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ABSTRACT:

This dissertation argues that Plato’s and Aristotle’s conceptions of genuine philosophical
argumentation were significantly shaped by their attempts to distance their own methods
from the argumentative practices of the Eristic sophists. The Eristics characteristically
employed short question-and-answer refutational arguments in which a questioner deduced a
conclusion based on an answerer’s commitments that contradicted one of the answerer’s
central philosophical positions, but did so in ways that we would now regard as fallacious. I
begin by showing that the Eristics’ refutations presented a significant challenge to Plato and
Aristotle not only because they derived contradictions based on important Platonic and
Aristotelian commitments, but also because the Eristics’ primary aim in offering these
refutations was to establish controversial doctrines that were immune to the contradictions
that they derived. In the remaining chapters I argue that Plato originally developed his
conception of a genuine contradiction in explicit contrast to the contradictions produced in
Eristic refutations and that Aristotle developed his conception of a deduction in direct
opposition to the ways in which Eristics deduced contradictory conclusions in their
refutations. Plato made it a necessary condition for a refutation that the contradiction it
produces satisfy conditions that clearly demarcate genuine contradictions from the merely
apparent ones that the Eristics produced. Aristotle then accepted and strengthened Plato’s
conception of true refutation by making it a necessary condition for a refutation that its
conclusion is deduced in accordance with a set of requirements that clearly exclude Eristic
ways of deducing from the class of genuine deductions. These logical innovations provided
both philosophers with the tools necessary to diagnose sophistical refutations as fallacies, and
thereby to resist the unpalatable doctrines the Eristics advanced through their arguments. On
the account I offer, it was in large part through their efforts to demarcate their argumentation
from that of these opponents that Plato laid the groundwork for, and Aristotle brought to
completion, the first system of logic in Western philosophy.
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INTRODUCTION:

The first institutions of higher learning in the West emerged in 4™ century BCE Greece,
many of them offering educational programs called “philosophy.” There was a great deal of
competition among these schools for prospective students, which gave rise to a genre of
educational tracts in which educators advertised for their own educational programs and
aimed to distinguish them from competing offerings. The writings of Plato and Aristotle—
who appear, with the perspective of history, to have been the victors in this competition—
bear traces of these competitions, and both philosophers endeavor through their writing to
distinguish themselves from their educational rivals and to demonstrate the value of their
philosophical projects over these competing educational programs, which they regarded as
dubious and unworthy of the name “philosophy.” It is in the context of these educational
polemics that we find both philosophers articulating what they take to be most distinctive and
valuable about the endeavor they called “philosophy.”

Both philosophers come to the defense of their philosophical programs nowhere more
prominently than in their engagements with a group of sophistic rivals they call “Eristics”.
These were figures notorious for employing a method of refutational argumentation that was
viewed with great suspicion by its opponents. And one reason they present a problem for
Plato and Aristotle is that many of their contemporaries failed to observe any distinction
between the argumentative practices of Eristics and those of philosophers like Plato and
Aristotle. Both philosophers in fact concede this similarity, defining the Eristic as one who
appears to be a philosopher by employing arguments that appear to be, but are not genuine.

And both philosophers expended a great deal of effort trying to show that these arguments
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merely appear to be genuine. It is in the context of their polemics against these formidable
rivals, I will argue, that Plato and Aristotle developed and defended a conception of
philosophical argumentation that allowed them to diagnose the Eristics’ arguments as
fallacies. On the account I will offer, it was in no small part through their efforts to distance
themselves from these educational rivals that Plato laid the groundwork for, and Aristotle
brought to completion, the first system of logic in Western philosophy.

The claim that Plato and Aristotle needed to develop sophisticated philosophical
resources to respond to the challenge of the Eristics will surprise the many readers of Plato
and Aristotle for whom the Eristics look more like charlatans and clowns than genuinely
formidable intellectual opponents. The first chapter aims to dispel this impression and to lay
the groundwork for our understanding what was at stake in Plato and Aristotle’s demarcation
of philosophy from Eristic. On a standard understanding of Eristic, these figures offer
obviously fallacious refutations simply for the sake of argumentative victory. This
impression is partly thanks to the hostile manner in which Plato and Aristotle portray them.
Nevertheless, there are significant concessions in the work of both authors that strongly
suggest that Eristics did not merely propound contradictions and paradoxes through their
refutations, but also provided their own solutions to the contradictions they derived. One
common form of solution that the Eristics employ is what I call a “doctrinal solution”, which
involves presenting a controversial doctrine as a solution to the derived contradiction, where
this doctrine resolves the contradiction in the sense that, once one accepts it, the contradiction
in question can no longer be truly formulated in a dialectical exchange. Sophistical
refutations thus presented a significant challenge to Plato and Aristotle not only because the

Eristics derived contradictions based on important Platonic and Aristotelian commitments,
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but also because the Eristics’ primary aim in offering these refutations was to give credence
to their own controversial doctrines, which were immune to the contradictions that they
derived.

Because they are unwilling to accept the Eristics’ controversial doctrinal solutions,
Plato and Aristotle develop a different kind of solution to sophistical refutations. This kind of
solution, which I call a “formal solution”, involves demonstrating that an argument merely
appears to be a genuine refutation or deduction. Their confrontations with sophistical
refutations lead both philosophers to reflect on and to articulate more precisely the conditions
for genuine contradictions, refutations, and deductions. Plato and Aristotle are then able to
appeal to these standards in their diagnoses of sophistical refutations and thereby both to
dispel the appearance that a genuine refutation has occurred and to render unnecessary the
radical Eristic solutions to the same arguments.

After offering this account of the Eristics’ argumentative practice and the challenge
they present to philosophers like Plato and Aristotle, I turn to a chapter entitled “Ambiguity
and Fallacy in Plato’s Euthydemus”, which examines the way in which Plato, in the
Euthydemus, exposes sophistical refutations that illegitimately exploit various forms of
linguistic ambiguity. This chapter in part responds to a common view according to which
Plato lacks the technical resources necessary to diagnose fallacious arguments adequately. I
argue instead that Plato is able to offer formal solutions to Eristic refutations that produce
merely apparent contradictions because of an exploitation of linguistic ambiguity, and that
these solutions laid important groundwork for Aristotle’s understanding of genuine refutation
in the Sophistici Elenchi. Here 1 show that Plato not only has a more robust sensitivity to

ambiguity and its pernicious effects on philosophical arguments than has been recognized,
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but also that he is able to offer solutions that reveal the refutations of the Eristics to be merely
apparent.

In the third chapter, entitled “The Eristic Background to the Principle of Non-
Contradiction”, I consider the use that Plato makes of the Principle of Non-Contradiction
(PNC) in his engagement with Eristic refutations. This principle—according to which
opposites cannot belong to the same thing, at the same time, in the same respect and in
relation to the same thing—is of central importance to both Plato and Aristotle. I argue that
Plato originally formulates the principle with all of these qualifications because this
articulation of the principle restricts the class of genuine contradictions in such a way that
reveals the contradictions derived in certain Eristic refutations to be merely apparent. I show
that, in his diagnoses of these refutations, Plato appeals to these qualifications on the PNC so
as to mark a principled distinction between genuine contradictions and what he regarded as
the merely apparent contradictions with which Eristic refutations characteristically
concluded. Moreover, in these confrontations with Eristic argumentation Plato operates with
an account of genuine refutation according to which the statement to be refuted and the
conclusion of the argument that refutes this statement must together violate the PNC under
all of the qualifications this principle specifies. With reference to this account, Plato is able to
demonstrate that the Eristic refutations that generate such merely apparent contradictions are
only apparently refutational.

The fourth and final chapter, “Contradiction and Deduction in Aristotle’s Sophistici
Elenchi”, offers a close reading of Aristotle’s argument in that treatise that the various forms
of sophistical refutation are fallacious because they fail to satisfy at least one of the criteria

specified in his definition of refutation. For Aristotle a genuine refutation is a deduction

X



whose conclusion contradicts, in the appropriate way, a thesis one aims to refute. Aristotle
thus argues that the Eristics’ refutations are fallacious because they fail to satisfy either the
conditions specified in the definition of deduction, or those in the definition of a
contradiction. I argue that Aristotle’s explanations of why sophistical refutations are
fallacious are illuminating for our understanding both of his conceptions of contradiction and
deduction, and of his reasons for formulating his definitions of these notions in the way he
does. On the one hand, in these arguments, Aristotle appeals to a number of conditions that
are not explicitly articulated in his canonical definitions of deduction and contradiction.
These arguments therefore provide us with a more complete understanding of what the
criteria for contradiction and deduction are for Aristotle. But moreover, Aristotle’s discussion
of many of these criteria indicates that they are added to the definitions of contradiction and
deduction precisely in order to prevent certain kinds of sophistic arguments from counting as
genuine refutations. We will thus see that it was by continuing and building upon Plato’s
project of demarcating genuine philosophical reasoning from its closely-related sophistic
counterpart that Aristotle brought to completion what he himself regarded as his greatest
philosophical achievement—the discovery of a general method of deductive reasoning that

avoids fallacy and preserves truth.



I: SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS AND THE EDUCATIONAL RIVALRIES OF 4" CENTURY GREECE

1. THE DIFFICULTY OF DISTINGUISHING PHILOSOPHY FROM ERISTIC

Much of Plato’s work is dedicated to distinguishing the intellectual enterprise he called
‘philosophy’ from the various other educational programs on offer in the marketplace of
ideas in classical Greece. There are, for instance, dialogues, and parts of dialogues, that aim
to settle the “old quarrel between philosophy and poetry” (Resp. 607b5-6)," the latter having
been central source of wisdom in a traditional education (see e.g., lon & Resp. X). In other
dialogues, Plato aims to distinguish philosophy from the composition of persuasive speeches,
which Plato called “rhetoric” presumably in order to reserve for himself the name by which
the chief proprietor of rhetorical education in Plato’s time—namely Isocrates—called his
own enterprises—namely “philosophy” (see e.g., Gorgias & Phaedrus).”> Most famously,
Plato has his character Socrates confront those itinerant purveyors of a general education in
politics, rhetoric, science, mathematics and literary criticism—namely, the Older Sophists,

among whom many numbered the historical Socrates>—in order to disabuse his readers of

' Abbreviations of all ancient authors and works in parenthetical citations and footnotes follow the
abbreviations in the OCD* (Hornblower, Spawforth and Eidinow 2012, xxvii-lii)).

