogism which proceeds by way of substitution (xaT& METEANYLV) seems to
derive its name from a more specific meaning of substitution (ueTdAnyig). This is not unusual
in Aristotle’s terminology, cf. for example the broad and narrow meaning of proprium in Top.
A 4,101b19-23.

3 Cf. also Philop. in APr. 301, 11-20.
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In A 29, 45b19f. Aristotle writes that the different types of hypothetical
syllogisms should be considered and analysed.* However, Aristotle does not do
this anywhere in the Analytics. He only deals briefly with one kind of
hypothetical syllogism, which he possibly means specifically by “on the
basis of a concession” (81’ 6poAoyiac)® and which rests on likeness (0po16—
TnG),% and with the argument per impossibile, especially in B 11-14.

We find hypothetical syllogisms which rest on likeness in several places
in the Topics.” The argument per impossibile is mentioned twice in book @3
however we do not find per impossibile arguments in the form that they take
in the Analytics in the central books of the Topics where the topoi are listed
(B-H).

It would appear that the origins of the two other hypothetical syllogisms
Aristotle mentioned in the Analytics are found in the Topics. The topos from
the greater, the lesser and the like degree (Ex To® p&AAov kol NTTOV
Kal opoiwg), most explicitly stated in B 10, 114b37-115al4, tells us how
the hypothesis of the qualitative hypothetical syllogism (xat& TotdTnTQ)
works. The topoi in B 4, 111b17-23 and 5, 112a16-23, where the term
substitution (LETAANYIG) occurs, tell us how to.construct:the hypothetical
syllogism proceeding by way of substitution (xara::{iezgdAgy1v) and how
this works.

There are also some other topoi in the Topics which-tell-us-how to construct
hypothetical syllogisms which are not mentioned in the Analytics, but which
Alexander mentions in his commentary on APr. A 44, 50a39-b2.° Aristotle
writes in this passage:
Many other conclusions are reached by hypothesis (repaivovrar €&
vmoBéoewe), and these require further study and clear explanation.!® We

4 ¢moxéyaoBor B del kal dieAelv mooax@c oi ¢E VmoBécewg.

5 A 23, 41a40f. If he does, then the name is scarcely more fortunate than “proceeding by
way of substitution” (kata petdAnyiv), since all hypotheses have to be agreed. Alex. in
Top. 122, 16f. at any rate calls the hypothetical syllogism in Top. A 18 “on the basis of a
concession” (£ dpoloyiag) and in APr. 325, 37-326, 1 he enumerates it in a row with
diairetic and metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms as a separate kind of hypothetical syllogism.

6 This becomes clear only in Top. A 18, 108b7-19. In B 10, 114b25f. and in © 1, 156b10-17
Aristotle used a very similar example to the one he used in APr. A 44, 50a19f. and 34f. to
illustrate likeness (6po167ng). I shall deal with this in detail on pp. 111 and 120f.

7 A 18, 108b7-19; B 3, 110a37-b4; T’ 6, 119b35-120a5.

8@ 2, 157b34-158a2; 12, 162b5-7. In the first passge, interestingly, Aristotle advises the
questioner to avoid the argument per impossibile, because people often dispute that the
conclusion reached really is impossible.

9 Alex. in APr. 389, 31-390, 9. I should stress here that I treat Alexander’s passage below
insofar as it is of interest to material found in the Topics and the Analytics. For a more in-depth
treatment of the passage, with discussion of problems specific to Alexander’s text and
references and parallels to other post-Aristotelian writers (I usually content myself with citing
what seems to me to be the most important source) I refer to Barnes (1985a). Also, I use the
improved text of Barnes (1985a), p. 276.

10Cf. also A 29, 45b19f.
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shall describe in sequel their differences and the various ways in which
hypothetical arguments are formed.

Alexander remarks that no book by Aristotle on the hypothetlcal syllogisms
is in circulation, but that “Theophrastus refers to them in his own Analytics,
and so do Eudemus and some others of Aristotle’s associates” (in APr. 390,
2f.). Alexander then (in APr. 390, 3-9) enumerates the hypothetical syllo-
gisms that he thinks Aristotle presumably had in mind (Aéyot 3’ &v).
Alexander uses both the Peripatetic and the Stoic terminology when
describing the first two hypothetical arguments based on the conditional
(ovvexéc versus ovvnuuévov and TpSoAnyic) and on the disjunctive
premiss (diaipeTikdy versus dielevypévov): 1!

1. hypothetical arguments which proceed by way of a continuous proposi-
tion, which is also called a connected proposition, together with the addi-
tional assumption (51& ovvexodg, .0 xal ovvnuuévov Aéyetar, xai
Tii¢ TPOOATIWEWS VTOBETIKOVG)

2. those which proceed by way of a diairetic or disjunctive proposition (xai
dia tod SralpeTikod TE KoL 6lstsvyusvov) 3
3. and maybe also those which proceed by é‘riegated conjunction, if
they are indeed different from the omes:entioned-(f Ko dia amodpatikiic
gvpmAokiig, € dpa ovTOL srepot rwv ﬂpoetpqpavwv)

In addition to those mentioned above, there w111 also be (rapa TOUC
gipnuévovg elev kal)

4. arguments on the basis of analogy: (ot € ‘dvaioyiag)

5. and those which they call “qualitative”, i.e. arguments from the greater,
lesser or like degree (xai oD¢ Aéyovar kat& woidTnTaL, TOOG GMO TOD
pdAAov kol fTTOV Kol Opoiwg,)

6. and whatever other varieties of arguments based on a hypothesis there
are, which have been discussed elswhere (xai €l Tiveg dAAor T@v €&
vmo0éoewe dradopal [mpotdoedwv] eior, wepl Wv Ev dAAoig
eipnTan).

C. The topoi for the construction of corresponding hypothetical syllogisms
found in the Topics

Barnes (1985a) has argued that Alexander clearly implies, although he does
not state entirely explicitly, that the hypothetical arguments listed above were
dealt with by Theophrastus and his associates, as opposed to many other
scholars who insist that Alexander does not state this explicitly, presuming
usually that hypothetical syllogisms were developed much later'?. My
investigation confirms Barnes’ interpretation and I make the stronger claim
that Aristotle himself had already, to a considerable extent, dealt with these:
hypothetical arguments. Theophrastus, and other early Peripatetics, merely
developed them further. My main evidence is of course the arguments

11 On the terminology cf. Frede (1974), p. 80 fn.18 and p.93 fn.20.
12 Bames (1985a), p. 564.
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themselves found in the Topics which clearly correspond to those which
Peripatetics described as hypothetical syllogisms;' the terminology is often
the same or can be clearly traced back to Aristotle. A further argument is that
in the Analytics, Aristotle formulates the common characteristic of hypothet-
ical syllogisms (APr. A 23, 41a38-b1), promises a more thorough treatment
of them, and even mentions some of them using specific names.!* The
formulation of a common characteristic of the hypothetical syllogisms and the
existence of a terminology seems to me to presuppose that Aristotle had quite
a clear notion of what the hypothetical syllogisms were; the terminology was
probably settled at the latest by his pupils. The fact that “no book on them is
in circulation” is clearly not evidence enough to show that Aristotle did not
hold lectures on the subject. In the following sections I shall go through the
hypothetical syllogisms found in the Topics (and partly in the Prior
Analytics) which clearly correspond to those listed by Alexander.

1. Hypothetical syllogisms proceeding by way of a continuous proposition
together with the additional assumption

In his commentary on APr- A:-29;-45b15-20 where Aristotle mentions the
hypothetical syllogism which procééds-by-way of substitution (KQT& HETd—
Anyiv) Alexander, in APr. 324, 17 tells us that “what the moderns (o1
vedtepor) call ‘the additional premiss’: (fpGoAnyiv) Aristotle’s associates
(ot mwepl 'ApiototéAn) [i.e. the Peripatetics] used to call ‘substitution’
(ueTdAnyiv).”!5 Thus Alexander ‘certainly refers to this hypothetical
syllogism that Aristotle calls “proceeding by way of substitution” (xaTa
peTAANy1v), the origins of ‘which are found in Top. B 4, 111b17-23; the
destructive part can also be found in B 5, 112a16-23. The topos runs:

Moreover, investigate with regard to what.is set forth (o0 mpoxeiuévov),
/what is such that if it is the case (tivo¢ 6vToc) what is set forth is the case
(10 mpokeipevov &ati)/ (1), or /what is such that it is necessarily the case
(ti éomiv €& avdykng) if what is set forth is the case (ei 10
mpoxeipevov Eati)/ (2).

For constructive purposes investigate /what is such that if it is the case what
is set forth is the case/ (1) (for if the former is shown to hold (¢xeivo
de1x01f dmdpxov!®), what is set forth will also have been shown
(dedetyuévov €atat));

for destructive purposes investigate /what is such that it is the case if what is
set forth is the case/ (2) (for if we show that what follows what is set forth
(T0 axdrovBov 1@ mpokeipévw un &v) is not the case, we shall have
destroyed what is set forth (dvnpnkdtec £a6peda TO mpokeipuevov)).

13 The main sources are, apart from Alexander’s commentaries on the Prior Analytics and
the Topics: Ammonius in APr., pp. XIf. (Praefatio by Pseudo-Ammonius ), Galen’s Institutio
logica and Boethius’ De syllogismis hypotheticis.

4 xara perdAnyny, kata mordtnTa, £ Spodoyiag.

15 However, sometimes the associates “also use the word ‘additional premiss’ instead of
‘substitution’” (Alex. in APr. 264, 5f.).

16 The word omdpxov here is obviously used parallel to &v in b23 (penultimate line in the
text cited above) and in this context simply means “to hold” or “to be the case”.
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I shall call this argument ‘metaleptic hypothetical syllogism’ and abbreviate it
as (Hm); let (Hm)c stand for the constructive part, (Hm)d for the destructive
part of the argument.'” It can be schematized in the following way:

(Hm)c (Hm)d
IfP, then Q If Q, then P.
i’. ;mt P.
Hence Q Hence not Q.

P and Q stand for propositions; the points above P/not P stand for a proof. -

It is absolutely clear that Aristotle is speaking here about propositions, not
predicates. Expressions typical of a hypothetical syllogism are used here
(genitivus absolutus in the singular, aorist-future perfect) which will be
discussed later in the chapter; cf. also the predecessor of this topos in @ 1,
156b27-30 which I discussed .on pp. 34f. above, where Aristotle also clearly
refers to propositions. The exact workings of this hypothetical syllogism will
be explained later. The above schematization needs an explanation,
particularly the use of letters-in place of propositions in the argument-schema.
In addition, the argument above has been interpreted by two other scholars
who require mention. .

Brunschwig (1967), p. 44 n.3-interprets the passage in the same way as I
do. He sees in it a clear confirmation of his interpretation of the workings of
the topoi according to Modus ponens and Modus tollens given in his intro-
duction, pp. XXX VIII-XLII. However, he does not explain the exact working
of the topos in the argument.!®* Moreover, although it is true that many

17 *H* stands for ‘hypothetical syllogism’, ‘m’ for ‘metaleptic’ or ‘proceeding by way of
substitution’ (kat& petdAnyiv in Greek), ‘c’ for ‘constructive’ ‘d’ for ‘destructive’.

18 Brunschwig (1967), p. XXXIX defines topos metaphorically as «une machine 2 faire des
prémisses 2 partir d’une conclusion donée»; similarly, Pelletier (1985), p. 405. Given a thesis P,
the topos helps the questioner to find a premiss Q which is either implied by P (in the case of
destruction) or which implies P (in the case of construction) (in the former case Q is a
necessary, in the latter a sufficient condition of P). I agree with Brunschwig except that I would
say that with the help of the topos not just the premiss ‘Q’ is found, but the hypothetical premiss
‘If P, then Q’ or ‘If Q, then P’ (or in fact some other kind of hypothetical premiss), i.e. I take
topos to be part of the argument. It seems to me that my interpretation of topos as a principle
and compound proposition tells us how the topos manages to ‘produce’ premisses and the
desired conclusion. Topos itself is a complex propositional schema which is explicitly stated as
a hypothetical premiss either as a schema or as an instance of the schema, i.e. with concrete
terms. Let us take the Law of Contraposition as an example (which is stated in Top. B 8,
113b15-26; cf. pp. 141f. below): ‘A is B if and only if not-B is not-A.” Given the conclusion ‘A
is B’, the Law or Topos of Contraposition does not just help us to find the premiss ‘not-B is not-
A’, replacing A and B by concrete terms, but, in the case of destruction, the entire implication
‘If A is B, then not-B is not-A’ is found as a premiss, and, in the case of construction, the
implication ‘If not-B is not-A, then A is B’. Then, by destroying or constructing ‘not-B is not-A’
as the minor premiss, we destroy or construct ‘A is B* using Modus tollens or Modus ponens
respectively. As will become clear, the implication is not the only form the topos can take; e.g.,
to a given conclusion ‘A is B’ we can create, with the help of the topos in the form of the Law
of the Excluded Middle (cf. Top. B 6, 112a24-31 and pp. 103f. below), the hypothetical premiss
‘A is either B or not-B’. The exact workings of the topos-hypothesis will be given in this
chapter, pp. 113ff.
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arguments in the Topics are governed by what would nowadays be described as
Modus ponens and tollens, not all of them are; the other kinds of hypothetical
syllogisms will be discussed on the following pages.?®

Sainati (1968), pp. 51-54, gives another interpretation of the argument
above. He remarks, p. 53, that if this passage is taken in its own right,
Modus ponens and tollens appear to be evident here, which would be the
beginning of propositional logic, but that «in realta, ad Aristotele manca il
concetto di proposizione atomica come unita elementare e non analizzata di un
pil complesso costrutto proposizionale.» Sainati maintains that the argu-
ment-schema should be interpreted in terms of the logic of classes rather than
propositional logic and finds his interpretation confirmed by the topos on the
next Bekker-page in B S, 112a16-23.

In the first instance, it is true to a large extent that Aristotle lacks the
concept of an atomic proposition as an elementary unit. However, it is not
missing completély. His very definition of the syllogism has a propositional
character.?? The very examples above show that Aristotle expressed arguments
with respect to relations between propositions. The fact that “to follow/be
consequent upon”:(ETegfat/akorovOeiv), “to substitute” (ueTaAapuPd—
VELY), gmd of _"'r{’ rds.sometimes relate to terms, but sometimes to propo-
sitions show that Anstotle could think of propositions as elementary objects
Certaii: relations exist. I shall show that this is the case with
respect to “to follow” shortly; as to “to substitute” this fact has been observed
by many,_s¢holars and may thus be taken for granted.?!

Secondly, “Sainafi Seems to assume that because the topos in B 5, 112al6-
21 comes after"the tpos in B 4, 111b17-23, it is also chronologically later
and is thus a further interpretation of the latter one. Given the character of
Aristotle’s writings which are lecture notes not intended for publication and
reworked again and again, Sainati’s assumption cannot be sustained. In fact I
am rather inclined to assume that the topos in B 4, 111b17-23 has been
inserted later, for reasons which I shall shortly describe as ‘reductionism’ (see
pp. 111-113) in the Topics.

Thirdly, the interpretation Sainati gives of the topos in B 5, 112a16-21,
which he maintains also applies to the one in B 4, seems to me to be mis-
taken. The text reads:

Further, anyone who has asserted something (rdg 0 eipnxd¢ dTio¥v) has
in a way asserted many things (moAA& eipnxev), because everything is
necessarily followed by many things (mieiw éxdoty €& avdyxng
axdAovbd &otiv): e.g. he who has said that something is a man (oiov 0

19 Also, it is striking that Brunschwig, p. 5In.3 and 52n.2 stresses that «consequence»
(Gxoro¥Bnatg) denotes «la relation entre 1’attribut et le sujet d’une méme proposition, non la
relation qui peut s'établir entre deux propositions.» Here and in a few other passages this is
obviously not the case. Correspondingly, he takes petdAnyic in 112a22 to be «le terme
remzplaeant» (p. 46n.6) whereas it clearly designates a proposition, not a term.

Zu)\)\oywuoc is in fact now usually understood as deduction; cf. Smiley (1973) and
Barnes (1981), p. 23ff. Cf. also Enskat (1986), p. 132: ,,[Aristoteles’] undifferenzierte Syllo-
gismusdefinition [hat] ganz genau das syntaktische Abstraktionsniveau der Aussagenlogik”
(although I do not agree with Enskat that this character of the definition of the syllogism
precludes arguments of propositional logic—it obviously covers hypothetical syllogisms).

21 Cf. e.g. Striker (1979), p. 43n 18.
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eipnkdg &vBpwmov elvan) has also said that it is an animal and that it is
animate and that it is receptive of reason and knowledge (xal 811 L@ov
goTiv elpnke xal 811 Eugoxov xai 4Tt dimwovv kal JTL voi k&l
¢motriuncg dexTikdv); so that if any one of these consequents is
demolished (50Te dmorovodv Evoc TAV axkoAobBwv avaipedévroc),
the original assertion is demolished as well (avaipgitor xai 10 €v
apxi).

But we must beware here of substituting the thesis (Tfiv petdAnunv
moteigBat) by a more difficult one;?? for sometimes the consequents (to
akéhovBov), but sometimes the original thesis (10 npoxslusvov) is the
easier to destroy.

I have translated the Greek words 0T108v, ToAAG and EkdaTy in al6f. care-
fully by “thing” but the examples Aristotle gives make it quite clear that not
just predicates, but predicated predicates are meant, and they clearly have to be.
predicated of a subject, which in English I have denoted by “it”. Not un-
typically, Aristotle vacillates between talking of predicated predicates as in the
examples and assertions or statements, as he does when using familiar
expresswns such as “that which has been laid down in the begmmng (10 &v
ap uevov)) which always dcs1gnates the thesis, i.e. a prop-
osition: Thus, éven in this passage (just as in B 4, 111b17-23) “consequents”
(ou,co}\ouea) are best mterpreted as the protaseis which follow the thesis (T0
eV dpxn or 70 mpoxeiuevov);? the destruction of “the consequent”
(oucokoueov) only makes sense as referring to the predication of the subject
by'the predicate; not just to the predicate alone.

Sainati.-maintains that this argument should be understood in terms of the
logic of classes and does not coincide with the rules of Modus ponens; he
gives the following schemata:

s

AcB AcB
xXe A not (x € B)
xe B not (x € A)

Sainati differentiates between inclusion of one class in another and class-
membership. This is a distinction Aristotle does not make. Aristotle takes the
difference between singular and general propositions to differ only in the
nature of the subject term—Callias versus man—while the predicate and the
copula have the same function (cf. De Int. 7, 17a38-b3). Thus, he seems to
regard propositions like “Callias is an animal” and “man is an animal” as
being of the same kind, obviously relying on their grammatical similarity
with regard to the subject-predicate form.*

22 Omitting T Toradta with Ross (1958).

BTy v apxi is a familiar expression from book © which designates the thesis and is thus
a proposition; cf. e.g. @ 3, 159a8; 4, 160aS5; 13, 162b31; et al. As for Aristotle’s vascillation cf.
also Ackiill (1963), p. 150 who writes (with respect to a passage in De Int.): “It must, however,
be allowed that Aristotle may not always c]early distinguish talk of a statement’s being true and
a talk of a predicate’s being true of something.”

2 It is only at a much later stage that Aristotle realized that general propositions are more
complex and he seems in fact to have analysed them in a similar way to ours, i.e. as an
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In any case I see no reason why the subject of “is an animal” etc. should
be restricted to individuals. We could very well have say ‘Greek’ or ‘geom-
etrician’ as the subject; in the Topics in fact we usually have general terms as
subjects. Sainati’s schematisation could then be reformulated as:

AcB AcB
CcA not (C c B)
CcB not (C < A)

Thus we have categorical syllogisms. Sainati’s reading obviously has the
effect of reducing hypothetical syllogisms to categorical syllogisms. Some
later Peripatetics might have been happy with this, but certainly not Aristotle
himself who clearly distinguished between the essentially different kinds of
reasoning—cf. APr. A 44, 50al6ff. which I discuss on pp. 113ff. above. The
first premiss in Sanati's schema above (A c B) stands for one proposition
(e.g. ‘man is an animal’), whereas it is absolutely clear that the two terms in
the text above are meant to be predicates in two different propositions and that
their relation has to be stated in an if-then-sentence, for the reasons given
-above, In set theory A c B is equivalent to Vx (if xe A, then xe B), but
clearly we cannot assume that Aristotle was aware of this, let alone that he
had-a reduction of this kind in view. The topos in B 4, 111b17-23 in fact
shows that Aristotle obviously did not want to restrict hypothetical premisses
“to‘cases where only the predicates change.

- Thus, with respect to the topos in B 5, 112a16-21 it could be argued that
strictly speaking it should be formalized in the following way:

If something is A, then it is B.
Something is A.
Hence, something is B.

or, as is also common, as:

If Ax, then Bx.
Ax.
Hence, Bx.?

I have deliberately left out the quantifiers, since in B 5, 112a16-21 they are
certainly presupposed, but not explicitly stated. ) '
Although a formalization of this kind would be correct with respect to the
topos in B 5, 112a16-21, it would be not with respect to the one in B 4,
111b17-23 which has a more general character and allows not only different
predicates but also different subjects in the hypothesis. As far as the Topics
generally is concerned, many hypotheses can be found in the Topics which
could not be described by ‘If Ax, then Bx’. Thus, in the topos from the

implication (cf. APr. A 41, 49b14-31 and Bochenski (1970%), pp. 42, 80 [14.24], 83f. [15.13]. In
the Topics his view certainly appears to be closer to the less sophisticated analysis of De Int.

25 Ebert (1991), p. 17 fn. 16 in fact criticises Barnes (1985a) for illustrating Modus ponens
in his article on Theophrastus’ hypothetical syllogisms as ‘If P, then Q; P; hence, Q’, rather than
‘Ifais F, thenais G; ais F; hence, ais G'.
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similar degree (émi T@v 6poiwv) in B 10, 114b25-27, to which I shall
come shortly in another context (cf. p. 111), the first example is “if one
branch of knowledge deals with several objects, so also will opinion” (gi
¢motiun pia mAeidvov, kai d6€a), which clearly is of the form ‘If
Ax, then Bx’, but the second example is “if to have sight is to see, then also
to have hearing is to hear” (i 10 dynv €xeiv 6pdv, kol T0 AXKONV
€xelv dxoveiv), which is not of the above mentioned form any more but
would have to be formalized as ‘If P, then Q’ or as ‘If A is B, then C is D’,
where A, B, C and D stand for terms. Obviously, when Aristotle can, he
expresses hypotheses in the short form ‘If Ax, then Bx’, if he cannot, he does
not.2 This is especially obvious in cases where Aristotle explicitly speaks
about two predicates being predicated of two subjects.?’” Now, it is true that
there is always some connection between the propositions in the hypothesis
and that Aristotle explains this connection by some relations which exist
between the content of the propositions. However, this connection can have
many various forms, including hypotheses of the form ‘If Fa, then VxFx’, as
e.g. in B 3, 110a37-b4. The most accurate way to describe the hypothesis
would perhaps be ‘If P, then f(P)’, where P is a proposition and f(P)-a
proposition which-is in some way related to P. I shall adhere to the-
formalization ‘If P, then Q’, albeit with the reservations made above. This
schematisation comes closest to the text in B 4, 111b17-23 cited above in
which Aristotle clearly refers to propositions, not to terms. Whenever it
seems appropriate I shall switch to the formalization containing terms. When
giving examples Aristotle always gives concrete propositions which of course
contain terms; thus I shall normally follow him in doing this using letter A,
B, C, etc. standing for terms.?.

2. Hypothetical syllogisms proceeding by way of the diairetic proposition

The origins of these hypothetical syllogisms seem to be found in Top. B 6,
112a24-31. The topos runs:

In regard to subjects which necessarily have only one of two predicates, as a
man must either have illness or health, supposing we are well supplied as
regards the one for arguing its presence or absence, we shall be well
equipped as regards the remaining one as well. This is convertible for both
purposes; for when we have proved that the one attribute belongs, we shall
have proved that the remaining one does not belong; while if we prove that

26 Cf. also De Int. 8, 18a21-23 where Aristotle says that “a horse and a man is white” is no
different from saying “a horse is white and a man is white”.

21 Cf. e.g. B 10, 115a11-14, 21-24 (cf. p. 147), B 2, 109b30-110a9 (cf. p. 155), H 3, 154ad-
8; cf. also APr. B 4, 57b6f. (“if this, A, is white, it is necessary that that, B, is great”). There are
also cases where the subject changes, but not the predicate, i.e. where the structure of the
topos-principle has the form ‘If Ax, then Ay’, cf. e.g. B 10, 115a6, 16 and the topos-hypothesis
of the topos discussed on p. 153f.

28 The use of letters for propositions, incidentally, is not as un-Aristotelian as is widely
believed. In APr. A 14, 34a5-24 ‘A’ stands for a conjunction of premisses and ‘B’ for the
conclusion, as Aristotle explicitly says (a22f.); the same is the case in B 2, 53b12-25 (explicitly
stated in a23f.). Cf also B 16, 65a1~4, APst. A 3, 72b37-73a5, and Met. © 4, 1047b14-30, esp.
20-22 where Aristotle refers to the antecedent by “the first” (16 #p@Tov) and to the
consequent by “the second” (16 debTepov), just as the Stoics did later.



104 CHAPTER FOUR

the one does not belong, we shall have proved that the remaining one does
belong. Clearly then, the topos is useful for both purposes.

I shall call this argument ‘diairetic hypothetical syllogism’ and abbreviate it
as (Hd). It can be schematized in the following way:?

Hd)x Hdd

A is either Bor C A is either B or C.
;A is not B. AisB

Hence A is C. Hence A is not C

3. Hypothetical syllogisms proceeding by way of a negated conjunction

As for this third kind of hypothetical syllogism, Alexander introduces it with
considerable hesitation—*and maybe also”, “if they are indeed different from
the ones already mentioned”. His hesitation clearly mirrors the dispute
between the Peripatetics and the Stoics as to whether the third mdem6nstrab
is an independent form of hypothetical syllogisms.?® He uses the-terminology:
which is familiar to us from the Stoics; however, the Pcmpatcuc t@npmlologyg
is in this case the same. Possibly, Alexander failed to see any uch ‘argament”
in Theophrastus’ work but wanted to leave open the possibility that Aristotle
considered hypothetical syllogisms of this form as well; or, perhaps rather,
Alexander did see an argument of this sort, but had reseryations, about,__
admitting it fully, because of the dispute mentioned above3! »

Whatever the speculations, there is a topos in Top. B 7, 113a20-23 which
seems to correspond to the description:

Moreover, if the sumbebekos of a thing has a contrary, see whether it
belongs to that (subject) to which the sumbebekos has been said to belong.
For if the former belongs, the latter could not belong; for it is impossible
for two contraries to belong to the same thing at the same time (&dVvatov
yap T& évavria dua T adTd OBTAPXELV).

In the passage before the topos in B 7 Aristotle enumerates all possible
combinations (cvumAoxai) of contraries®? and all the remaining topoi in B 7

29 Aristotle can use the short form here and does so. We do not find a more reduced topos in
the Topics which would express the hypothesis as ‘Either P or Q’, thus allowing for different
subjects or both different subject and predicates; the destructive and constructive parts of such
a diairetic hypothetical syllogism would correspond to the Modus ponendo tollens and Modus
tollendo ponens of the traditional logic respectively. However, when using the Law of the
Excluded Middle Aristotle sometimes refers to propositions rather than to terms, cf. e.g. APr. B
11, 61a30f. (cited on p. 118 below).

30 Cf. e.g. Galen, Inst. Log. 3, 1.

31 Peripatetics held the negation of a conjunction ‘Not (both P and Q)’ to be equivalent to a
conditional of the form ‘If P, then not Q’ (cf. e.g. Alex. in APr. 264, 14-17).

32 The contraries here (112b27-113a19) are nominalized elliptical sentences consisting of
an infinitive with an object such as “to do good to friends”, “to do good to enemies” etc. which
if stated in full would have to be completed by expressions such as “is to be chosen/avoided”
(aipeTdv/PevKTdV), “is good/bad” or “one ought/ought not to” ((o¥) 5€i) (cf. A 10, 104a22-
31). The contrariety of these expressions depends on their being worthy of choice or not (cf.
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deal with contraries. Contraries cannot belong at the same time, but neither of
them need belong.?® Hence, they are only useful for destruction: when one
contrary belongs, the other does not.** I shall call this argument ‘conjunctive
hypothetical syllogism’ and abbreviate it as (Hc)d.> It can be schematised in
the following way; let C (X) stand for ‘contrary of X’:36

(He)d
A is not (B and C (B)).

AisB/AisC (B)
Hence, A is not C (B) / Hence, A is not B

4. Hypothetical syllogisms on the basis of analogy

The rule for the construction and the workings of the fourth hypothetical
syllogism which Alexander mentions seems to me to be found in the Topics
as the topos derived from things which are in a like relation (Ex TGV

avaroyiav Aaupaverat) (b24). The example of the constructlvc case is
as follows (136b33;137a3-7):

Next look from the point of view of things that are in a llke relatlon [...]1
For constructive purposes [...] see if what is in a 1iké relation is T proprium
of what is in a like relation; for then also what is in a relation like that of
the first will be a proprium of what is in a relation like that of the second.
E.g., since the relation of a doctor towards the possession of ability to
produce health (iatpdg Te mpdg 10 moinTikdg vyieiag) is like that
(0poiwg &xetr) of a trainer towards the possession of ability to produce
good condition (yopvaotnig mpog 10 moinTikdg evefiag), and it is a
proprium of the trainer to be productive of good condition (EoTtt 8’ idiov
youvaotod 10 moinTikdv eivar eveEiag), it would be a proprium of the
doctor to be productive of health (ein &v idtov iaTpod TO TOINTIKOV
elvar vyeiag).

113all). It is interesting to note that the word “contrary” (évavTiov) is used both to refer to

the complex expressions (e.g. 113a3, 10) as well as their parts (e.g. 112b27, 31): “to do good to

(firielx:ds" js the contrary of “to do harm to friends” as well as “to do good” is a contrary to “to
o harm”.

33 Alex. in Top. 187, 28-188, 3 brings this topos in connection with (Hd). He points out that in
the case of (Hd) we have contradictories (dpeoa évavrtia), whereas here, we have
contraries (upega évavtia). Galen speaks of complete and incomplete incompatibility
(teAeia and EAMTRC pdxn).

34 Aristotle says it explicitly in the next but one topos in B 7 (113b6-14); the constructive
argument merely shows a possible belonging of a predicate.

35 “Conjunctive’ is short for ‘based on negated conjunction’; ‘d’ stands for ‘destructive’.

36 Here again we do not find a more reduced topos which could be expressed by not (P and
C (P)). However, it is interesting to note that in Met. [ 6, 1011b20f. Aristotle derives the topos
above from the Principle of Contradiction (cf. p. 116n.77) and he uses the latter in APr. B 2,
53b11-16 with respect to the conjunction of two premisses.
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Aristotle just gives the hypothesis in the example as he usually does in E,
but it is fairly clear how the argument works.? I shall call this type of
argument ‘analogical hypothetical syllogism’ and abbreviate it as (Ha)c. The
argument can be formalized in the following way; let A stand for ‘doctor’, B
for ‘productive of health’, C for ‘trainer’, D for ‘productive of good condition’,
P (X, Y) for ‘X is proprium of Y’:

(Hay
If (A is to B, as C is to D) and P (B, A), then P (D, C)

(Aisto B, as Cis to D) and P (B, A).
Hence P (D, C).

The destructive part works in the same way.3®

5. Qualitative hypothetical syllogisms

The qualitative hypothetical syllogism (Ka‘ro. 7r010Tr|‘ra) is mentioned. by
Aristotle himself.?® Aristotle states four cases of topol from the greater and
lesser degree (¢x ToD u&AAOV Kal ﬁr‘rov) in'B 10, 114b37-115a14 and
three from the like degree (¢x To¥ Opoiwg).in 1"1'5a15 24. Examples of
some of them can be found in T’ 6, 119b17- 30 I shall deal with these topoi in
some detail in the next chapter.

6. Other varieties of hypothetical syllogisms=: =" =+

Alexander mentions other varieties of hypothetical arguments. Alexander
might have thought here of wholly hypothetical syllogisms, as Barnes
(1985a), p. 570 suggests.*! We find one concrete example in the Analytics,*

37 Reading the passage on its own, it is of course tempting to interpret it as an argument
rather than a hypothesis. It is especially tempting since the antecedent consists of two parts so
that taken as an argument it at least satisfies one requirement for an argument to be a syllogism,
namely it having at least two premisses. It is clear from most other topoi in E in which the
antecedent consists just of one part, that a hypothesis, not an argument is expressed. Similar
problems occur in the case of the topos of the greater and lesser degree according to which the
qualitative hypothetical syllogism is constructed; I shall deal with the problem more fully in
Chaj]gter Five, pp. 147-149.

In APr. A 46, 51b10-25 Aristotle gives an argument which Alex. in APr. 397, 26 explicitly
calls a hypothetical proof on the basis of analogy (1 8¢ deifigc &1’ avaloyiag, fitic éoti
deific vmoBemikn xal adtri). Aristotle names here the hypothesis at the very end (b24f.)
of the argument: “for if one pair of corresponding terms in an analogical group is different, so
is the other” (T@v yap ava Adyov éav Bdrtepa § Etepa, xai Odrtepa). Alex. in APr.
400, 7-17 puts the hypothesis, which he almost literally takes over from Aristotle, at the very
beginning of the syllogism (ll. 9f.).

39 T assume that the name xaté moidTnTa derives from the fact that Aristotle regards the
predicate which belongs, to a greater or smaller degree, to a subject as a quality (uGAAov/
ﬁrrov to10510), cf. T 5.

40 Cf. pp. 146-150 below.

41 On wholly hypothctlcal arguments cf. Barnes (1983).

2 The argument in APr. A 32, 47a28-30 very much resembles a wholly hypothctlcal
syllog1sm “If it is necessary that if something is a man, it is an animal (el dvBpdmov Gvtog
avdyxn {gov elvat), and that if it is an animal, it is a substance, then it is necessary that if
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none however in the Topics. However, we also find other forms of
hypothetical syllogisms in the Topics which Alexander might have had in
mind: e.g. syllogisms constructed with the help of the topoi of “what is more
worthy of choice” (aipetdtepov) and of “what is the same” (Ta¥TG). I shall
deal with them in the next chapter (pp. 156-160).

D. Confirmation by Galen’s Institutio Logica

The fact that we find mixed hypothetical syllogisms in the early Peripatetics
is confirmed by Galen’s Institutio Logica. He mentions in several places*?
that the “modern philosophers” (o1 veddtepot Pptroaddot, e.g. 9,3), i.e. the
Stoics* called disjunctive propositions dte{evyuéva, and the. conditional
propositions guvvnuuéva, whereas the “older philosophers” (o1 TaAaiot
¢1rdoodot, e.g. 8, 10), i.e. the Peripatetics,*>- called them “diairetic”
(OmoBetikal xarta Sraipeoiv) and “by connection” (VmoBeTikal katTd
ovvéxelav) respectively. Not only is the terminology very similar to that
found in Alexander, but also the nature of hypothetical propositions as
expressed in Inst. Log. 7, 12-19 is very similar to the way Aristotle expresses
_investigation-instructions in the’ Topics. He uses the genetivus (sg.) absolutus
of the verb “to be” (elvau) for the antecedent, the present of “to be” (ivor)
for the consequent. In addition he does not ‘bother to mention the word “neces-
sarily” (€€ &vdykng) in each case.*

something is a man, it is a substance” (€ivau here is usually translated by “to exist”, i.e. “if
man exists, then animal exists”, but it seems to me that it is better to interpret it as standing for a
copula with an indefinite subject—cf. Top. B 5, 112a18 where dv@pwmov elvau stands for
‘something is a man’). Interestingly it has not been recognized by scholars as such. The
syllogism is in fact the same as the example Alexander gives for a wholly hypothetical
syllogism in in APr. 326, 24f., in a passage which is our main source for Theophrastus’
treatment of wholly hypothetical syllogisms (325, 31-328, 7). Aristotle gives it as one example
of arguments in which “something necessary results from what has been laid down” (&1a 16
avaykmov Tt ovpPaivelv Ex tdv xeipévwv). He does not mention hypothetical
syllogisms in this context.

“3Inst. Log. 8, 7-9; 32, 11-17.

44 In Inst. Log. 32, 14 the “modern philosophers” are explicitly specified as the Stoics (ot
Trwikoi).

45 Ebert (1991), p. 19 doubts whether this is the meaning of the “older philosophers” (o1
wahaiot). His doubts rest on a critique of another scholar’s slightly rhetorical argument
confirming that Peripatetics are meant (Bocherski (1947), p. 108 ). It is enough to look at other
occurrences of this term in Galen to see that as far as Galen is concemed, Peripatetics are
meant by “the old ones”. In 6, 1-5 Galen calls the parts propositions are composed of “terms”
(8povg), “following the old custom” (t§j waiond ovvnOeia); in 4, 13-22 he makes a
distinction between a premiss (Tpdtaoic) and an axiom (a&iwpa) contra Stoics who called
both axioms (a1dpara); his justification for adhereing to the expression “premiss” is that
“this was the usual term among the ancients” (oUTw ydp xai Toig maAaioig €Bog fiv
xaAeiv;) and in 18, 23-19, 5 he offers a description of the three Aristotelian figures of the
syllogism and tells us that “the old philosophers” (o1 waiaior ¢rAdoodotr) called them “first”
(rpdtov), “second” (Bevtepov) and “third figure” (tpitov oxfipa) respectively. All these
are of course termns which Aristotle himself introduced and are thus a fortiori Peripatetic.

Alexander, mc1dentally. calls the Peripatetics “the old ones” (ot apxaiot) as well; this is
cspecxally obvious in in APr. 3, 3; 262, 31; 263, 26.

6 Cf. the similar way of exprcssxon eg. m Inst. Lag 7, 14 (tivog dvtog ti Eoti) with
Top. B 4, 111b17f. (tivog 8vtog 10 mpoxeipevov &otiv). For other passages in which
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E. Origins of Galen’s and Alexander’s terminology

Where does the terminology which Galen and Alexander mention for the
conditional and disjunctive proposition originate from? It does not seem to
stem from Aristotle directly. Aristotle did not speak of a “hypothetical
protasis” (bmo0etikn wpdTaoig) but of a “hypothesis” (9w66eaig); he
seems to have called the argument from the connected premiss simply
“proceeding by substitution” (kata peTdAnyiv)—the argument from the
disjunctive hypothesis is not mentioned by name in the Analytics at all.
However, all the expressions which occur under these names do occur in
Aristotle with the appropriate meaning. The similarity of “hypothesis”
(Vmwd0e01g) to “hypothetical” (VroBeTikdc) does not need to be commented
upon. “Division” (dtaipeoic) in the Topics usually refers to a division of a
notion into two or more groups which exclude each other and which is
usually indicated by.an exclusive “or” (f}).4” As far as the term “continuity” or
“connection” (ovvéxeira) is concerned we find an interesting occurrence of
“connected” (ovvexéc) in APr. B 17, 65b20ff. where Aristotle writes about
the fallacy of the mistaken.,cause:~This. fallacy occurs in arguments per
impossibile* when the proposition;: yvhwh .has. been proved to be impossible
and false has no connection to the.thesis which was supposed to be destroyed.
The connection which shouldbe’; ;presentis described by the word “connected”
(ovvex€c). In a hypothesis Wthh _expresses a conditional statement we
clearly have this connection; 5;-it-seems that the terminology was
introduced at the latest by AI‘lSt _tle s pupils, “Theophrastus, Eudemus, or
some other of Aristotle’s a§sgciatés”, if ot by Aristotle himself in his lec-
tures.

F. Alexander’s explanation of the workings of the metaleptic and diairetic
hypothetical syllogisms (Hm) and (Hd)

Interestingly, both Alexander and Galen do not object to using the Stoic
terminology to describe hypothetical syllogisms, as if the difference between
the Stoic arguments and the Peripatetic hypothetical syllogisms was only
terminological. Alexander in his commentary on the Topics explains the
workings of the hypothetical syllogisms in B 4, 111b17-23 and B 6, 112a16-
23, which I dealt with on pp. 98-104 above, simply by referring to the Stoic

Aristotle uses the genitivus (sg.) absolutus for the antecedent and “to be” (sometimes together
with “necessarily”) cf. all the passages in which letters stand for propositions cited in 103n.28,
except APr. B 16, 65al1-4. Cf. also APr. A 32, 47a28-30 and B 4, 57a36-b17. Only very seldom
does §vtog refer not to a proposition’s being the case, but to a predicate’s being predicated of
a sul;ject, as it does in APr. A 32, 47a28-31 (cf. p. 106n.42 above).

47 ¢t e.g. A 4, 101b23f.; 7, 103a6f.; @ 1, 157a8-13. The last example is especially
interesting since Aristotle names dividing (Sira1p€iofat) as a means of constructing protaseis
(157a6 and 155b22f.); cf. p. 35 above. Cf. e.g. also APst. B 5, 92a2f.: “He will prove by the
dlv::i)n (Beiker tij drarpécer) as he thinks, that everything is either (/) mortal or (f}) im-
mo

8 Cf. Soph. El. 5, 167b21-37.
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indemonstrables, not even mentioning hypothetical syllogisms; however he
uses Peripatetic terms for the parts of the complex propositions.

The topos in B 4, 111b17-23, which Alexander calls “on the basis of
consequence” (£€ akoAovBiag), is explained in the following way:

For, according to the so-called first indemonstrable which is constructive on
the basis of consequence (kat& TOV TPETOV AEYGUEVOV AVATGBELKTOV
Svra €€ axorovBiac xataokevaaTikdv), if the antecedent, then also
the consequent (et y&p 10 fyoduevov, kai 10 enduevov*).50

For, according to the so-called second indemonstrable which is destructive
on the basis of consequence (kat& TOv devTEpov AeySuevov avamd—
deiktov, 8¢ eativ €€ axkohrovBiag avaokevaotikdg), if not the
consequent, then neither the antecedent (gi yap un 10 €émdpevov, ovde
10 fjyovuevov).s!

The topos in B 6, 112a24-31 is simply called “the topos which is construc-
tive and destructive on the basis of incompatibility” (Témov €x pdxng
KATOOKEVAOTIKGY TE KAl AVAOKEVAATIKGV).S? Alexander explains
its working first, roughly, in the way Aristotle describes it in the Toptcs
specifying that the"topos ‘is true for contradictories (dueca évavtia),
whereas in the case of contraries (EvavTia) only the destructive part works.?
He then explicitly refers.to the,Stmc indemonstrables:>*

" The proof through the s called fifth indemonstrable (1 deific | dra TOD
TEUTTOV Asyopevou avamodeikTov), which consists in concluding from
the diairetic” hypothesis.-and the negation of one of the predlcanons
contained in the.diairetic hypothesis the remaining predication (8¢ £oTiv
£k drarpeTikoD S kal ToD avTikeipévov EVi TGV €V T@ Bdraiperti—
K@ 10 Aowwdv gvvdywv), is more fitting for the contradictories (T01g
uév auéooig épappofodoa pdArov), whereas the proof through the so-
called fourth indemonstrable (1} d1& To0 TETApTOV), which consists in
disproving from the diairetic hypothesis and the assertion of one of the
predications in the diairetic hypothesis the remaining predication (6¢
gamv éx draipeTikod kal To¥ ETépov TAV €v TG BraipeTiky
avaip@v 10 étepov), fits more the contraries (Toi¢ 8¢ Eupéooig).

In some places it is clear that Alexander was well aware of the fact that the
Stoics considered their arguments to be in some way different from Peripatetic
hypothetical syllogisms. He attributes this to their formalist way of looking
at arguments: they merely considered the wording of the argument, not what

49 The Stoic term would be Afyov.

30 In Top. 165, 12f.

51 In Top. 166, 11-13.

52 In Top. 174, 6f.

53 1t seems to me that Aristotle makes it perfectly clear that the topos is meant for contra-
dictories by narrowing the scope for cases “where of necessity only one of two predicates must
be true” (B 6, 112a24), which is true for contradictories only: e.g. a house of necessity has to
be either white or non-white, but it does not have to be white or black (but could be for
example pink). By proving that the house is black, we destroy the thesis that it is white, but by
proving that it is not black we have not yet proved that it is white.

54 In Top. 175, 21-26.

55 The Stoic term would be Stalevypévov.
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was meant by it.’¢ The same is true of Galen.’ I hope that the following
investigation of hypothetical syllogisms will show how they work in
Aristotle. Once this is achieved the foundations for a more adequate com-
parison between Aristotle’s hypothetical syllogisms and Stoic syllogisms
will have been laid.

The fact that the origins of the above-mentioned hypothetical syllogisms
can already be found in the Topics is of significant historical interest.53
However, of even greater importance in the context of this work is that by
recognizing the link between hypothetical syllogisms and certain topoi the
functioning of these topoi can be better understood. Since it is not easy to tell
how the topoi work on the basis of the Topics alone, such external
information about how Aristotle and his followers later analysed these
arguments is very helpful.

G. Further evidence for topical arguments working as hypothetical
syllogisms

As evxdence for the interpretation of the topical arguments as hypothetical
syllogisms given-above, I have pointed out the similarity of the arguments
themselves to those which were later classified as hypothetical syllogisms and
the termmology ' Are there any further points of evidence which show that
the topical arguments work as hypothetical syllogisms, even if this is not
explicitly stated? It would appear so.

Firstly, Aristotle expresses himself in a certain way when describing an
argument which he explicitly calls hypothetical syllogism in Top. A 18,
108b7ff. He uses the aorist of “to show” (dgtkv¥vai) to demonstrate the
minor premiss (deifavTtec) and future perfect of “to show” in order to

36 Cf. e.g. in APr. 84, 12-19, where with respect to one syllogism Alexander says: “but those
(sc. the moderms, i.e. the Stoics) deny that such arguments are syllogisms, because they look to
the words and the expression (eic Tnv dwviv xai v Aéfiv PBAendvreg), whereas
Aristotle looks to the meanings (rpdg TG onuouvépeva Spdv)” (11.15-17). On Stoic
formalism and Peripatetic lack of it cf. £ ukasiewicz (19572), pp. 15-19.

5T Cf. e.g. Inst. Log. 9, 8-13: * [...]“if it is not day, it is night,’ which all those who attend to
the words alone call a conditional (6o pEv Tdic dwvai¢ pévov mpogéxovot, cvvnu—
uévov dvopdlovav [clearly the Stoics]), because it is expressed in the conditional form of
speech, but those who attend to the nature of the facts call it dls]unctive (Soor 8t Tij Pp¥oeL
Tédv Tpayudtwv, dielevyuévov [ clearly the Peripatetics]).”

58 The fact that the Peripatetics developed these hypothetical syllogisms at such an early
stage makes it more understandable that some of them thought that the Stoics were not original
merely developing further what Aristotle had already started; cf. e.g. Simpl. in Cat. 387, 17ff.
The claim is certainly exaggerated, but on the other hand, given the many similarities, it is
highly likely that Aristotle and especially his Topics, was of some influence on the Stoics—be it
through the influence of his pupils Theophrastus and Eudemus on the dialecticians (on whom
see Sedley (1977)) or in some other way (live disputes between schools, etc). Cf. also Long
(1978), 111£.: “Chrysippus’ logical works prove that he wrote at enormous length on techniques
of argument and the handling of sophisms; in this respect he may be regarded as one of the
heirs of Aristotle’s Topica.” Boethius’ claim that he scarcely found anything on hypothetical
syllogisms in his predecesors’ writings ( in De hyp. syll. I, 1, 3f.) has to be taken with a pinch of
salt, cf. Striker (1973).

39 1 shall demonstrate many more topoi which clearly show a similarity to what were to
become classified later on as hypothetical syllogisins, in the next chapter.
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demonstrate the conclusion (5ede1xTeq £06ueba): “having demonstrated
the former, we shall have also demonstrated, on the basis of the hypothesis,
the thesis at hand” (108b16f.). We find exactly the same pair of tenses® in
metaleptic ((Hm)) and diairetic ((Hd)) hypothetical syllogisms; in the next
chapter I shall deal with many topoi in which this type of expression occurs.

Secondly, the hypothetical syllogism described in A 18, 108b7ff. rests on
a hypothesis which expresses a relation of likeness (t0 Opoiov): “whatever
holds good of several like things (t@v Opoiwv), holds good also of the rest”
(b13f.). Now, in B 10, 114b25-36 we find a topos based on the likeness of
things which tells us how to construct a hypothetical syllogism which is
specified in A 18 and explicitly called a hypothetical syllogism:

Again, you must take the case of like things and see if the same is true of
them (¢ t@v dpoiwv, €l dpoiwg €xer); e.g. [...] if to have sight is to
see, then also to have hearing is to hear, and.so with the other examples of
things which are like and of things which are generally considered to be
like. This commonplace is useful for both purposes; for if it is as stated in
the case of some one like thing (éni Tivog T@v Opoiwv Exer), it is so

. with_the other like things as well (kai ém T@v dAAwvV TGV Opoiwv),

7 butif it is not so in the case of some one of them, neither is it so in the case
“"of the others.

‘Mahy-topoi are expressed in a similar way as the topos above. Aristotle does
not use the aorist-future perfect tenses here; but he explicitly calls the
argument constructed according to this topos a hypothetical syllogism in A
18. From this we can infer that the way he expresses himself in the topos
above, which is common to the topoi in the middle books, also indicates
hypothetical syllogisms.

The mode of expression with the help of the aorist-future perfect tenses
tells us something about the way Aristotle thought of the workings of a
hypothetical syllogism—I shall investigate it further in this chapter, pp. 121-
124.

H. Reductionism

I have argued above that the origins of the hypothetical syllogisms listed by
Theophrastus are found in the Topics and that most of the arguments
constructed by topoi work as metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms (Hm). Now,
there is no such list in the Topics. When describing the topos in B 4,
111b17-23 Aristotle does not say that most topoi work according to it. When
mentioning the syllogism about the sameness and difference in A 18, 108a38-
b4 he does not say that all the topoi in H 1 work in the way described in A
18, even though this is clearly the case. However, we do find in the Topics a
certain trend to classification of topoi that I shall call reductionism—Iless
formal topoi are substituted by more formal topoi, which cover more argu-
ments; Aristotle sometimes indicates the substitution explicitly, sometimes

60 Not only of “to show” (Beixvi¥vat) of course, but also of “to destroy” (avaipeicBat),
(less often) “to argue” (draAéyeoBat), and some other verbs.
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not. In some places Aristotle speaks explicitly about the above-mentioned
reductionism, e.g. in ' 5, 119a12-16 we read:

The topoi which deal with the more and the greater degree ought to be taken
in the most general possible form; for when they are so taken they are most
likely to be useful in a large number of instances. It is possible to render
some of the topoi given above more universal by a slight alteration of the
expression, e.g. [...] .

In 121b11-14 Aristotle summarizes the preceding topoi in bl-11 in the
following way:
The element (otoixeiov) in regard to all such cases is that the genus has a

wider denotation than the species and its differentia; for the differentia too
has a narrower denotation than the genus.

The topos-in B 4, 111b12-16 does not seem to express anything more than
the one in B 2, 109b30-110a9—both advise one to introduce definitions of the
terms contained in the thesis——except that the latter seems to be expressed in a
more explicit way.¢* The topos in B 5, 112a16-23 only mentions one form
of the argument described in B 4, 111b17-23 ((Hm) c and (Hm)d), namely
“(Hm)d, the topos in B 4 being more formal, allowing for the antecedent &fid
.consequent not to have any terms in common. In B 9, 114b13-15 Aristotle;
himself explicitly equates the topos in B 9, 114b6-13 to the topos in B 8
113b27-114a6 saying: i

This topos has been stated above in dealing with the sequence of contraries
(év Taic TAV évavriwv axoAlovOroeoiv); for all we are clamung now
is that the contrary follows the contrary (08d&v yap d&AAo viv
afopev A 10 Evavrtiov 1@ évavriy dkoAovOEiv).
There are other examples. Interestingly, we find a work by Theophrastus
entitled On the Reduction of Topoi ( Avnyuévwv TéTwv).8 It is possible

61 Cf. Alexander’s commentary to B 4, 111b12ff,, in Top. 163, 21ff. I assume that B 4,
111b12-16 is earlier than B 2, 109b30-110a9. The former topos is clearly nearer to the
predecessor in Top. ® 3, 158b24-159a2 (cf. p. 35n.135 above) in style (e.g. “easier to attack™)
and in the indefinite statement of what exactly to attack in the thesis (T0 mpoxeipevov
wpdypa); for the phrase “real or apparent” cf. Top. ® 8, 160bl1-3. By contrast, in the latter
topos subject and predicate are explicitly distinguished and the investigation-instruction is stated
with reference to them.

62 Most scholars assume that T6TwV is corrupt for Adywv (cf. p. 62n.80 above); the reason
for this is mainly that reduction of a topos did not mean anything to them. There are two
exceptions: Solmsen (1929), p. 70 fn. 1 and Bochenski (1947), p. 29f. who offers the
conciliatory solution that both books existed. For the sources cf. Fortenbaugh, Huby, Sharples,
Gutas (1992), vol. 1, p. 118 (18a).

Also of interest in this respect is the Florentine logical papyrus (PSI 1095), cf. Fortenbaugh,
Huby, Sharples, Gutas (1992), vol. 1 (appendix), pp. 460-463. The papyrus is clearly of
Peripatetic origin and obviously deals with formalization of topical arguments, mainly with the
topos €x T@vV Opoiwg éxdvrwv (sc. idiwv) (Top. E 7, 136b33-137a7). The author uses
letters in the place of terms and distinguishes it from other topoi; see Fortenbaugh, Huby,
Sharples, Gutas (1992) for the corresponding references. It is possible that this fragment stems
from Theophrastus’ 'Avnypévwv témwv. The author of the papyrus interprets the topos in
the same way as I do.
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that such reductions as indicated above were carried out and general forms of
the hypothetical syllogisms were stated in this book.%

I. How does a hypothetical syllogism work?

The central problem of this chapter now has to be addressed: How does a
hypothetical syllogism work? When this difficult question has been answered
in a satisfactory way, it will also become clear how most topoi work. Much
has been written on hypothetical syllogisms, but it seems to me that the
correct account of what they are exactly, has still not been given. This is
mainly due to the fact that the relevant passages in the Topics have scarcely
been taken into account. I shall start with the investigation of the
hypothetical syllogisms in the Prior Analytics. Aristotle does not say much
about them here and it seems to me that they can be understood adequately
only when the passages in the Topics are taken into account as well.

1. Locus classicus on the hypothetical syllogism: APr. A 44, 50a16-28;::

Further we must not try to reduce (&vciyeiv) hypothetical sylldgisms: Tor:
with the given premisses (¢x TGV kelpévwv) it is not possible te. Jeduce,‘
.them. For they all [i.e. the conclusions of the hypothetical sy‘iloglsms]-
have not been proved by syllogism (oY yap dia ouMoywpov
bsbewuavm eioiv), but assented by agreement (GAAG dia upvﬁn\xng
duoroynuévor wavrteg). E.g. if a man should suppose (i unoesuavog) :
that unless there is one faculty of contraries, there cannot be one"$cience;”
and should then argue that not every faculty is of contraries, e. g. of what is
healthy and what is sickly; for the same thing will then be at the same time
healthy and sickly. Then it has been shown (¢mdédeiktat) that there is
not one faculty of all contraries, but it has not been shown (oV dédeixTort)
that there is not one science. And yet it is necessary to admit the latter
(xaitol 6puoroyeiv avaykaiov), but on the basis of the hypothesis and
not of the syllogism (AAA’ ovk éxk ovAAoyigpos, aAA’ éE VmoBé—
ogewg). This argument cannot be reduced (avayayeiv); but the argument
that there is not one single faculty can; for presumably ({owg) the latter
argument actually was a syllogism, whereas the former was a hypothesis

(VmwdBeotLc).

I take the subject of al7, as does Ross, to be the conclusion of the hypo-
thetical syllogism,* as indicated in the square brackets above. Thus, the

63 Hypothetical syllogims constructed according to most topoi in the central books work as
metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms ((Hm)) does. This does not mean that all these topoi should
be reduced to the topos in B 4, 111b17-23 in which (Hm) is expressly explained and which
simply tells the questioner to construct a hypothesis in which a necessary relation between the
thesis and the metaleptic proposition is expressed. Topoi are supposed to help to find such
hypotheses (and corresponding arguments) and it is of course helpful to get some advice on
what aspects of the thesis to look out for (contradictories, contraries, genus, etc.).

64 The grammar would rather suggest “premisses” (kelpéva) as the subject of “they all”
(wdvTec). However, in the first instance it would simply not be true that all premisses are
agreed (51a ovvBrikng wuoroynuévor TAVTEG), since one is shown by the syllogism and
secondly, when Aristotle says that “they have not been proved by syllogism” (syllogism here in
the narrow sense of a categorical syllogism) he clearly refers to conclusions. The passage is
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conclusions of the hypothetical syllogisms have not been proved by a
syllogism (i.e. a categorical one), but have all been admitted by agreement
BGra ovvOrixne® dporoynuévor mdavreg) (al8f.); it is necessary to
admit them because of the hypothesis (kaitoir Ouoloyeiv davaykaiov
[...] £E dmoBéoews) (a24-26). The word “necessary” (dvaykaiov) shows
that the accepting of the conclusion is not some friendly act—once the
opponent has agreed to the hypothesis® and the substituted proposition has
been proved, he has to accept the conclusion, as well as having to accept the
syllogistically deduced conclusion. But the necessity here is not produced by a
syllogism, but by a hypothesis®’.
The hypothetical syllogism seems to have, roughly, the following form:

(hypothesis) If P, then also Q.
(substituted proposition) P.
(conclusion) Hence, Q.

P is the substituted proposition (ueTaAaupavdpevov) for:the thesis to be
proved, namely Q, and is “presumably” proved by a categorigal:syllogism
(B€derkTa £k gLAAOYLOpOT), whereas “it is necessary to admit” Q on the
basis of the hypothesis. In 50a32 Aristotle expresses_ himself - slightly
differently saying that Q “is concluded from the hypothesis” (¢€ dmo0€oewg
mepaiveTai®®), Aristotle does not tell us here what is ‘s.g_sp_’e:_giq_l about the

clearly parallel to a23-25, where it is absolutely clear that the final conclusions have not been
shown by a syllogism but have to be accepted because of the hypothesis; also in 50a34 the
expression “to agree” (ovuddvatr) refers to the conclusion of the hypothetical syllogism, as
“to accept” (gvyxwpeiv) in a36 refers to the conclusion of the argument per impossibile,
which is a kind of hypothetical syllogism as well.

65 1 take ouvBrikn to have the same meaning as duoAoyia (A 23, 41a40); Aristotle seems
to use the former expression simply for reasons of style, avoiding the awkward 51" dporoviag
WpoAoynuévor.

66 In 50a33 it is stated explicitly that “a preliminary agreement must be reached” (3€i
nmpodioporoyricachar).

67 Cf. A 32, 47a22-36 where Aristotle explains that not all arguments which conclude
necessarily are categorical syllogisms: “In some arguments it is easy to see what is wanting, but
some escape us, and appear to be syllogisms, because something necessary results from what
has been laid down (doxodor ovAloyileaBor B1d 0 avaykaidv 11 cvuPaiverv £x
Tdv ketpévwv)” (a22-24). Aristotle gives two examples of such arguments, the second one
(a28-31) clearly having the form of a wholly hypothetical syllogism. He then says: “We are
deceived in such cases because something necessary results from what is assumed (i 10
avaykaidv Tt ovpPaivelv tx T@v keipévwv), since a syllogism is also necessary. But
that which is necessary is wider than a syllogism (émi wAéov B¢ 16 avayxaiov f| 6
guANoYIGHOG); for every syllogism is necessary, but not everything which is necessary is a
syllogism. Consequently, though something results when certain propositions are assumed, we
must not try to reduce them directly (dot’ odx €l 11 ovpPaiver Teféviwv TIV@EV,
Aelpatéov avdyerv e08¥¢) [...]” (a31-36). Syllogism here clearly has the narrow meaning
of a categorical syllogism.

68 MepaiveoBar seems to have a wider meaning than gvAMoyi{ecBat (including the
latter) i.e. reaching the conclusion in whatever way. Similarly Se1xvévat which usually seems
to have the same scope as gvAAoyi{eoBar (e.g. 50a24), sometimes a larger one, as e.g. in
41a20-24: “the probative syllogismoi are effected by means of the aforesaid figures
(mepaivovtar dia 1@V mpoelpnuévwv oxriuarev) [...] all who effect an argument per
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hypothesis, apart from that it has to be accepted by the opponent. The
examples he gives in 50a19f. and 50a33-35 are of no immediate help:

unless there is one faculty of contraries, there cannot be one science (&v
d¥vautg Tic pia pn [ t@v évavriev, pnd’ émorqunv piav
elvar).

if there is proved to be one faculty of contraries, the contraries fall under the
same science (olov &v deix0i pia d¥vapig, xal émorriunv eival
™mv avtiv).5

Given the context of the academic debate, which the second example makes
especially clear, the opponent must be aware that the questioner makes the
hypothesis because he thinks he has a proof for the substituted proposition
(ueTarauPavdpevov), although in a real debate the questioner would
scarcely point this out as explicitly as Aristotlé does here. But even if it is
not stated explicitly, the opponent, simply by seeing the contradictory of his
thesis in a hypothesis, should be on his guard and be rather unwilling to grant
it. Why does the answerer grant the hypothesis? There must be some pressure
behind the hypothesis. Certainly, the answerer will not grant just any
hypothesis. If the questioner happened to know how to prove some
mathematical theorem and asked the answerer to grant him'the hypothesis that
if this theorem holds, pleasure is a good, the answerer-would not grant it;
clearly there must be some connection between the thesis and the proposition
substituted for the thesis (ueTarapfavépevov). If the hypothesis were a
mere agreement,” we would have infinitely mote possible types of hypo-

impossibile deduce what is false, and prove the original conclusion hypothetically (o1 51& Tod
advvdrov mepaivovreg 10 piv ovAloyilovrar, 16 &' EE dpxfic £ dmobéoewg
Seixvvovav.) [...]”

It is interesting to note that the Stoics divided concludent arguments (Tepavrikoi or
ovvaxtikoi) into two groups, namely into cvAAoyiotikoi and mepavTixkoi (in its narrower
meaning) (cf. Diog. Laert. VII 77-78). Thus, in Stoic logic too mepavtikd¢ (in the broad
meaning) had a wider scope than cuAAoy1oTIKGG.

69 Strictly speaking, the hypothetical premiss here has the form ‘if not Aa, then not Ba’, as
Bocheiiski (1951b), p. 65 points out, but as I have already argued, we should not infer from this
that Aristotle only had propositions of the form ‘if not Ax, then not Bx’ in mind.

T0This is the common interpretation of the hypothesis, cf. e.g. Patzig (1968), p. 149; Lear
(1980), p. 35; Frede (1987a), p. 119f.,, Striker (1979), p. 43 (it should be acknowledged
however that Striker, p. 50, rightly surmises that the arguments found in the Topics are arguably
hypothetical syllogisms). According to all of them the hypothesis ‘if P, then Q’ is to be
understood in such a way that the questioner asks the answerer to accept the proof of P instead
of Q. Once, the proof of P has been delivered, Q is proved as well by that agreement; the move
to Q would not be a logical step any more. Now, this interpretation works quite well in what we
nowadays call Modus ponens, found in APr. A 44, 50a16-28. However, it does not work any
more in the more complicated cases that we find in the Topics, like destructive metaleptic
(Modus tollens) or diairetic hypothetical syllogisms. These cases show that hypothesis had a
logical significance and that the conclusion logically follows from it. Expressions like “con-
cluding from the hypothesis” (mepaiveaBar ¢§ OmoBéoewg) or the connection of “being
consequent upon” (dxoAovOeiv) between the two parts of the hypothesis (which I shall
discuss on pp. 129-131 below) would make little sense if the hypothesis were a mere
agreement. It must be admitted that the way Aristotle expresses himself might easily mislead
one into thinking that the hypothesis is a mere agreement; one might wonder how well
Aristotle’s practice of using hypothetical syllogisms squares with what he says about them in A
44. However, when one looks at places in the Topics, things certainly become much more
clear. I shall discuss this problem further when dealing with the way Aristotle expresses
hypothetical syllogisms (using the aorist and future perfect tenses).
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theses and it would be hard to understand why Aristotle distinguished certain
sorts of hypothetical arguments which seem to differ with respect to their
hypotheses. The hypothesis has to be agreed—that is true; but there is more
to it than that.