* Concerning Plato’s coining of the term pnropiky see Schiappa 1990. On the rivalry between Plato
and the rhetorician Isocrates in particular, see Eucken 1983; Cooper 1985; Nightingale 1995; Balla
2004; Livingstone 2007; McCoy 2007; and Wareh 2012.

* For example, Aeschenes, writing in 345 BCE still calls Socrates a Sophist (see In Timach 173 and
Nehamas 1990).



the impression that the Socratic tradition of philosophy is just another form of sophistry (see
esp. Protagoras).” But even having delineated philosophical education from these diverse
pursuits, Socratic philosophy, as developed by Plato and Aristotle, nevertheless continued to
be confounded with sophistry. This is because there arose a novel kind of sophistry—which
Plato and Aristotle sometimes called “Eristic” to distinguish its practitioners from the older
sophists—which occupied a position on the intellectual landscape much closer to Platonic
and Aristotelian philosophy than any of these other intellectual pursuits. In fact, on both a
Platonic and Aristotelian analysis, the defining feature of the Eristic is the appearance of
being a genuine philosopher (Pl. Soph. 268b10-d5; Arist. Soph. el. 165°21-23) through the
use of arguments that appear to be, but are not in fact, genuine ones (Arist. Soph. el. 164°20-
21).

The fact that Plato and Aristotle both concede the apparent similarity of philosophy
and Eristic suggests that distinguishing the two would be a difficult enterprise. This is not,
however, the impression that Plato’s treatment of Eristic usually leaves on readers. Eristic is,
for Plato, the standard argumentative enterprise against which he contrasts his own method of
doing philosophy, namely dialectic. In methodological discussions throughout the Platonic
corpus we regularly find a clearly delineated contrast. Philosophers employ dialectic as a
means of discovering the truth. Dialectical arguments often involve refuting the views of
one’s interlocutor but refutation is just one of the techniques dialecticians employ in their

joint-pursuit of the truth with their interlocutors. Eristics, by contrast, engage in mere verbal

* By the “Older Sophists” I mean chiefly Protagoras, Gorgias, Hippias and Prodicus. When

discussing Plato’s work I generally reserve the label “Sophist” for these figures, among whom I also
include other 5™ century practitioners of similar enterprises: Antiphon, Evanus, etc. I object to R.K.
Sprague’s inclusion of Euthydemus among her collection on the “Older Sophists” for reasons that

will become clear in what follows (Sprague 1972).



quibbles in order to refute and humiliate their interlocutors and thereby to gain a reputation
for wisdom (see Resp. 454a4-8; 499a4-9; 539al1-b6; Theaet. 167d6-168b2; Soph. 216b3-c1).
These discussions suggest that philosophy and Eristic can be distinguished in terms of quite
general argumentative features and their respective aims. Dialectic is not only refutational
but also constructive and aims at the truth. Eristic is purely refutational and its aims are
victory and honor.

Among the few scholars who have devoted attention to Plato’s only extended
engagement with Eristic sophistry, namely the Euthydemus, there is a general consensus that
his delineation of Eristic in this dialogue is made with equally broad strokes.” Here Plato
dramatizes the characteristics that he isolates in these scattered remarks by casting the Eristic
brothers, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, as caricatures devoted solely to winning arguments
through frivolous verbal quibbling (see e.g., Euthyd. 278b2-c5). This dramatic demarcation is
thought to be the only way of drawing this distinction because Plato does not appear to have
the technical resources necessary to expose the fallacious argumentative moves by which his

opponents bend their arguments in whichever direction suits them.’ There is some

> The Euthydemus is rather neglected in contemporary scholarship. There seven monographs devoted
to the dialogue (Sprague 1962; Keulen, 1971; Narcy, 1984; Canto 1987; Chance 1992; Scolnicov
2013; Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi 2014) and three commentaries (Wells 1881; Gifford 1905; Hawtrey
1981).

% R. Robinson, and M.A. Stewart have both forcefully argued that Plato does not have the technical
resources necessary for diagnosing the fallacious argumentation that he wrote into his own dialogue
(see Robinson 1941; 1942 and Stewart 1977). Their criticisms have posed a great challenge for those
who defend Plato against this charge, but even those who have taken up this challenge, most notably
R.K. Sprague and R.S.W. Hawtrey, seem to implicitly endorse Robinson’s and Stewart’s views
insofar as they rely, in my view, far too heavily on later, Aristotelian resources for understanding

these fallacies (see Sprague, 1962; 1967; 1977; 1993; and Hawtrey 1981). In the following chapter I



plausibility to this view. After all, Plato has Socrates explicitly diagnose only two of the
brothers’ 21 fallacious arguments (277¢3-278b2), and some find even this explicit analysis
wanting.” There is, however, no denying that Plato seems to characterize the brothers as the
very embodiment of petty victory-directed argumentation: the art that these Eristics claim to
teach is one that allows its possessors to refute whatever position their interlocutor advances,
whether it is true or false (272a7-bl; 275e3-6), and they demonstrate this ability by arguing
for positions that no truth-seeking philosopher would advance (e.g., that if one beats one’s
dog and one’s dog is a father, one beats one’s father, or that it is fitting to cook the cook
(298d7-299a5; 301c6-d8)). By contrast, although he occasionally refutes his interlocutors
(e.g., 296d5-297a8), Socrates’ most memorable contributions to the dialogue are his
constructive arguments that exhort his young interlocutor, Cleinias, to pursue virtue and
philosophy (278e3-283b3) and his subsequent tutoring of Cleinias in the method of division,
which is meant to help the latter discover the knowledge that makes human beings happy
(288d5-290d8). Moreover, Cleinias appears to make genuine progress toward the truth under
Socrates’ tutelage (288d5-290e2), whereas he comes out humiliated and discouraged after his
initiation into Eristic sophistry (277d1-4). Thus, for want of a rigorous analysis of fallacious
argumentation (like the analysis Aristotle develops in the Sophistici Elenchi), most
commentators conclude that, in the Euthydemus, Plato draws the distinction between

philosophy and Eristic through the drama of the dialogue, by characterizing the brothers as

respond to these challenges and show that Plato does in fact have the technical resources necessary to
expose eristic arguments as fallacies.

" See e.g., Robinson 1941; 1942; and Stewart 1977.



engaged in an argumentative practice diametrically opposed to genuine philosophy.®

This reading, however, fails to do justice to equally clear dramatic indications
throughout the dialogue that the distinction between philosophy and Eristic cannot be so
easily drawn. We should not fail to notice, for instance, that some of Plato’s own characters
fail to recognize the distinction that Plato apparently wants to draw. The bulk of the dialogue
consists of Socrates relaying to his friend Crito a conversation that he had the day before with
the Eristic brothers Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, whom he describes as “sophists of a

novel kind” (kowoi Twveg [...] copiotai) (Euthyd. 271B9-C1).” We learn in the introductory

¥ Thomas H. Chance, who defends such a view in his book-length treatment of the dialogue, tellingly
summarizes this view in dramatic terms, arguing that Plato “depicts Eristic as the antithesis to
dialectic, in fact, as the very paradigm of otherness” (Chance 1992, 19, my emphasis; see also Canto
1989, 53). This is in line with a long-standing assessment of the relationship between philosophy and
Eristic in the Euthydemus. The following is representative of this consensus: Eristic is “something
superficially like dialectic and yet as base as dialectic is good” (Robinson 1953, 84-5); Socrates
“stand[s] in absolute opposition to the barren and intimidating paradoxes of the two Eristics”
(Gomperz 1925, 425); Eristic is “diametrically opposed to the philosophic art of conversation”
(Cornford 1935, 190); “Eristic has emerged as the very opposite of ‘philosophy’” (Friedldnder 1928,
189); “Socrates’ practice is in stark contrast with the method of Euthydemus, despite their apparent
similarity" (Nehamas 1985, 19). See also Grote 1865, 530; Campbell 1867, xi-xii; Sidgwick 1872,
296, 299 & 305; Thompson 1901, 272; Gifford 1905, 10-13; Guthrie 1975, 275-276; Szlezak 1980,
81; Teloh 1986, 195-196; and Waterfield 1987, 300-303. For this summary of views see Chance
1992, 18 n.66.

? Some commentators take ‘kawvoi’ to mean “newly arrived,” as in “new in town,” rather than “of a
novel kind.” But the former reading is rendered somewhat implausible by Socrates’ claim a few lines
later that the brothers “have been in these parts [i.e., I take it, around Athens] for many years now.”
The attribution of this line to Socrates has been controversial since the first editions of Plato (Ficino
(1590) attributes this line to Socrates, but Stephanus (1578) and Cornarius (1561) to Crito). For a
discussion of this attribution see Narcy 2013, 154. But even if it is Crito, rather than Socrates who
describes the brothers as sophists of a novel kind, this is nevertheless the way Plato chooses to

describe them.



frame (271a1-272d7) that Socrates’ purpose in relaying this conversation is to persuade Crito
and his sons to join him in submitting themselves to the brothers as their pupils, in order to
learn their “Eristic wisdom” (272b9-10). The conversation that Socrates relays to Crito is
comprised, in part, of three exhibitions of the Eristic wisdom that the brothers claim to teach
(274d4-277c7, 283b4-288d4, & 293b1-303a9). These Eristic displays are separated by two
intervening Socratic speeches—in which Socrates makes “amateur” attempts to persuade the
young Cleinias to pursue philosophy—that are supposed to serve as models of the sort of
educational advertisement Socrates hopes to hear from the Eristics (278e3-282d3 & 288d5-
293a9). Finally, the dialogue ends with a closing frame (303b1-307c4) in which Crito relates
to Socrates a conversation with an unnamed critic (whom Plato encourages his readers to
identify as Isocrates'’) who, along with Crito—and here is the surprising feature—calls the
art that the brothers teach “philosophy,” and describes all of those who engage in philosophy,
including Socrates, as “worthless and ridiculous” (304e6-305a8). The dialogue ends in
aporia, and Crito is unable to decide what sort of education he ought to choose for himself
and his sons. The fact that Crito, who has now heard Socrates’ conversation with the brothers
twice—once “live”, though only indistinctly and at a distance (271a2-3), and once in