2. The hypothesis has to be endoxical

A clear answer to this question is given in the Topics: the hypothesis has to
be endoxical. In several passages Aristotle explicitly specifies that the
hypothesis has to be “plausible” (mB0avov)’ or “endoxical” (Evdofov).”
The degree of the endoxical character of a proposition can vary. In the two
examples given above the link between the antecedent and the consequent is
created by likeness (0p0161n¢)*—I shall deal with this kind of hypothetical
syllogism in more detail below, pp. 120f. In the case of arguments per
1mposs1b11e the hypothesis is the Law of the Excluded Middle which says that
“of any subject we must either affirm or deny any one predicate.”’ This law is
one of the two “common principles” (kowval apxai) Aristotle discusses in
Met I, the other being the Law or Principle of Contradiction, which says that
“the same attribute cannot at the samié-titne*beélong and not belong to the
same subject in the same respect”.”” “Thei:aw:ofthe:Excluded Middle seems
to have similar, although not equal.,s ngth-.to that of the Law of
Contradiction of which Aristotle says’it-ts’ firm of all principles and
beliefs.’® A form of the Law of Contradiction seems to be used in the
conjuncuve hypothetical syllogism ((Fic)d;B;%,;113a20-23).” The hypotheses
in the metaleptic and diairetic- hypothetical. syllogisms ((Hm) and (Hd))
express a necessary connection between the two parts of the hypothesis.’ In
the hypothesis in B 10, 115a6-14 (topoi 2-4 of the greater and lesser degree) a
comparison of probabilities of two predications (uGAAov and fiTTOV
€1Kk4¢) constitutes the endoxicality. There are other examples.
It has been shown that the hypothesis is endoxical. This creates pressure
on the opponent to grant the same. If he does not accept the hypothesis he is
expected to give an objection, i.e. an instance where the general protasis is

7! “We ought to obtain a prehmmary admission (rpodioporoyntéov) [...], supposing the
claim is a plausible one (&v mBavov § 10 dEiwpa)” (B 3, 110a37f)).

72 A 18,108b13; T 6, 119a38f.

73 A 18, 108b7 and 17, 108a7.

74 avdykn § ddvor o'mocbo'(val Ev xaB’ £vog OTio0V, Met. T 7, 1011b24. That
the Law of the Excluded Middle is assumed in the arguments per impossibile is explicitly stated
in APst. A 11, 77a22f. I shall explain later how this is to be understood (see pp. 118f.).

5T 3, 1005b19f.

76 Befardtatn TEV Apx@EV Tao@v, e.g. Met. T 6, 1006a4f.; PeBorotdTn dJEa
nTagdv, Met. T 6, 1011b13.

77 Cf. Met. T 6, 1011b20f. where the above mentioned form of the Law of Contradiction
(for contraries) is deduced from a more general one (for contradictories).

78 (Hd) seems in fact to be deduced from the Law of the Excluded Middle; cf. Z 6, 143b13-
16 where the correctness of the proposition “length must always either lack breadth or possess
it” is confirmed with reference to a form of the Law of the Excluded Middle: “since of
everything either the affirmation or the negation is true” (é7el xata wavtog A 1 KaATd—
daoig | 1 amoddoig arnBeveTar).
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not true.” In the case of some of the hypotheses mentioned above this is
virtually impossible, in others certainly not easy.?

3. Concluding on the basis of a hypothesis (IlepaivecOar €€ vmoBé—
OEWG)

There remains another question which has to be resolved: How is the conclu-
ding on the basis of the hypothesis (TepaivecBar ¢ dmoBéoewg) of the
conclusion of the hypothetical argument to be understood?

Nowadays we would simply say that we infer ‘Q’ from ‘If P, then Q’ and
‘P’ by using the inference rule of Modus (ponendo) ponens, i.e. referring to an
inference schema. Alexander, when commenting on the metaleptic and
diairetic hypothetical syllogisms, refers to the Stoic indemonstrables and says
that the conclusion follows from the premisses (§x guvdyeiLv). Aristotle
however does not do this, i.e. he does not refer to a single inference schema.
He says that he can reduce one part, namely the syllogistic part of the
argument, to a schema, namely the categorical syllogism,; the other part is, so
to speak, reduced to the hypothesis: “for presumably?! the latter argument
actually was a syllogism, whereas:the former was a hypothesis” (50a27f.).
Hypothesis seems to be on -a-par-with'thé-syllogism. In each hypothesis a
more or less strong connerctlon between the substituted proposition
(uetarappoavéuevov) and’ the thesiss: expressed Once this connection has
been granted and the substitute proved, the conclusion is generated by the
hypothesis, or more exactly;<by:thesconnection in the hypothesis. The
hypothesis is a protasis which as a result of the connection it expresses seems
to have inferential power itself.# Thus, the hypothetical syllogism seems to
consist of two arguments: syllogism and hypothesis. This interpretation will

7 Cf.e.g. © 8, 160b3-5; 10-13.

80 Thus, the hypotheses fulfil the requirement for a dialectical protasis given in @ 2,
157b32f. in the fullest degree: “dialectical pmtasxs is one which rests on a number of instances
and against which no ob_|ect10n is forthcoming.”

81 Aristotle says “presumably” because of course in a dialectical debate another hypo-
thetical syllogism or induction could be used.

82 Only then can the criticism be adequately understood which Aristotle makes in APst. B 6,
92al1-19 of the hypothetical syllogism containing the statement of what a definition (1o i fv
elvar) is used as the hypothesis, purporting to prove (in the strict sense that the word “proof”
has in APst., namely by employing the middle term) the definition. Aristotle argues that as we
do not state what a syllogism is as a premiss in a (categorical) syllogism, so we should not state
what a definition is as a premiss in a syllogism—this is exactly what happens in the hypothetical
syllogism. We have to think here of the definition as having the form of an implication, i.e.
roughly: ‘If A is a complex phrase the parts of which are predicated in the essence of and
convertibly with B (i.e. if A consists of the genus proximum and differentia specifica of B),
then A is definition of B’ (cf. H 3, 153al5-21); similarly in the second example in B 6 (92a20-
24) where, however, another definition (Etepov, 92a25), namely of the contrary term, is
assumed: ‘if the contrary of A is definition of the contrary of B, then A is definition of B’ (cf. p.
145 below). Aristotle seems to think that in an argument ‘If P, then Q; P; hence Q’ the rule of
the argument is expressed in the hypothetical premiss ‘If P, then Q’. Obviously, Aristotle
considers the hypothesis here to be on a par with the syllogism: for just as a syllogism can be
thought of as a scheme which generates a conclusion, so too can the hypothesis. Aristotle is of
course content to use this hypothetical syllogism to prove the definition dialectically in Top. H 3
(cf. Chemiss (1944), pp. 34-36 contra Maier (1896-1900), IT 2, p. 80n.3 and Solmsen (1929), p.
181). I shall deal with the hypothetical syllogism which establishes the definition assuming the
definition of the contrary term in APst. B 6 in Chapter Five, p. 145.
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be confirmed and further illuminated by other passages in the Topics. First,
however, the argument per impossibile needs to be investigated.

4. Argument per impossibile

The argument per impossibile is notoriously difficult and scholars are not
altogether of one mind as to how to interpret it. Here, I shall merely concen-
trate on some of the issues which are relevant to the discussion of the
hypothetical syllogism and which seem to me to be fairly clear. Aristotle
explicitly says that the argument per impossibile is one kind of hypothetical
syllogism.® In an argument per impossibile one proves a thesis Q from a set
of premisses by assuming not-Q as one of the premisses and inferring from it
and the rest of the premisses, something impossible. The arising
impossibility shows that the assumption not-Q was wrong and, with the Law
of the Excluded Middle (either Q or not-Q) one infers Q. Aristotle describes
the reductio ad impossibile in the passage directly following the passage on
hypothetical syllogisms:

The same holds true of arguments which are brought to a conclusion per
1mpossxbxle ‘(Ota™ To0  ddvvdTtov mepaivopévwv). These cannot be
analysed (&vaAvdeiv) either. The reduction ad impossibile (€i¢ 70 advvda—
ToV aﬂaywynv) can be-analysed, because it is proved by a syllogism; but
the rest of thé-conclusion cannot, because the conclusion is drawn from a
hypothesis (£ VmoBéoewg yap mepaiverar).’*

Thus, the reductic ad impossibile, i.e. the inference of an impossible prop-
osition is the syllogistic. part of the argument, and the rest is not syllogistic,
but hypothetical. The hypothetical part of the argument is easily recognizable
in concrete examples: it is the part after the statement that a proposition
expresses something impossible (dd¥vatov). To give one example:

[...]. But this is impossible (o010 & adV¥vartov); consequently the
supposition is false (ddote weddog T0 VToTeBEV); hence, its opposite is
true (aAAN6OEc dpa TO avTikeipevov).ts

Now, what is the hypothesis here? Aristotle says explicitly that in the case of
arguments per impossibile in contrast to other kinds of hypothetical syllo-
gisms it is not necessary to make an agreement, i.e. to state the hypothesis
explicitly, because the falsity of the assumption is obvious.?¢ The hypothesis
which is assumed in arguments per impossibile is according to APst. A 11,
77a22-25 the Principle of the Excluded Middle,* and it is fairly clear that the
inference in the hypothetical part indicated by the particle hence (&pa) works

83100 8’ ¢ VvmoBéoewg pépoc TO B Tod GduvdTov (A 23, 40b25f.).

84 A 44, 50a29-32.
167':3/3?" B 11, 61a30f. Cf. also 61b13-15; 21f., and many others; also already in Soph. EL 5,

86 ¢vBadta Bt xai uR TpodiopoAonaduevor guyxwpodol didk TO Gavepdv
eivan 10 webdog (APr. A 44, 50a35-37).

8 76 & dmav ddvar R amodpdvar f €
(a22f.).

’ IS .2

ic addvarov amddeifig Aaupdver
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on the strength of this principle.®® Having syllogized the impossibility, the
assumption ‘not-Q’ is rejected, i.e. the premiss ‘not not-Q’ is established, and
assuming the Law of the Excluded Middle in the specific form ‘Q or not-Q’
one infers ‘Q’. This is very clearly expressed in APr. B 11, 62a12-17 which
deals with the argument per impossibile:

It is clear then that not the contrary but the opposite ought to be supposed
in all the syllogisms. For thus we shall have the necessity (avaykaiov),
and the claim we make will be reputable (10 afiwpa €vdofov). For if of
everything either the affirmation or the negation holds good (gl y&p xata
7avTo¢ N ¢dog A 1 amddaaig), then if it is proved that the negation
does not hold, the affirmation must be true (deixBévrtog 611 ovx T
andpaoig, avdaykn Tiv karddaoiv ainbedegBatr). Again if it is not
admitted that the affirmation is true, the claim that the negation is true will
be reputable (mdAiv el un tiOnowv ainBededBoar TRV xarddaadiv,
gvdofov- 10 akidoar THv amddaoiv).-

Aristotle states the Principle of the Excluded Middle (“of everything either the
affirmation or the negation holds good”) and on the basis of it (“for if””) we
can make an inference from the negative to the contradictory proposition, and
vice versa... -

There are many more examples of arguments based on the Principle of the
Excluded Middle. An interesting example can be found in De Int. 13, 22b11-
14 where Aristotle shows that “the necessary to be is possible to be”:

For the necessary to be is possible to be (10 p&v dvaykaiov eivo
dvvatdv elvai), Otherwise the negation will follow (el yap pr, 1
&médaoic dxorovOrioer), since it is necessary either to affirm or to deny
it (avdykn yap A ddvar § amwoddvat); and then, if it is not possible
to be, it is impossible to be (Sot’ €1 puf dvvardv sivai, addvatov
glvau); so the necessary to be is impossible to be (d8¥vatov dpa eivat
10 avayxaiov €ilvat)—which is absurd.

Cf. also the passage in 10, 20a23-30:

It is clear too that, with regard to particulars, if it is true, when asked
something, to deny it, it is true also to affirm something. For instance: Is
Socrates wise? No. Then Socrates is not-wise (olov dpd yve LwkpdTng
goddg; oU* TwkpdTng dpa 0¥ doddg). With universals, on the other
hand, the corresponding affirmation is not true, but the negation is true. For
instance, is every man wise? No. Then every man is not-wise. This is false,
but “then not every man is wise” is true (olov: &pd ye wd¢ GvOpwmog
006¢; ol* g dpa dvOBpwmwog ob godpdg TolTo yap weddog, aAra
T0 0¥ wdg dpa dvBpwmog coddg aAnBéc); this is the opposite
statement, the other is the contrary.

82 The step from dd¥vatov (of the syllogistically proved conclusion) to the falsity of the
assumed premiss, indicated by dote, also belongs to the hypothetical part. The question is
whether we have to assume another hypothesis here or not. Not only modern scholars, but also
the Peripatetics had already seen this as a problem and tried to resolve it. In Ammonius in APr.
XI, 6f. we read: owwndoBw yap 6 &’ advvdrov &¢ éxk do OmOBeTik@V KAl EVOG
xartnyopixod ovykeipevog aAl’ odk £ Evog vmoBeTikod kai EvOg xatnyopixod.
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J. Hypothetical syllogisms in the Topics

Let us now turn to the Topics. The hypothetical syllogism is explicitly
referred to as such (€ VmoBéoewe ovAAoytondc) in A 18, 108b8 and b12
and explained in b12-19; it rests on likeness (Opo13TN¢):%¥

It [i.e. the examination of likeness] is useful for hypothetical syllogisms
because it is endoxical that whatever holds good of one of several similars,

holds good also of the rest (&¢ wote &’ Evog TAV dpoiwv, olTwg kat

g¢m Tdv Aoiwdv). Therefore, if we are well supplied with material for
discussing any one of them, we shall secure a preliminary admission
(mpodioporoynodueba) that however it is in these cases, so it is also in the
case before us (¢ mote €mi tov¥twv £xer, oVTw xai €m TOD

mpoKelpuEvoy Exelv); then when we have proved the former (Seifavteg 8¢
£x€ivo) we shall have proved, on the strength of the hypothesis, the subject
under discussion as well (xai TO0 mpoxeipevov £€ dmoBéoewe dedeixd—
1e¢ ¢0dueBa); for we have first made the hypothesis (Ymo8éuevol) that
however it is in these cases, so it is also in the case before us, and have then
produced the demonstration.

T lie general form or the principle of a hypothesis based on likeness, of
“wh e concrete hypotheses used in the argument are instances, is:
#whitever holds good of one of several like things, holds good also of the
‘rést” (108b13f.)—I shall formalize it as ‘If P, then Q.’ and refer to it as (Hh)
(“l’ standing for ‘homoiotes’). The hypothetical syllogism allows us to prove
“pioposition Q by proving another proposition, P. Such an indirect proof is
.useful:when we have arguments for P (edmop@uev draréyeobar), rather
than for Q.*° In some cases we may not be able to prove Q directly at all, as
seems to be the case in B 3, 110b4f. where Aristotle explains that a
hypothetical syllogism should not be used except when we are able to argue
for Q directly.®® In some cases it may be that we can argue for Q directly, but
it is easier to argue for P. This seems to be assumed in the warning Aristotle
gives in B 5, 112a21-23 that we should be careful not to substitute the
proposition to be proved by a more difficult one since sometimes the thesis
itself is easier to refute.”? This indirect proof is possible because having
demonstrated (dei€avtec (aorist)) P, we shall have proved, on the strength
of the hypothesis (E€ Omo0éoewg dederxdtec éadueba (future perfect)),
Q (108bl16f.). As mentioned, the way Aristotle expresses himself is of great
importance, since Aristotle uses this mode of expression (aorist-future perfect)
without the explicit mention of “on the basis of the hypothesis” (€&

89 In B 10, 114b25-36 we find a topos according to which a syllogism based on likeness can
be constructed (cf. p. 113 above); cf. also B 3, 110a32-b7 and T 6, 119b35-120a5S. where
similarity between the soul of man and that of other animals seems to be invoked.

%0 Cf. also B 6, 112a25-27; A 5, 102a11-14,

91 Todto &’ obk &el wointéov, GAN’ dtav R edmOpGuEV KOOV Em WAVTWY
Eva Adyov eimeiv. Cf. also 110a32f.

92 EdAaBeiofat 5 xpH ei¢ TO XOAETWTEPOV THV PETAANYLY ToieioBai: évi—
oTe pEv yap pdov 10 dxdérovBov aveAeiv, éviore 8’ avtd 1O mpokeipevov.
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Vm00€0ewe) in many other arguments in the Topics® and this serves to
indicate that these arguments work like hypothetical syllogisms.

1. The mode of expression: aorist-future perfect

The way Aristotle expresses himself is somewhat puzzling. It seems that
having proved P, we have already proved, at the same time, Q;* i.e. we prove
P instead of Q and take this proof as the proof for Q. This seems to mean that
the proof for Q ends with the proof of P. The argument would then have the
schema: If P, then Q. P. To state the conclusion Q would appear to be
redundant, since this would not represent a further logical step.

We have seen however that in the argument based on likeness and in the
argument per impossibile the conclusion is clearly stated. In A 18, 108b1-4
Aristotle describes the workings of the hypothetical syllogism about same-
ness and difference (repl tavTod kai £Tépov) using again the aorist-
future perfect mode of expression: “when we have discovered (€0pGvTEG) a
difference of any kind whatever between the subjects under discussion, we
shall already have shown (dedeixdTeg £€06ueOa) that they are not the
-same.” The examples of arguments of this kind are found in H 1 and they
‘clearly do not end with the showing of differences but with the statement that
the.two things are not equal.®> In all the other topoi I have named, the
conclusion is clearly stated as well.%

:1.1. The case of the Law of Subalternation

Let us investigate Aristotle’s mode of expression in B 1, 109a1-6 where the
interpretation that the proof of P is the proof of the thesis Q might appear
particularly plausible. Understanding how these arguments function might
help in the understanding of how hypotheses function:

For when we have proved (dei£avTec) that a predicate belongs in every
case, we shall also have proved (dedeixdtec €0dueba) that it belongs in
some cases. Likewise, also, if we prove (3et€wuev) that it does not belong
in any case, we shall also have proved (dedeixG1ec €0ducOa) that it does
not belong in every case.

93 The same form of expression is found in (Hm) and (Hd) (B 4, 111b20f., b22f. & B 6,
112a27-30), in 108b2-4 (syllogisms about sameness and difference), I' 1, 116al0-12
(arguments about what is more worthy of choice), B 2, 109b23f,, B 9, 114a38-b1 (the last two
belong to the topoi which Aristotle calls “the most opportune”, e.g. in H 4, 154a12ff.), H 5,
154a34f., A 5, 102al3f,, 102b29-33 (the last three are arguments for destruction of the
definition), and many others.

94 The perfect tense (more exact: aspect) in Greek expresses an attained state of affairs.

95 CL. O 1, 152a28 ($ote obk dvaykaiov TOV avTov eivar ), a 37 (BjAov 811 ob
TadTd), etc.

% Cf. e.g. B 8, 114a 4 (5iAov &1 00d’), a6 (kal ... dvaykaiov); the most frequent
particles are simply xai and 0058 (e.g. I 6, 119b25, 26). Cf, also the hypothetical syllogism
derived from contraries in APst. B 6, 92a20-24 which purports to prove the definition and in
which the conclusion is clearly stated (a24, indicated by dpa); cf. the analysis given in Chapter
Five, p. 145. Alexander uses the same mode of expression to describe the topical arguments
and clearly takes it for granted that the conclusion is stated, cf. e.g. in Top. 166, 14f., 171f., et al.
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The passage is often cited as the locus for a statement of Laws of Subalter-
nation.?” Due to these laws constructive and destructive topoi, i.e. topoi
which establish universal positive and negative conclusions (tT& xa86Aov
KATXOKEVOOTIKG KOOI QVOOKEVXOTLKA), are also useful for the
establishing of the corresponding particular conclusions (109a1-3). That is to
say that when we have shown that something belongs universally we will
also have shown that it belongs particularly, i.e. a proof of a universal thesis
is not only a proof of the universal thesis but at the same time also a proof of
the particular thesis. Thus, a particular thesis can be proved in two ways, as
in fact Aristotle explicitly says in I' 6, 120a15-20: by proving the particular
directly or by proving the universal conclusion.®® In the Prior Analytics
Aristotle mentions only four modes of the first and second figure (not six as
in the third figure), probably taking it for granted that the two syllogisms
with a universal conclusion in each of these figures (Barbara, Celarent,
Cesare, Camestres) are g fortiori proofs of the particular conclusions.*

This does not seem to mean however that when Aristotle stated the proof
for the particular conclusion by proving the universal conclusion, he would
not take a further step from the universal conclusion to the particular one,
however trivial the step might be. In T 6, 119a34-36 Aristotle says the same
as in B 1, 109a1-6, not using the aorist-future perfect mode of expressmn 1h1s’
time, but both times present tense.!% ¢ :

For, when we destroy or construct (AvaipoBVvTeG A KATAOKED aCovrsg) a
thing universally, we also prove it in particular (xai €mi. pspovg
deixvopev); for if it belongs to all (ravti), it also belongs to some (Tvi),’
and if it belongs to none (undevi), neither does it belong to somie (085&"
TIVL).

97 Strictly speaking the formulas found here are not stated as laws, but rather as rules, i.c.
Aristotle does not say that if a predicate belongs in every case, it also belongs in some cases,
but that if we prove that it belongs in every case, we shall also have proved that it belongs in
some cases.

98 Also of interest is the following passage, 120a20-31, where Aristotle also uses the aorist-
future perfect expression and where we learn that depending on the way in which the thesis is
determined with respect to quantity it can be destroyed in two, three, or four ways. The
“definite thesis” (diwpiopévn Béocic) in a21-24 can be expressed as ‘At most and at least
some A is B’, the one in a24-27 as ‘At most and at least one A is B’, the one in 27-31 as ‘At
most and at least one A, namely A,, is B’ (not, as given by Brunschwxg (1967), p. 77n.2 and p.
78n.1-3 or Brunschwig (1968), p. 17, who incorrectly leaves out the “at least” part).

9 Accordmg to Apuleius, De Int., 193, 16-20 “Ariston and some of the the more recent
Peripatetics” added a further five syllogisms. They are the so-called subaltern moods, i.e.
gagrgg)n Celaront, Celantos, Cesaro, and Camestrop. Cf. Sullivan (1967), p. 165f. and Patzig

p. 2.

100 There are other passages in which Aristotle’s mode of expression is not consistent. Thus
in the passage in B 3, 110a32-37 an argument is described which relies on the universal positive
and particular negative proposition on the one side and the universal negative and particular
positive proposition on the other being contradictory to each other. Aristotle vascilates in his
mode of expression: in one case he uses future perfect (@vnpnxdtec £06ueBa), in another
he uses future simple (dvaiprjoouev). Cf. also the expression in B 5, 112a20 (avaipefévrog

.. avoupeital (present tense)).
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In the second sentence the Law of Subalternation is expressed, given this time
in the form of a law, not a rule; it gives the reason or warranty (i yap) why
we can immediately infer the particular conclusion from the universal one.!%!

Aristotle uses the Laws of Subalternation in the Prior Analytics in the
proofs “from the indefinite nature of the particular premiss” (¢x ToD
ad16p1oTov),'? which is used as a proof of the non-conclusivity of certain
premiss-pairs. In APr. A 5, 27b20-23 for example Aristotle proves that the
premiss-pair “no N is M” & “some X is not M” does not yield a conclusion
on the ground that we have proved that “no N is M” & “no X is M” yields no
conclusion (shown in 27a20-23) and that “some X is not M” is true whenever
“no X is M” is true:

Our point must be proved from the indefinite nature of the particular
statement (€x To &diopiorov). For since it is true that M does not belong
to some X, if it in fact belongs to none, and we saw that if it belongs to no X
a syllogism is not possible (00x fv ovAAoyioudc), clearly it will not be
possible in the present case either (008t viv &otan).

In the context of this proof, we see that Aristotle uses the proof that the
premiss-pair with the universal premiss does not yield a conclusion as a-proof
for a corresponding premiss-pair, with one identical premiss and one€ particular
premiss, by explicitly using the Law of Subalternation. He does ‘not take it
for granted, but has a special proof for it (“from the indefinite natiire of the
particular statement”). I infer that in a dialectical debate he would also not take
the inference from the universal conclusion to the particular described in Top.
B 1 and T" 6 for granted but would state it explicitly as a conclusion. Since the
way of expression is the same as the one found in topical arguments, the
conclusion of these arguments was obviously stated.

That the conclusion was explicitly stated is also confirmed by the fact that in
several passages Aristotle says that the conclusion of the hypothetical
syllogisms has to be granted (6pu0A0YEiv): “yet it is necessary to admit the
latter [conclusion], but on the basis of the hypothesis and not of the
syllogism” (APr. A 44, 50a25; cf. also al8f.). In H 3, 153b25-35 Aristotle
says with respect to a hypothesis containing the so-called co-ordinates: “If
anyone whatever of these is established (An¢$p0évTog), the rest must necessar-
ily be granted (6poAloyeitat) as well.” Clearly, only something which has
been explicitly stated can be granted.

The expression which seems to me to be most illuminating is the one
found in B 9, 114a38-b3 which again describes an argument constructed
according to the topos on the basis of the co-ordinates:

101 Cf . the similar passage in APr. B 11, 62a12-19 which I have already cited and in which
the Law of the Excluded Middle justifies the move from the false assumed premiss to the
contradictory of it; the latter is stated explicitly (with the particle dpa).

Cf. also Aristotle’s usage of conversion in the Prior Analytics. He mentions that the premiss
he wants to change converts (avtiotpéder) and he immediately infers the converted premiss,
e.g. in APr., A 5, 27a6f.: “since (mel), then, the negative is convertible [referring to the
premiss ‘M belongs to no N'], N will belong to no M.” Other examples: 27al3f.; 33f,; 6,
28al9f.; b9f,, etc.

102 APr. A 4,26b14-20; 5, 27b20-23; 27f.; 6, 2926; 15, 35b11.



124 CHAPTER FOUR

Clearly, then, when any one member, whatever its kind, of the same co-
ordinate series is proved (de1x0évTog) to be good or praiseworthy, then all
the rest as well come to be proved (dederyuéva yiverar) to be so: e.g. if
justice is something praiseworthy, then the just man and the just action and
justly will be something praiseworthy.

When P is proved, Q comes to be proved. The proof of P so to speak entails
the proof of Q; or, expressed differently, from the proof of P we can immedia-
tely infer the proof of Q.

From the arguments given above it is clear that the mode of expression
(aorist-future perfect) Aristotle uses and which clearly indicates hypothetical
syllogisms does not mean that the conclusion is not explicitly stated.
However, is this statement of the conclusion a mere formality which, strictly
speaking, would not have to be explicitly uttered? One might have this
impression from Aristotle’s mode of expression and his talking of the
conclusion as being accepted on the basis of the hypothesis, the latter being
specified as a mere agreement in APr. A 44; it has been agreed that instead of
Q, P will be proved and with the proof of P the agreed task has been
accomplished. But as I have already pointed -out-:when dealing with
hypothetical syllogisms in the Prior Analyticsythe hypothesm is not a mere
agreement, but has to be endoxical and usually t.he hy othesis expresses a
certain more or less convincing relation between” the: th (or more) conjoined
assertions. Thus, the statement of the conclusion does represent a further
logical step. There are passages in which Angtotle expresscs himself in a way
which clearly suggest this interpretation, e.g. ‘the expre?smn ‘to conclude on
the basis of the hypothesis” (repaiveo@at €t B760é0ewc), the verb
mepaiveoBau being reminiscent of the later Stoic terminology. The example
of the argument on the basis of the Law of Subalternation illustrated the sort
of following which occurs in the hypothesis very well; nowadays we would
say that, according to this law, the positive or negative universal proposition
implies the corresponding positive or negative particular proposition.
Aristotle says either that if the universal proposition holds, so does the
particular or, if the universal proposition is proved, the particular has been
proved as well. Aristotle seldom uses the word “to imply” (émidp€perv), but
he often uses a word which describes the reverse relation, namely “to be
consequent upon” (@koAovOEiv) or “to follow upon” (ErecOat). He usually
uses these words to describe a relation between terms, sometimes to describe a
relation between propositions, and sometimes also to describe the following
of the conclusion of a hypothetical syllogism on the strength of the following
in the hypothesis: I shall discuss this in the next section.

The way Aristotle usually expresses himself (the aorist-future perfect pair)
shows that in the Topics Aristotle had already thought of hypothetical
syllogisms in a similar way to his later expositions in the Analytics: the
proof actually consists of two proofs, of which the one is prior and the other
follows from this proof in some way and is dependent on it.
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2. Hypothesis

2.1. Is it a protasis?

Scholars often wonder whether the hypothesis is a protasis or not; the usual
answer is negative. I have argued in Chapter Two that topoi are protaseis and
have shown that Aristotle often calls fairly complicated compound propos-
itions (conditional, disjunctive, etc.) protaseis. Since topoi have the role of
hypotheses in hypothetical arguments, the answer is of course that hypotheses
are protaseis; they are protaseis simply because they can be asked as questions
in a debate. However, they are protaseis of a special kind.

Let us look briefly at concrete instances of hypotheses. The general form
of the hypothesis expressing a likeness is: “whatever holds good of one of
several similars also holds good of the rest”'% (A 18, 108b13f.). One in-
stance of it is “if (gl) to posses sight is to see, then (xai) also to posses
hearing will be to hear” (B 10, 114b26f.). The general form of the hypothesis
expressing an analogy, which is a special kind of likeness,! is: “As one
thing is to one thing, so is another to another” (A 17, 108a8). Instances of it
are e.g. “As (wg) knowledge is related to, the object of knowledge, so
(o¥Twe) is sensation related to the ob]éét sensation” (108a9f.) or “The
relation of the healthy to health is Tike (§ji jioiwe €xet) that of the vigorous
to vigour” (105a30f.). The last example: gxphculy .called a protasis (A 13,
105a26f.; a31-33.) and is a product of the ‘fourth organon.

In B 5, 112al7-19 Aristotle indicates_instances of hypotheses of the
metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms (H 5 K13 something is a man, it is an
animal” where the indefinite pronoun can be substituted by any subject which
fits the two predications. In B 8, 113b17f. we find the topos-protasis “if man
is an animal, not-animal is not-man”.!% In the wholly hypothetical syllogism
in APr. A 32, 47a28-31 the premiss “if something is a man, it necessarily is
an animal” (or “if man exists, animal necessarily exists”) (avOpwmov 8vTog
avdykn C@ov elvai) could clearly function as an instance of the
hypothesis of (Hm)!% and which is explicitly called a protasis (47a31).

One instance of the hypothesis of a diairetic hypothetical syllogism ((Hd))
is given in B 6, 112a24-31: “a man must have either illness or health.”!9?
Aristotle does not call the hypothesis here a protasis, but there are many other
diairetic hypotheses which are explicitly specified as such. E.g. the disjunctive
proposition “the desirable is either the honourable or the pleasant or the
expedient” in A 13, 105a27f. is explicitly called a protasis (a26 and a32); in ®
1, 157a9-11 the following disjunctive protaseis are cited: “One science is
better than another, either (f]) because it is more exact or (1) because it is

103 ¢ mote &’ £voc T@V duoiwv Exel, olTWC kol &M TGV AOAGYV.

104 [n A 17 and 18 Aristotle does not differentiate between these two different kinds of
likeness: in both cases he uses the same term (Opo14tnc).