Socrates’ retelling—still makes no real distinction between philosophy and Eristic—even

' The precise identification of this unnamed critic is controversial. Chance provides the following
summary of positions taken on this figure: Jowett (1953) identifies the critic as Lysias or Antiphon;
Hermann (1839, 629) as Polycrates; Winckelmann (1833, xxxiv) as Thrasymachus; Taylor (1927,
101-102) as Antiphon; Thompson (1868, 179-182), Grote (1875, 1:561), Shorey (1933, 167-168),
Field (1948, 193) and Crombie (1963, 1:224) identify the figure as Isocrates; Wilamowitz (1959,
1:304; 11:165-167) and Friedldnder (1969, 1:194) have argued against identifying the figure with
Isocrates, or anyone for that matter, because the figure is explicitly understood to be a type, rather
than a specifiable individual (Chance 1992, 275). See the following footnote for my reasons for

taking the critic to be Isocrates.



though Socrates, in his retelling, has consistently reserved the term “philosophy” for his own
enterprise, by explicit contrast with the doses of Eristic the brothers have administered—
suggests that Plato himself acknowledges that the distinction this dialogue is devoted to
drawing is anything but obvious.

Furthermore, for the part of the unnamed critic who blurs the lines between Socratic
philosophy and Euthydemian Eristic, Plato could not have cast a better character than the

Isocrates figure.!! In doing so Plato clearly brings the educational competition represented in
g g y g p p

" One kind of evidence in favor of identifying the critic with Isocrates is linguistic. The precise words
that Crito attributes to this character—which he reports in a way that suggests nearly direct quotation
(304e5-6)—are the very words that Isocrates frequently uses to discredit his educational rivals. The
critic’s description of Socrates and the brothers as “speaking foolishly” (Anpovoviov—304e4) is
reminiscent of Isocrates’ frequent usage of the same word, almost exclusively in contexts in which he
is distinguishing his own educational program from that of the Eristics. In the Antidosis, for instance,
Isocrates uses the word to criticize practitioners of “Eristic education”—among whom he appears to
number Plato (4ntid. 261-269)—on grounds that Eristics think that virtue can be taught (Antid. 274;
see also C. soph. 1-4; Panath. 11; 19; 33; 112; 150). Moreover, the critic’s claim that Socrates and the
brothers are not at all “serious” (omovdaioc) is an Isocratean trope: the things that one learns from the
Eristics, on Isocrates’ view, are merely propaedeutic to serious study, namely, the composition of
speeches on important political matters, which Isocrates takes to be the real occupation of a
philosopher (see e.g., Antid. 265; 267; 304). A second line of evidence in biographical and comes
after Crito’s initial description of the anonymous figure’s criticism of Socrates and the brothers. Here
Socrates questions Crito in an attempt to learn who exactly he is speaking about. Crito describes the
person in question as one who is neither a rhetorician, nor someone who has appeared in court, but
one who “equips [rhetoricians] for battle, a writer of the speeches that the rhetoricians use” (305c1-4).
Socrates’ response to this description (305b4-9) includes a back reference to a type of person who
was described in similar terms in the second Socratic episode, where Socrates claimed that there are
“certain speech writers [who] have no idea how to use the particular speeches they themselves have
written” (289c6-d7). This biographical evidence also suggests Isocrates, who had a career as a
speechwriter in the late 400’s to 390’s before opening his school, and who frequently describes his

own inability to use the speeches he wrote (see Panath. 10-11, Phil. 18; Ep. 1.9; De Pace 7).



this piece of philosophical fiction to bear on the actual educational debates of his own time
and place—a context in which Isocrates was the most prominent proponent of the view that
Platonic philosophy is just a kind Eristic. The historical Isocrates, after all, habitually
confounded figures that we would prefer to keep distinct. In the Helen, for example, Iscorates
describes a surprisingly diverse group of his intellectual opponents as practitioners of “Eristic

philosophy” (1] mepi tag Epdag prrocoeia) (Hel. 6). Isocrates earlier enumerated the figures

Moreover, Socrates’ later claim that the character gains a reputation for wisdom by keeping away
from danger and conflict also suggests Isocrates, who seems to have been the subject of suspicion for
leading a “private life” away from public conflicts (4ntid. 140-153). A third and final kind of
evidence comes from the description of the critic’s educational program and activity in the
educational marketplace. After Socrates gets a clearer idea from Crito about who this person is, he
characterizes him as someone who “occupies the border between the philosopher and the politician”
(305¢7), and who is well regarded by everyone except philosophers and so devotes himself to
slandering the philosophers who have a low view of him so as to increase their reputation (305¢7-d2).
Isocrates’ educational tracts, like Against the Sophists and the introduction to the Encomium of Helen,
do precisely this: they rail against the “sophists” petty hairsplitting about words and the pretension to
impart precise knowledge, and put these practices in contrast with Isocrates’ own promise to impart to
his students reasonable opinions about important political matters (Hel. 4-5). Moreover, in
characterizing the critic as one who occupies this borderland, Socrates claims that such people think
that they are “suitably” (gikdtmg) wise (305d7). This is precisely the way that Isocrates describes his
own “philosophy”: a practice that does not assume that it can impart precise knowledge, but one that
prepares its practitioners to “opine suitably” about important political matters (Hel. 5). Taken
together, these considerations give us good reason for thinking that Plato wants us to identify this
critic with Isocrates. On piece of evidence against the identification with Isocrates is that this figure
denounces philosophy, whereas the historical Isocrates wanted to claim this term for himself. But it is
worth noticing that his description of Socrates’ and the brothers’ arguments as philosophy is
qualified. He asks Crito whether he seriously thinks “that kind [sc. of philosophy]” is a fine thing, and
himself claims that this kind of philosophy is worthless (304e7-305al). The historical Isocrates is
himself happy to call Eristic philosophy in a qualified sense, as he does for example at Helen 6, where

he refers to Eristic as 1 wepi t0¢ £pdag priocoia.



he here calls practitioners of Eristic by citing three groups of people who “defend strange and
paradoxical theses”: (1) those who waste their time defending such views as (a) that there is
no such thing as falsehood or (b) contradiction and (c) that no two words apply to the same
thing; (2) those who waste their time defending the view that courage, wisdom and justice are
the same, that we do not have any of them by nature and that there is one knowledge of all of
them; and (3) those who waste their time with Eristic quibbles that help nobody (Hel. 1).
There can be little doubt that (1) is an articulation of the three theses for which Antisthenes
was most well known;'? and (3) is almost certainly a reference to the Megarians, who were
practitioners of refutational, Eristic argumentation par excellence.” (2) is the real surprise,
however, because it appears to be a clear reference to Plato, who famously has Socrates
defend precisely this view (e.g., in the Protagoras). The historical Isocrates thus seems to
have thought of Plato as a kind of Eristic.'* In fact, in another passage from the Antidosis that
closely parallels the unnamed critic’s assessment of Socrates and the brothers, Isocrates more
or less explicitly classifies the Platonic educational model alongside Eristic education (4ntid.
261-9). The Isocrates character in the Euthydemus is thus aptly cast as the voice for what was
certainly a common view in Plato’s time: that the various schools in the Socratic tradition
were engaging in roughly the same enterprise. In fact, it is not unreasonable to think that the

dialogue is occasioned by the inability, or unwillingness, of critics like Isocrates to

12 Compare la & Frr. 152a-c in Prince 2015; 1b & Frr. 148, 152a-c, 152b, 153b, 155 Prince; lc &
150a, 150b, 152a-c Prince.

" See Frr. 8, 9, 31, 33, 34, 40, 51A, 51B, 90, 106, 157, 180 and 199 in Déring 1974.

" This view is also held by Thompson (1868, 375), Jebb, (1876, 49), Eucken (1983, 45-56) and

Nehamas (1990, 3). For a contrasting view see Lachance 2019.



distinguish these groups of Socratics."

The Isocrates character and the general consensus he represents are, moreover, not
totally off base. Consideration of the brothers’ general argumentative methodology reveals a
striking resemblance between Eristic and the Socratic elenchus as portrayed in other Platonic
dialogues.'® With only one exception, each of the brothers’ 21 arguments begins with a
question to which the interlocutor is expected to give a brief answer: “yes” or “no,” in the
case of yes-no questions, or to choose one or the other of two opposite disjuncts in the case
of an either-or question. In many cases the brothers then make sure that their interlocutor
truly stands behind their answers to key questions (see e.g., 283C3-6). The arguments then
progress with more yes-no questions until the brothers have what they need to conclude “no,”

2 ¢

if their interlocutor’s initial answer was “yes,” “yes” if it was “no,” or the opposite of the
disjunct that their interlocutor initially chose, in the case of either-or questions. The brothers’
argumentative method is therefore, at a basic structural level, indistinguishable with the

Socratic elenchus as depicted in other Platonic dialogues. Even the brothers’ three questions

that do not fit the above paradigm are surprisingly Socratic:

[T1]: OicOo odv, &n, 611 mpoonkel £KAoTOlS TOV dMuovpydv; TpdTovV Tiva
YoAKeDEWY TPOoTKEL, 0ic0a; { — } "Eymye: ét1 yahkéo. { — } Ti 8¢, kepapsvewv; { — }
Kepapéa. { —} Ti 8¢, opdttety e kol kdEPEV Kol TO PKPA KPEX KATAKOWOVTO EYELV

Kai Omtdv; { — } Mdayepov, v &' &Y.

" Both Antisthenes and Euclides—the founder of the Megarian school—were Plato’s older

contemporaries in the Socratic circle (see Phaedo 59b6-c2).