105 Bor a discussion of this topos cf. pp. 141f. below.

106 Cf. B 4, 111b17-19 where Aristotle also uses gen. (sg.) abs. of elvar and elvan with &€
avaykne.

107 Other instances which satisfy the condition given in a24 for the subject of necessarily
lf?‘l;gnsg loznlg one predicate (avdykn Odtepov pdvov dmdpxeiv) can be found in Cat. 10,

-1229.
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concerned with better objects” and “some sciences are theoretical (at ptv),
others practical (at &) and others (ai d&) productive.” In APr. A 31, where
Aristotle shows that division is “as it were, a weak syllogism” and that it
commits a petitio principii, there are examples of syllogisms with disjunctive
premisses such as “every length is either commensurate or incommensurate”
(46b29-32).

It is striking that Aristotle clearly shows no concern about using set
particles for each type of hypothesis. The instances of the hypothesis based on
analogy for example do not necessarily have to contain the particles “as ... s0”
(K¢ ... 0BTWC), but can also have the form “the relation between ... is like
that between ...” (Gpoiwg €xet 10 ... kai 10 ....). The conditional can be
expressed by “if ... then”, but also by genetivus (sg.) absolutus of “to be”
(6vToc) together with “necessarily to be”. The disjunctive proposition can be
expressed by the particles “either ... or ...” but also by “some are ... others

” etc. What matters is obviously what the hypotheses express (analogy
etc.), not the wording.

It is clear from the above that hypotheses are in some passages explicitly
called protaseis and thus are. _protaseis, at least in the way the word protasis is
used in the Topics. 108 -

2.2. What kind of protaseis.are the hypotheses ?

The hypotheses are however protaseis of a certain kind: they have what might
be called inferential power. The inferential power can be especially well seen
in book ® where we find the:origins of topoi, as I have indicated in Chapter
One.'® The form of the argument we find there is not, say in the case of (Hm)
or (Hh), ‘If P, then Q. P. Hence, Q’, but ‘P. Hence Q’. Thus, for example in
the case of likeness, we do not establish a hypothetical protasis ‘If P, then Q’,
then prove P and infer Q. We take (Aaufoverv, 156bl5f., 16) Q as a
protasis by immediately inferring it from P (which has already been accepted
by the opponent) on the grounds of its likeness to P. This procedure is called
“securing of admissions by means of likeness” (d1& Tfi¢ OpoidTnTog
movBdveoBar) (b10)).12° As I have fully described in Chapter One, the réle
of this procedure is to establish universal protaseis!!! and to conceal the
conclusion of the main syllogism, whereas a hypothetical syllogism is
supposed to establish the conclusion. In both cases similar particles are used:
“as ... 80" (WG ... 0BTwc). The method of securing admission by means of

108 Iy De Int. 5, 17a8-10; 15-17; 20-22; 8, 18a18-27 Aristotle deals with compound
sentences. A statement-making sentence (AGyog GmodavTixdq) is said to be one (€lc) either
through revealing a single thing (Ev BnA@v) or in virtue of a connective (6 ovvdéouw €ig)
(17al5f.); judging from the examples Aristotle seems to have primarily conjunctive sentences
in mind. Aristotle is obviously aware of compound sentences (cf. e.g. Mer. T 4, 1008a4-7, APr.
A 37, 49a8f.), but the account he gives in De Int. is succinct and fairly problematic (cf. Ackrill
(1963), pp. 125-127) and what he says elsewhere is at times somewhat surprising (e.g. the
standard example for a AGyoc which is one in virtue of a connective is the Illias: cf. Poet. 20,
1457a28-30, Met. Z 4, 1030b8-10, APst. B 10, 93b35-37).

109 f, pp. 34f.

110 This procedure is described in ® 1, 156b10-17; cf. p . 35 above.

Ul g 1, 156b14-17; in 8, 160a37-39 Aristotle says explicitly that universal protaseis are
mostly established by induction or likeness.
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likeness is described as plausible (mOavdv), similarly hypothesis is de-
scribed as endoxical in A 18. What is plausible in both cases is the relation of
likeness between the two propositions.

The relation between the two parts of the hypothesis is described by “to be
consequent upon” or “to follow upon” (adxorovOeiv and ExeoBat). As I
have already remarked in the previous section (p. 124), these words usually
describe a relation between terms,!!? but sometimes also a relation between
propositions.!!3 There are some passages in which this word designates the
following of a conclusion: either the following of a conclusion in an
immediate inference or that of a hypothetical syllogism which follows on the
strength of the hypothesis. We find the word “to follow” designating the
following of a conclusion in an immediate inference in book @ in a
predecessor of the topos with the help of which the hypothetical syllogism
(Hm) is constructed, which I have already cited on p. 34 above and which I
shall cite again here (® 1, 156b27-30):

Moreover, you should not put forward the very proposition which you need
to secure as a premiss (An$pOrvar), but rather something from which it
necessarily follows (¢ todTo €meTan €€ avdyxng); for people are more
willing to concede. (ouyxmpou ot) the latter, because it is not so clear what
the final conclusion will be (T0 ovufnoduevov), and if the one has been

~ secured, the other has also’been secured (AndBévroc Todtov eiAnmTan
KAKEIVO).

Thus, if the questioner wants to sécure as a premiss Q, say the proposition

‘geometers are animals’, he is advised to ask a protasis P from which this
proposmon necessarily follows (Emetou €€ avdykncg), say ‘geometers are
men’. Once the answerer has granted P, the questioner can immediately infer
Q: it follows (Emeto) from P.

The occurrence of the word “to be consequent” (AkoAov0O€iv) designating
the following of the conclusion of a hypothetical syllogism is found in I 6,
119b38-120al: the conclusion “will follow through the hypothesis” (dxo—
AovBroer dia THv ¥VTEOearv). I cite the passage in full:

Moreover, you should argue from a hypothesis: you should claim that the
attribute, if it belongs or does not belong in one case, does so in a like
degree in all, e.g. that if the soul of man is immortal, so are or other souls as
well, while if this one is not so, neither -are the others. If, then, it is
maintained that in some instance the attribute belongs, you must prove that
in some instance it does not belong; for then it will follow on the strength
of the hypothesis (axohovBriger yap dia triv vméOeorv), that it does
not belong in any instance. If, on the other hand, it is maintained that it
does not belong in some instance, you must prove that it does belong in
some instance, for in this way it will follow (dxoAovBricet) that it belongs
in all instances.

The fact that “to be consequent upon” (dxoAov6O€iv) is used for the relation
of implication within the hypothesis, for the following of the conclusion on

12 g o “animal follows upon man”; cf. e.g. B 8, 113b20.
113 I the sense that ‘X is animal’ is consequent upon ‘X is a man’; cf. B 4, 111b22.
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the strength of the hypothesis as well as the following of the conclusion in an
immediate inference shows the ‘inferential power’ of the hypothesis.!'* The
hypothesis is not a mere agreement but it expresses a certain formal relation
(not necessarily a correct one); once the hypothesis and the additional premiss,
which is a part of the hypothesis, has been agreed, the conclusion follows
necessarily on the strength of the hypothesis: it is so to speak generated by
the hypothesis.

It should be observed that the way the hypothetical syllogism works
seems to satisfy the broad definition of the syllogism. The hypothetical and
the additional premiss having been laid down, the conclusion necessarily
follows through them. It would in fact be strange if it did not satisfy the
conclusion, since it is called syllogism. Also, Aristotle would scarcely have
put the definition of the syllogism at the beginning of the Topics if he did not
regard hypothetical syllogisms, the main form of arguments in the Topics, as
satisfying that definition.!!> In APr. A 44, 50a27f., a passage which I have
already cited, Aristotle seems to put (categorical) syllogism on the same level
as the hypothesis. This is confirmed by the passage in APst. B 6, 92a6-19.
Aristatledenies. here that it is possible to demonstrate definition with the help
of a hypeth‘er,ical syllogism, whereas he clearly affirms in the Topics H 3 that
this is indeed possible. Obviously, in the Posterior Analytics Aristotle has
more* si"rmgehf ‘criteria with respect to what a demonstration is and what is
acceptable as a proof in a dialectical debate, is not good enough in a scientific
contcxtﬁi‘l?roof must proceed through a middle term” (APst B 6, 92a10)—this
clearly presupposes some of Aristotle’s syllogistic, and only a categorical
syllogisii qiialifies as an argument which can prove anything in this strict
sense. However, what interests us is the difference Aristotle makes between a
categorical and a hypothetical syllogism. The hypothesis Aristotle gives as an
example is roughly as follows: ‘A is definition of B, if and only if A is
proper to B and all the parts of A, and only these parts, are predicated in the
essence of B’ (APst. B 6, 92a7-9). Once it has been shown that A is proper to
B and all the parts of A, and only these parts, are predicated in the essence of
B, it follows on the basis of the hypothesis that A is definition of B. One of
the criticisms Aristotle makes is that just as in a categorical syllogism the
definition of the syllogism is not used as premiss, so in a hypothetical syllo-
gism the hypothesis—here definition of the definition—must not be asked

114 Interestingly, Stoics also used the expression “to be consequent upon” both for the
rclat.lon between propositions and for that of the following of the conclusion.

5 Ancient Aristotelian commentators were divided on this issue: some thought that the
dcﬁmtlon of the syllogism covers hypothetical syllogisms (Ammonius in APr. 27, 6-14), some
that it does not (Alex. in APr. 17, 5-10; 348, 29-32; in Top. 8, 8-14; Philop. in APr. 33, 6-10).
The mere fact that Aristotle kept the term “hypothetical syllogism” (cf. e.g. APr. A 44, 50a16;
APst. B 6, 92a20&29) seems to me to point in favour of Ammonius’ stand. In A 32, 47a22-36, a
passage I have already dealt with on p. 114n.67, Aristotle distinguishes between “syllogism”
and the “necessary”, which is wider and comprises wholly hypothetical syllogisms. But it is
absolutely clear that by cuAXoyioudg here he means ‘categorical syllogism’ and that the
“necessary” inferences he has in mind satisfy the broad definition of the syllogism (cf.
especially a23f.: i 10 avaykaidv 1t cvuPaivelv éx T@v keipévwv). All that can
be said is that in the Prior Analytics Aristotle sometimes used the term cvAAoyiaudg to
designate a categorical syllogism specifically, not that it is the only syllogism which satisfies the
definition of the syllogism.
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(al1-19). Here, Aristotle obviously sees the hypothesis as a rule, just as the
syllogism, and finds it problematic that it is expressed as a premiss.
Nowadays, we would say that a categorical syllogism is valid due to its form,
just as we would say of a hypothetical syllogism, say ‘If P, then Q; P; hence
Q’, that it is valid due to its form. Aristotle in contrast sees a difference
between the two syllogisms. The hypothetical syllogism seems to satisfy the
general definition of the syllogism, but it does not satisfy, according to
Aristotle, an additional presupposition Aristotle stipulates here, namely that it
should work according to an external rule only. Aristotle obviously thinks
that the hypothetical syllogism works according to the rule specified in the
hypothesis stated as a premiss, i.e. according to an internal rule. This is of
course quite different from saying that the conclusion follows according to
Modus ponens. In order to mark Aristotle’s different explanation of the
workings of this argument, I preferred to use the expressions ‘metaleptic
hypothetical syllo-gism’ (Hm), etc., rather than Modus ponens, tollens, etc.!!6

3. Consequence (dxoAov0Oeiv) in the metaleptic hypothetical syllogism

3. "In'the constructive case of (Hm)

#In:(Hm), the-argument I located in B 4, 111b17-23 and 5, 112a16-23, Aris-
“fotle”calls the following between the propositions P and Q in ‘If P, then Q’

+“to_be consequent upon” (&xoAovOeiv).!'? It is not at all surprising that he

Niges-the same word for following of the conclusion, since he understands the
-proved.protasis P as generated by the hypothesis. In the implication
(hypothesis) we establish that if P is the case (§vTog), then Q is the case
(EoTwv), i.e. Q follows. Next, we establish that P is indeed the case, and we
can state Q as being the case, i.e. Q follows as proved from the proved P. The
relation of following remains the same, only the status of the propositions
changes: from assumed to proved.!!®

116 There are of course other differences. For Aristotle ‘If P, then Q. P; hence Q’,If Aa,
then Ba; Aa; hence Ba’ and also ‘If Ax, then Bx; Aa; hence Ba’ (eminently in the case of the
so-called “most opportune” topoi) would all qualify as metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms, but
they would not all qualify as Modus ponens. In particular the last version would according to
the formalist modern logic be unsatisfactory without the instantiation ‘If Aa, then Ba’.

Interestingly, the terms “Modus ponens” and “Modus tollens” seem to be of Peripatetic
origin, since ponere and tollere correspond to the Greek terms xataokev el and ava—
axevaletv.

17 Strictly speaking, he calls the proposition which follows from P “dxéAovBov™ (B 4,
111b22, B §, 112al7, 20, 22), but this amounts to the same thing. In ©® 1, 156b28; 13, 163all we
find occurrences of éreaBat (which is synonymous with dxoAovBeiv) which without any
doubt designate a following between propositions.

18 cf Hintikka (1973), p. 188f. who observes that Aristotle sometimes uses dxoAovBeiv
for following of the conclusion, rather than the usual gvupaiveiv. For a later text in which
axoAovBeiv is used for following of the conclusion from an argument cf. Sextus Empiricus,
A.M. 8303: (...) xal ovvaxkTikol pEv €’ v ovyxwpnBévrwv VTdpXElV TGV
}\m)mcitu)v Tapa THv ToVTwWV ovyxdpnaolv axoAovBeiv paivetar xai 1 Empopd
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3.2. In the destructive case of (Hm)

How does the consequence (dkoAovBia) of the hypothesis in (Hm) function
in the destructive case: ‘If P, then Q; not Q (proved); hence, not P’? It might
appear here as though Aristotle were drawing the conclusion from the two
premisses according to a schema, not as if the conclusion ‘not P’ would
follow as proved from the proved negation of the consequent, i.e. ‘not Q’,
simply because they are not contained in the hypothesis.

The solution to this problem is fairly straightforward. Aristotle simply
takes the contraposition of the hypothesis, ‘If not Q, then not P’ for granted,
even though this admittedly is not trivial. Thus, in B 8, 113b15-26 Aristotle
establishes by induction that “if animal follows upon man, then not-man
follows upon not-animal” (113b17-19). He stresses that it is not the case that
not-animal follows upon not-man (b20f.), but that “the consequence”
(axoAov0no1g) between the negated terms is “converse” (AvdmTaiiv) with
respect to the one between positive terms (b19).!1°

4. Consequence (axoAlov0noic) in the diairetic hypothetical syllogism (Hd)

‘How is the conclusion supposed to follow from the diairetic hypothesis ‘A is
_either B or C’ in (Hd)? Prima facie, there does not seem to be any consequence
.(dxoro16n01g) here. Let us briefly recall the workings of (Hd): ‘A is either
B or C. A is B (proved). Hence, A is not C’ (destructive case); ‘A is either B
or C. A is not B (proved). Hence, A is C’ (constructive case). These
arguments cormrespond to the Stoic fourth and fifth indemonstrables,'? and the
‘Stoics did not interpret them as containing a consequence, as they did in the
case of the first and second indemonstrables (which correspond to (Hm)), but
as arguments that depend on incompatibility (udxn).!! Thus, it would not be
necessary to reduce these arguments to those relying on consequence. Aristotle
however seems to do that. He seems to take it for granted that ‘A is either B
or C’ has as consequences the implications ‘(A is not B) implies (A is C)’,
‘(A is not C) implies (A is B)’ (needed for the constructive case); ‘(A is B)
implies (A is not C)’ and ‘(A is C) implies (A is not B)’ (needed for the
destructive case). This is not mere speculation: there are passages which
strongly suggest such an interpretation.
Firstly, a passage in De Int. 22b10-14 that I have already cited (p. 119).
Aristotle proves that “the necessary to be is possible to be” (10 ugv avay—
koiov givan dovatdv eival):

Otherwise the negation will follow (el yap pn, § arddaoic axoAovd—
oet), since it is necessary either to deny or to affirm it (dvdyxn yap A
ddvar fi damopdvai); and then, if it is not possible to be, it is impossible
to be; so the necessary to be is impossible to be—which is absurd.

119 In the Topics we often find topoi which are expressed as ‘If P, then Q’ and it is left open
whether also ‘If Q, then P’, i.e. whether the equivalence ‘P if and only if Q' holds, which is the
case if the topos is said to be convertible for both destruction and construction, cf. p. 142 below.
Now, if ‘P if and only if Q’, then also ‘not P if and only if not Q’, so that, in the case of
equivalence, if ‘If P then Q’ then also ‘If not P, then not Q' (Aristotle takes this for granted).

1204 porq; p; hence, not q. & 5. p or g; not p; hence, q.

121 ¢f. Galen, Inst. Log. 34, 14-23.
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Let A stand for “necessary to be” and B for “possible to be”. The hypothesis
here is the Law of the Excluded Middle: ‘A is either not B or B.’ Aristotle
shows that ‘A is not B’ is not the case and that hence ‘A is B’ (negation of ‘A
is not B’) follows (dxoAov01oet).122

Another interesting occurrence is found in APst. A 4, 73b22: “even is
what is not odd in numbers, insofar as even follows from not odd” (dpTiov
10 un mwepiTTov év &piBuoic 1 Emetar). I shall ignore the context
here. What Aristotle is at any rate saying is that not odd in numbers implies
even. We could certainly state more fully: a not odd number implies an even
number (i.e. if the number is not odd, it is even). And this is exactly the
following we need in “Number is either odd or even”'?® when we prove that a
certain number is not odd; it follows from the hypothesis that the number is
even.!

K. Hypothetical syllogisms in APr. A 46

Many hypothetical syllogisms seem to be found in APr. A 46. Familiar
terms like “analogical” (dvdAoyov), “to be consequent upon” (AKOAOL—'
B¢eiv), “to follow” (ErecBat), “to imply” (cvvempépeirv) and inferences
which are certainly not syllogistic occur here; Pacius in his commentary
discovers here many topical arguments. I shall merely analyse one of the
arguments—APr. A 46, 52a39-b13. Three hypothetical syllogisms are found
here mixed together: metaleptic, diairetic and conjunctive. In order to show
this it will be helpful to formalize the entire argument. First, Aristotle names
three hypotheses (52a39-bl), then he names three conclusions which follow
from these hypotheses (b2-4), and then he proves the claim by deducing the
conclusions from the hypotheses (b4-13). I shall cite the hypotheses first:

In general whenever A and B are such (o8Twg €xn 10 A kal 10 B) that
they cannot belong at the same time to the same thing (o1’ dua pEv 1@
adTd pn &vdéxeoOai), and one of the two necessarily belongs to
everything (wavti 8¢ &€ avdyxng Odtepov), and again C and D are
related in the same way (xai wdAv 10 T xai 10 A Woa¥Twg), and A
follows C but the relation cannot be converted (Enrntor 8¢ ¢ I' 10 A

kol puf dvriotpédn),

Next, let us look at the conclusions:

122 Similarly in 22b29f.: “for if it does not follow the contradictory will follow” (¢i Te yép
un émetar, 1 avridaoig akoAovBriger).

123 In Cat. 10, 11b38-12a9 this proposition is cited alongside “animal is either ill or healthy”,
the example we have for (Hd); cf. also b38-a2 with Top. B 6, 112a24.

124 Aristotle says the same again in Met. T 7, 1012a9-12: “the assertion of an attribute
implies the assertion of its contrary” (] andédacic T0 évavriov émdépet) (a9f.). From the
context it seems clear that, again, the implication between the negation of odd and even is
meant; cf. Kirwan (19932), ad loc.

This verb “to imply” (émdéperv), which we also find in the form gvvemdéperv, has
exactly the opposite meaning to “to be consequent upon” (axoAovBeiv) or “to follow”
(EmeaBan), i.e. P “implies” (Emdéper) Q if and only if Q “is consequent upon” (axoAovOei)
P. However, it occurs much less frequently; cf. Top. Z 6, 144b16-18; 26-30, ® 2, 157a31. The
word £émdopd was of course the Stoic term for ‘conclusion’.
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then D must follow B and the relation cannot be converted (xoi 1@ B 10 A
axorovBrioer kol ovx avrioTpéder). And A and D may belong to the
same thing (xai 10 puév A xai A évdéxetar T4 avTw), but B and C
cannot (10 8& B xai ' ovx évdéxeran).

I shall concentrate on the proof of the first conclusion (“D follows B”), which
is given in b4-8:

First it is clear from the following consideration that D follows B (6Tt T
B 10 A €metan, £vOévde pavepdv). [conclusion]

For since either C or D necessarily belongs to everything (émei yap
wavTi Tdv TA Odtepov €€ avdaykng); [Hyp. 1]

and since C cannot belong to that to which B belongs (¢) 8¢ 10 B, ovx
evdéxeran 10 T), [Hyp. 2]

because it implies A (5i1& 0 ovvemdéperv 10 A) [Pi]

and A and B cannot belong to the same thing; (10 8¢ A xai B put
gvdexeoBar T3 adTd) [Pa].

it is clear that D must follow B (pavepdv 611 10 A axorovBrioet)
[conclusion, again]

. ) is deduced

The final conclusion is deduced from Hyp. 1 and Hyp."~ y
Tét us Tirst

from the premisses P; and P,. The letters seem to stand fér‘!fé
see how Hyp. 2 follows from the two premisses:

If Cx, then Ax [P]

not (Ax and Bx) [Py] ey

Hence, (If Cx, then) not Bx L i e

Hence, If Bx, then not Cx (by contraposition) [Hyp. 2]
Let us now look at the deduction of the final conclusion:

If Bx, then either Cx or Dx [Hyp. 1]

(If Bx, then) not Cx [Hyp. 2]

Hence(, if Bx, then) Dx

The inferences are clearly correct. Take as examples ‘animal’ for A, ‘not-
animal’ for B, ‘man’ for C, ‘not-man’ for D. Aristotle infers that if X is ‘not-
animal’, then X is ‘not-man’.

I have now shown how hypothetical syllogisms work, and hence how the
majority of the arguments in the Topics work. I have shown that in the
conditional and diairetic hypotheses an implication (dkoAovOeiv) is
contained between the two parts of the hypotheses; we might thus assume
that we have the same connection in all the other hypotheses (expressing
“greater and lesser degree”, an analogy, etc.). In the next chapter I shall
investigate concrete examples of the arguments in the Topics, including those
of “greater and lesser degree” and what I consider to be the “other varieties of
hypothetical syllogisms”.
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SELECTIVE INVESTIGATION OF CONCRETE TOPOI

In this chapter I shall investigate a number of topoi using and illustrating the
results achieved through the previous chapters. In the main, I shall illustrate
how topoi function as hypothetical protaseis in a hypothetical syllogism and
how they can be extracted from the investigation-instructions. Many of the
topoi are fairly complicated and Aristotle expresses himself very concisely. At
times a reader of the Topics might wonder with good reason how the
interpretation of the topoi given in the previous chapters squares with the
concrete examples of topoi found in the central books. Aristotle very often
merely states the hypothesis of the syllogism in the form ‘If P, then Q’ and
takes it for granted that the hearer knows how to construct a corresponding
argument; or he often states what appears to be an immediate inference,
usually in the form ‘P, hence Q’, which.glearly;assumes that the
corresponding hypothesis ‘If P, then Q’ has been stated,, Thus one. of the main
tasks of this chapter is to show how the interpretation cn in this book
squares with the concrete topoi in the Topics. =

There are around three hundred topoi! listed in the central books of the
Topics and of course only a selective investigation.can. be:provided in this
chapter. I shall first investigate the so-called “most opp
Tartot) topoi. These topoi occur in every central book 4nd can thus be used
both for destruction and construction of theses containing any of the four
predicables. They include the topos of the greater and lesser and the like degree
with the help of which the qualitative (kata moidTnTa) hypothetical
syllogisms are constructed, which are mentioned as the fifth kind in
Alexander’s list. Aristotle explicitly says of some of these topoi that they
have to be established by induction or that they can be objected to by counter-
examples (£voTd0oelc). These examples are important because one of the
arguments in favour of interpreting topoi as universal protaseis was that they
can be established by induction and objected to by objections, just as with the
universal protaseis in book 0.2

I shall also investigate several topoi of the sumbebekos in book B. These
topoi have a special status, since they deal with pure predication and the
destructive topoi of the sumbebekos can be used for the destruction of all the

U1t is difficult to give an exact number, since it depends on the way one counts. Should one
for example count the topos of the like degree as three or as one subdivided into three (cf. e.g.
B 10, 115a15-24)? In Z 4 for example Aristotle seems to reduce all the topoi given there to just
one: “Generally speaking, then, one topos concerns the failure to frame the account by means
of prior and more intelligible terms, and of this the subdivisions are those specified above”
(Top. Z 5, 142b20-22); cf. also A 1, 121b11-14. It is also clear from many passages that the list
is not exhaustive. E.g. in Z 4, 141a23f. Aristotle says: “whether, then, the opponent has made a
correct definition or not should be examined with the help of these and similar topoi (di1a
TOUTWV K&l TAV ToloUTwv émoxentéov)” or in Z 14, 151b24: “Let so much, therefore,
suffice for our treatment of definition.”

21 have already given some examples in Chapter Two, pp. 52 & 58-61.
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other predicables as well.> This investigation includes the very first topos in
book B which is the only topos where gvupefnxdc clearly means “accident”
and which works differently accordingly.

I shall also deal with topoi of “what is more worthy of choice”
(atperdtepov) and those of “what is the same” (tad14), by which Alexan-
der probably meant, among others, the “other varieties of hypothetical syllo-
gisms” and which Galen considered to be a third kind of syllogisms, the so-
called relational syllogisms.

Lastly, I shall deal with an interesting topos which apparently works not
as a hypothetical but as a categorical syllogism—this is one of the few topoi
which clearly point towards the Analytics. However, there are a few topoi
where it is difficult to decide whether they work as a hypothetical or a catego-
rical syllogism.

A Introductory chapter to B: B 1

Before discussing the “most opportune” t0p01—I shall concentrate on those
found in B 8-10—and some other topoi'in ‘B, the introductory chapter B 1
should be discussed first. It consists of three passages: 108b34-109a10 (1),
109a10-26 (2), and 109a27-33 (3). The-first afid third passages are slightly
confusmg, there are some d1screpanc1cs ‘BetWween'their contents and Aristotle’s
practice in B. The second passage is relevant to the entire Topics and helps
solve a problem which was usually raised. with'respect to the Analytics. It
shows the importance of the Topics in problems concerning the Analytics.

1. Universal versus particular problemata: 108b34-109a10

Firstly, Aristotle introduces the distinction between universal and particular
problemata (108b34-109al) and maintains that universally constructive and
destructive topoi* are useful not only for universal but also for particular
problemata, giving the Laws of Subalternation, mentioned previously in
Chapter Four (pp. 121-123), as the reason (109al1-6). He then concludes:

First, then, we must speak of the universally destructive topoi, because such
are common to both universal and particular problemata, and because people
more usually introduce theses asserting a predicate than denying it, while
those who argue with them destroy it.

Obviously Aristotle regards the topoi in B 2-T' 5 as containing universal
problemata, even though they are not universally quantified by the explicit
mention of quantifiers. They are clearly universal in virtue of their containing
general terms. It is only in I 6 that particular problemata are found which he

3 As for the construction, if a predicate is established as belonging as genus, proprium or
definition it has implicitly also been established that it belongs simply, so that it is not necessary
to establish it separately. However, in cases in which the belonging and the way of belonging
are established separately, the topoi of the sumbebekos might also be useful for the construction
of other predicables as well; cf. e.g. A 2, 122a10-30.

4 Aristotle actually says T@ kaBdAoL KATAOKEVAGTIKG KAl GvaokevaoTtikd, but it
is quite clear that topoi are meant; cf. ' 6, 119a33f., H 2, 152b36ff., 153a2.



SELECTIVE INVESTIGATION OF CONCRETE TOPOI 135

explicitly states mentioning the Laws of Subalternation once again (119a32-
36).5

Aristotle specifies the topoi of which we have to speak first as universally
destructive ones. This does not fit the topoi listed in B and I" 1-5 entirely.
There are some topoi which are destructive only,S but there are many more
which are both destructive and constructive’ and which are found right at the
beginning of B. Thus, we do not find first the destructive and then the
constructive topoi as the passage would seem to imply. Interestingly, in the
topos-entries the information about the constructive use of a topos always
comes second and we sometimes have quite clear indications of a later
addition.? It is also noteworthy that in book ®, which I argued to be
chronologically earlier than the central books of the Topics, only the
expression “to destroy” (avaipeiv) is used. In the passage cited a certain
notion of “to destroy” and “to construct” is suggested which represents only
one of two possible options; I have discussed the different meanings of these
two notions in Chapter One.’

2. “To belong” versus “to be”: 109a10-26

This passage is of interest to. the question-of why Aristotle uses in the Prier
Analytics the word “to belong” (bwdpxetv) instead of the everyday word “to
be” (elva) when describing the belonging of terms in a categorical syllo-
gism—a question over which some ink has been spilled. But the question is
ill-stated, since “to belong” is.already much used in the Topics and thus not
newly introduced in the Analytics; the question to ask is why in the Topics
Aristotle uses “to belong” rather than “to be” to describe predication. This
passage gives an example of how important the study of the Topics is for the
Analytics. The passage runs:

The conversion (dvTioTpédeiv) of an appropriate appellation which is
derived from an accident (tTdv amd To5 ovuPepnkdrog oiksiav dvoua—
oiav) is an extremely precarious thing; for only in the case of accidents can
something be true in a certain respect (rf) and not universally (un
xaB6hov). Appellations derived from definition, proprium and genus are
bound to be convertible (dvTioTpédeiv). For example, if being a two-
footed terrestrial animal belongs to something (g1 vrdpxer Tivi Cfw
el dimodr elvau), then it will be true by conversion to say that it is a
two-footed terrestrial animal ({@ov we{ov dimovv €ativ). So too if the
appellation is derived from genus; for, if being animal belongs to
something (oo Ondpxer Tvi elvai), then it is an animal ([ ov
€0T1v). The same thing is true in the case of a proprium; for if being
capable of learning grammar belongs to something (dmwdpxst Tivi

5 “If the problema is put in a particular and not in a universal form, in the first place the
universal constructive and destructive topoi mentioned above are all useful. For in destroying or
constructing a thing universally we also prove it in particular; for if it belongs to all, it belongs
also to some, and if to none, not to some.”

6 E.g. 109b30ff.; 110a10ff.; 111b12ff.; 112b1£f ; 112b214f.

7E.g. 109b13ff.; 110a23ff.; 110b8ff.; 110b16ff.; 111a8ff.; 111al4ff ; etc.

8 Cf. e.g. 111b8-11 where we have a doublet in b11 of b8.

9 Cf. pp. 18f.
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ypappatiki¢ dextik@ eivai), then it will be capable of learning
grammar (ypappatikiic dextikov €ortat). For none of these attributes
can possibly belong or not belong in part (katd T1) only, but they must
either belong or not belong absolutely (GTA@S).

In the case of accidents, however, there is nothing to prevent an attribute
(e.g. whiteness or justice) belonging in part only, and so it is not enough to
show that whiteness or justice belongs to a man in order to show that he is
white or just; for it is open of question whether he is only partly (katd T1)
white or just. In the case of accidents, therefore, conversion is not
necessarily possible.

“Being convertible” (dvTiatpéderv) apparently has a unique meaning here
which does not occur in any other place in Aristotle’s works.!? It is the
passage from the phrase ‘B belongs (Owdpxet) to A’ to ‘A is (otiv) B’. In
the case of the predicables genus, proprium, and definition this conversion is
necessary, in the case of the accident however it is not, for it might belong in
a certain respect only and not universally. Thus “to be convertible”
(dvtiotpéderv) here obviously refers to the change from “to bclong" to “to
be”, not the changing of the position of subject and predicable, as is usually
suggested.!! i .
Now, what exactly does Aristotle mean here? Let us turn to Soph. El 5,
where I think thezansn p-ban be found. In this chapter seven kinds of
paralogisms mdependent ‘of language (Ew Tfic AéEewc)? are described, one
of them being-a paralogism “in which an expression is used absolutely
(A GG) or not absolutely t quahﬁed as to a certain respect (m]) or place
(o) or time (roté)-or.relation (Tpdg T1)”;1 they are analysed in Soph. EL
5, 166b37-167a20. These paralogisms “occur when that which is predicated in
part (v uépet) is taken as though it were stated absolutely (ATAGg)”.14
Aristotle gives two nearly equivalent examples of paralogisms in which the
predication is qualified in a certain respect (7)), which is relevant for us
here;"’ in the first example he designates a black man by an “Indian”, in the

10 Brunschwig (1967), p. LXXXVII n.5 lists four meanings of dvTioTpéderv in the Topics,
including the meaning here which he misinterprets (cf. next footnote). There is also a fifth
meaning, namely that of “being convertibly predicated” (cf. Top. A 6, 128a38, b7; H 5,
154b2;6), for which Aristotle usually uses the expression avtikarnyopeiaBau; thus there are
two meanings of avTioTpéderv which also occur in the Analytics (cf. Ross (1949), p.293).

11 cf, Brunschwig (1967), p. LXXXVIII n.5: «(b) la conversion se dit aussi de la
proposition, lorsque changement de copule permet d’y inverser les positions du sujet et du
prédicat.» Cf. also Pacius (1597), p. 367, 4 and Alexander, in Top. 131, 30-32. Colli (1955), p.
927f. misinterprets the meaning of conversion here by wrongly assuming that it never occurs in
the case of accidents, whereas all Aristotle says is that the conversion does not necessarily take
place—but it might.

“Being convertible” here has of course nothing to do with the change of the position of the
subject and the predicate. It is not true for the first three mentioned predicables, since in the
first (al4-16) and the third example (al7f.) the position of the subject and predicate is the same
in both propositions. As for the accident, the problem is not that one could not change the
position of subject and predicate but that “to belong” cannot always be converted into an
unqualified “to be”, because it could be “to be in part.”.

12 There is also a second group of paradoxes which are dependent on language (rapd& v
A€E1v) and which Aristotle describes in Soph. EL 4.

13 Soph. El. 4, 166b20-27.

14 Soph. EL 5, 166b38-167al.

15 Soph. El. 5,167a7-9 & 11-14.
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second by an “Ethiopian”. The paralogism runs like this: Having secured
(AaBv) the premisses that an Ethiopian is black and that he is white with
respect to his teeth one concludes syllogistically that the Ethiopian is both
black and not black (al2f.) or white and not white (a8f.). It is clear that
something is awry here, and this is the passage from “the Ethiopian is white
with respect to his teeth” to “the Ethiopian is white”, i.e., in general terms,
from “to be in a certain respect” (11 gival) to “to be absolutely” (ATAGG
elvau) (al4f.). We would not say of an Ethiopian that he is white, although
his teeth are white, because only a part of him—his teeth—is white (¢v
uépet) and not his whole body (6A0¢), which is black.'® The two premisses
are true, the conclusion however is not, as two opposites (including contraries
and contradictories) cannot both belong absolutely to a subject; it is possible
however that both belong in a certain respect (7)) or that one of them
belongs absolutely (amA@¢) and the other in a certain respect (]).!7 The
conclusion does not really follow from the premisses which is why Aristotle
says that the types of fallacies independent of the language fall under the
ignorance of the definition of the syllogism.!8

Transferred-to the case in B 1, it means: “Whiteness belongs to the
Ethiopian”; cannot-be converted to “The Ethloplan is white.” The reason, or at
least one of the reasons why Aristotle uses “to belong” instead of “to be”
would appearto 'be that it encompasses both “to be absolutely” and “to be in a
certain respect” and so catches more proposmons and thus more reasonings
than. “to.he’:which- only encompasses “to be absolutely" B

Aristotle sééms to refer to this distinction in APr. A 37, 49a8 where he
says ‘that prédicatés can be predicated in a certain respect (7rfj) or absolutely
(amA@¢g). APr. A 36 where Aristotle deals with the so-called syllogismi
obliqui is also interesting, because it represents another passage where the
broadness of the word “to belong” is stressed, albeit in a different respect.
Aristotle points out that ‘A belongs to B’ (in contrast to the narrower ‘A is
predicated of B’) cannot always be converted to ‘B is A’ with the terms in the
nominative, these sometimes having to be in the genitive, dative or
accusative, e.g. ‘there being a single science belongs to things which are
contrary to one another’ does not convert to ‘contraries are a single science’,
but to ‘of the contraries there is a single science’ (48b4-9). Since in ‘A
belongs to B’ the terms always remain in the same casus, the meaning due to
the difference in casus has to be included in the relation “to belong”—in
English we could say that it stands for “to be of”, in Greek that it stands for
glvai+subject in the genitive—and thus have a broader meaning than “to
be”+subject in the nominative. Aristotle simply says that “to belong” has as

16 Soph. EL 5, 166b38 and 167a8. Cf. also A 5, 126a26-29.: “the part is not in any way
predicable of the whole” (1.27f.).

17 Soph. El 25, 180a26-29; 5, 167a9f., 17.

13 Soph. El 6, 169a20f. Cf. also 5, 167al3, where the person only believes that he has
inferred the conclusion syllogxstlcally, see also the definition of refutation (§Aeyxog) in
167a22 28, esp. a26f. (katd TodTo) and the examples in a31-34.

9 Thus, from ‘blackness belongs to the Ethiopian’ and ‘whiteness belongs to the Ethiopian’
it mdeed follows that ‘blackness and whiteness belong to the Ethiopian’, because “to belong”
does not preclude that the contraries belong in different ways.



138 CHAPTER FIVE

many meanings as “to be” (b2-4), obviously referring to the fact that “to be”
can be constructed with terms in different casus, not just the nominative.

In any case, the explanations which have been given to date are wrong
insofar as they presume that Aristotle introduced the term “to belong” in the
Analytics whereas it already occurs in a technical sense in the Topics.2

3. Definition of two errors (109a27-34)
In this passage Aristotle distinguishes two errors in problemata:

We must also define the errors (dpuaptiag) that occur in problemata. They
are of two kinds, caused either by false statement (yevdegBa1) or by trans-
gression of the established use of language (rapafaivelv v keipévnv
AéE1v). For those who make false statements, and say that something
belongs to a thing which does not belong to it, commit error; and those who
call objects by the names of other objects (e.g. calling a plane-tree a man)
transgress the established terminology.

3.1. The first error: false statement (yevdeo0ai)

The opponent says of something that it belongs, whereas it does not belong,
and thereby commits an error. Interestingly, Aristotle states here only the
destructive case, i.e. the case in which the questioner refutes the opponent by
“proving that the predicate does not belong; the constructive case can easily be
constructed. It might be queried how this ontological definition of error?! is
/supposcd to be compatible with the dialectical situation where the questioner
has to prove the contradictory of the thesis taken by the answerer, whether he
beliéves the thesis is true or not. What Aristotle might insinuate here is that,
even though one can argue against a thesis and its opposite, there is only one
which is true.?? However, in Z 1, 139a36-b3, a passage I have already
mentioned on p. 89, Aristotle defines the assertion of truth and falsehood in a
way which suits the dialectical context more:

20 Ebert (1977a) criticizes L ukasiewicz (1957%), p. 17 and Patzig (1968), pp. 8-12 who, both
interpreting Alexander in APr. 54, 21-29, point out that Aristotle’s usage of “to belong” instead
of “to be” makes the predicate and subject better distinguishable, as the subject is put in the
dative (in contrast to the nominative of the predicate)}—the subject is clear enough in a normal
sentence as Ebert rightly points out. Ebert himself argues that Aristotle introduced “to belong”
in order to show the structure of the syllogisms (especially the middle term) more clearly. Now,
what I have said above in the text, does not make Ebert’s article useless. He is certainly wrong
in assuming that the points he is making were the reason which made Aristotle introduce “to
be”—he used this term already in the Topics. However, what Ebert says can still be relevant in
order to see how Aristotle uses the possibilities of the verb “to belong” to describe syllogisms in
an elegant (in the sense in which mathematicians use this word) way. There are many
examples of topoi in the Topics which Aristotle can express more concisely with “to belong”
than it would be with “to be”.

Zadro (1974), p. 551 is the only modem commentator who observes the relevance of the
passage and points out that “to belong” is not simply an alternative to “to be” as £ ukasiewicz
believed. However, his explanation (p. 358f. and appendix I on pp. 549-578) is highly obscure;
cf. the review of Striker (1976).

21 Cf. Aristotle’s famous definition of truth and falsehood in Met. T 7, 1011b26f.: “to say of
what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say of what is that it is and of
what is not that it is not, is true.”

22 In Top. A 2, 101a33-36 Aristotle maintains that the Topics is useful for philosophical
sciences “because the- ability to raise difficulties on both sides will make us discern more easily
the truth and falsehood on (tdAn@ég te kal 10 wevdog) each point.”
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Whether, then, the account is not also true of that of which the name is true
(arnBevdetar) you should examine according to the topoi of the sumbebe-
kos. For there too the question is always “is so and so true or untrue?”; for
whenever we argue (iaieydpefa) that a sumbebekos belongs, we assert
that it is true (611 dAnBég Aéyouev), while whenever we argue that it does
not belong, we assert that it is untrue (§11. 00k &AnBéc).

3.2. The second error: violation of the established terminology (rapafai—
vewv v keiuévnv Aé€wv)

The opponent’s error of violating the established terminology seems to be
less familiar. Aristotle illustrates this error using a very striking example:
“The plane-tree is a man”. Interestingly, there are scarcely any topoi in the
Topics which would deal with problemata in which the error of violating
nomenclature is addressed.?> As far as I can see, there are only three other
topoi in the Topics where the answerer is charged with violating the
established nomenclature, one of which can be found in Z 10, 148b16-22.
However, the answerer here does not make the error in his. thesis, but in the
argument in defence of his thesis which expresses the definition of an
amblguous term. The questioner points out that the definition does not fit all
the meanings of the ambiguous term. The answerer does not however admit
that the term is homonymous,2 but maintains that the term does not fit all
meanings, just because the definition he has given does not, i.e. the term gets
the meaning which is given to it by the definition, not by the sense it has in
.everyday-language. In this case Aristotle advises to retort to such a person that

though sometimes one ought not to use the same language as the multitude,
yet in a question of terminology (Tij uév dvopaocia) one ought to employ
the received and traditional usage (1] Tapadedopévny xai wapemopévn)
and not to upset matters of that sort.

Clearly, the questioner does not prove that the answerer violates the
established terminology, he simply states it. This also seems to be true of the
other two examples.?> Thus, the second kind of error might crop up in a
debate, but is not the sort of error which would require a proof—the lack of
appropriate topoi confirms such an interpretation strongly.

23 The topoi in B 2, 109b1-12 and 110a14-22 might at first glance appear to deal with the
second error, but actually deals with the first one (in the first mentioned topos this is in any case
the more plausible option). I shall deal with these topoi in the third section of this chapter.

24 Here, Aristotle obviously takes “ambiguous” to be synonymous with “homonymous

BmnZ2, 140a3 S the error of the poet is that he “uses terms of which the use is not well
established ( prj xeipévoig dvépaagr xpiitar)”; and his definition is thus obscure (ur
oadag)—this error is certainly simply pointed out to the opponent and not proved. In 140a6-17
Aristotle criticises those who define law as “the measure or image of things naturally just.” In
al3-17 he makes a distinction: if the opponent means it literally, then he is in error—this would
have to be proved; if he does not mean it literally, then it is clear that he expressed himself
obscurely (agad@c)—this just needs pointing out.
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B. The most opportune topoi

Having dealt with the introductory chapter the investigation of the concrete
topoi in B can follow. This section deals with a special class of topoi which
Aristotle describes as the “most opportune” (§mikaipdtartot) and “most ge-
neral” (udALOTA KO1VO¥C)? which are of course endoxical:?’

These therefore are those which it is most important to master and to have
ready to hand; for they are the most useful on the greatest number of
occasions.??

As already mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, “the most opportune
topoi” occur in every central book? and can be used for destruction and
construction of theses containing any of the four predicables. The topoi in B 8
are divided according to four oppositions of terms (dvTi0éoeig TETTAPEG)
into the case of contradictories (€l T@v a&vTidACEWYV), contraries (TAV
gvavTi—wv), privation and possession (TGV 0Teprigewv kal &Eewv),
and rela-tives (T&v npdg T1). In B 9 the topoi from co-ordinates and
inflections (émi T@V ovcmtxwv kol €m TAV nrwoeggv),- from
contraries (¢mi To¥ évavriov), agam and from gencratlon corruptxgn. and_,l
creative and corrup- -tive agencies (€M TGV yevéoewv Kal B¢
TOLNTIKGV Kol ¢6ap‘ru<wv) are found. In B 10 there are ¢ ,goszfrom_v
the case of like thmgs (¢m TGV opoiwv), from the greater and lesser degree'
(¢x To¥ pdArov koi fiTTov) and from the like degree (¢x rou ououng)

The “most opportune” topoi all function in the same way as ﬁétalepﬁc"
hypothetical syllogisms (Hm).* I shall deal first with the topoi derived'from -
the contradictories, the contraries and the relatives found in B 8. The first two
are explicitly said to be established by induction; against the latter one
Aristotle gives a possible objection. Thus, these topoi are further examples to
those given in Chapter Two which confirm that topoi are protaseis, since
according to @ protaseis are established by induction and objected to by
objections. I shall also deal with topoi from contraries found in other passages
and used for construction and destruction of predicables other than
sumbebekos. Next, I shall deal with the topoi from the greater, lesser and like
degree in B 10. These topoi of the greater and lesser degree, apart from the
first one, express a likelihood and that is probably why Theophrastus counted
them as a separate sort of a hypothetical syllogism.

26 H 4, 154a12-15, with respect to H 3, 153a26-154all; I 6, 119a36-38, with respect to
119a38-120a5.

7T 6, 119a38; bl16.

B H 4, 154a13-15.

2B 8-10,T 2, 117639, T 5-6, A 3, 123b1-A 4, E 6-8, Z 7, 146a3-20, Z 9-10, 148a10-13, H
1, 151b28-152a4, H 3-4 and in a few other scattered passages.

30 This is most obvious in the case of the topos from the contradictories and it is clear that
the others function in the same way, since they all deal with different sorts of consequence.
Aristotle indicates that the topos from privation and possession functions in the same way as the
topos from contraries (114a7f.) and the topos from the relatives in the same way as the topos
from privation and possession (b13f.), and hence as the topos from contraries.



SELECTIVE INVESTIGATION OF CONCRETE TOPOI 141

1. Topoi from the contradictories, contraries and relatives

1.1. Topos from the contradictories (mi TSV dvTipdoewv) (B 8§,
113b15-26)

You should see if arguments can be derived from contradictories, reversing
the order of their sequence, both when destroying and when constructing a
thesis, and you should obtain them by induction. E.g. “If man is an animal,
not-animal is not-man”, and so with the other cases (Ouoiwg d¢ xai &mi
T@v dAAwv). For here the following is reversed; for animal follows upon
man, but not-animal does not follow upon not-man, but the reverse—not-
man upon not-animal. In all cases a claim of the following kind should be
made (10 Toto¥Tov afiwtéov), e.g. that “if the honourable is pleasant,
what is not pleasant is not honourable”; if the latter is not so, neither is the
former (el & ToOTO un 0Vd’ €xeivo). Likewise also, “if what is not
pleasant is not honourable, what is honourable is pleasant”. It is clear
therefore that the reversed following in the case of the contradictories is a
method convertible for both purposes.

The text put in quotation—marks I take to be the hypotheses to which the
advice refers that “in all cases a claim of the following kind ‘should be made”.
The rest of the sentence shows how the argument functions; namely “as a
destructive metaleptic hypothetical syllogism ((Hm)d) (1 €. rqughly_ -as Modus
tollens). In the case of construction Aristotle only mentions-the- hypotheszs,
and takes it for granted that the constructive argument functions as a construc-
tive metaleptic hypothetical syllogism ((Hm)c) (i.e:: roughl y:-a$: Modus
ponens). Aristotle does not speak here about consequence (aKokoveew) asa
relation between propositions, but as one between terms of one ‘proposition of
the hypothesis with respect to another. However, the way he describes the
destructive argument (“if the latter is not so, neither is the former”) seems to
me to indicate that the negation of a consequent in some way implies the
negation of the antecedent, or, expressed differently, the negation of the
antecedent (i.e. the conclusion) is “consequent upon” (in the sense that
axoAovBeiv has in B 4, 111b22) the negation of the consequent in the
hypothesis. Let the thesis in the present topos be formalized as ‘A is B’. The
argument then has the following schema:

Destruction (b17f. 22f.):
If A is B, then not-B is not-A.

not (not-B is not-A)
Hence, not (A is B).

Construction (b23f.)
If not-B is not-A, then A is B.

Not-B is not-A.
Hence, A is B.
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The hypothesis is supposed to be established by induction,’ i.e. by giving
several particular instances. Thus the hypothesis “if man is an animal, then
not-animal is not-man” (113b17f.) is to be taken as an instantiation of a more
general hypothesis with the form ‘If A is B, then not-B is not-A’.32 The
general form is not stated here, but several instances indicate the general form
of the hypothesis,* which expresses the so-called Law of Contraposition.

Aristotle emphasizes that “the reversed following in the case of
contradictories is convertible (dvTiaTpédet) for both purposes” (b24-26),
i.e. for destruction and construction. More often Aristotle uses the turn of
phrase with a topos as the subject, i.e. “this topos is convertible both for
destruction and construction”.>* What it means is that if the topos-hypothesis
has the form ‘If P, then Q’ for construction, as most topoi have, then it can
have the form ‘If Q, then P’ or the equivalent ‘If not P, then not Q’ for
destruction® as well. Thus if a topos is convertible for both destruction and
construction, then it should, strictly speaking, represent an equivalence ‘P if
and only if Q’, for which Aristotle does not have a particle. If a topos is
useful for destruction only it has the form ‘If P, then Q’ only.

1.2. Topos from the contraries (X TGV évai"‘i‘fib'ﬁ}:(B:S "113b27-114a3)

Then look also at the case of the contrar]es, and seé if the contrary of the
one follows upon the contrary of the other, either dxrectly (ém tadTa) or
conversely (avdmaiiv), both when you are destroying and when you are
constructing a view; and obtain this too by, means of induction. Now, the
sequence (axoAo$0naig) is direct in a case such, as, that of courage and
cowardice; for upon the one of them virtue. follqws, and vice upon the other;
and upon the one it follows that it is desirable, while upon the other it
follows that it is objectionable. The sequence in the latter case is also direct;
for the desirable is the contrary of the objectionable. Likewise also in other
cases (Opoiwg Ot xai énl Tdv dAAwv). The sequence is converse in
such a case as this: health follows upon vigour, but disease does not follow
upon debility; rather debility follows upon disease. In this case, then,
clearly the sequence is converse. Converse sequence is, however, rare in the
case of contraries; usually the sequence is direct.

Here Aristotle distinguishes between a direct and a reverse following of the
contrary terms, whereby the latter occurs much less often than the former

31 B 8, 113b17; also b18f. and 22.

32 As indicated by the expression “and so with the other cases” (113b18f.), which displays
the inductive procedure.

33 Aristotle could not represent the hypothesis with the help of letters as I did, since he starts
representing terms by letters only in the chronologically later Analytics. But he could have used
the general terms “affirmation” (¢ctaig) and “negation” or “contradictory” (&vTipdoig), cf.
e.g. E 6, 136a5ff. In general though there is nothing wrong with merely indicating the universal
hypothesis with the help of examples, as is explained in ® 2, 157a21-24: “In induction, it is
possible in some cases to ask the question in its universal form, but in others this is not easy,
because there is no established general name that covers all the resemblances: in this case,
when people need to secure the universal, they use the phrase ‘in all cases of this sort’ (oUTwg
EM TAVTOV TGV ToodTWV).”

Mfe. g. B 2, 109b2S; he also often uses the phrase “topos is useful (xprioiuov) for both
destruction and construction”, cf. e.g. 113b8.

35 Cf. e.g. B4, 111b10f.
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(114al1-3). Aristotle does not give concrete examples of the two possibilities
but circumscribes them by specifying the relations of following between the
terms. The corresponding concrete examples are obviously: “If courage is a
virtue, then cowardice is a vice” and “If courage is an object of choice, then
cowardice is an object of avoidance” (113b30-34). The latter example for the
reverse following of the contrary terms is: “If health is vigour, then debility is
disease” in (b35f.). Again, the hypotheses are established by induction (b34 &
39). _

In the second paragraph (114a3-6) Aristotle describes the destruction and
the construction of a thesis in the following way:

If, therefore, the contrary of the one term is not consequent upon-the
contrary of the other either directly or conversely, clearly (8fiAov &11)
neither is the one term consequent upon the other in the statement made;
whereas if the one is consequent upon the other in the case of contraries, it.
must of necessity (dvaykaiov) be so as well in the original statement.

The argument is not stated in full but describes the working of the
hypothetical syllogism, obviously assuming the hypothesis which has been
established by induction as stated. I.e. what he says seems to describe an
immediate inference: “if not P, neither Q” and “P, hence Q”; the hypothesis
“if P, then Q" is taken for granted. Once the full form has been stated in the
topos of the opposition of contradictories, Aristotle does not make the effort
of statmg the argument in full any more..This is true of all the following
topoi in B 8.36 Let C(X) stand for the contrary. of the term X. The full form
of the argument in the case of the direct following is then as follows:

Destruction:
If A is B, then C(A) is C(B).

not C(A) is C(B).
Hence, not (A is B).

Construction:
If C(A) is C(B), then A is B.

C(A) is C(B).
Hence, A is B.

The arguments clearly have the form of (Hm)d and (Hm)c.

Let us also look at the use of the topos of contraries with respect to other
predicables. There are various topoi from contraries in A 3, 123b1-124a10,
depending on what kind of term the genus given in the opponent’s thesis is
(whether the genus has a contrary or not, etc.). Let us turn briefly to the case

36 Cf. 11429-11; al5f.
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in which the genus does have a contrary, which most resembles the topos
from contraries above (123b1; 4-8):

Further, examine any contrary that there may be of the species. This
examination may take several forms [...]. If, however, there is a contrary to
the genus, see if the contrary of the species is in the contrary genus; for the
contrary species must necessarily be in the contrary genus, if the genus has
a contrary. Each of these points is made clear by induction.

Only the 1nvest1gat.10n—mstructlon (“examine”, “see if ...””) and the reason for
it is given here, in which the hypothesis is expressed. No example is given,
but it is not difficult to find an appropriate example in other passages of the
Topics. Thus, the thesis could be “Virtue is the genus of justice”;*” “virtue”
has a contrary, namely “vice”. The topos tells us that if virtue is genus of
justice, then vice should be the genus of injustice—this is an instance of the
universal hypothesis that “the contrary species must necessarily be in the
contrary genus”, which has to be established by induction. If vice is not the
genus of injustice, neither is virtue genus of justice; if the former is the case,
so too is the latter.® .

Another interesting examp_e o thetopos from the contraries used with respect
to theses containing; apropdum,prcdlcatlon is found in E 6, 135b7-16; I cite
the destructive part only:”

Next, examine - frogi; }h’é' point- of view [...] of the contraries, and, for
destructlve purposes, see whether the contrary of the term rendered fails to

-

the former be a proprium of the latter For example, since injustice is
contrary to justice, and the greatest evil is contrary.to the greatest good, but
to be the greatest good is not a proprium of justice, then the greatest evil
would not be a proprium of injustice.

In the explicit example Aristotle seems to leave out the hypothesis which can
easily be extracted from the investigation-instruction: ‘If B is a proprium of
A, then C(B) is a proprium of C(A)’; an instance of this is: “If the greatest
evil is the proprium of injustice, then the greatest good is the proprium of
justice.” However, the particular instance here does not seem to be made
explicit in this form; what seems to be made explicit is the fact that “injustice
is contrary to justice and the greatest evil is contrary to the greatest good”, i.e.
the fact that the two terms satisfy the specified term in the hypothesis. Then
it is shown that the consequent is not true, and that, hence, the antecedent is
not true either; the argument clearly works as a destructive metaleptic hypo-
thetical syllogism ((Hm)d).

The constructive part of the topos from opposites, which also include contra-
ries, for the construction of definition is given in H 3, 153a26-29:

37 Cf, 123b32f.
38 Aristotle does not say so explicitly in the destructive case, but he does in the constructive
case which is found one Bekker-page later in 124a7-9.
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For we have to examine into the contraries and other opposites of the thing
[...]; for if the opposite definition defines the opposite term, the definition
given must define the term before us.

The destructive part of the topos is given in Top. Z 9, 147a29-b25, giving
the explicit example of the hypothesis: “if beneficial is productive of good,
harmful is productive of evil or destructive of good.” An interesting example
of a hypothetical syllogism based on the constructive topos from contraries is
found in APst. B 6, 92a20-24:

Suppose you do prove something on the basis of a hypothesis, e.g. if being
bad is being divisible, and if, for items which have a contrary, being
something is being contrary to what its contrary is, and if the good is
contrary to the bad, and the indivisible to the divisible, then being good is
being indivisible.

The context makes it clear—Auistotle discusses definitions here—that the verb
“to be” has to be understood here in the meaning “to be defined as”; i.e. the
thesis to be proved is that “being indivisible” is the definition of “being
good”. The proposition:in-italics is clearly the hypothesis. Abbreviating X is
definition of-Y*by:D-¢X,Y) ‘the contrary term of X’ as C (X), the hypo-
thetical syllogism can:be written in the following way:

D(C (X), C(Y))if and only if D (X,Y) [hypothesis]

ok

.[D (being divisible;-being bad)] & [(being divisible) = C (being indivi-
sible)] & [(being bad) = C (being good)], i.e.
D (C (being indivisible), C (being good))

Hence, D (being indivisible, being good).

The hypothesis in the universal form contains implicitly the instantiation ‘D
(C (being indivisible), C (being good)) if and only if D (being indivisible,
being good)’; thus, this hypothetical syllogism works as constructive hypo-
thetical syllogism ((Hm)c).

1.3. Topos from the relatives (B 8, 114a 13-25)

You must also deal with relative terms (¢mi Tdv wpdg T1) in the same
manner as with privation or presence of states; for here too the sequence
(&xoAovBéaig) is direct. For example, if three times is a multiple, then a
third is a fraction; for three times is relative to a third, and a multiple is
relative to a fraction. Again, if knowledge is a belief, then the object of
knowledge is an object of belief; and if sight is a perception, then the object
of sight is an object of perception.

An objection (¢voTdoic) may be made that in the case of relative terms the
sequence does not necessarily take place in the manner just described; for an
object of perception is an object of knowledge, but perception is not
knowledge. [...]
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The principle stated (t0 pn0Oév) is just as useful for the contrary purpose,
e.g. to show that the object of perception is not an object of knowledge, on
the ground that neither is perception knowledge.

Let A and B stand for terms and Rel (A) and Rel (B) stand for the terms which
are relative to A and B respectively and let ‘A is B’ be the thesis. The general
form of the topos here is ‘A is B if and only if Rel (A) is Rel (B)’: ‘If Ais B,
then Rel (A) is Rel (B)’ for destruction and ‘If Rel (A) is Rel (B), then A is B’
for construction. Now, the objection is clearly against the topos-hypothesis:
“an object of perception is an object of knowledge, but perception is not
knowledge” (a20-23) is an instance in which the sequence expressed in ‘A is B
if and only if Rel (A) is Rel (B)’ is not true.®

2. Topoi from the greater, lesser and the like degree

2.1. The first topos from greater and lesser degree (B 10, 114b37-115al4)
This is the topos that I used to illustrate the workings of topoi in general in
Chapter Two PP 50-54; it runs (114b37-115a6):

Mo eover argue from the greater and the lesser degree (€x ToD pdAAov

S Kkai ﬁ‘rrov) There dre four topoi. One is to see whether the greater degree
~.(of j’._t_xg.pmgi;_\cate) is consequent upon (akoAov0ei) the greater degree (of the

~* subject); e.g. if pleasure is good, see whether also a greater pleasure is a
greater good and if to do a wrong is evil, see whether also to do a greater
*Wrong is "a-greater evil. This topos is useful for both purposes; for if an
increase (571'150 o16) of the sumbebekos is consequent upon an increase of the
subject, as described above, clearly sumbebekos belongs; while if it is not
consequent, the sumbebekos does not belong. This should be obtained
(Anmtéov) by induction.

The corresponding syllogism clearly functions as (Hm):
Destruction (115a5):

If A is B, then more A is more B.
More A is not more B.
Hence, A is not B.

Construction (115a3-5):

If more A is more B, then A is B.
More A is more B.
Hence, A is B.

Aristotle does not specify the hypothesis of the destructive hypothetical
syllogism in the way shown above, but as ‘if more A is not more B, then A
is not B’, which however amounts to the same. Thus, Aristotle seems to

39 The objection, Aristotle says, does not seem to be true, for many people deny that there is
a knowledge of objects of perception (a22f.), i.e. they argue that an object of perception is not
an object of knowledge either.
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assume the equivalence ‘More A is more B if and only if A is B’. It is clearly
the hypothesis which is supposed to be obtained as a premiss by induction.®

Aristotle lists this topos as one of four derived from the greater and lesser
degree, obviously assuming that they all have something in common.
However, the first topos is different from the other three in that the term
“greater degree” (L&AAovV) indicates here a qualitative or quantitative “in-
crease” (¢widooig),*! while in the other three topoi it indicates greater
“likelihood” (eikdg)*? or “greater repute” (LGAAOvV BoxoTv).** Since
Aristotle indicates the different meaning by the words just cited he seems to
be aware of the differences in the meanings of “greater” and “lesser”.*

2.2. The three remaining topoi from the greater and lesser degree (€x TOU
UGAAov xai firrov) (115a6-14)
The three cases are:

1) one predicate applied to two subjects;
2) two predicates applied to one subject;
3) two predicates applied to two subjects.*

Let us select the first case (1 1526-8):

Another topos is: when one predicate is applied to two subjects (Evdg mept
80 Aeyopévov), then, if it does not belong to the subject to which it is
more likely to belong (el ¢ pdAAov eixdg Omdpxerv un BTdpxeL),
... neither does it belong to the one to which it is less likely to belong (008’ &
;i fiTTov); and if it belongs to that to which it is less likely to belong (g1 @
-..ATTOV €ixd¢ Omdpxev Bmdpxet), then it belongs also to that to which
it is more likely to belong (ko (B UGAAOV).

Aristotle does not give any concrete examples here, but fortunately there is
one in T 6, 119b19-21 for the destructive part of the topos, except that the
thesis here expresses particular belonging (T1¢):

For example, if some kind of knowledge (¢miotriun Tic) were good in a
greater degree than pleasure, while no knowledge is good, then neither
would pleasure be good.

This topos of the greater and lesser degree is an excellent example for a topos
which one might very much be inclined to interpret as a rule rather than the
statement of a hypothetical protasis. The reason is that in contrast to most
other examples of topoi, the topos here does not consist of two, but of three
propositions and one might interpret the first two as the two premisses and
the last as the conclusion of the hypothetical syllogism. Leaving aside the

40 Cf. Brunschwig (1967), p. 153n.2.

41115a3f.

42 115a6f., 8.

43 11529-13.

4 The constructive part of the topos seems to equal the topos in B 11, 115b3ff.

45 This first and third cases are especially interesting, since they show that the hypothetical
propositions do not necessarily have the form ‘If Ax, then Bx’, but also simply 'If P, then Q' and
that obviously Aristotle uses the former way of expression only as an abbreviation of the latter,
if he can do so (cf. Chapter Four, p. 102f.); for other examples see pp. 154 & 155.
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particular belonging, the example for the topos given above could be
understood as an argument of the following kind. Let A stand for
“knowledge”, B for “pleasure”, and C for “good”. “In a greater degree than”
(u@Arov A), which is to be understood in the sense of “more likely than”, is
abbreviated as M. The thesis is obviously ‘B is C’ (“Pleasure is a good”):

Destruction:

(A is C) M (B is C). (hypothesis)
Ais not C.
Hence, B is not C.