"1 owe the general insights of the following paragraph to Hitchock (2000, 59-60).
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You know then, he said, what is fitting for each of the craftsmen? First, do you know
for whom it is fitting to engage in metallurgy? | Yes, I do—the blacksmith’s. | Well
then, what about making pots? | The potter. | And again, to slaughter and skin, and to
boil and roast the small pieces after cutting them up? | The cook, I said (Euthyd.

301c6-d1)."”

Here we have the pattern of an epagogic argument in conjunction with the craft analogy,
which are arguably the very hallmarks of Socratic argumentation.'®

Noteworthy in this connection is Socrates’ frustration with the more rhetorically-
inclined of the sophists, Protagoras and Gorgias, from whom Socrates demands brief answers
to his yes-no/either-or questions instead of their characteristic drawn-out and rhetorically-
flourished argumentative displays (Grg. 449b4-c8 & Prt. 334c7-338e5). The brothers are,
methodologically speaking, by far the most Socratic of the sophists that Plato puts in
conversation with Socrates. Plato explicitly draws our attention to these striking similarities
in Socrates’ concluding remarks about the brothers’ practice. There Socrates shows great
admiration for the fact that the brothers’ refutations show no concern for the many or for
people of reputation, which distinguishes their arguments from those the many themselves
approve of and employ (Euthyd. 303¢5-dS). This is precisely how Socrates distinguishes his
own refutations in the Gorgias from Polus’ own: his style of refutation requires only the

agreement of a single interlocutor (Grg. 472b6-c2), whereas Polus relies on the approval of

"7 Greek text follows Burnet 1903. All translations from the Euthydemus are my own.

'® Aristotle takes epagogic arguments of this sort to be a distinctively Socratic innovation (Metaph.
1078°27-30). On the surprisingly Socratic character of this argument I am indebted to M. Anderson’s
“The Eristic Craft of the Futhydemus” unpublished typescript received: 02/25/2015.
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the many and the opinions of reputable witnesses (Grg. 471c2-7).

Close associations between Socratic and Eristic argumentation also play a prominent
role in Plato’s other great engagement with the Eristics, the Sophist. According to the fifth
division in that dialogue, Eristic belongs to the larger class of contest (dpeiopnmtucov), one
part of which consists in long, opposed public speeches about things that are just and unjust
(the kind of speeches that Gorgias teaches—see for instance Grg. 454e5-455a2), the other
type of contest, which goes on in private and consists of chopped up questions and answers,
is called disputation (dvtiloywov) (Soph. 225b3-11). One part of disputation concerns
private contracts and is not an art, but the other part of it, Eristic, is an art, and is concerned
with “the justs and the unjusts themselves” (notice in this connection Dionysodorus’
argument about “the beautiful itselt”—FEuthyd. 300E3-301A9)) (Soph. 225b13-c10). Eristic,
furthermore, divides into two parts: a part that makes money, which is the part identified with
sophistry, and one that wastes money, which is done for pleasure and involves—and here’s
the Socratic association—‘"“neglecting one’s own livelihood” and is called “babbling”
(doreoykod) (Soph. 225d1-226a5). As Hitchcock has noticed, this is likely an ironic
reference to a common charge made against Socrates in Old Comedy."” Particularly relevant

in connection with this Sophist passage is Eupolis’ criticism:

1 See Hitchcock 2000, 62. Other examples of the same kind of criticism in Old Comedy come from
Aristophanes and Ameipsias. Aristophanes also says of Socrates and his “school”: A" & @iL” ‘Eppd
undapdg OOpové pot | undé o Emtpiyng, aAAd cuyyvouny &xe | épod mapavoncoviog dooreoyia: |
kai pot yevod Eoppovirog, €T’ avtovg ypapny | dtwkdabm ypoyduevog €10 6 T oot dokel. | 0pbdg
TOPUIVELG OVK €DV SIKOPPAPELY, | AL OG ThYloT Eumumpaval v oikiav | TdV dadorecydv (Nubes,
1478-85; text follows Dover 1968). Ameipsias also gives us: Zokpateg avopdv Bértiot’ OAiyav,
TOAGY 8¢ potarotad’, fikelg | kai od mpog Mudc; kaptepikde ¥ el. mdbev &v Got yAoiva yévorto; |

TOVTL TO KOKOV TV 0KLTOTOU®V Kot Ernpelay yeyévntol (DL 2.27-28; text follows Dorandi 2013).
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[T2]: pod 8¢ xai Tov Zokpdatnv
TOV TTOYOV AdOAEGYN Y,

0G TUAAO PEV TTEQPOVTIKEV,
omo0ev 6¢ Katapayeiv €yot

TOVTOL KOTNUEANKEY

And I also hate Socrates,

The begging babbler,

Who considered everything else,
Except where he might get some food

This he neglected (Eupolis 352K).*°

In this division we thus have Socrates’ practice—a kind of “babbling” done for pleasure and
at the expense of one’s own livelihood—classified as a kind of Eristic and apparently
distinguished from Eristic sophistry only insofar as it is not directed at making money.
Finally, as Keulen has pointed out, Plato sometimes has the brothers use Eristic
arguments to establish important tenets of Platonic philosophy.”' The most noteworthy of
these parallels are the allusions to the theory of recollection in the knowledge arguments at
the beginning of the third Eristic episode, and Dionysodorus’ invocation of the theory of
forms in the argument from 300e3-301c5. In the former pair of refutations Euthydemus tries

to show Socrates, first, that if he knows anything he knows everything (Euthyd. 293b1-d1)—

%0 For this reconstruction of the text see Storey 1985, 154-157. The translation is my own.

I See Keulen 1971.
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which puts one in mind of Meno 81c¢9-d5, where Socrates shows that if the soul has
recollected one thing, it can recollect everything—and secondly, that Socrates always knows
everything (Euthyd. 295e4-296d4)—which closely parallels the view advanced at Meno
85d3-86b5.* Likewise, Dionysodorus’ claim in the argument starting at 300e3 that the
presence of beauty makes beautiful things beautiful seems to be a clear reference to the
Platonic theory of forms. This is a strange thing for Plato to do if he wants Eristic to look
nothing like genuine philosophy. I take it that this is yet another concession on Plato’s part to
the similarity between Eristic and dialectical argumentation.

The foregoing considerations show that the Eristic brothers represent a kind of
sophistry quite distinct from that which Protagoras, Hippias, Prodicus and Gorgias practice:
they engage in short question and answer refutations, rather than long rhetorical displays;
these refutations only require the consent of their interlocutor, rather than that of the many
and the reputable; and the Eristics’ refutations occur on topics closely related to topics of
serious philosophical interest for Plato. They are, therefore, much more formidable
intellectual opponents for Plato, and for Aristotle after him, precisely because their
characteristic mode of argumentation, the Eristic refutation, is surprisingly close to
philosophical argumentation.

These concessions about the similarity of philosophy and Eristic are charitable on
Plato’s part, and they presumably reflect the way that Plato’s contemporaries perceived the
two practices. Nevertheless, these concessions about the similarity between the two practices
stand in tension with the hostile manner in which Plato and Aristotle sometimes depict

Eristic, according to which the sole aim of Eristics is to refute and humiliate their opponents.

*2 Nehamas (1985, 19) has also noted the similarity between the two arguments.
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Whatever other superficial similarities there might be between philosophy and Eristic,
philosophical arguments do not aim merely at victory in argument; they are ultimately
constructive and aim at the truth. Matters are, however, more complicated than this, and
despite the hostile manner in which Plato and Aristotle sometimes portray Eristic, they also
sometimes make the considerable concession—which is corroborated by independent
evidence on the use of these arguments—that the aim of Eristic is not simply to derive
contradictions and paradoxes for the sake of argumentative victory. Our evidence on the aim
and practice of sophistical refutations rather suggests that those who offered such arguments
were expected to, and in fact did, make serious philosophical use of the contradictions and
paradoxes they derived in these arguments by presenting solutions to them. In the following
section I will present evidence in favor of thinking that those who derived contradictions and
paradoxes through Eristic refutations also provided their own solutions to these
contradictions and paradoxes. Then, in section 3, I will characterize the kind of solutions
Plato and Aristotle’s Eristics seem to have offered. Recognizing the overall philosophical
agenda behind the Eristics’ refutations will, in turn, help us to understand better the
philosophical motivation behind, and significance of, the kinds of solutions that Plato and

Aristotle propose for these same refutations.

2. THE AIM AND PRACTICE OF ERISTIC REFUTATIONS

Throughout the FEuthydemus Plato makes certain concessions about the brothers’
argumentative practices that tell against the tendency to understand them as mere charlatans
who care only about winning arguments. One such concession comes quite early in the
dialogue, when Socrates interrupts the brothers’ first attempt to demonstrate their Eristic

wisdom, and explains to the Eristics’ young interlocutor what he takes them to have been
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doing. In the preceding demonstration of Eristic, the brothers answered Socrates’ request that
they make the young Cleinias wise by simply subjecting him to two refutations. Both of these
refutations had to do with learning (pavBéverwv), and each of them concluded with an apparent
contradiction: (1) that both the wise and the ignorant pavBdévovotv and (2) that oi
novOGvovteg povOdvovowy both things they know and things they do not know.” The
brothers are about to refute Cleinias a third time, when Socrates interrupts them and presents

the following interpretation of what the brothers have been up to so far:

[T3] [1] Q KAewio, pr Oavpale €1 oot @aivovrar dndeig oi Adyot. icwg yap ovk
aicOévn olov motgitov T EEve mepl 6é- moteTtov 8¢ TodToV dmep ol v i) TeAeTii TV
KopvuBavtov, dtav mv 0pdvocty toidotv mepi TodTov OV dv HEAA®MGL TEAETV. Kol Yo
gkel yopeia tic €ott Kol Toudid, [...]- kol vOv 100t 00dEV dAAO 1| YopevETOV TTEPL G
Kai olov OpyeicOov moilovte, B¢ petd todTo TeEModvTe [2] VOV 0DV VOGOV o TPGHTO
TOV 1EpDV AKOVEWY TAV COPIOTIKAY. TPATOV Yap, (G enot [Ipdducog, mepi dvoudtmv
0pBOTNTOC pHobelv Ol O ON Kol €vdeikvuoBov oot o Efvm, &1L ovk Ndncba To
povOdvew 6t ol dvBpomol kadodot pev éml 1@ To1ddE, dtav Tic €5 dpyfic undepiov
Exov EmoTUNV epl TPAYUATOG TVOS Emetta DoTEPOV aTOD AaUPAvn THV ETGTHUNY,
KoAODGL 08 TOOTOV TOVTO Kol EMEWAV Eymv §on TNV EMOTHUNV TAOT Th EMOTHUN
Ta0TOV T0DTO0 TPdypa Emokond] [...] 6& 8¢ Todto, M¢ ovtol &vdeikvuvral, SloAéAnOey,
TaVTOV dvopa &m’ AvOpdmolg Evavtimg Eyovotv Kelpevoy, T@ T €100TL Kol €ml T® U
[...] [3] Tadta o1 TdV padnudtov modid oty [...] TO 08 petd tadta dfjAov 8Tl ToVT®

Y€ 6ol aOTO T omovdaio Evdeiteshov.

I leave the Greek verbs here untranslated in order to preserve the ambiguity that the brothers exploit

in these arguments. I discuss both arguments at length in §2 of the following chapter.

16



[1] “Don’t be surprised, Cleinias, if these arguments seem strange to you, since
perhaps you don’t see what the two visitors are doing with you. They are doing the
same thing that the [sc. ministrants] do in the initiation rite of the Corybantic
mysteries, when they perform the enthronement of the person they intend to initiate.
For [sc. in the preliminary enthronement ceremony] there is dancing and playing [...]
And just now these two were simply making such leaps around you, dancing and
playing, so that after this they can proceed to the initiation proper. [2] So now
consider that you are hearing the first part of the sophistic mysteries. For in the first
place, as Prodicus says, you must learn about the correct use of words; and our two
visitors are pointing out this very thing, that you did not realize that people use the
word ‘poavOdvewv’ not only in the situation in which a person who has no knowledge
of a thing in the beginning acquires it later, but also when he who has this knowledge
already uses it to inspect the same thing [...] Now this, as they are pointing out, had
escaped your notice—that the same word is applied to opposite people, to both the
one who knows and the one who does not. [...] [3] These things [sc. mastering
“differences in words”] are the frivolous part of study [...] But in what comes after

these things it is clear that these two will show you serious things (277d4-278c4).

I will return to the details of Socrates’ solution to the brothers’ refutations in much greater

detail in the following chapter. At this stage I want to focus just on what Socrates concedes
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about the brothers’ argumentative practice.”® In [1], Socrates compares the brothers’
arguments to the initiation rites of the Corybantic mysteries. On Socrates’ analysis, the two
refutations the brothers just offered correspond to the “enthroning,” which is a preliminary
stage in the Corybantic rites that involves disorienting an initiate through dancing.”> The
enthroning, however, is just a prequel to the initiation rites proper: ministrants perform them,
as Socrates says, “so that after this they can proceed to the initiation proper.” Through this
comparison, and his reiteration of the same point in [3], Socrates indicates that these
refutations were just the first, and still incomplete part of a larger argumentative practice.

In [2] Socrates goes on to explain what sort of initiation he expects to follow these
refutations. On Socrates view, the brothers will initiate Cleinias by making him aware of the
linguistic ambiguity that they exploited in these refutations. He thus expects the brothers to
show that they were able to commit Cleinias to the contradiction that both the wise and the
ignorant povOdavovctv, because the key term in the argument, povOdaverv, has two distinct
meanings: when it applies to the ignorant it means “to acquire knowledge”, but means “to
understand” when it applies to the wise. Thus, on Socrates’ analysis, what the statement
“both the wise and the ignorant pavBdvovstv” actually signifies is not a real contradiction,
but rather the uncontroversial fact that the wise understand and the ignorant acquire

knowledge. Thus, when we recognize that the verb really has these two meanings in these

* Stephen Menn (“Aristotle and the Sophists” unpublished typescript received: 8/17/2017) has also
taken this text to reveal important concessions about the expectation that Eristics offer solutions to
their own refutations, although I differ from Menn in his view that the solution Socrates attributes to
the brothers is the solution they themselves would have offered. I outline my own views on the kinds
of solutions the brothers offer in §3.

» For more on the Corybantic rites—which we know of mostly through Plato—see Bremmer 2014,

48-53.
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two different uses, we thereby also recognize that the contradiction was merely verbal, and
does not signify a real contradiction in the world. Now, there are good reasons for thinking
that this is not what the brothers themselves would say about this argument, had Socrates not
interrupted them, but at this stage it is only important to notice that the sort of thing Socrates
expects to hear from the brothers, after they have offered these two refutations, is some kind
of solution to the contradictions they have derived through these refutations.

It is tempting to take Socrates’ claims here to be ironic.*® But doing so becomes less
tempting to when we recognize that Socrates is perfectly in line with other sources on Eristic
that express the same expectations. Numerous ancient sources on figures closely related to
Plato’s Eristics also share Socrates’ assumption that those who offer Eristic refutations are
also in the business of solving the contradictions and paradoxes they derived in these
refutations. Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi (hereafter: “SE”), >’ which clearly engages the same
kind of argumentative practice on display in the Euthydemus, expresses the same expectation,
as do various other sources on practitioners of Eristic. First, I briefly discuss a passage in
Diogenes Laertius, which further corroborates the widespread expectation that those who
employ Eristic refutations do so not only to refute, but also to present solutions to the

contradictions and paradoxes thereby derive. I will then examine two passages in Aristotle’s

*6 There are interesting problems connected with Socratic irony in the Euthydemus. We generally see
Socrates employing irony as a form of flattery, to keep interlocutors engaged in the elenchus, or to
prevent them from becoming embarrassed before an audience. But in the prologue and conclusion to
the Euthydemus, Socrates urges Crito and his sons to join him in becoming the brothers’ students in a
private conversation, where there is no readily available explanation for why Socrates should be
ironic in this context (Euthyd. 272b7-d3; 304b6-c5). For a novel take on irony in the Euthydemus see
Narcy 1984, 1-5 & 35-57; 2013; and Anderson, “The Eristic Craft of the Euthydemus”).

7 When I refer to the work I use the abbreviation ‘SE,” but when I cite passages from it in

parenthetical or footnote citations I follow the abbreviation in the OCD*: ‘Soph. el.’
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SE, which both corroborate this expectation and draw an important distinction between the
ways philosophers and Eristics solve sophistical refutations.

The most prominent group of intellectuals who were called “Eristics” by their
opponents were the Megarians,”® and we have good reasons for thinking that the Megarians
were engaged in the same form of intellectual activity as Plato and Aristotle’s Eristics. There
are in fact a number of ancient sources that more or less explicitly align Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus with the Megarians. For example, in a list of philosophers who concerned
themselves exclusively with the logical part of philosophy, Sextus Empiricus includes
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus (whom Sextus specifies to be the characters in the dialogue)
alongside four Megarians: Pathoides, Alexinus, Eubulides and Bryson (Fr. 63 Ddring).
Moreover, Diogenes Laertius reports that Socrates chastised Euclides—the founder of the
Megarian School—for his enthusiasm for €piotikoi Adyor “because he thought there was no
use in this sort of hair-splitting, as Plato shows us in the Euthydemus” (DL II 30).’ And
Aristotle’s treatment, in the SE, of numerous arguments from the Euthydemus alongside
arguments that we know to have been authored by Megarians strongly suggests that Aristotle

takes them to be engaged in closely-related argumentative practices.’” The associations these

* Frr. 8,9, 31, 33, 34, 40, 51A, 51B, 76, 83, 90, 106, 127, 129, 157, 180 186, 199, 217, 217 & 220 in
Déring

* The passage appears in both Doring 1972 (Fr. 9) and Giannantoni 1990 (Fr. 3), but both,
inexplicably, leave out the final clause of the testimony, which draws the connection between
Euclides’ eristic, and the argumentation on display in the Euthydemus.

** For arguments in the SE that are drawn from the Euthydemus compare Euthyd. 276¢ & Soph. el.
165°31-34; Euthyd. 27729-b1 & Soph. el. 166*30-31; Euthyd. 298¢4-5 & Soph. el. 17934, °14, *39,
180°4; Futhyd. 300a & Soph. el. 166"9-10; Euthyd. 300b & Soph. el. 166°12-14, 171°8, “28-30,
17712, *25-26. For arguments in the SE that can plausibly be attributed to the Megarians compare:
Soph. el. 171°16 & Frr. 201A-C, 209A-C Déring; Soph. el. 179*33-34 & Frr. 64, 109 &183 Déring;
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ancient authors make between Plato’s Eristics and the Megarian school are compelling
because of the likelihood that they had better sources for Megarian views, but even the little
we can today infer about Euclides’ influences and interests further corroborates this ancient
tendency to see the early Megarians in Euthydemus and Dionysodorus. Both Euclides and the
brothers, as characterized by Plato, are strongly influenced by Socrates: as I showed in the
previous section, the brothers’ Eristic argumentation is strikingly similar to the Socratic
elenchus, at least in form, and Socrates’ influence on Euclides is well documented.’’ The
brothers also appear strongly impressed with Eleatic thought (see e.g., Euthyd. 284b4-8 &
286al-3), and our sources give us good reason to think that, apart from Socrates, Parmenides
was the strongest influence on Euclides in particular, and on the Megarians more generally.’>

There is in fact a large consensus in the literature that the Eristic argumentation under

Soph. el. 180°1-5 & Fr. 64 Doring; Soph. el. 166*10-12 & Fr. 182 Déring; Soph. el. 166*36-37 & Fr.
151B Déring; Soph. el. 166°32-33 & Frr. 64, 109 Déring; Soph. el. 168°5-7 & Fr. 84 Déring; Soph. el.
177°35ff & Fr. 180 Déring; Soph. el. 178"29-31 & Frr. 64-5 Doring; Soph. el. 178"36-37 & Fr. 220
Doéring; Soph. el. 179°35 & Fr. 64 Déring; Soph. el. 179°2-4 & Fr. 64 Doring; Soph. el. 180°2-7 & Fr.
64 Doring; Soph. el. 180°2-7 & Fr. 64 Doring. For many of these parallels I am indebted to Dorion
1995,49n. 1 & 91-101.