Aristotle does not give an example for the construction of the thesis ‘B is C’,
but the procedure is obvious from topoi investigated earlier. Let us assume
that there is a proposition ‘D is C’ of which the truth of the predication is
less likely than ‘B is C’ and let “in a lesser degree than” (fjTTov £ikd¢) be
abbreviated as L. The corresponding hypothetical syllogism would then be:

Construction:
DisC)LBisC).
DisC. :
Hence, B is C. Al

In what way should the hypothcsis, say in the destructive case, ‘(A is C) M
(B is C)’ imply the conclusion ‘B is not C’, once the negation of ‘A is not:GE
in the additional premiss has been shown? One could think of this hypothesm,,
analogously to the diairetic hypothes1s, as containing implications. Whereas
there are four implications in a diairetic proposition, there are two in the
hypothesis above: ‘not (A is C)’ implies ‘not (B is C)’ and ‘(B is C)’ implies
‘(A is C)’. Le. the negation of the more likely predication implies the
negation of the less likely proposition and the assertion of the less likely
proposition implies the assertion of the more likely predication. The former
can be used for destruction of the thesis. The latter could theoretically be used
for construction of the proposition ‘A is C’; but the thesis ‘B is C’ is
supposed to be constructed. Thus, here the hypothesis ‘(D is C) L (B is C)’ is
needed, which contains two implications: ‘(D is C) implies (B is C)’ and ‘not
(B is C) implies not (D is C)’. The former is used for the construction of ‘B
is C’; the latter could theoretically be used for the destruction of ‘D is C’,
which however is not the thesis.* The two relevant implications contained in
the hypotheses for destruction and construction are explicitly stated in the
passage 115a6-8 cited on the previous page.

However, the implication of the conclusion here is not necessary, but only
probable. If knowledge is more likely good than pleasure and it is shown that
knowledge is actually not good, then it makes the thesis that pleasure is good
unlikely but not impossible; the opponent might very well not acknowledge
his thesis to be refuted and contend that the questioner has only shown it to be

46 Aristotle says explicitly that “the topos from the lesser degree can be used for
construction only” (I’ 6, 119b23); of course, correspondingly, the topos from the greater degree
is useful for destruction only.
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unlikely. Also, such an argument would not classify as a syllogism, since the
conclusion does not follow necessarily. There is one way to make the
conclusion follow necessarily—one adds the whole implication to the reason-
ing and once the opponent has agreed to it, it will follow by necessity. The
argument would then be, in the destructive case:

If (A is C) M (B is C)) and (A is not C), then (B is not C).
AisCOMBisC). &

A is not C.

Hence, B is not C.

This hypothetical syllogism represents the fifth one enumerated by Theo-
phrastus and obviously works as a metaleptic hypothetical syllogism (Hm); it
is distinguished from the other hypothetical syllogisms by its use of the
notion of probability. Alexander, in APr. 324, 26-29, gives the following
example for a qualitative syllogism:

If what would seem to be more self-sufficient with regard to happiness is not
self-sufficient, then what is less so than it is not self-sufficient; but health,
which would seem to be more self-sufficient than wealth. wrth regard to
happiness, is not self-sufficient; nor therefore is wealth. <& .2z =

This sylloglsm clearly satisfies the form glven above, being.ifi; t"act slightly
more precise in that it states the hypothesis in general terms and not the
needed instantiation which Aristotle clearly takes for granted.

Also in his commentary on the Topics Alexander clearly inte; "rets
working of this topos in the same way as I do. In in Top. 206; 21-24-he-only
gives an example of the topos and thus it is unclear, in the same way as it is
unclear in the Topics, as to whether he sees it as an argument or a hypothesis.
However, he is unmistakably clear in in Top. 126, 31-127, 16 where he
explains the working of the topos in general and illustrates it with an example
of the topos of the greater and lesser degree, using as the hypothesis the same
example as the one given in in Top. 206, 21-24. Thus he says that if
someone wants to prove that wealth is not good he can find the protasis he
needs with the help of the mentioned topos and syllogize the conclusion (127,
8-11):

For if health is good in a higher degree than wealth and it is not good, then
neither would wealth be good; if he takes this as a protasis (¢ AndOeiong
TPOTAOEwS) and adds some additional premiss (TpooAndBein) which says
that health is not good because [...], then it would be shown (ein
dederyuévov) according to the topos in hand (kata TOV Tpoxkeinuevov
Tomov) that wealth is not good.*’

The example is obviously very similar to the one given in his commentary
on the Prior Analytics, the only difference being that the predicate there is
“self-sufficient” and not “good”.*®

47 Alex. in Top. 127, 11-16.

48 Even if the syllogism is interpreted as not having the form that I have argued, but rather
the form of my first option, and one were to argue that the necessarily following of the
conclusion is taken here in the more relaxed sense of high probability, this would not
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2.3. The three topoi from the like degree (éx TOD ouoiwg)

Here, there are exactly the same three combinations of subjects and predicates
as in the three last topoi from the greater and lesser degree. Again, I shall cite
the first topos (115a17-19):

For supposing that one predicate belongs or is generally regarded (dokei) to
belong to two subjects in a like degree, then if it does not belong to the one
neither does it belong to the other; while if it belongs to the one, it belongs
to the remaining one as well.

This hypothetical syllogism functions analogously to the one constructed
according to the topos from the greater and lesser degree. The main difference
is that the like degree can be used both for destruction and construction,
whereas the greater degree can be used for destruction and the lesser degree for
construction only; for a concrete example of the hypothesis, see ' 6, 119b24-
217.

C. Selection of some topoi.from book B

1. The first topos in B: 2, 109a34-b12

Now one topos is to investigate whether the opponent 'has'assigned
(amodédwkev) as an accident (g ovuPePnxodg) something which belongs
in some other way (10 xat’ &AAov Tiva Tpdémov vmdpxov). This
mistake is commonly made with respect to the generaof things, e.g. if
someone were to say that being a colour is an accident (cvupepnkévat) of
white—for being a colour is not an accident of white, but colour is its genus.

This is a very important topos since it is the only one in book B in which
ovuPePnxdc clearly has the meaning of “accident” and not sumbebekos or
attribute. It is most probably a later addition*® and constitutes a group with
the topoi of the genus at the very beginning of A which are all in some way
concerned with the relationship between genus and accident (120b15-
121a11).5° The expression “to assign” (amwodiddvar 1i (W¢) T1) occurs
very often in AS! but scarcely in B, which again suggests a later addition.

The topos above is a clear example of what Theophrastus calls a parangel-
matic topos, i.e. only the investigation-instruction is given and the topos has
to be derived from it. Before deriving the topos however, first the investiga-
tion-instruction has to be made slightly more explicit. “In some other way”
obviously refers to the three predicables other than the accident. Thus, the full
and explicit instruction could be stated in the following way: ‘investigate

necessitate a rejection of my interpretation of the topos as a hypothetical protasis. As I have
already said, the hypothesis containing the expression “in a greater/lesser degree than”
contains two implications and it might be argued that the topoi in Top. B 10, 115a6-8 spell out
these implications.

49 Scholars are agreed on this; cf. Brunschwig (1967), p. LXXXE. and Sainati (1968), p. 72.

50 The first one (1, 120b21-29) in fact deals with exactly the reverse error in which what
belongs as an accident has been assigned as a genus.

STA 2,122a22, b12; 3, 123a34; 5, 126b14, et al; also (usually in the form o886 vat
Tivég 1) in E 1, 128b28, 2, 130a37; 9, 139a14 and Z 6, 144b29, 145a3, 10, 14, et al.
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whether the opponent has assigned something as an accident which in fact
belongs as a genus or proprium or definition’ 5

Now it is fairly clear which topos-hypothesis can be derived from that. Let
A (X, Y) stand for ‘X is an accident of Y’, G (X, Y) stand for ‘X is a genus of
Y',P (X, Y) for ‘X is a proprium of Y’ and D (X, Y) for ‘X is a definition of
Y’. The topos-hypothesis can then be written in the following way: ‘If G (X,
Y)or P (X, Y) or D (X, Y), then not A (X, Y)’. This hypothesis can of
course still be split further into parts: ‘If G (X, Y), then not A (X, Y)’, ‘If P
(X, Y), then not A (X, Y)’, and ‘If D (X, Y), then not A (X,Y)’.

This topos obviously derives from the first definition of the accident given
in A 5, 102b4f.: ‘A (X, Y) if and only if neither D (X, Y) nor P (X, Y) nor G
X, Y) and S (X, Y)’; S (X, Y) stands for ‘X is a sumbebekos, i.e. an
attribute, of Y.

The mistake of assigning the incorrect predicable “is most commonly
made with respect to genera” (109a35f.) and Aristotle gives a corresponding
example, which can be abbreviated as ‘A (colour, white)’. But “being a colour
is not an accident of white, but colour is its genus”, i.e. to show that ‘not A
(colour, white)’ it is enough to show that ‘G (colour whlte) The hypo-
thetical argument runs in the following way:

If G (X, Y), thennot A (X, Y).**

G (colour, white).
Hence, not A (colour, white).

The argument clearly functions as a destructive metaleptic hypothtical syllo-
gism ((Hm)d).%

Aristotle goes on to make a very interesting specification as to the form of
the thesis, which again points in the direction of a later addition:

The opponent may of course expressly specify the appellation (kata THvV
dvopaoiav dropicat) in his thesis (110€pevov), saying for example that
to be a virtue is an accident (cvupépnke) of justice; but often even without
such explicitness (uf] dropigavTt) it is obvious that he has assigned the
genus as an accident (WG ovuPePnkog arodédwkev); e.g. if someone were
to say that whiteness is coloured (kéxpwTat) or that walking is in motion
(x1veioBaur). For a predicate (katnyopia) derived from the genus is never
said of a species in a derived form (Tapwvi¥pwc), but always the genera are
predicated of their species synonymously (0vvwvypwg); for the species

52 The “or” is of course exclusive here.

53 This definition in turn relies on the exclusive statement of the predicables given in Top. A
5: ‘For all X and Y, either D (X, Y) or P (X, Y) or G (X, Y) or A (X, Y)'. From this even more
implications can be derived: ‘If G (X, Y), then not D (X, Y)’, ‘If (G (X, Y), then not P (X, Y)’,
etc.

54 The hypothesis could also have the diairetic form ‘Either G (X,Y) or A (X, Y)'.

55 Aristotle does not explain here how to prove that colour is the genus of white. Of course,
it would have to be shown that colour “is predicated in the essence of several things which
differ in kind” (A 6, 102a31f.), one of which would have to be “white”. This could be achieved
with some of the topoi given in book A.
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take on both the name and the definition of their genera. A man therefore
who says that white is coloured has not assigned colour as its genus, since
he has used a derived form (Tapwvyuwg), nor as a property, nor as a defini-
tion; for the definition and property of a thing belong to that thing and to
nothing else, whereas many things besides white are coloured, e.g. a log, a
stone, a man, a horse. Clearly then he assigns colour as an accident.’®

I have shown in Chapter Three that in the case of definition, proprium and
genus the predicate is explicitly stated as such whereas in the case of
sumbebekos we have a simple predication of an attribute, without the
attribute being specified in any way. Now, this topos deals with a thesis in
which sumbebekos has the specific meaning of “accident” (cvupepnké—
vai) and is explicitly stated as such (kata Tiv dvouaociav dropi—
oat). However, Aristotle maintains that an accidental predication even if it is
not explicitly specified as such (ur] diopioavTi) can be recognised by the
derivative form (Tapwvypwg)® that the accidental predicate has. The
assertion of a genus, in contrast, is always synonymous.>® The difference
between the accident on the one hand and proprium and definition on the other
is stated as follows: the latter.can c;predlcated of exactly one thing, whereas
the former of many things

The purpose of the entire procedure is to assist the questioner in recognis-
ing that a predicate has bcen'_as‘s_rgned’as an accident. Having found out that
the predicate has not been ass1gned either as a genus or as a proprium or as a
definition, it is clear that it is a881gned as an accident. Once the questioner has
found out that the predicate has'been ‘assigned as an accident he can proceed as
in the case described in the first:part of the topos-entry in which the predicable
was assigned explicitly; he might reassure himself by asking the opponent
whether by saying “whiteness is coloured” he really means to say that colour
is an accident of white.

There is also another way of interpreting the purpose of this procedure,
which, however, seems to me to be less likely. It could be that the opponent
himself agrees that colour is not an accident of white but its genus; however,
he contests that the way he expresses himself indicates that he takes it to be
an accident. In this case he would commit the error of violating the estab-
lished terminology and this topos would be one of the few where this error is

56 109a39-b12. “Clearly” because Aristotle takes the definition of the accident (or the
exclusive division of the predicables) for granted, as in the first part of the topos.

7 dTapxev &g oopPePnkdc would be possible as well.

58 Paronymity is defined in Cat. 1, 1a12-15 in the following way: “things are called
paronymous which derive their name from something, being given a different inflection
(Bradépovra 1] wrdoer). Thus, for example, the grammarian gets his name from grammar,
the brave get theirs from bravery.” “Inflection™ (wT@oig) can refer to different cases of a
noun (Top. E 7, 136b18-22, De Int. 2, 16a32-bl, APr. A 36, 48b37-49a5 (including the
nominative)), adjectives derived from nouns (Top. E 7, 136b15-18, b27f., Cat. 1al2-15),
adverbs derived from nouns (Top. B 9, 114a33f., E 7, 136b15-18), superlatives of adjectives
(Top. E 7, 136b28-32), genders (Top. A 4, 133b36-134a4, Soph. El. 14, 173b26f.), participles
(Top. Z 10, 148al2f.), and various other inflections including those derived from verbs; cf.
Steinthal (1890), 259ff.

3 Aristotle specifies synonymous predication here in the following way: ‘X is synonymously
predicated of Y if and only if X and X’s definition can be predicated of Y’ (109b6f.). The
same account is found in Cat. 1, 1a6-12.
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proved. The procedure given above would tell the questioner how to prove that
the way the answerer expresses himself commits him to the assertion of the
predicate as an accident, i.e. he commits a linguistic error.®® The reason why I
think this interpretation is less likely is that Aristotle seems to refer in both
cases, whether the belongmg as an accident is explicitly stated or not, to the
error of genuinely mixing up genus and accident.

2. The second topos in B: 2, 109b13-29

This topos is an important one which Aristotle counts among those “most
universal” (udAigta xoivoug) and whose efficiency is only next to the
“most opportune” topoi.S! It can also be found in other books of the Topics.$?
The topos runs:

Another topos is to examine all cases where a predicate has been said to
belong to all or none of something. Look at them species by species (xat’
€101 ) and not in their infinite number; for then the inquiry will proceed more
methodically and in fewer steps You should look and begin with the

those that are not fu her d1V1s1ble e.g. if a man has said that the knowledge
of opposites™ is*the “¥ame; “you should look and see whether it be so of
relatives and oL;onﬂmes and of terms opposed as privation and posses-
sion, and of coﬁtradlctory terms. [...]

For if in any case it is proved that the knowledge of them is not the same
(Eav yap. i Tw0g: I)m)(ﬁq 41t oox N avtn), we shall have destroyed
the problem (avqpn OTEQ t¢odpeBa 10 mpéPAnLa). Likewise, also, if the
predicate belongs irr no ‘case. This topos is convertible for both destructive
and constructive purposes. [...]%3

This again is a parangelmatic topos from which a topos-hypothesis can be
derived. The questioner is told to investigate the universal positive or nega-
tive thesis according to species. The example of the thesis—*“the knowledge
of opposites is the same”—makes it clear that the universality of the thesis
consists in the thesis containing the general term “opposites”. The questioner
is told to divide (dra1p€iv) it into its species (contradictories, contraries,
relatives, etc.) and see whether the predicate “the knowledge is the same” is
still true of them: “for if in any case it is proved that the knowledge of them
is not the same we shall have destroyed the problem.” The mode of expres-
sion (aorist-future perfect) clarifies that this argument is a hypothetical
syllogism; it clearly works as a destructive metaleptic hypothetical syllogism
((Hm)d). One instance of the hypothesis could be for example “If the
knowledge of opposites is the same, then the knowledge of contraries is the
same.” The argument could be written in the following way; let A and B stand
for terms and S (A) for ‘a species of A’ and let the thesis be ‘A is B’.

60 Cf. Alex. in Top. 136, 8-11,

61 H 4, 154a15-18

S2Cf. T 6, 120a32-b6; A 1, 120b15-20.
63 B 2, 109b13-20; 23-26.
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Destruction:
If B belongs to A, then B belongs to S(A).

B does not belong to S(A)..
Hence, B does not belong to A.

“To belong” stands here for “to be of” (elvau + subject in the genitive) (cf.
p. 1371f. above). The constructive argument described in b25-29 clearly works
as a constructive metaleptic hypothetical syllogism ((Hm)c).

3. The fourth topos in B: 2, 110al0-13

Moreover, one ought to turn the problema into a protasis for oneself
(¢avTd motoduevov) and then raise an objection to it; for an ‘objection
(¢votaoig) will be a ground of attack upon the thesis. This topos is very
nearly the same as the topos to examine all cases where a predicate has been
said to belong to all or none of something; but it differs in method
(dradéper. 8¢ 1§ Tpdmw).

I shall deal first-with this fourth topos, since Aristotle says that this topos “is
nearly the same’ as the:second one above. It is again a parangelmatic topos. It
is not at all easy ‘fo' see at first glance how a hypothetical syllogism could
result from this topos. The crucial point is to understand the meaning of
“problema”-¢orréctly. A problema is described in A 4 as a question of the
form ‘Is P the case, ornot?’ asked by the questioner and “it differs in the turn
of phrase” (dradéper [...] T@ TpdTW) (A 4, 101b28f.) from a protasis
which has the form ‘Is P the case?’ “Out of every protasis you will make
(wot1jge1g) a problema if you change the turn of phrase (LETAPAAAWY TG
TPOTW)” (A 4, 101b35). The similarity in expression might suggest that
Aristotle has the same change in the turn of phrase in mind here, i.e. that the
questioner is supposed to turn the problema which he asks into a protasis and
then find an objection. However, such an interpretation would not make any
sense, since the questioner cannot know the opponent’s thesis before he has
picked out an alternative from the problema, and thus he could not possibly
find an objection.

Problema has obviously to be interpreted as having the meaning it in fact
always has in books B-®, namely as the thesis—here clearly the opponent’s
thesis. Thus, the questioner is advised to turn the thesis into a protasis, i.e. a
question, and find an objection to it. Why is it necessary to turn the thesis
into a question? Simply because objections are made by the answerer to
protaseis asked by the questioner: the questioner is told to put himself into the
rdle of the answerer who tries to find an objection to a protasis, i.¢. a contra-
dictory instance to a general protasis.
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Thus the topos functions as the above one, but “differs in method”
(drodépet Bt T@ Tpomw).% The former topos is more methodical since an
exact procedure is given for finding instances which are implied by the thesis
through the dividing of a general term into species. Once a negative instance
is found, we have actually thereby found an objection. This is exactly what
the present topos instructs the questioner to do, however, without specifying
how such an objection is found exactly. Aristotle does not give an example
but it is not difficult to think of one. Let the thesis be for example “All
pleasure is good.” The questioner is supposed to turn it into a protasis for
himself, i.e. “Is all pleasure good?”, and find an objection, e.g. “Gluttony is
not good.” Having made the implication specific and proved that it is not the
case that gluttony is good the thesis will be destroyed by the hypothetical
syllogism of the form (Hm)d, just as in the topos above.

Thus one can see that even such an odd topos as this one can be under-
stood as functioning as a hypothetical syllogism.

4. The third topos in B: 2, 109b30-110a9

" Another topos is to make definitions both of the sumbebekos and of that to
which it belongs as a sumbebekos (i.e. its subject), either of both separately
-or of one of them, and then see if anything untrue has been assumed as true

“in the definitions. [...] Again, to see if the indignant man is envious, ask
what each of these terms means; for thus it will be obvious whether the
statement is true of false; e.g. if he is envious who grieves at the successes
of the good, and he is indignant who grieves at the successes of the evil,
then clearly the indignant man would not be jealous.

It is fairly clear how this topos (109b30-32; 38-110a4) works. The questioner
is advised to make a definition of both predicate and subject or of one of
them.% Let the thesis be ‘A is B’ and let Def(X) stand for ‘the definition of
X’. The three possible topos-hypotheses derived from the investigation-
instruction are then: ‘If A is B, then A is Def (B)’, ‘If A is B, then Def(A) is
B’ and ‘If A is B, then Def(A) is Def(B)’. Let us formalize the third example
that Aristotle gives (109b38-110a4). Let A stand for the “indignant man”, B
for “envious”, Def(A) for “being pained at the prosperity of the wicked”, Def
(B) for “being pained at the prosperity of the good”. The thesis is ‘A is B’.
If A is B, then Def (A) is Def (B).

Def (A) is not Def (B)
Hence, A is not B.

64 The Greek word Tpdmog is sometimes used synonymously with the word néfodog, cf.
Top. A 4, 102al10 and al2; De An. A 1, 402a19; APr. A 31, 46b36 (6 tpdmog Tfig
Cn‘n;im:mq ); De Part. Anim. A 5, 646a2 (0 tpdmog Tfi¢ neBodod), et al.

65 He then goes on to say (110a4-9) that one should even define the terms used in the
definitions: “One ought also to substitute definitions for the terms used in the definitions, and not
stop until one arrives at something familiar; for often although the whole definition has been
given, the point at issue is not yet clear, but it becomes clear when a definition has been given
for one of the terms in the definition.”
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The argument is of course a destructive one and it works as a destructive
metaleptic hypothetical syllogism ((Hm)d).

D. Topoi of “what is more worthy of choice” and of “what is the same”

In the previous chapter I mentioned these topoi as among those which
Alexander could have had in mind when writing of “other varieties of hypo-
thetical syllogisms” (cf. p. 107). I shall deal with them now.

1. Topoi of “what is more worthy of choice”

In book T’ 1-4 we find theses asserting that something is “more worthy of
choice” (aipetWTEpOV) or “better” (BEATLOV)SS than some other thing. This
class of predications is subordinated to those containing a sumbebekos-
predication. Thus in A 5, 102b14-20 Aristotle writes:

To sumbebekos are to be attached also all comparisons of things together,
when expressed in language that is derived in any kind of way from
sumbebekos; such as for example, the question “Is the honourable or thg‘:‘
expedient more worthy of choice (aipetwiTepov)?” and “Is the life of virtue’
or the life of self-indulgence the pleasanter (f1diwv)?”, and any other.
problem which may happen to be phrased in terms like this. For in all such’
cases the question is to which of the two does the predicate belong as a
sumbebekos in a greater degree (uGAAOV). 9

Aristotle also specifies the subject matter of problemata which deal with what
of two things is more worthy of choice (I' 1, 116a4-9)—it has to be
problematic:

But first it must be clearly laid down that the enquiry we are making concerns
not things that are widely divergent and that exhibit great differences from
one another (for nobody raises any doubt whether happiness or wealth is
more desirable), but things that are nearly related and about which we discuss
for which of the two we ought rather to vote, for we do not see any advantage
(Vmepoxrv) on either side as compared with the other.

In book T Aristotle gives a list of topoi which can be used as hypotheses in
hypothetical syllogisms. The examples that Aristotle gives serve to illustrate
the hypothesis, not the entire argument. One example is (116a29-33):

Also, that which is worthy of choice (aipetdv) for its own sake is more
worthy of choice than that which is so for some other reason; e.g. health is
more worthy of choice than exercise; for the former is worthy of choice for
its own sake, the latter for something else.

Clearly the proposition “what is worthy of choice for its own sake is more
worthy of choice than that which is worthy of choice for some other reason”
is being propounded here and made clear by an example. In a debate the
questioner would of course have to deliver several examples to establish the

66 Cf. 116a30 (sc. aipetuitepov), b8f. (sc. aiperdTEpOV), b18 (sc. BEATI®V), b3Of.
(sc.péATiV).
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hypothesis inductively. Aristotle does not give a concrete example of a whole
argument, but it is clear that, as in previous cases, the argument would work
analogously to the establishing of the hypothesis. Let us then assume that the
questioner’s thesis is that “health is more worthy of choice than exercise”. Let
A stand for “that which is worthy of choice for its own sake”, B for “that
which is worthy of choicé for some other reason”, C for “health”, D for
“exercise”. Let “more worthy of choice” (alpeTTepov) be abbreviated as A.
The thesis to be constructed is ‘C A D.’

A AB.
Cis A;DisB.
Hence, CAD

How do we know that the argument functions as a hypothetical syllogism? At
the very beginning of I' Aristotle describes the workings of the arguments
found in I' 1 and his mode of expression—aorist-future perfect—makes clear
that he thinks of them as of hypothetical syllogisms (116a10-12):

If one or more points of superiority can be shown (ds1xBeiong DREPOXA <
A uid¢ i wAeidvov), the mind will agree (cvyxatadt, OETQL_ -
didvoia) that whichever of the two alternatives is actua]ly superlor is the
more worthy of choice (tovT’ sonv aipeTdTWPEOY, oyro frea'ov'
Toyxdver adTdv vrepéxov).

The working of the hypothetical syllogism is described here in psyéhol(;‘g-iéal'
terms but it is clear that in the context of the debate the hypothesm in which
the standard of superiority is set, has been agreed upon—the entiré book I* is’
mainly a list of these hypotheses.

The terms on the both sides of “... is more worthy of choice than ...” in
the hypothesis can have different forms. Thus, at the beginning of I 2 another
frequent form of the terms is specified (117a5-10):

Whenever two things are very much like one another, and we cannot see any
superiority (Orepox1iv) in the one over the other of them, we should look at
them from the standpoint of their consequences. For the one which is
followed by the greater good is the more desirable; or, if the consequences
be evil, that is more desirable which is followed by the lesser evil. For
though both may be desirable, yet there may still be some unpleasant
consequence.

The hypothesis here is not just ‘A A B’, but ‘(A which has superior
consequences) A (B which has inferior consequences)’; but the relation A and
thus the main form of the argument remains the same.

2. Topoi of “what is the same”

Top. H 1 deals with theses which express the sameness or difference of
something with or between something else (Tadt6-predication): ‘A is the
same as (Ta¥Td) B’ or ‘A is not the same as (0¥ TadTd) B’. At the
beginning of H 1 the “most opportune” topoi are listed with the help of
which the thesis expressing sameness can be constructed (151b30-152a4)
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whereas the rest of the chapter lists topoi on how to destroy theses expressing
sameness. The theses containing “the same”-predication constitute a subclass
of theses in which a definition-predication is expressed. In A 5, 102a5-9
Aristotle says:

One may, however, call definitory such a remark as that the beautiful is the
becoming, and likewise also the question, “Are perception and knowledge
the same or different?”—for argument about definitions is mostly concerned
with questions of sameness and difference.

Let us take as an example the topos in 152a31-33:

Again, look and see if, supposing the one to be the same as something, the
other also is the same as it; for if they are not both the same as the same
thing, clearly neither are they the same as one another.

The first sentence contains the investigation-instruction, from which the
hypothesis can be derived, whereas the second (after the semicolon) explains
how the argument works. The argument can be formalized in the following
way; let the thesis to be destroyed be ‘A is the same as B’:

If X is the same as Y and X is the same as Z, then Yis the same as Z
A is the same as C, but B is not the same as C.
Hence, A is not the same as B.

It is striking that Aristotle describes this argument with such brev1ty and that
he takes so many steps for granted, which one would not take for:granted in
modern logic. In order to make it work logically in the modern sense the
hypothesis has to be instantiated in a certain way and several steps have to be
made explicit. Let us instantiate the hypothesis in the following way,
substituting X, Y, Z by A, B, C respectively and writing ‘A=B’ for ‘A is the
same as B’ and accordingly in the other two cases:

If (A=B and A=C), then B=C.

To make the structure more clear, let us transform the above formula into
propositional logic, substituting ‘A=B’ by ‘P’, ‘A=C’ by ‘Q’ and ‘B=C’ by
iR7:

PAQ >R
P> (Q—-R (by Exportation)
P — not (Q A not R) (by a Law of Implication)

Now the second premiss can be added:
(Q AnotR)

The conclusion can now by deduced by Modus tollens, or rather with the help
of the destructive metaleptic hypothetical syllogism ((Hm)d):

Hence, not P

How can we know that the above arguments are syllogisms? They are
mentioned explicitly in A 18, 108a38-b6 as the syllogisms about sameness
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and- difference (ovAMoyiopol mepi tavTod kol €Tépov). Aristotle
describes the destructive workings of these arguments using the mode of
expression common to hypothetical syllogisms, i.e. aorist-future perfect:

For when we have discovered (edpdvTeg) a difference of any kind whatever
between the subject under discussion, we shall have shown (dedeixdTeg
£adueba) that they are not the same (611 00 TadTAV).57

Since Aristotle distinguished between categorical and hypothetical syllogisms
and the above syllogisms of “what is more worthy of choice” and of “what is
the same” are not categorical syllogisms, I have inferred that they are
hypothetical syllogisms. It is interesting to note that Galen in the sixteenth
chapter of his Institutio logica speaks in cases in which the predicates “is
more worthy of choice” and “is the same” occur, of a third kind of a
syllogism: the relational syllogisms (CUAAOYLOPOG KAT& TO TPdg Tt
yevéaBa).68

At least as far as the syllogisms of what is worthy of choice® are con-
cerned it is to be said that they do not have the common characteristic of
hypothetical syllogisms. In a hypothetical syllogism the thesis to be proved
or refuted is “substituted” (ueTaAaupdverv) by another one on which the
proof concentrates and which is linked to the thesis through some kind of
implication expressed in the hypothesis; there are -at least two predications in
a hypothesis. In the proposition ‘A is more worthy ‘of choice than B’ this is
of course not the case.”® Neither is the syllogism with.this hypothesis a
categorical syllogism. Thus, one could indeed speak of a third sort of
syllogism. ) -

As for the syllogisms of “what is the same”, the syllogism formalized
above is certainly a hypothetical syllogism, since it satisfies all the con-
ditions. The argument without the hypothesis, i.e. A=C, B#C, hence A#B,
might still be considered to be a valid argument and it is this sort of argument
which Galen seems to have classified as relational syllogisms. However,
Galen himself suggests adding the hypothesis as a premiss,’! but then that
would not be another kind of syllogism any more. It would certainly be
interesting to compare Galen’s relational syllogisms with the arguments

67 A 18, 108b2-4. Cf. also A 5, 102a6-17 where Aristotle explains that the topoi of “what is
the same” are useful for the destruction, though not the construction of definitions: “for when
we have shown (deiavteg) that a thing is not the same as another, we shall have destroyed
(avnpnxdteg Eadueda) the definition” (al3f.).

68 Inst. Log. 38, 13f.

% Galen obviously has a similar sort of syllogism in mind to the one found in Top. T . One
example he gives, Inst. Log. 42, 1-3, is: “The virtue of the better is more worthy of choice (sc.
than the virtue of the worse); soul is better than body; hence, the virtue of the soul is more
worthy of choice than the virtue of the body.”

70 However, the “most opportune” topoi in I' do represent hypotheses of the ‘normal’ sort,
since they do not have the form ‘X A Y’, but ‘If X A Y, then f(X) A f(Y); cf. eg. I 3,
118a34-39: “Furthermore, we can judge things from their inflected forms, uses, actions and
effects, and also vice versa; for they all follow one another (dxoAovBei yap &AArAoig).
For example, if ‘justly’ is more worthy of choice than ‘courageously’, then also justice is more
worthy of choice than courage; and if justice is more worthy of choice than courage, then also
‘justly’ is more worthy of choice than ‘courageously’. Similarly also in the other cases.”

TLCE. Inst. Log. 39, 17-19.
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found in Top. T and H, but such an investigation would lead us too far astray
from the Topics.”? In any case it can be said that it was neither in Galen nor
in the authors whom he cites as his predecessors’ where the very origins of
relational arguments are found but in Aristotle’s Topics.

E. Origins of categorical syllogisms in the Topics

I have mentioned in the Introduction that we not only find the origins of
hypothetical syllogisms in the Topics but also, to a much lesser extent, those
of categorical syllogisms. In fact the topos in B 4, 111a14-32 seems to be the
only clear case. Aristotle seems to run into problems here, principally because
he does not seem to take into account the quantification but rather relies on
the intensions of the terms. I shall also discuss a topos in which it is not
obvious whether it works as a categorical or a hypothetical syllogism.

1. The topos in B 4, 111a14-32

This section will deal with the first topos-described in 111a14-20 and the two
passages in which Aristotle refers.to.thé-first topos (a23-27 and a29-31),
reflecting on the value of the first topos for construction and destruction; I
shall leave the second topos (a20% 33 7aside’ ‘The relevant passage is as
follows:

In order to prove that contrary’ attnbut S 'long to the same thing (Td
¢vavtia 1@ adtg vmdpxovra),look at its, .genus; e.g. if we want to
show that there is correctness and error in perception (o1t mept aioBnov
dpBdtng xai apaptia): since to perceive is to distinguish (Emel TO
aioBdaveoBar kpiveiv £oti), and there is distinguishing in a correct and
an incorrect way (xpiveiv 8’ €otiv 0pOdc xai pun 6pO@g), thus with
regard to perception there is correctness and error as well (kai mepi
aioBnoiv &v ein dpBJdTng kai apaptia). In the present instance the
proof starts from the genus and relates to the species, for ‘distinguishing’ is
the genus of ‘perceiving’, since he who perceives is distinguishing in a
certain way [...]. Now, the former topos is false (yevd1ig) for the purposes
of construction [...]. For it is not necessary that all the attributes that
belong to the genus should also belong to the species; for an animal is
winged or (xa1)’4 quadruped, but man is not. [...] On the other hand, for the
purposes of destruction, the former argument is true [...]: for all the
attributes which do not belong to the genus do not belong to the species
either.

72 On the relational syllogism in Galen cf. Barnes (1993), (1990b) and (1990a). The last
mentioned work is very illuminating as to how the ancients, including Stoics and mathemat-
icians;ldealt with arguments of this sort and as to how one can deal with such arguments in
gener:

73 Posidonius is cited by name in Inst. Log. 47, 16.

74 The Greek xai is usually a conjunction and translated as ‘and’. However, there is of
course no animal which is winged and quadruped at the same time, but some are winged and
some quadruped. Thus, this a clear instance in which kol has the meaning of a disjunction ‘or’,
which is not unusual in Aristotle (cf. Bonitz (1870), 367b20-24).
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The theses which can be dealt with through the help of this topos express a
belonging of contraries to a term (al4). In the second part of the passage
however (a23-32) Aristotle no longer confines the predicates to contraries, as
the examples “animal is winged or quadruped, but man is not” (a26f.) and “if
man is good, then animal is also good” (a28) clearly show.

The questioner is supposed to investigate whether the contraries belong to
the genus of the term. He constructs the thesis by showing that they belong
and destroys the thesis by showing that they do not belong, assuming the
topos that ‘that which belongs to the genus also belongs to the species’.”

In al5-18 Aristotle seems to give us an example of an argument which in
a debate had to be formulated in the form of two protaseis and a conclusion;
the thesis to be constructed is: “there is (§o0t1v) correctness and error in
perception.”

There is (Eot1v) distinguishing (genus) in a correct and an incorrect way.
To perceive (species) is to distinguish (genus).

Hence, there is correctness and error in perceptlon (species).

First of all, scholars are agrecd,..that the predlcate ‘is” (EaTiv) in “there is
(t-:onv) correctness and error in percepuon” (al5f.&17f.) and also in “there is
(oTv) good and bad knowl’edge” (a21) is existential,’s and that is why Ihavc
translated it as “there is”. There is some dispute as to whether “is” in “an
animal is winged or quadruped" (a26).and “if man is good, then ammal is also
good” (a28) is existential or copulatlvc However, whereas this is a problem
for editors it is” not a problem 'ifi the context of analysing arguments, since
Aristotle does not seem to see any important difference between the existential
and copulative meaning of “to be” and he obviously takes “to belong” to
encompass the meaning of the existential “to be” as well—the present topos
is supposed to be useful for proving that “contrary attributes belong to the
same thing” (al4) and an example for such a thesis is “there is correctness and
error in perception” (alSf.).

Let us then formalize the first argument slightly and see why the protaseis
necessitate the conclusion. Let A stand for ‘in a correct and incorrect way’

75 This is of course a false assumption, as Aristotle himself is aware, stating that “it is not
necessary that all the attributes that belong to the genus should also belong to the species”
(a25f.). That is the reason why the topos is false for construction.

76 In both cases we have the typlcal position of 0Tt as a full and not an auxiliary verb
before the subject. In the former case “perception” is not even the gmmmaucal subject so that
“is” could not be copulative here, and in the latter case “knowledge” cannot be both good and
bad at the same time.

77 The existential “is” in Greek is accentuated (Eom), the copulative “is” is not (£o11). In
a26 agd a28 Wallies and Ross choose the first option, Bekker, Waitz and Brunschwig the
second.

From the standpoint of modern logic the existential ‘is’ would certainly make more sense—
only some animals are winged—but cf. my remarks on p. 162. In any case, the explanation of
Brunschwig (1967), p. 42n.2 for not accentuating £0Tiv in a26 and a 28 is not sound. He
explains this by pointing out that according to B 1 dmdpxeiLv corresponds to the copulative
eivat. In the same footnote he then correctly observes that the first part of our passage shows
that 9rdpxetv can also be transformed into an existential €ivai. But then his argument for not
accentuating eivan in a26 and 28 falls down and his decision is not backed by any reason at all.
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(8pBdc ko un 0pO&c), B for ‘distinguishing’ (xpivewv), C for ‘percei-
ving’ (ato@dveaOar). The constructive argument then has the form:

Construction:

Bis A
C (species) is B (genus)

C (species) is A

The fact that £oTLv is existential does not mean that we have to interpret the
thesis as expressing a particular belonging, as modern logic tells us to do—in
Aristotle’s logic both universal and particular propositions have an existential
import (a is clear from his Law of Subalternation). When Aristotle asserts the
existence of correctness and incorrectness in perception, he obviously wants to
assert it of every perception, i.e. every perception is either correct or incorrect
(correspondingly in the case of distinguishing); for reasons of clarity I have
taken the liberty of representing the disjunctive predicate here by a single term
since the disjunctivity does not play a rdle here (although in APr. A 31,
46b3-19 where it does not play any rdle either Aristotle represents it by two
terms). Thus we can write, substituting “is” by “belongs to all”:

A belongs to all'B:-
B belongstoallC =~

A belongs to all C.;‘ =

The argument is clearly valid. It has the form of Barbara. Of course, Aristotle
was certainly not aware of the argument having the exact structure given
above. In fact, it will be shown that he saw its functioning differently.
However, it can be seen that the argument has a formal structure which makes
it valid and that Aristotle is progressing here towards his syllogistic in the
Prior Analytics.

Aristotle says that this topos is wrong in the constructive case, because it
is not necessarily the case that that which belongs to the genus also belongs
to the species. He gives a counterexample: an animal is winged or quadruped,
but not a man (a23-27). Does this mean that the above argument is invalid?
This would be most unusual since it has the form of Barbara and is therefore
always valid. What then is different about the counter-example? Let us have a
closer look at it. Extensionally, the quantification of “an animal is winged or
quadruped” seems to be different to that of “there is correctness and error in
perception”. The latter is a universal protasis—error or correctness is in all
kinds of perception, the former a particular protasis—some animals are
winged, some quadruped.

Let A be quadruped, B animal and C man. ‘A belongs to some B and B
belongs to all C’ does not necessitate that A belongs to some, let alone to all
C. Thus we see that the first argument is correct, the second false. Aristotle
clearly says that the topos is false because, in the constructive case, we do not
always necessitate a true conclusion. Admittedly, Aristotle does not argue here
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with quantification, but explains the point with the help of the concepts of
genus and species. Some of the properties of a genus belong to all its species
(in the case of animal, e.g. “having a soul”), some do not (in the case of
animal, e.g. ‘two-footed’), i.e.: ‘X belongs to genus’ does not necessitate ‘X
belongs to species’ (cf. a25f.). The way I have formalized the two arguments
is obviously not the way Aristotle thought of them here, as there are two
syllogisms of different forms for the argument in al6-18 and the
counterexample in a26f. He considers them both to have the same form or
structure.”®

It is interesting to compare the above topos with the one which immedi-
ately follows it in the text (111a33-b11). This topos actually consists of three
topoi listed in the first three lines which differ only with respect to the exact
way of their belonging (a 33-36). Let us look at the very first topos (a33f.):

Of all those things of which the genus is predicated, some of its species
(T@v €1d@v T1) must necessarily (advayxaiov) also be predicated.

The difference between the present topos and the preceding topos which runs
“all the attributes that belong to the genus should also belong to the species”
is that in the former genus and species are predicates which are predicated of
some subject whereas in the latter some predlcate is predicated of the subject
genus and species.-

In contrast to the preceding topos the present topos is always true since
Aristotle takes extensionality into consideration—he specifies here “species”
by the quantifier “some”. The preceding topos could always be made true by
simply replacing “to the species” by “to some species”. It is fairly clear that
the present topos works as a hypothetical syllogism.” It seems as though in
the Topics Aristotle was more clear about arguments which were later
classified as hypothetical syllogisms than about those known later as categor-
ical syllogisms.

Let us now turn to the destructive argument which Aristotle says is
always correct (a29-31). Aristotle does not give any concrete argument, but it
can easily be derived from the constructive argument by simply transforming
the conclusion and the major premiss into a negative universal proposition.’
The destructive argument then has the following form:

Destruction:

A belongs to no B.
B belongs to all C.

A belongs to no C.

The argument is valid; it has the form of Celarent. Aristotle says that the
topos is true in this destructive argument because the produced protaseis

78 On this topos cf also Kneale and Kneale (1962), pp. 36f.

7 Cf. especially 111b8-11.

80 Aristotle does not usc quantifiers explicitly here and thus I assume that “to destroy” is
meant in the sense of proving a negative statement, as specified in Chapter One, p. 18f.
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always necessitate the conclusion (a29-31). The reason is that that which does
not belong to the genus does not belong to any of its species either: ‘X does
not belong to the genus’ necessitates ‘X does not belong to the species’ (cf.
a30f.).

So, why does the topos always deliver valid arguments for destruction and
not always for construction? It would seem that, expressed in terms of
quantification, ‘X belongs to the genus’ (the case of construction) can mean,
with respect to its species: ‘X belongs to all species of the genus’ or ‘X
belongs to some species of the genus’. In contrast, ‘X does not belong to the
genus’ (the case of destruction) can only mean: ‘X does not belong to any
species.’

So, if X belongs only to some of the species of the genus, it cannot be
guaranteed that the species which has to be proved as having the property X
happens to be among those (“some”) species which share with the genus the
property X. Of course, Aristotle does not operate here with quantification but
with the concepts of genus and species. The quantifications are however
implicitly contained in these concepts. Aristotle is content to state simply
_’that that which belongs to the genus does not necessarily belong to the
; and as proof he gives a counterexample.

:meaily it-can be queried what the topos for the construction of a categorical

' syllogxsm actually provides us with here. The topos tells us to find the genus

.of the subject, which I have designated with the letter B; in concreto, it tells
§'to 160k at the genus of ¢ perceptlon” which is “distinguishing”. Thus, what
«is found with the help of the topos is clearly the middle term or, stated more
fully, the proposition containing the middle term. As in all topoi, a
proposition is found which is in some way or another related to the thesis—
here the subject is substituted by its genus. However, the relation between the
thesis (=conclusion) and the substituting proposition is not expressed as an
implication in a protasis, but is expressed in the minor premiss by making
explicit the connection between the substituted and substituting terms of the
two propositions. The substituting premiss together with the minor premiss
then yield the conclusion.

2. The topos in B 2, 110al4-22

Furthermore, you must determine what kind of things (roia) should be called
as the majority call them, and what should not; for this is useful both for
constructive and destructive purposes. For instance, you should determine
that things (Tpdyuata) ought to be described in the language used by the
majority, but when it is asked what kinds of things (moia mpdypata) are
or are not of such and such a kind (tfotadta fij 0od TotadTa), you must no
longer pay attention to the majority. For example, it is right to call healthy
whatever is productive of health, as does the majority; but when it is asked
whether the subject under discussion is productive of health or not, you must
no longer use the language of the majority, but that of the doctor.

This is a topical argument where it is not easy to decide whether it works as a
hypothetical or a categorical syllogism, simply because no explanation is
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given as to how the argument constructed according to the topos works
formally. Thus it is possible to interpret it as a hypothetical or a categorical
syllogism. I shall demonstrate these two possible of interpretations.

In the investigation-instruction the advice is given to determine what kind
of things should be called as most men call them, and what should not: words
(0vopaoiat) that mean the same things (Tpdypata) to most people
should be normally used, but when the question is what kinds of things
(roia wpdypata) are or are not of such and such a kind, one should use the
language of the specialist. The concrete example (al9-22) makes the procedure
perfectly clear. We should use the word (0vopadia) “healthy” to call those
things (wp&ypata) which are productive of health; but the kind of things
(moia wpaypara) which are productive of health should be determined by
the doctor and not the multitude. One should define names like “healthy”
according to everyman’s belief, but when specifying what things are actually
healthy for men, one should follow the opinion of the doctors.®!

Let us take as an example the thesis ‘Boxing is healthy’ and show how to
destroy it, in the first instance with the help of a hypothetical syllogism, and

_afterwards with the help of a categorical syllogism.

“2.1. The topical argument interpreted as a hypothetical syllogism
-One could think of a simplified dialectical debate taking the following course:
“You mean by healthy ‘that which is productive of health’, as in fact thé
majority does?”%?; “Yes.” “Thus, ‘if boxing is healthy, then it is also
‘productive of health?’”’; “Yes.” “Now, what is productive of health is the
.subject-matter of medicine,® is it not, and so we should call those things
productive of health which the doctor calls so”. “Yes”. “But the doctors say
that boxing is not productive of health, that in fact it may cause serious
damage to our health, do they not?’® “Yes.” The questioner concludes thus,
that according to the linguistic usage of the majority which was agreed upon
in the hypothesis, boxing is not healthy.
In order to see the structure of the destructive argument more clearly, I
shall use letters instead of terms. Let B stand for ‘boxing’, H for ‘healthy’, P
for ‘productive of health’. The thesis is then ‘B is H.’

If B is H, then B is P.
B is not P
Hence, B is not H

81 In A 10, 104a33-37 Aristotle explicitly states that the technical opinions belong to the
dialectical protaseis as well: “It is also obvious that all opinions which accord with the arts are
dialectical protaseis; for people are likely to assent to the opinions of those who have examined
the subjects in question, e.g. on questions of medicine people would assent to the opinion of the
doctor and in matters of geometry to the opinion of the geometrician, and so too with the other
arts.”

82Cf. © 1, 156b20-23: “It is also useful to add that such and such a view is that generally
held and expressed; for people shrink from trying to upset the received opinions unless they
have some objection to bring, and they are wary of upsetting them at the same time as they are
themselves also making use of such things.”

8 Cf. e.g. 110b18f.: “Medicine is the science both of producing health and of dieting.” Cf.
also 107a6f.

8 This would have to be confirmed in some way, e.g. by citing some famous school of
medicine.
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The syllogism clearly works as a destructive metaleptic hypothetical syllo-
gism ((Hm)d). The formal procedure is similar to the one in 109b30-110a9.
The topos there tells us to define the subject or the predicate or both and see if
the thesis turns out to be false. Here, Aristotle gives us a clue as to how to
define a term of the thesis—according to common usage—and how to refute
the proposition implied by the thesis—by referring to the opinion of an
expert.

2.2. The topical argument interpreted as a categorical syllogism

A debate could follow a very similar course to the one described above but
with a slight difference. In the debate above the positively answered
proposition “You mean by healthy ‘that which is productive of health’, as in
fact the majority does?” was used as an argument for the establishing of the
hypothesis ‘if boxing is healthy, then it is also productive of health?’
However, we could take this proposition itself as a premiss and do without
the hypothesis. The argument would then have to be formalized in a different
way; let the letters stand for the same terms as before:

Pis H.  (common usage of the majority)
B is net P. (that is what the doctor says) -
Hence, BisnotH.

This is clearly a categorical syllogism. When we add the universal quanﬁﬁers
we have the syllogism of the form Celarent.

It seems to me to be impossible, having the investigation-instruction only, to
decide whether this topical argument works as a hypothetical or a categorical
syllogism. With the example above I hope to have illustrated this difficulty.
However, since the great majority of the topoi work as hypotheses in
hypothetical syllogisms I would rather opt for the first interpretation.

3. Categorical syllogisms in dialectical debates

It is not surprising that some predecessors of categorical syllogisms are found
in the Topics. Categorical syllogisms were clearly used in dialectical debates
as well and some predecessors seem to be found in book ®.%5 The entire
terminology in the Prior Analytics is dialectical—problema, protasis,
syllogism, prosyllogism, constructing and destroying of a thesis, all the
various ways of describing predication as “to belong”, etc.—and it is clear that
categorical syllogisms as well as hypothetical ones originate in dialectical
debates; both kinds of syllogism can be used in a debate using endoxical
protaseis and thus both can be dialectical syllogisms. There are many parallel
passages in the Topics and the Prior Analytics. In APr. A 26 for example
Aristotle speaks about the relative difficulty of constructing and destroying
theses, just as he does in Top. H 5. The difference is that in Top. H 5 the
relative difficulty is discussed with respect to each predicable whereas in APr.
A 26 it is discussed with respect to positive or negative universal and

85 Cf. Chapter One, p. 26f.
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particular conclusions; the common ground is thus that of sumbebekos.
Aristotle first gives reasons peculiar to syllogistic for a thesis being hard to
attack (42b27-43a2)—*“that which is concluded in more figures and by more
moods is easier, while that which is concluded in fewer figures and by fewer
moods is harder to refute” (42b29-32). He then says that universal theses are
easier to destroy than particular ones, because the former we can destroy both
by another universal or by a particular conclusion, whereas the latter can only
be destroyed by a universal one (43a2-15). This is exactly what Aristotle says
in H 5, 154b33-155a2.

An even more striking similarity is found in APr. A 27-28 where it is
explained how to find a categorical syllogism to a given. thesis or conclu-
sion,3¢ just as it is explained in the Topics, for the most part, how to find
hypothetical syllogisms. The passage here is analogous to the passage in
Top. B 4, 111b17-23 where Aristotle advises us to select propositions con-
sequent or antecedent to the thesis, depending on whether we want to destroy
or construct a thesis. In APr. A 27-28 Aristotle advises to select antecedents
and consequents as well, but here these expressions refer to terms and not
propositions. What is being sought is the middle term,*” and this is exactly
what the topos in B 4, 111a14-32 discussed above (pp. 160-164) provides us
with. But Aristotle does not speak in APr. A 27-28 of topoi. The term seems
to have been reserved for means of finding a hypothetical syllogism. The
topos in B 4 just mentioned is one of a few exceptions; the topoi in books A,
E and Z on principle could not tell us how to construct a categorical
syllogism, since conclusions of the sort ‘A is a genus/proprium/definition of
B’ cannot be established by them—we have three and not only two terms
here. Categorical syllogisms establish or destroy propositions which are
implied or which imply such theses. For example ‘Animal is a genus of man’
implies that ‘All men are animals’ and the latter proposition could of course
be destroyed by a categorical syllogism; the thesis that ‘Animal is a genus of
man’ however would only be destroyed on the basis of a hypothesis. Thus,
apart from the few exceptions found in book B, the vast majority of topoi in
the Topics tell us how to construct hypothetical syllogisms.

In this chapter I have shown a considerable number of topoi which clearly
work, with the exception of a few, as hypotheses in hypothetical syllogisms.
I have also demonstrated passages where Aristotle explicitly speaks about
hypothetical syllogisms with respect to topoi. In the case of a few topoi it
has sometimes been difficult to see how they work exactly, but the mode of
expression often proves helpful in showing that they work as hypotheses of
hypothetical syllogisms. All this makes it very likely that other topoi where
Aristotle expresses himself very concisely also work as hypotheses. I have
shown how such concisely expressed topoi, which are often just investi-
gation-instructions, can be understood as working as hypotheses. Aristotle

8 1n APr. A 4-22 Aristotle merely lists various moods and figures of categorical syllogisms;
he does not explain how to find them.

87 Cf. A 28, 44b40: “The object of our invetigation is to discover the middle term” (To®
uéoov xdpwv 1 EmipAeync).
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clearly realized, to a considerable extent by the time the Topics was written,
that the vast majority of topical arguments work as hypothetical arguments:
Theophrastus undertook the task of finishing a project begun by Aristotle,
which the latter, for whatever reason, had not done himself.



SUMMARY

In this book I set out to answer the question of what a topos is and how the
arguments constructed with the help of the topoi work.

In Chapter One I described the dialectical debates as they are delineated by
Aristotle in book ®, with a few characterizations from book A and the central
books B-H. It is very important to understand this procedure, because it
represents the context of the topoi in the central books which is taken for
granted. I first provided a note on chronology maintaining that, in contrast to
the common opinion, the core of ® was actually written earlier than the rest
of the Topics. This is especially important with respect to the fact that we do
not find topoi in @, but instead a certain kind of universal protaseis which
have a similar function in ® to that of topoi in the central books. Firstly, I
specified the principal purpose behind the Topics, namely training in dispu-
tation (yvuvaoia), where there are two _opponents, the questioner and the
answerer. The former asks the latter a- quest.lon of the form ‘Is it the case that
P, or not?” and whichever alternative (“P”or ‘not P’) the answerer chooses, the
questioner takes over the other. The questxone,r poses. queshons and tries to
deduce from the answers the contradictory of the answerer’s thesis. I then went
on to describe these exercises thoroughly, ﬁrst the role of the questioner, then
that of the answerer. AR

With respect to the role of the quesnoner I mscussed the notions of the
problema and protasis. I discussed the distinction between these two notions
with regard to form, the problema having the form ‘Is it the case that P, or
not?’, the protasis having the form ‘Is it the case that P?’ I then specified the
notion of problema with respect to content that has to be in some way
puzzling. I also specified the notions of “constructing” and “destroying” a
thesis, both of which are tasks of the questioner, and which have two slightly
different meanings. To destroy means either to refute a positive thesis (by
concluding the negative thesis) or to refute an explicitly quantified universal
positive or negative statement by proving a particular negative or positive
thesis. To construct means, accordingly, to prove a positive thesis or a
universal positive or negative thesis.

I then went on to describe the different sorts of protaseis described in ©.
There are necessary and auxiliary protaseis, and these can be divided into
universal and singular protaseis. In order to understand the former distinction
it is necessary in the first instance to make a distinction between two different
sorts of syllogisms. There is a necessary syllogism with the help of which
the thesis of the answerer is refuted; it is deduced from necessary protaseis.
There are also syllogisms of the necessary premisses of the main syllogism
(the so-called prosyllogisms), and these are deduced from auxiliary protaseis.
The necessary protaseis are established, in the main, by induction or
syllogism or can be advanced in their original form. Accordingly, the
auxiliary protaseis are those with the help of which induction or syllogism of
the necessary protaseis proceeds. Apart from that there are also auxiliary
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protaseis to add weight to the argument, to conceal the conclusion, or to
render the argument more clear. Those used for concealing the conclusion are
especially important, since induction and syllogisms serve to a large extent
this purpose as well. The answerer of course does not want to be refuted and
thus the questioner tries to hide the fact that the protaseis he propounds bring
him nearer to the intended conclusion. Aristotle mentions various tactics for
doing this.

Lastly, I stressed that universal and particular protaseis in ® are not
distinguished by quantifiers but by general and particular terms.

I then investigated the rdle of the answerer, which coincided with the
investigation of “solution” and “objection”. When the answerer objects to the
whole reasoning he has to expose the error in the reasoning, i.e. solve it. The
answerer is supposed to accept singular protaseis if they are endoxical. If he
does not accept a universal protasis, he is supposed to give an objection, i.e.
an instance of the contradictory of the universal protasis. If he does not do this
he behaves peevishly.

In Chapter Two I turned to passages where Aristotle says something about the
topoi. Aristotle does not give a deﬁmtlon of a topos anywhere in the
Topics—he simply lists the topoi in the central books—but a quasi-definition
can be found in the Rhetoric. The result of my investigation was that a topos
turned out to be ‘that under which many’ syllogisms fall’. I also looked at
several other passages in the Rhetoric and the Topics. The context of these
passages made it clear that Aristotle- takes a topos to be a certain sort of
general protasis and principle. T

Next, other interpretations of the topos were examined, the most promin-
ent one being the interpretation of topoi as rules. I have shown that this
interpretation is very implausible in the context of a debate and that an
argument constructed with the help of a rule does not fulfil the requirements
of the definition of a syllogism. I suggested that the argument becomes
cogent only if the topos is explicitly uttered. I then turned to a concrete
example of a topos, namely the topos of the greater and lesser degree. The
interpretation of this topos confirmed the earlier result: the topos is estab-
lished by induction and stated as a protasis; the argument works as a hypo-
thetical syllogism. However, as eventually became clear in Chapter Four,
Aristotle seems to think of the working of a topos as a hypothesis, as a sort
of rule and often expresses topoi correspondingly. Thus, it is not surprising
that this interpretation is the prevalent one.

I then discussed the interpretation of topoi as laws and found that this does
not conflict with my interpretation of, topoi as protaseis and principles since
the topoi expressed in the hypotheses can certainly be seen as certain logical
laws; Aristotle in fact often says ‘principle’ where we would more commonly
say ‘law’.

This was also true of the interpretation of topoi as investigation-
instructions, since topoi as principles and hypotheses of arguments can be
derived from them. An especially impressive confirmation of this is provided
by the investigation of organa. Organa are very similar to topoi, most
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strikingly as being investigation-instructions. In one passage Aristotle
explicitly says of them that they are “in a way protaseis, since it is possible
to make a protasis in accordance with each of them”. It can be inferred that to
topoi, corresponding protaseis can be produced as well, which of course
confirms my interpretation.

Next, I turned to the topoi in central books and cited one topos of which
Aristotle explicitly says that it is uttered as a protasis. I demonstrated several
topoi which are objected to by objections; in the previous section on the
interpretation of topoi as rules I also demonstrated topoi which are established
by induction. Thus, just as the universal protaseis in ® are established by
induction and objected to by objections, so too are the topoi in the central
books. This confirms my interpretation of topoi as protaseis uttered explicitly
in the debate.

Finally, I mentioned authors who interpret topoi as principles and
protaseis, above all Theophrastus, Aristotle’s immediate successor. I investi-
gated his definition of the topos which confirms my own interpretation. It is
especially interesting that Theophrastus uses a specific name for the investi-
gation-instruction, namely . “parangelma”, and that he specifies the topos not
only formally as a prmclple and protasis but also so to speak, materially as a
principle “determined in its compass, but indeterminate with respect to
particulars”.

In Chapter Three I dealt with predicables. Predicables are of great importance
in the Topics because all topoi are divided according to them. One part of a
topos expresses one of the predicables just as every thesis does. I concentrated
on the notion of sumbebekos because Aristotle seems to use a different notion
of it in the central books to that found in the two definitions in A 5, i.e. it
seems to have a different meaning to the usual definition of an accident. I first
offered a critique of Brunschwig’s interpretation given in the introduction to
his edition of the Topics. Brunschwig assumes two interpretations of
predicables in the Topics. I have shown that, apart from sumbebekos, this is
incorrect. Next, I gave a critique of Sainati’s interpretation of sumbebekos as
“predicate”. Then I offered my own interpretation. I mainly concentrated on a
passage in H 5. As it turns out, a sumbebekos designates an attribute which
is stated in the problema and is not specified as to whether it is a definition, a
proprium, or a genus. In contrast, the three remaining predicables are always
explicitly stated in problemata as such. This is a very important insight, since
if we understand sumbebekos as defined in A 5, most of the topoiin B and T’
appear incomprehensible. The topoi of sumbebekos in general are particularly
important, since they deal with the level of belonging (d7dpxeLv) only and
can thus be used for the destruction of all the other predicables as well.

In Chapter Four I turned to the main form of arguments in the Topics,
namely hypothetical syllogisms. Aristotle mentions some of them in the
Analytics, but defers treatment of the same until later. However, there is no
known book by Aristotle on hypothetical syllogisms. We know from
Alexander that Theophrastus worked on hypothetical syllogisms and specified
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several kinds, of which Alexander provides a list. I have shown that these
hypothetical syllogisms can be found in the Topics. The fact that Aristotle
thought of these arguments as hypothetical syllogisms is especially clear
from the mode of expression he uses in the case of the hypothetical
syllogism: aorist-future perfect and genetivus absolutus in the singular +
“necessary to be”. The workings of the hypothetical syllogism are explained
in the Prior Analytics and in the arguments in the Topics. Further evidence
for Aristotle being the originator of hypothetical syllogisms is founded in the
fact that the Peripatetic terminology for the names of hypothetical syllogisms
clearly sterns from him. The reductionism of less formal to more formal
topoi, which can be found in the Topics, and the fact that Aristotle mentions
several hypothetical syllogisms by specific names in the Analytics, shows
that he was working on the abstraction of hypothetical syllogisms from the
arguments which he wrote in the Topics.

Before turning to the Topics and further verifying my thesis that the
arguments found here are hypothetical syllogisms, I first had to answer the
difficult question of what a hypothetical syllogism is and how it works. Much
has been written on it,-but.ng. mterpretatlon seemed to me to be satisfactory,
mainly because relqva assages in the Topics have not been taken into
account. I have shown that the hypothesis is not only an agreement, but also
0 a¥0n01c) and is regarded by Aristotle, at least
in the Topics, as a protasis. Furthermore, it has to be endoxical. It is a
protasis of a certain kind,-namely one which possesses what could be called
inferential power. The conclusion is concluded on the basis of a hypothe51s
(repaivecBon €€ robéoeiic) despite the misleading mode of expression
which suggests that the proof ends with the proof of the substituted
proposition. This result was confirmed by the investigation of the argument
per impossibile and the Law of Subalternation. I explained how the
implication works in the case of continuous and diairetic hypotheses. Finally,
I pointed out that hypothetical syllogisms are found in APr. A 46 which
further confirms that Aristotle worked on hypothetical syllogisms.

In Chapter Five I was able at last to come to the investigation of concrete
topoi. I concentrated on the “most opportune” topoi and a selection of topoi
from book B. I first dealt with the introductory chapter to B, which has three
sections. The first and the third are directly relevant to the Topics, but slightly
confusing. In the first Aristotle makes the distinction between universal and
particular problemata (the former are found in B 2-T' 5, the latter in I’ 6). In
the third section he specifies two errors which can occur in problemata: false
statement and transgression of the established use of language. The latter error
scarcely seems to occur in the Topics and is not meant to be proved, but only
pointed out. In the second section we find an interesting explanation as to
why in the case of belonging of sumbebekota we can always use the word “to
belong”, but not always the word “to be”. The passage is a case in point
which shows the relevance of the Topics for questions in the Analytics, where
many scholars have tried to establish why Aristotle “introduced” the
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expression “to belong” in the description of categorical syllogisms—this
expression is in fact already found in the Topics.

I then turned to the so-called “most opportune” topoi which work as
metaleptic hypothetical syllogisms ((Hm)), i.e. roughly as Modus ponens and
tollens. I highlighted passages where Aristotle describes the arguments in full
and other passages in which he just names the hypothéses and takes it for
granted that the reader (or hearer) of the Topics knows how to construct an
argument according to them. In the selection of the topoi from book B I
showed how while some topical arguments clearly work as hypothetical
syllogisms, in other topoi only an investigation-instruction is given. I
showed how easily and most naturally hypotheses of hypothetical syllogisms
can be derived from these investigation-instructions. I then turned to the topoi
of “what is more worthy of choice” and of “what is the same”, the hypotheses
of which work in a specific way; Galen later categorized them as relational
syllogisms as opposed to categorical and hypothetical syllogisms. Lastly, I
discussed a topos which apparently explains how to construct a categorical
syllogism, and a topos according to which both a hypothetical and a
categorical syllogism:could theoretically be constructed. I regard the former
topical argument: as.an exception and assume that the latter works rather as a
hypothetical syllogism, simply because the vast majority of topical
arguments work in this’ Way In identifying the occurrence of three kinds of
syllogisms—hypothetical, categorlcal and relational—I have shown the
Topics to be ‘the :place of origin of the three branches of logic: logic of
proposmons, loglc of predlcates and logic of relations.