' See Frr. 1-5, 36 & 39 Doring. Hutchinson in fact argues that Socratic argumentation is the sole
origin of professional Eristic (Hutchinson 2000). I don’t want to make this strong of a claim, because
there are intimations of Eristic argumentation, for instance, in the work of Zeno and Protagoras, as
well as in the 5" century text Dissoi Logoi (on the dating of this work see Robinson 1979, 34-41).
However, there is no denying the Socratic influence on Euclides in particular, as Robert Muller has
forcefully argued, although I think he overstates the case in thinking that Euclides’ influence is almost
exclusively Socratic, and not also prominently Eleatic (Muller 1988, 71-79; see also Muller 1985, 14-
15;101-103).

% See Frr. 24-27 & 31 Déring.
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consideration in both the Euthydemus® and SE** is above all Megarian. I do not think there is
sufficient evidence to conclude that the brothers are Megarians. For that matter, I do not
think everyone who was called an “Eristic”, in Plato and Aristotle’s sense of the term, is
necessarily a Megarian. Rather, I take the Eristics in Plato’s Euthydemus and Aristotle’s
targets in the SE to be engaged in a form of argumentative activity that was characteristic of
the Megarians. Comparison with the Megarians can therefore be illuminating for the
purposes of understanding the broader practice that Plato and Aristotle call “Eristic”.

There is a rarely recognized assumption among our sources on the Megarians that
they were just as interested in solving refutations as they were in offering them. One
particularly strong indication of the Megarians’ practice of solving sophistical refutations

comes from a story preserved in Diogenes Laertius about a dispute between Stilpo and

* That Plato characterizes the brothers, at least in part, as Megarians is the subject of a large
consensus, see Henne 1843, 167; Pratl 1855, i. 33-88; Schleiermacher 1856, 275-277; Sidgwick 1872,
297-298; Riistow 1910, 35-9; Gillespie 1911, 233; von Arnim 1914, 140; Stefanini 1932-1935, 190;
192 ; Schuhl 1960, 48-52; Kneale 1971, 15-16; Hawtrey 1981, 30; Canto 1987, 28; 58; Dorion 1995,
49-50 and 2000; Marsico and Inverso 2012, 42-58; Gardella 2013, 45-64; Villar 2016, 185-215; and
Bailey 2012, 310. Robert Muller has some reservations about the identification (1988, 40; 135). For
arguments against the association of the brothers with the Megarians see Zeller 1844-1852, I11.1: 271
n.4; Magris 1977, 110 n.10; and Giannantoni 1990, iv. 62. On Plato’s use of the term ‘Eristic’ more
generally see E.S. Thompson’s excursus on Eristic in his Meno commentary (Thompson 1901).
Thompson concludes his study by claiming “whenever we find in Plato the word épiotikdg [...]
certain persons are held in view who were in fact, either directly or indirectly, pupils of Socrates.
These are first and foremost Euclides of Megara and his school” (278).

** F. Schleiermacher (1856, 275-277), Henne (1843,167), Pratl (1855, i. 33-88), Sidgwick (1872, 297-
298), Gillespie (1911, 233; 236), and Dorion (1995, 47-53) hold that all or at least a majority of the
SE is directed against the Megarians. Riistow (1910, 48—-53), Bochenski (1951, 101-2 & 1962, 152—
3), Moline (1969, 398), Sedley (1973, 71 & 1997, 95), Doring (1974, 108), Montoneri (1984, 98-9),
Muller (1985, 92-93), Marrone (1988, 273), Giannantoni (1990, iv. 62), and Gourinat (2000, 199)

hold that at least parts of the treatise are directed against the Megarians.
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Diodorus Cronus, who are both later figures in the Megarian genealogy. The story runs as

follows:

[T4]: obtog mapa IMtodepaio @ Zotiipt StatpiBov Adyovg TvaG SLOAEKTIKOVG
npo™ON mpdg Ltilmwvog Kol pn dvvapevog mopoaypfuo deAvcactot, VIO Tod
Bacémg té te dAAa EmeTyunOn Kol on kol Kpdvog fikovcev év oKOUUATOG HEPEL.
g€elBav oM tod cvpmociov kol Adyov yphwyag mepl Tod mpofAnpatog abvpig Tov Piov

KOTEGTPEVE.

When [sc. Diodorus] was staying with Ptolemy Soter, he had certain dialectical
questions asked of him by Stilpo, and, not being able to solve them on the spot, he
was reproached by the king and, among other slights, the nickname Cronus was
applied to him by way of derision. After he left the banquet and wrote a pamphlet

about the logical problem, ended his life in despondency (DL IT 111-112).%

Diodorus Cronus, like Stilpo, was a prolific generator of Eristic refutations,’ but the fact that

he was shown up by Stilpo does not have so much to do with the fact that he was refuted by

% The Greek text follows Dorandi 2013. The translation is my own.

% Although our sources on the Megarians clearly indicate that their opponents, like Plato and
Aristotle, often criticized them under the terms “Eristic” and “Sophist” (Frr. 8, 9, 31, 33, 34, 40, 51A,
51B, 76, 83, 90, 106, 127, 129, 157, 180 186, 199, 217, 217 & 220 in Ddring), we can be relatively
certain that they would not have used such hostile terms to characterize their own practice. With
almost equal regularity they are called dialecticians and their arguments dialectical (Frr. 31, 84, 89,
91, 97, 98, 99 100, 103, 106, 216, 218 Doring), which is much more likely the term the Megarians—

or at least a subset of those we call Megarians—would have used to describe their own practice.
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his questions, but rather, with the fact that he was not able to provide a solution to them. His
response to the refutation, moreover, was not to repay Stilpo in his own coin with another
refutation, but to spend the rest of his life writing up a solution to the refutation. Whether or
not the story has any historical credibility, the testimony clearly indicates that those who
offered sophistical refutations were expected to be able to solve them, to make some positive
philosophical use of them.’’

Finally, Aristotle’s SE gives us good reason for thinking that Eristics aimed to make
positive philosophical contributions with their arguments. In this treatise Aristotle offers a
systematic treatment of both the derivation of and solutions to the very sort of refutations on
display in the Euthydemus.>® Aristotle’s discussions of solutions to sophistical refutations—

which is Aristotle’s preferred term for Eristic refutations™—in the SE provide us with

Dorion (1995, 47-48) and Muller (1988, 111-114 & 126-127) both take the fact that the Megarians
were called dialecticians to be an important part of why Plato and Aristotle criticize them under the
labels “Eristic” and “Sophist”, wishing to reserve the label “dialectic” for their own preferred
methods of argumentation.

37 On these points I am indebted to Sedley 1973, 70-73; 1976, 144-147; 1997, 78; and also to Menn
2017.

* In fact, a large number of Aristotle’s paradigmatic examples of sophistical refutations come directly
from the Euthydemus. Three particularly clear cases include: (1) the equivocation over povOdvewv:
Euthyd. 276¢ & 277e3-278b2 — Soph. el. 165°31-34 (2) Amphiboly in the phrase crydvra Aéyew:
Euthyd. 300bl-c4 — Soph. el. 166°12-14; 171°8; 28-30; 177°12; “25-6; (3) The dogfather fallacy:
Euthyd. 298e4-5 — Soph. el. 17934, b14; b39; 180°4. I discuss all three of these refutations in detail
in the following chapter. Aristotle additionally discusses an argument by Euthydemus that does not
appear in Plato’s dialogue (Soph. el. 177°10-26 cp. Rhet. 1401°26).

* Unlike Plato, who uses the term ‘Sophist’ both for the 5" century opponents of Socrates—
Protagoras, Gorgias, Hippias, Prodicus etc.—and for practitioners of Eristic, Aristotle applies the term

exclusively to contemporary practitioners of eristic arguments. Sophistical refutations, for Aristotle,
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valuable insights into the culture of propounding and solving sophistical refutations. In
particular, the contrasts Aristotle frequently draws between his preferred solution to a
particular refutation and various other solutions on offer (see e.g., Soph. el. 177°27-34;
179°7-12; ®34-37; ®37-180"7) makes it clear that offering solutions to these arguments was an
important part of the overall culture of sophistical refutations. For present purposes, I focus
on two methodological passages in which Aristotle contrasts two different kinds of solutions
to sophistical refutations. In the first of these, Aristotle describes two different kinds of

correct solutions, which correspond to two different ways in which a deduction can be false:

[T5]: "Emel o' €otiv 1 pé&v opon Aoig Euedvictlg wevdodg cLALOYIGHOD, TTap' Omoiav
gpotnoty ovpPaivel T yeddog, O d& Yevdng GLAAOYIGHOG Adyetan dydg (T Yap &l
cuALeLdyioTon Yeddog, 7 £l ) OV cLALOYIoHOG Sokel elvar GuALOYIGHAG), € av 1| Te
eipnuévn vdv Abo1g kol 1 ToD @avopévov GLAAOYIGHOD Tap' & TL @aivetar TV
gpotudtev o10pbwoig, dote copfaivel TV AdY®V TOLG HEV GUAAEAOYICUEVOLG

AvEAOVTA, TOVG O PALVOUEVOVS SLEAOVTO ADELY.

Since the correct solution is the exposure of a false deduction, [exposing] the sort of
question due to which the falsehood follows, and [since] a deduction is said to be
false in two ways (for [a deduction is false] either when a falsehood is deduced, or
when, although it is not a deduction, it seems to be one), there will be the solution that

was mentioned just now [i.e., the exposure of the question responsible for the

are thus the same kinds of arguments Plato usually calls ‘Eristic.” On Aristotle’s use of ‘Sophist’ see

Classen 1981.
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falsehood—176°29-30"°] and the correction of an apparent deduction [exposing]
which of the questions it is due to which it appears [to be a deduction], so that one
succeeds in solving arguments that have brought about a deduction by discarding
something, and those that appear [to deduce] by drawing a distinction (Soph. el.

176°29-36)."

The first kind of false deduction is false in the more familiar use of the term, except that
Aristotle, unlike contemporary philosophers, is comfortable calling arguments false because
at least one of their constitutive propositions is false.*> On the one hand, these arguments are
genuine deductions (Tovg cvAkeroyiopévouc—176"35; cuikehoyiopévov Aoyav—"37); they
satisfy the requirements set out in the definition of deduction. However, as Aristotle clarifies
in his official discussion of false arguments earlier in Topics 8.12,% genuine deductions are
called “false” “if the conclusion is drawn through falsehoods” (éav S wevddV
ocvunepaiveror) (Top. 162°11-12). In the present passage Aristotle goes on to offer distinct

strategies for solving two kinds of arguments that are false in this sense of the term: those

* Tricot (1939), Forster (1955) and Pickard-Cambridge (1984) take this to be a reference back to the
kinds of solutions discussed in chapter 17. But as Dorion (1995, 336 n. 279) has pointed out, the two
kinds of solutions here under discussion are correct solutions, whereas the previous chapter discussed
tactics for repaying the sophists in their own coin by solving arguments in an acceptable (§v66Emq),
rather than in a true way (katd t@An0éc) (175°31-33). In fact, this discussion of correct solutions is
presumably meant to contrast with the merely acceptable solutions of the previous chapter.

* The Greek text follows Ross 1958. All translations from the SE are my own.

* For other passages in which Aristotle describes arguments as ‘true’ and ‘false’ see An. post. 88*19-
20 and Top. 162°3-22.

* The SE, although often treated as a separate treatise, is the 9" book of the Topics. See Brunschwig
1967: XIX; 1989:1.487; 1991: 424; Dorion 1995, 24-25; 418; and the conclusion of this dissertation.
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that are false on the basis of a false conclusion (tovg Katd T0 cvuTEpace YeVdEIGC—Soph. el.
176°38-39), and those that are so on the basis of one or more false premises (tod¢ koTd TG
npotdoelg yevdeic—177°1). This distinction is initially puzzling, but it is presumably not
meant to be an explanation of different sources of falsehood in arguments, because, as
Aristotle himself recognizes, every argument with a false conclusion will also have a false
premise (Top. 162°13-14). Aristotle’s reason for drawing the distinction between arguments
that are false on the basis of the premises and those that are false on the basis of the
conclusion here is presumably that he is here concerned with offering advise “for those who
wish to solve an argument” (Soph. el. 177°2). In a dialectical exchange, the answerer may
initially detect the falsehood in different places in the argument. The distinction here is thus
presumably between the places that an interlocutor recognizes the falsehood in an argument.
On the one hand, for those who detect falsehood in the conclusion of a genuine deduction,
Aristotle recommends that they solve such arguments by either discarding (éveAeiv) one of
the propositions from which the falsehood is deduced (Soph. el. 176°38-40)—because false
conclusions are always deduced from false premises (Top. 162°13-14)—or by simply proving
that the false conclusion does not hold (Soph. el. 176°40). On the other hand, for those who
recognize the falsehood in the premises of a genuine deduction, Aristotle claims that they can
only solve the argument by discarding the false premise (Soph. el. 177°1).

By contrast, the second kind of false deduction is false in the way that gods or
prophets are sometimes called “false” in religious traditions. These are arguments that
appear to be deductions, but they are in fact “non-deductive” (“non-deductive”
(dovAAdyIoTOG—177%3), because they do not satisfy the requirements specified in the

definition of a genuine deduction. Aristotle’s more standard terms for this kind of argument
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are “Eristic” (Top. 100°23-25; 162°3-5) and “Sophistical” (Soph. el. 164°20-21; 165°17-19),
where both terms are alienans adjectives for Aristotle—no Sophistical or Eristic argument is
a genuine one. The correct solution to this kind of false deduction is the correction of the
question, and hence the resulting premise,” due to which (map' &) there appears to be a
deduction (Soph. el. 176°33-35). Throughout the SE Aristotle uses this mapd-expression to
identify what is responsible for the illusion of a genuine refutation or deduction (165°24-
25).* Thus, one solves these kinds of false deductions—the “Eristic” or “Sophistical ones—
by drawing a distinction (S1cAdvta—176°36) that exposes the cause of its appearing to be a
genuine deduction even though it is not one (for example one solves deductions due to
homonymy (napd v opwvopiav) by drawing a distinction between the different meanings
of an ambiguous term that have been exploited).

Although Aristotle here only explicitly speaks about false deductions and their
solutions, it is clear from his discussions of alternative solutions to refutations elsewhere in
the SE that there are analogous kinds of solutions that correspond to two different kinds of

refutations (e.g., Soph. el. 177b27-34; 179b7-12; b34-37; b37-18037).46 Even a genuine

* Aristotle speaks sometimes of questions, and other times of propositions (npotéoeic) because in
dialectical argumentation the propositions that form the premises of an argument are simply positive
or negative answers to an interlocutor’s questions (See Bobzien 2005, 258-259; Whitaker 1996, 101.)
For passages in which Arisotle seamlessly substitutes ‘proposition’ for ‘question’ see 175°10-12 and
176°39-177°1.

* Here I agree with Crivelli (2006, 141) that Aristotle fixes the meaning of the mapd + accusative
expressions that he uses to name the individual fallacies at the beginning of ch. 4, when he introduces
the refutations wapé Thv AéEw as “the things that produce the illusion” (165°24-25).

* In many of these examples Aristotle considers an alternative solution that identifies a false
assumption at work in the refutation. Each of these alternative solutions thus appears to treat the

refutation as genuine, and to offer the first kind of solution: one that discards the false premise or
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refutation will call of some kind of solution because a refutation for Aristotle is just a
deduction whose conclusion is a proposition that genuinely contradicts a statement targeted
for refutation (Soph el 165*2-3; 168°35-37; 171°4-7; An. pr. 66°11) and a genuine
contradiction is a result even more unacceptable than a false conclusion.”’ Like a genuine but
false deduction, a genuine refutation calls for the first kind of solution: it either calls for one
to discard as false the premise from which the contradictory conclusion follows, or to prove
that the conclusion that contradicts the thesis to be refuted does not hold. Sophistical—i.e.,
merely apparent—refutations, on the other hand, call for the second kind of solution, which
involves identifying the illusion due to which it appears to be a refutation without actually
being one. Because sophistical refutations can appear to be refutations either by merely
appearing to deduce, or by producing a conclusion that only appears to contradict the thesis
targeted for refutation, the correct solution to a sophistical refutation is to draw a distinction
that exposes the cause of its appearing either to deduce or to produce a contradiction without

its actually doing so.

conclusion in the refutation. In these contexts Aristotle repeatedly claims that there must be the same
correction (816pOwov—ap. 176°33-35) for sophistical arguments that depend on the same cause of
illusion (177°31-32; 179°11-12). In response to each of these alternative solutions, Aristotle thus
insists that his opponents offer the wrong kind of solution because each of these is a sophistical
refutation, and the correct solution to such refutations is to identify the cause of its appearing to be a
refutation without actually being one.

* This is evident from the fact that Aristotle identifies refutation (i.e., a deduction that produces a
contradiction) as the primary goal of those who engage in competitive argumentation (Soph. el.
165°12-22). Falsechood (i.e., the deduction of a false conclusion) is the secondary goal, followed by
paradox, solecism, and babbling. On the relationship between false and impossible results in

arguments see also Cael. 281°2-25.
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The contrast between these two kinds of solutions, and the kinds of refutations and
deductions for which they are appropriate, underlies Aristotle’s criticisms of the solutions
that those who propound sophistical refutations and deductions offered in response to their

own arguments:

[T6]: [1] o0y 1} mhong poydnpiag EREaviclg AVoig Eotiv: yympel yop OTL HEV yedOOg
ocvAeldyioton Seitai Tva, mop’ O 8¢ un S&itat, olov TOV Zivmvog Adyov, 8Tt oDk EoTt
Kivnofvat. [2] dote kol €l 11 Emyepel cvuvayely g advvatov auaptdvel, kov [&i]
HUPLAKIC T GLALEAOYIGHEVOC: 0D Yp EoTiv attn Avoic: [3] v Yap 1 AVoIg SUpavicic
yevdodg cvALOYIoHOD Tap’ O wevdng. el odv pr cLAAeAOYIoTAL, Tei kol dAnOic f

yeddoCT Emyelpel ouvayet, 1 éketvov OMA®GSIg Ao €0Tiv

[1] [1]t is not the exposition of any flaw that constitutes a solution; for it is possible
for one to prove that something false has been deduced, but not to prove what it is due
to, e.g. in the case of Zeno’s argument to prove that motion is impossible. [2] So that
even if one were to try to establish that this is impossible he still is mistaken, even if
he has deduced it ten thousand times over. For this is not the solution; [3] for the
solution is an exposure of a false deduction, showing that due to which it is false. So
then if one does not bring about a deduction and attempts to prove a truth or a
falsehood, the clarification of that [i.e., that due to which it appears to be a

deduction—176"33-35] is the solution (Soph. el. 179°17-26).*

*® The Greek text follows Ross 1958 except that in place of Ross’ emendation at 179°21 I read
ovvayswy ®g advvatov with D and u. This reading has been adopted in Bekker 1831, Waitz 1844-
1846, Poste 1866, Strache and Wallies 1923, Forster 1955 and Dorion 1995, 376 n.364.
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Throughout the SE Aristotle treats Zeno’s arguments as paradigmatic examples of sophistical
refutations (Soph. el. 170°23; 172%9; 179°20; 182°26; cp. Top. 160°8). But this discussion is
especially noteworthy for its implication that people who argue like Zeno do not merely
propound sophistical arguments, but also offer their own solutions to them. In [1] he
describes the type of solution he criticizes as an attempt to “prove that something false has
been deduced.” This is a description of the first kind of solution described in T5 (176°29-30),
which applies to genuine deductions and refutations that are nevertheless false because they
contain a false proposition. But significantly, when he then considers a particular example of
this kind of solution in [2], he describes this solution as an attempt “to prove that motion is
impossible.” This indicates an underlying motivation for offering such a solution: to reject
that there is motion as a solution to a refutation or deduction is also way of advancing the
doctrine that motion is impossible. The argumentative strategy here thus seems to be that one
proves that motion is impossible by constructing a refutation on the assumption that it is
possible, and then offers one’s interlocutor a way out of the contradiction by suggesting that
this assumption is false. If the answerer in a dialectical exchange rejects as false the thesis
that motion is possible, the questioner will no longer have the answers he needs to construct a
proof that motion is impossible. Accepting this doctrine makes the answerer immune to such
a refutation. In what follows I will refer to this argumentative strategy as a ‘“doctrinal
solution”.