The investigation of specific topoi in Chapter Five confirms my contention
that the vast majority of topoi are principles according to which hypothetical
syllogisms can be constructed in which they work as hypotheses.
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“old philosophers”
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156a7-157a5
156a8

156a10
156al11-13
156al1-14
156a12f.
156al3
156al3-15
156a21
156a21f.
156a23-26
156a27-b3
156a28
156a29f.
156a30
156a31
156a31f.
156a36-38
156a37
156bS
156b6-9
156b10-17

156b11-13
156b14-17
156b15
156b15f.
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79

81

16n.40, 71n.14
16n.40

25n.79
27-31,32n.124
32,n.124
28n.95, 29n.103

29

26n.86
31n.115
24n.77
27n.92
31n.120
280.95
30n.111
25n.80
32n.124
33-36
30n.113
25n.82

33

16n.45, 25n.79,
25n.81
25n.80
33n.127
29n.105
28n.95

16n. 44, n.45
28n.96
52n.45
25n.80
33n.126
35n.133
23n.66, 23n.67
28n.96
23n.67
23n.67
39n.164
39n.164
23n.68
160.44
29n.102
27n.94, 32n.123,
35n.134, 96n.6,
126n.110
23n.73

126

23n.73

126

Top.
156b16
156b16f.
156b17
156b18-20
156b20
156b20-23
156b23-25
156b25-27
156b27-30
156b28
156b30-157al
157al-3
157a5
157a6
157a6-13
157a8-13
157a9-11
157a10
157al2f.
157a14-17
157a18-21
157a18-33
157a21-24
157a27ff.
157a31
157a34
157a34f.
157a34-b33
157a35f.
157a37-b2
157b2-8
157b51.
157b8-16
157b12f.
157b13f.
157b15f.
157b17
157b17-22
157b18-20
157b28-31
157b31
157b32f.
157b34f.
157b34-158a2
158a7-13
158a14-22
158a16f.
158a22-24
158a28f.
158a31f.
158b5
158b13
158b16
158b24-159a2
158b35
159a8
159a18-24
159a20
159a23
159a25
159a25f.
159a30-34
159a33-36
159a32-34

126
30n.109
29n.103
34n.130

82n.53

34n.131, 165n.82
33n.128

36n.144
34n.132, 99, 127
129n.117
33n.129

36n.143

33

33, 1080.47

35

108n.47

125

21n.59

35n.136

35

30n.112

30n.106, 39

30n.110, 142n:33

30n.109

131n.124
40n,169 -

31n.118

39
31n.114,40n.167

40n.168,1.169

35n.135, 41n.170

: 23n.74

41n.172

23n.69

23n.70

23n.73, 27n.88

23n.71

41n.172

23n.72

41n.171

128n.123

20, 117n.80

39n.162

96n.8

29n.104

19n.53

150.32

19n.53

31n.119

9n.1, 16n.40

16n.40

16n.40

160.40

35n.135, 112n.61

46n.17

16n.45, 101n.23

12n.16

16n.43

9n.1

12n.15

12n.17

12n.16

12n.17

12n.15
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11

12
13

Top.
159a36
159a38
159a38ff.
159b8f.
159b9-16
159b16-20
159b20-23
160al-6
160a3
160a3-6
160a5
160a6-11
160a10
160all
160al1-14
160a17-23
160a23-29
160a29-33
160a34
160a35f.
160a36-39
160a37
160a37-39
160a39f.
160a39-b1
160a39-b2
160b1-3
160b3
160b3-5
169b4f.
160b6
160b10-13
160b14
160b14f.
160b23-39
160b26f.:
160b26-28
160b27
160b28
160b32f.
160b33f.
161a1-12
161a14
161al5
161a16-b10
161a24f.
161b19-33
161b29f.
161b32f.
161b34f.
161b34-
162al1
161b36
162a6
162al1
162al6
162a24ff.
162a26
162b5-7
162b31
162b311f.
162b34-
163al3
163al
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9n.1, 16n.43
9n.1

36

37n.145
37n.146
"37n.147
37n.148
37n.149

82

28n.98
101n.23
37n.149
82n.53
16n.45
37n.150
37n.151
38n.152
38n.153
19n.53

24

30n.109
27n.94
32n.123, 126n.111
31n.117

23

30n.113
39n.161, 112n.61
13n.19
31n.118, 117n.79
39n.163
13n.19
117079
16n.43

9n.1

38

23n.73
27n.87
23n.74
23n.74
27n.89

14

10
11
12

14

16
17

Top.
163a5f.
163a8f.
163all
163a29
163b1
163b13
163b17f.
163b22
163b22ff.
163b22-33
163b27f.
163b32
163b35f.
164a8
164a9
164al2f.
164a16-b7
164bl
164b1f.

Soph. El.
165alf.
16522 -
166b20-27
166b28-36
166b32
166b33f. -
166b37-
167a20
166b38

166b38-167a1

167a7-9
167a8
167a9
167al0ff.
167al11-14
167a13
167al17
167b21-37
167a22-28
167a26f.
167b30f.
167a31-34
168b24
169a7f.
169a18
169a20f.
169b9-12
169b31
170a34-36
170b4f.
171a19-21
172a17-21
172b25
173a7-18
173b30
174a37
175a17-30
175a31-35
176a19-23
176a27-33
180a26-29
183al5
183a21-23

47
23n.66, 47
28n.95
24n.77
24n.77
30n.112
120.14
12n.14
12n.14

52n.42
52n.43
136n.13
92n.109
27091
27091

136
137n.16
136n.14
136n.15
137n.16
137n.17

83n.55
136n.15
137n.18
137n.17
108n.48
137n.18
137n.18
118n.85
137n.18
52n.44
50
46n.15
137n.18
83n.55
13n.19
48n.24
38n.154
19n.52

38n.154
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Soph. EL
183b38-184a2

De An.
402a19

De Part. Anim.
646a2

De Gen. Anim.

743b20-22
747630
748a8

Met.

997a25-34
996b29-31

1005b2-5
1005b19f.
1005b26-28
1006a4f.
1006a5-8
1008a4-7
1011b13
1011b20f.
1011b24
1011b26f.
1012a9-12

1017a31-35
1025a6-13

1025b25ff.
1030b8-10
1047b14-30
1064b1-3
1089a24f.
Rhet.

1354al4f.
1355a6
1355a6ff.
1355a8
1356a4!
1356a35-b5
1356b15-17
1356b16
1357a16-19
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47n.22

155n.64

155n.64

66n.106
64n.97
64n.97

92n.109
50n.36

21n.59

49n.30, 116n.75
50n.36

116n.76

21n.59
126n.108
20n.55, 116n.76
105n.36, 116n.77
116n.74

138n.21
131n.124

89n.91
52n.45

21n.59
126n.108
103n.28
21n.59
14n.31

16n.35

43n.2

16n.35

43n.3
36n.139
43n.5,47n.20
52n.42
52n.44
45n.13

9
20

20

Rhet.
1357a32f.

1357b25-36:

1358a10-20
1358a10f.
1358al0ff.
1358a12-17
1358a12
1358al5

1358a18
1358a19
1358a20
1358a27
1358a28
1358a30
135817
1358al7ff.
1358a19
1358a22
1358a27f.
1358a28
1358a29-33
1358231

<v1358a32: - 1

1366b32

d3Mal2f
1393a22f." -

1393a24
. 1393a26

1393427530 7

1393b4-8

1396b15ff. "

1396b22
1396b30
1396b32
1397a7-9
1397al10f.
1397a20-23
1397a21f.

1397b12-15:

1397b12-27
1397b15f.
1399a19
1402a32
1402a32-34
1402b1-4
1403a18f.

1403b14f.
1416a6
1416a13
1419b18
1419b23
1419627

Poet.
1457a28-30

43n4
36n.141
47f.
48n.24

61

47n.21
48n.24
48n.25, n.28,
51n.39
48n.25
48n.28
48n.28
48n.25,0n.28
48n.25,n.28
48n.25
64n.97
48n.24
48n.24
48
48n.24
48n.24
47f.
48n.24
48n.24
52n.45
81n.49
48n.24
43
36n.140
36n.142
36n.142
92n.109
46
48n.24
48n.24
44n.7
44n.6
44n.8
21n.58
44n.9

4
44n.10
46n.15
51n.39
49, 61n.79
40n.166
43, 46,47

48n.24
46n.15
46n.15
48n.24
48n.24
48n.24

126n.108
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B. OTHER ANCIENT AUTHORS

S 97 AN

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS
in APr.

1,7-2,33 . 21n.59
3,3 107n.45
17, 5-10 128n.115
54, 21-29 138n.20
84, 12-19 110n.56
262,31 107n.45
263, 26 107n.45
264, 5f. 98n.15
264, 14-17 104n.31
324,17 98
324, 19-325,

24 95
324, 26-29 149
325,31-328,7 107n.42
325, 37-326, 1 96n.5
326, 24f. 107n.42
348, 29-32 128n.115
389, 31-390, 9 96n.9
390, 2f. 63n.95, 97
390, 3-9 ’
397,26 106n.38
400, 7-17 106n:38
‘587, 4f. 63n.94 -
in Top. e 1T
5, 20f. 16035
5,21-23 61n.75
5,21-27 64
5,22 64
5,23 65
5, 25f. 66
5, 26f. 61n.76, 66f.
6, 1-5 63n.94, 67n.108
6, 1-11 63n.93, 67n.102
6, 2- 67n.110
6, 13f. 65n.102
7,1 16n.35
8, 8-14 128n.115
28, 67n.109
55, 24-27 62n.80
55, 25f1. 94n.115
55, 26f. 94n.115
100, 17 57n.60
101, 18 57n.60
122, 16f. 96n.5
126, 11-127,

16 64
126, 12 63n.89
126, 14-16 61n.75, 64
126, 16f. 65n.100
126, 16ff. 61n.77
126, 16-20 65
126, 20 67n.109
126, 21-23 64
126, 22 67n.109
126, 22f. 67n.108,n110
126, 25-30 63n.93
126, 27f. 65n.101
126, 30 65n.101

in Top.

126, 31-127,
16

127, 6-8

127, 6-16
127,7
127,8
127, 8-11
127,10
127, 11-16
127,21
131, 30-32
135,2-23 -
135, 3-6
135, 4
135, 6f.
135, 7-10
135,10
135, 10f.
135,13
135, 13-15
136, 8-11
163, 21ff.

165, 12f.

166, 11-13
166, 14f.
166, 17f.

" 174, 6f.

175, 21-26
181, 16
187,28-188,3
206, 21-24
276,17
300, 29
517,16
527, 18-22
541, 11
585,24
586, 3f.
586, 23f.
587, 4f.

AMMONIUS
in APr.

XI, 6f.
27,6-14
APULEIUS

De Int.
193, 16-20

BOETHIUS

De top. diff.
II, 1185

De hyp. syll.
1, 1, 3f.
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149
64n.96, 67n.108,
n.110
63n.93
670.109
65n.99
149
67n.109
149n.47
65n.102
136n.11
62
63n.89
63n.91
62n.84
62n.85
61n.77
61n.76
62n.83
620.82
1530.60
112n.61
109n.50
109n.51
121n.96
121n.96
109n.52
109n.54
67n.109
105n.33
149
63n.91
67n.109
670.109
25n.80
63n.89
47n.19
46n.18
61n.77
63n.94

98n.13, 119n.88
128n.115

122n.99

61

110n.58
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DIOGENES LAERTIUS

V45 62n.80
vV 50 62n.80
VI 77-78 115n.68
GALEN

Inst. Log.

3,1 104n.30
4,13-22 107n.45
6, 1-5 107n.45
7,12-19 107
7,1 107n.46
8,7-9 107n.43
8,10 107
9,3 107
9, 8-13 110n.57
18,23-19, 5 107n.45
32, 11-17 107n.43
32,14 107n.44
34,14-23 130n.121
38, 13f. 159n.68
39, 17-19 159n.71
42,1-3 159n.69
47,16 160n.73
PHILOPONUS Tow

in APr. ]

33, 6-10 =05 1280115
242, 18-21 © 63n.95
301, 11-20° 95n.3
PLATO

Euthyd.

276a3f. 19n.52
295b2f. 19n.52
Gorg.

479c6 11n.12
498¢10 11n.12
Hip. Min.

373-375 52n.45
375d1f. 52n.45
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Parm.

127d2f. 13n.25
128d4-6 13n.24
135c8-136¢c5 13
135€9-136al 13n.23
137b2-4 13
Phileb.

41c9 11n.12
Resp.

365a8 11n.12
516b9 11n.12
517cl 11n.12
530b6 22
531c2-5 22n.65
53142 11n.12
Soph.

261a6f. 22n.65
Theaet.

159bff. 38n.157
165¢9f. 11n.12
180c5ff. 22
PROCLUS

in Parm.

635, 2-12 94n.115
SEXTUS EMPIRICUS

Adversus Mathematicos (A.M.)

8.303 129n.118
SIMPLICIUS

in Cat.

387, 171f. 110n.58
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accident (guupPePnxdc) 5, 7, 70 (def. 1 and
2), 134, 135, 150-153; Sainati’s interpre-
tation (ovuPePnxdc=predicate) 71, 72,
78f.; my interpretation (cvupefnxdc=
attribute or sumbebekos) 79-94 (esp. 92),
155

Ackill, J. 101n.23, 126n.108

adoxical (&boEog) 19n.54, 36f.

answerer 9, 14, 15, 36-41

Antisthenes 17

argue constructively (KaTaokev dLeLv)
11, 18f, 135

argue destructively (avaoxevd{eiv) 11,
18f,; (dvaupeiv) 135

argument per impossibile 95, 96, 107, 118f.,
199

attack (Emixerpeiv) 12, 16n.40

babble 91

Bames, J. 2, 20n.55, 24n 77, 27n.91,
41n.169, 74n.21, 76n. 27, 77n.31, 96n.9,
97, n.12, 100n.20, 102n.25, 106. n.41.
160n.72

behave peevishly (Guaxo)\awew) 31

Bekker, 1. 161n 77

belong (Vwapxeiv) 10, 88f, 98n.16;
absolutely-partly (amA@g-katd T1)
135-138; standing for predicative and
existential ‘to be’ 161f.; cf. be
predicated of (xm’nyopslaeal)

Berti, E. 2, 13n.26

Bocheiiski, J. 2, 3, n.9, 4, 54, n.48, 65n.103,
101n.24, 107n.45, 112n.62, 1150.69

Bolton, R. 2

Bonitz, H. 47n.19, 49n.29, 160n.74

Braun, E. 2, 6n.14

Brunschwig, J. 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 14n.27, 16n.35,
30n.107, 46n.15, 72-78, 73n.17, n.18,
75n.23, n.25, 77n.32, 78n.35, 79, 81, 93,
99, n.18, 100n.19, 122n.98, 136n.10,
n.11, 147n.40, 150n.49, 161n.77

Burnyeat, M. 45n.13

Cherniss 117n.82

Choirilos 36

chronology 6, 9

Chroust A.-H. 1n.2

Chrysippus 110n.58

Colli, G. 62, 136n.11

con;csealment of the conclusion 28f., 31, 33-

conclude (repaiveaBat) 16n.41, 114n.68,
117f, 124

concludent arguments (wepavrtikoi)
115n.68

connected (cvvnuuévov) 97, 107; cf. the
Peripatetic term continuous

be consequent upon (dxoAovBeiv) 98,

100, n.19, 124, 127f., 128n.114, 129f,
131n.124, 131f, 141, 143, 145, 146; cf.
follow (§meoBar) & imply (Emdéperv)
& to conclude (mepaiveoBar)

continuous (ovvexég) 97, 98, 107 (kata
avvéxeiav), 108

contradictories (dpeca évavria)
105n.33, 108, (avtipdoeic) 153; cf.
topos from contradictories

contraries (évavtia) 60, 82; (fpueoca
évavrtia) 105n.33, 109; combinations
(ovpmAokai) of contraries 104, n.32,
153, 161; cf. also topos from contraries

conversion (avTiaTpodn), = being conver-
tibly predicated of (avTikatnyopei—
oBar) 78, 80n.42, n.44; 123n.101 (in
APr.); of to be 135-138, 136n.10; of topos
142,153

co-ordinates (ovotoixa) 34, 123f; cf. also
topos from co-ordinates

definition 69 (definition of), 73-78, 80, 81,
87f., 91, 92, 117n.82, 145, 151, 155, 158
demonstration (andderErg) 128, rhetorical

43

De Pater, W. A. 2, 3, 48n.24, 54n.48, 54,
n.50, 63n.92, 65n.103

De Strycker, E. 85n.64

diairetic (Braupetixdv) 97, 107 (xata
Sraipeoiv)

dialecticians 110n.58

disjunctive (dte{evypévov) 97, 107; cf. the
Peripatetic term diairetic

division (Sraipnaig) 35, 108, n.47, 153;
weak syllogism, petitio principii 125f.

dialectic 1; versus philosophy 28f.

dialectical method 7

differentia 75, n.24, 86

Ebernt, T. 2, 102n.25,-107n.45, 138n.20

element (oTo1XEiOV) 43, 45f., 49

endoxical (Evdokov) 19, n.54, 20, n.55,
36f., 48, 49, 60n.69, 116f., 126f.

Enskat, R. 100n.20

enthymeme 43-45, 47, 48

epicheireme 62

essence (T0 ti €0T1) 70; essence versus
the very essence (t0 ti fiv eivai)
74f., 74n.22 (=ovaia), 75

Eudemus 97, 108, 110n.58

Evans, J.D.G.6,7

example (mapddeiypa) 35f.

fall under (Epmintewv eig) 43, 45, 46, 47

false statement 136

follow (EmecBau) 34, 100, 124, 127f., 129f,,
131f, n.124; cf. to be consequent upon
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(dxoAovBeiv) and to imply (Emdép—
e1v); follow (cupuPaiveiv) 92n.109; to
conclude (repaiveaBat)

Forster, E. S. 10n.4, 29n.103, 32n.124,
50n.34

Fortenbaugh, W. W., 62n.80, 64n.96,
65n.103, 112n.62

Frede, M. 97n.11, 1150.70

Freese, J. H. 49, 92n.109

general term 101f., 151

genus 59, 60, 70 (definition of), 73, 74f., 80,
81, 85f., 88-92 (passim), 136, 143f., 150-
153, 160-164

Gohlke, P. 6, 10n.7

in a greater degree (udAAov) 116, 147,
156; cf. qualitative hypothetical syllogism
and topos from the greater and lesser
degree

Graeser, A. 64n.96

Graham, W. 77n.31

Green-Pedersen, N. J. 2, 62n.81

Grimaldi, W. M. A. 51n.38, 61

Gutas, D. 62n.80, 64n.96, 65n.103, 112n.62

Hadgopoulos, D. J. 2, 21f., 77n.31

Hambruch, E. 1, 54n.52

Hamelin, O. 1n.4

Heraclitus 19n.54

Hintikka, J. 129n.118

Homer 36

homonymous (6pwvopog) 57

Huby, P. M. 10n.7, 62n.80, 64n.96, 65n.103,
112n.62

hypothesis 16n.43, 47, 108, 116-119; as a
protasis 125-131, inferential power of
127f.

Illias 126n.108

illustration (mapafoAry) 35f.

to imply ((ovv)émoéperv) 124, 130;
versus to be consequent upon (akoAv—
B¢iv) and to follow (recBat) 131n.124

incompatibility (uann) 105n.33, 130

indemonstrables (avamddeikta), Stoic
108f., 117, 130

indicate additionally (tpooonuaiveiv) 81-
83

induction (émaywyr) 5, 15, 27, 29-32 35,
40n.169, 42, 52, n.45, 53n.46, 58f., 70f.,
133, 140, 142, 143, 144, 146; versus
syllogism 30, n.112,; rhetorical 36

inflexion (r1ddo1g) 140, 152n.58; cf. topos
from inflexions

investigation-instruction (TapdyyeApa)
62f., 150f., 153, 154, 155, 158, 165

Irwin, T. 7, 14n.27

Kapp, E. 3n.13, 14n.30, 30n.107
Kirwan, C. 131n.124
Kneale, W. & M. 14n.28, 21n.60, 163n.78

Law of Contraposition 52, 99n.18, 141f.

GENERAL INDEX

Law of Subalternation 121-123, 124, 134f.

law, see principle, rule

Lear, J. 115n.70

Le Blond, J. M. 1, 7, 20n.55

Lee, T.-S. 21n.59

Lennox, J. G. 22n.65

likeness (Opo1d1ng) (inclusive analogy)
27n.94, 32n.123, 35, 110, 120f.,
125n.104, 126f.

logic, instrument versus part of philosophy
21n.59

Long, A.A. 110n.58

Eukasiewicz, J. 110n.56, 138n.20

Maier, H. 1n.2, 1In.4, 10, n.8,
47n.23, 117n.82

middle term 164, 167, n.87

mode (Tpémog) =topos 46, n.16; =method
155, n.64; =turn of phrase 154

“modern philosophers” (oi vedtepor
d1Adoodot), i.e. the Stoics, 107, n.45

Modus ponens and tollens 3, 4, 5, 99,
129n.116

Modus tollendo ponens and ponendo tollens
104n.29

Moreau, J. 14n.30, 18n.49

more worthy of choice (mpermrspov) 60,
70, n.9; cf. topoi from ‘what is more
worthy of choice L

Mueller 21n.59

11n.12,

objection (Evataoig) 5, 15, 20, 23,31, 34,
38-42, 58-60, 133, 140, 145f, 154f'
apparent 41
“older phxlosophers" (ot mz)\ouof) 1. e the
Peripatetics 107, n.45 N
opposites (avTikeipeva) (contradlctones.
contraries, relatives, privation and
possession) 151

organa 54-58

Owen, G.E. L. 6n.15

Pacius, J. 24n.80, 47n.19, 136n.11

paradoxical (rapado&og) 19n.54

Parmenides 13

paronymous 152n.58

particular (xa8’ éxaotov) 66f., 88f., 101

Patzig, G. 27n.90, 115n.70, 122n.99,
138n.20

Pelletier, Y. 2, 99n.18

Pflug, J. 76n.30

Pickard-Cambridge, W. A. 10n.4, 50n.34,
52n.45

plausible (mBavdv) 126; cf. endoxical

Posidonius 160n.73

predicables 4, 5, 10, 57, ch. 3, 150f;
exclusive versus inclusive interpretation
(Brunschwig) 72; cf. accident, genus,
species, differentia, proprium , definition

predicate (xatnyopia) 151; cf. accident

be predicated of (xatnyopeicBar Tivdg)
10, 80n.41, 92, n.107

be predicated convertibly of (dvTixarny-
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ops”wequ) 69, 76, 77, 92n.108; see also
conversion

be truly predicated of (dAnBevecBar)
89f., 92n.107

predication, double 91

premiss 5, 9, 14n.31; additional (wpdo—
Anyic) 97, 98, n.15, 149; cf. protasis &
to take (as a premiss)

principle (apxr) 45-47 (passim), 62;

common 48n.24, 50, 53; specific 48n.24;

appropriate 64, n.97, n.99, 65, 67°

Principle/Law of Contradiction 49, n.30,
50n.36, 105n.36, 116

Principle/Law of the Excluded Middle 49,
n.31, 50n.36, 99n.18, 104n.29, 116, 118f,,
123n.101, 130

Principle “if equals are taken from equals
equals remain” 49, n.32, 50n.36

probable (eixdg) 147

problema (rpépAnua) 15, n.31, 16n.35, 17,
18, 20, 21, 154; universal versus
particular 134f.

Prodicus 91

proof from the indefinite nature of the
particular premiss (x Tod adiopio—
Tov) 123

proposition 5, 9, 10, 14n.31; cf. protasis

proprium 69 (definition of), 76-78, 80, 81,
87-89 (passim), 91, 92, 105f., 135f., 144,
151; proprium versus peculiar 77

prosyllogism (mpocvAloyiopdc) 25, 27,
27n.93

protasis (Tpdtaoig) 5, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21,
22, 45, 46; = proposition & premiss
14n.31; syllogistic 24; compound 50, 124-
127, 126n.108 (De int.); universal 46, 47;
universal-particular, 23f.; particular,
ambiguity of 24, n.77; necessary 24f.,
27-32, 33n.125; auxiliary 24, 32-36,
33n125; to conceal the conclusion 32-35;
omamental/adding weight 32, 35; to
render the argument more clear 32, 35f.

prove see: show

Pythagoras 22

quality (ro16Tng) 95n.2; cf. hypothetical
syllogism, qualitative

quantification, universal and particular
24n.75, 217, 88f., 157, 159, 160, 161

questions, ambiguous 37

reductionism 111-113, 112n.62

relevance of the argument 37

Repici, L. 64n.96

Rhys Roberts, W. 49, 92n.109

Robinson, R. 14n.30

Ross, W. D. 1n.3, 13n.22, 30n.107, 41n.169,
46n.15, 49n.32, 82n.52, 101n.22, 113,
136n.10, 1610.77

rule 126, 145; rule versus law 45, 122n.97;
cf. principle, law

Ryle, G. 13n.21, 13n.25,

Sainati, V. 2, 5, 6n.16, 7, 50n.34, 51n.40, 78,
n.35, 79n.39, 81, 84n.59, 92, 93, 100,
150n.49

Sedley, D. 110n.58

Sharples, R. 62n.80, 64n.96, 65n.103,
112n.62

show (or prove) (deikvivan) 16a.41, 110,

n.60, 114n.68

Smiley, T. 100n.20

Smith, R. 2, 14n.29

Socrates 13, 22, 36n.142, 38n.157

Sollenberger, M. G. 62n.80

Solmsen, F. 1, 4, 11n.8, 11n.11, 47n.22,
48n.24, 51, 61, n.79, 66n.107, 112n.62,
117n.82

solution (Ado1¢) 15, 38

species (€1d0¢) 86, 153, 160-164

Steinthal, H. 152n.58

Stoics ch. 4 passim; their formalism 104,
109, 110n.56, n.57, versus Peripatetic
lack of formalism 102f., 104, 125f.;
Peripatetic influence 103n.28, 110n.58

Striker, G. 100n.21, 110n.58, 115n.70,
138n.20

Sturnp, E. 2, 54n.50, 61n.78

Sullivan, M. W. 122n.99

subaltern moods of the syllogism 122n.99

substitute (uetaAaupdverv) 100, 157

substitution (ueTAANYic) 95n.2, 96, n.5,
100n.19

sumbebekos, cf. accident

syllogism (ovAAoyiopudg) 3n.10, 11,
14n.31; definition of 25f., 51f.; versus
induction 30, n.112; 70f. (=diairetic
division), 70n:13; as'deductive argument
15n.31, 100n:20,.counter-syllogism 49;
categorical 3, 6, 26f.,, 134, 160-167;
derived from :topoes (Solmsen) 51f.;
number of premisses 31n.119; dialectical
48f.; main 24; for concealment 28f.; of
what is the same 107, 121, 157-160; of
what is more ‘worthy of choice 107,
156f.; relational 134, 159f.

syllogism, hypothetical (€ dmoBécewg) 4,
5, 26f., 45, 53, ch. 4 passim, satisfying the
definition of the syllogism 128f.,
128n.115; 163f. (or categorical); typical
way of expression (aorist-future perfect)
110, 121-124, 153, 157, 158f.; (genetivus
(sing.) absolutus of elvai) 107, n.46,
125n.106, 126, 129
proceeding by substitution (xaTd
METAANY1v)/ by way of a continuous/
connected protasis together with the
additional assumption (dia cvvexodvg,

0 xai ovvnuuévov Aéyetai, xai

Th¢ mpooArnyews. vwoBeTikovg), 95,

n.2, 96, 97, 98-103, 108, 116, 125,

128n.116, 129, 131, 153, 155, 158, 166;

abbreviated as metaleptic hypothetical

syllogism or (Hm)c/d 99, n.17;

proceeding by way of a diairetic/

disjunctive protasis (Sia Tod diaipeTi—

ko0 Te xai dreCevyuévov) 97, 103f,,

109f., 116, 131f; rests on the Principle of

the Excluded Middle 49; abbreviated as

diairetic hypothetical syllogism or

(Hd)c/d 103;

by way of a negated conmjunction (31

amopartikiic ovumAokfic) 97, 104f,

116, 130, 131; rests on the Principle of

Contradiction 49; abbreviated as

conjunctive hypothetical syllogism or

(Hc)c/d 104£., 105n.35;

qualitative, i.e. arguments from the

greater, lesser or like degree (kata

moldTnTa/dmd TOG pEAAOV Ko

217
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rrov xai Oopoiwg) 95, n.2, 96,

97,,106 116, 133;
on the basis of an analogy (o1 £ ava—
Aoyiag), 97, 105f.,, 106n.38 (in APr.);
abbreviated as analogical hypothetical
syllogism or (Ha) 104;
on the basis of a concession (51" 6uoro—
viag) resting on likeness (duotdtng),
96, 111, 120, 121, 125, 126, abbreviated
as (Hh) 120
wholly hypothetical 106, n.41, n.42 (an
example in APr.), 125

synonymous (ovvavvuog) 149, 150, n.59

take (as a premiss) (AapPdverv ) 52n.45,
126

that which (6mep ) 85, n.64

Theodorus 22

Theophrastus 4, 5, 7, 61, 94n.114, 96f., 108,
110n.58, 140

thesis (Bé01¢) 16, n.43, 17, 18, 20; original
(10 &v apxij/eE apxiic (xeipevov))
16, 101, n.23; in hand (16 wpoxei—
pevov) 101; =dwdéBeoig 9n.1

Thionville, E. 61

Throm, H. 47n.23

Topics versus Analytics 1, 2, 163f.

topos (T6mo¢) passim; common-specific 48,
n.24, 49; definition of 43, 45; destructive-
constructive (KATAOKEVACTIKA-AVA—
oxevaoTikd) 134n.4; =element, 45f.,
49f.; implicit use 71n.14; as investigation-
instructions 54-58; as points of view
54n.52; as laws 54; instantiation of 53,
99n.18; most opportune (EmMxaipéTa—
T01) 60n.69, 61, 94, n.115, 133, 137-148,
1570.70 (in book I'); number of 131;
origin of (mnemotechnic), 46, 47, n.22;
parangelmatic 150, 153, 154, 155;
predecessors of 34f., 126f.; as a protasis
46-49, 58f. (explicitly stated as such),
99n.18; as a ‘machine to produce
premisses’ 99n.18, textual structure 57;
from the contradictories (Em t@Vv
avnipdoewv) 140, 141f,;
from the contraries (€x TAvV Evavti—
wv) 43, 44, 62, 65f., 140, 142-145;
from generation, corruption and creative
and corruptive agencies (émi T@v
yevéoewv xai $Bopdv kal moinmi—
K@v xkai $BapTikdv) 140;

from the greater and lesser degree (Ex
100 pdAAov xai fiTrov) 43, 48, 50,
96, 106, 140, 146-149;

from the like degree (¢x To0 Opoiwg)
96, 101, 106, 140, 150;

from co-ordinates and inflexions (emi
Tdv OvOTOiXWV KAl TAV WTWOE—
wv) 43, 44, 62, 65f., 123, 140;

from privation and possession (ETi TGV
oteprioewv xai EEewv) 140;

from relatives (Ex T@v mpdg T1) 140,
145f.;

from things which are in like relation by
analogy (Ex T@v Opoiwg exovrwv)
105;

based on likeness (6po16tng) 111, 125
of “what is more worthy of
choice/better” 107, 134, 156f., 159f.;

of “what is the same” 107, 134, 156-159,
160;

on the basis of consequence (B axo—

AovBiag) 108; cf. hypothetical sylloglsm
procecdmg hy way of substitution is
constructed;

on the basis of incompatibility (€«
udxng) 109; cf. hypothetical syllogism
proceeding by way of a diairetic protasis

Toulmin, S. 54

training in disputation (yvuvaotikr) 12,

13,17

van der Weel, R.L. 3n.12
violation of the established terminology 139,

152f.

von Amim, H. 1
von Fritz, K. 40n.169

Waitz, T. 24n.80, 47n.19, 82n.52, 161n.77
Wallies, M. 64n.96, 82n.52, 161n.77
Wedin, V. E. 77n.31

Weil, E. 14n.30

Wieland, W. 41n.169, 47n.23, 54n.52
Wilpert, P. 7

Xenocrates 21

Zeno 7, 13, n.22
Zadro, A. 2, 24n.80, 138n.20
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