In [3] Aristotle criticizes this methodology on grounds that it applies the wrong kind
of solution to this kind of argument. Sophistical arguments like Zeno’s, for Aristotle, fail to

be genuine deductions (uf| cvAleldyoton—179°24) and the correct solution for such
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arguments, as we saw in TS5, is the correction of that due to which (rap’ 5—179°19-20 & 24)
the argument appears to be a refutation or deduction without being one (cp. 176"33-35). Note
that Aristotle’s criticism is not that doctrinal solutions are never appropriate; his view is
rather that they are only appropriate in cases in which a genuine but false deduction or
refutation has come about. Aristotle’s criticism of the sophists’ doctrinal solutions is thus that
they provide the wrong kind of solution to sophistical arguments: for Aristotle, sophistical
arguments like Zeno’s do not meet the standards for genuine deduction or refutation, and
they therefore do not call for the kind of doctrinal solution that Zeno applies. Rather,
sophistical arguments call for a solution that demonstrates that the argument merely appears
to meet the formal standards of a genuine deduction or refutation. In what follows I will refer
to this kind of solution to sophistical refutations and deductions as a “formal solution”.

This discussion of the broader culture of Eristic refutations should give us pause
before we dismiss Socrates’ expectation that the brothers’ will solve their refutations as
ironic. Deriving contradictions and paradoxes was only part of what the Eristics did, and the
passages | have discussed clearly imply that at least some Eristics were in the business of
offering solutions to their refutations. These methodological passages from Aristotle’s SE
additionally provide us with a distinction between doctrinal and formal solutions, which will
provide a useful framework in which to understand the difference between the kinds of
solutions that Plato and Aristotle offer and those that their Eristic opponents present. In the
following section, I will show that the Eristic brothers in the Euthydemus, as well as other
practitioners of Eristic with whom they are compared, offer doctrinal solutions of precisely

the sort Aristotle identifies. This will provide us with a better understanding of the
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formidable challenge to which Plato and Aristotle were responding in their development of

formal solutions to the same arguments.

3. DOCTRINAL SOLUTIONS TO ERISTIC REFUTATIONS

The notion of a doctrinal solution provides a useful framework for understanding why the
eristic brothers of the Euthydemus consistently present refutations in explicit response to their
interlocutors’ requests that they prove some philosophical thesis. The best way to make sense
of this practice, I will now suggest, is to understand the brothers as presenting the claims they
are asked to prove as solutions to the contradictions and paradoxes they derive in their
refutations. Here I will briefly survey a few of the brothers’ doctrinal solutions in an attempt
to piece together the larger doctrinal system that the brothers advance through this
argumentative practice.

Perhaps the clearest example of a doctrinal solution comes in Euthydemus’ first
refutation at the beginning of the third Eristic episode. The argument immediately follows
Socrates’ and Cleinias’ unsuccessful search for the knowledge that makes human beings
happy (Euthyd. 288d5-293a7). Socrates calls on Euthydemus’ help, and the latter offers
either to teach Socrates this knowledge or to demonstrate that he already has it (293a8-b2).
When Socrates then asks Euthydemus to demonstrate that he already has this knowledge, the
Eristic presents a refutation that produces the apparent contradiction that Socrates both does

and does not know at the same time:

[T7]: Odkodv o0, Eon, émictacai t; — "Eyoys. — Ovxodv dmotiuov &l, sinep
éniotacat, — IIavvy ye, ToOTOL Y 0TOD. — OVOLV dapépel: GAL 00K Avaykn o€ Exet

ndvta €niotactal Emotiuovd ye dvta; — Ma AT, Epnv éy®- €nel moAAd GAN oK
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gniotapor. — Ovkodv &l Tt pny énictocatl, ovk émotuoy &l. — Ekeivov ve, @ @ile,
nv & &ym. — Httov ovv 11, 91, 00K EmoTAN®Y £1; &pTt 8¢ dmotumv Eencda stvor-

Kol 0BT™G TVYYAVELG BV aDTOC 0VTOG O 1, KO o THALY OVK €1, KTl TODTA L.

And do you know something? [Euthydemus] said. — Yes, I do. — Then you are
knowing, if you really know? — Of course, [I am knowing] in relation to that
particular thing [that I know]. — That doesn’t matter, because mustn’t you
necessarily know everything, if you are knowing? — How in heaven’s name can that
be, said I, when there are many other things I don’t know? — Then if there is
anything you don’t know, you are not knowing. — Yes, my friend, [I am not
knowing] in relation to that thing [I don’t know], I said. — Are you any the less not
knowing for all that? said he. And just now you said you were knowing, with the
result that you are the same person you are, and again not [the same person] you are,

in the same respects and at the same time (Euthyd. 293b7-d1).

Puzzlingly, Euthydemus takes this contradictory conclusion to show that Socrates always
knows everything, and therefore also has the knowledge that he has been looking for. Now,
unless this is an application of ex contradictione quodlibet, which I think is highly unlikely,
the conclusion that Socrates is omniscient does not in any obvious way follow from the claim
that Socrates both does and does not know. Rather, Socrates’ own remarks on the argument
suggest that Euthydemus offers the thesis that Socrates is omniscient as a solution to the

contradiction he derived in his refutation:
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[T8]: nddc obv émictopat ketvny TV émotiuny fiv é{ntoduev; mg 81 todto ddvvaTdy
gotv 1O aOTo eivai Te kol PN, sinep v énictopat, dmovta énictopar—ov yap v ey
EMOTAU®V TE Kol AVEMOTAU®V Guo—Enel 0& mavta €miotopal, Kakelvny on v

gmotuny Exm- apa obTOg Aéyelc, koi ToDTd 6TV 10 GoPoV;

How do I know that knowledge we were looking for? Since it is impossible both to be
and not to be the same thing, if I know one thing I know absolutely everything—
because I could not be both knowing and not knowing at the same time—and since I
know everything, I have this knowledge. Is this what you mean, and is this is your

wisdom (Euthyd. 293d2-8)?

In order to prove that Socrates has the knowledge he was looking for, Euthydemus produces
an FEristic refutation to a contradictory conclusion—that Socrates both is and is not
knowing—and presents this thesis—that Socrates knows everything—as a solution to the
contradiction. I take this thesis to be a doctrinal solution in the following way: if Socrates
rejects as false the thesis that there is something he does not know—and thereby withdraws
his assent to the denial in the contradiction—mno questioner in a dialectical exchange will
have the material he needs to produce the contradiction that Socrates both does and does not
know. If Socrates accepts this thesis, his position is no longer susceptible to this refutation.
This is an example of one type of solution that the brothers advance in the face of
such contradictions. This technique involves universally upholding the affirmation in a

contradiction, and thereby utterly rejecting the denial. Another example of this same strategy
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is Euthydemus’ claim that his father is the father of everything, which he offers as a solution

to the apparent contradiction that his father both is and is not a father:

[T9]: Kai 6 Ktjoutnog éxdeEdpevoc, ‘O 8¢ dpérepog, o1, ab matip od Tavtd Todta
némovlev; €1epdg €0tV TOVHOD TTaTpdg;— [ToAhod y°, &€pn, 0€l, 6 EvOHINHog.— Ovk
dv cvpPovroiuny. dArd motepov, @ EvOOdNuE, udg povov £t mathp fi Kol TdV
A ov avBpornwv; — Kai tdv dAhov, Epn- §j ofel TOv adtov Tatépa dvia oV matépa

gtvat;

Here Ctesippus took up the argument, saying, “well isn’t your father in just the same
situation? Isn’t he other than my father?—Far from it, said Euthydemus [...]—I
should not agree with that. But tell me, Euthydemus, is he just my father, or the father
of everyone else as well?—Of everyone else as well, he replied. Or do you think the

same man is both a father and not a father (Euthyd. 298b4-c3)?

Accepting such a thesis makes one immune to the refutation: if there is no way in which
Euthydemus’ father is not a father, a questioner can no longer truly formulate the
contradiction that he is and is not a father because the answerer who holds such a thesis will
not assent to the denial that Euthydemus’ father is not a father.

The second kind of solution that the brothers employ involves maximally confirming
the denial in a contradiction to the exclusion of the affirmation. Dionysodorus employs this

technique in the argument that immediately precedes the one just considered, where he solves
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the contradiction that Socrates’ step-father, Chaeredemus, both is and is not a father by

insisting that he is the father of nobody:

[T10]: Ovkodv, f & B¢, Erepog v Xoupédnpog 1od matpdc; — Tovuod y’, Epnv &yd.
— Ap’ ovv morhp N ETEPOC AV TaTPOC; [...] OBKovV Kol 6 Xoupédnuog, Een, Etepoc

AV TATPOS OVK AV TATHP ECTIV.

Then Chaeredemus was other than a father? [Dionysodorus] said. — Other than mine,
at any rate, said [Socrates]. — Then he was a father while he was other than a father?

[...] Then Chaeredemus is not a father if he is other than a father (Euthyd. 298a1-9).

Again, if one accepts the view that Chaeredemus is in no way a father, the questioner no
longer has the assent he needs to formulate the contradiction that Chaeredemus both is and is
not a father.

These patterns of resolving apparent contradictions indicate that, on the brothers’
view, the only way of being something is to be it completely, to the exclusion of its opposite
and the only way of not being something is not to be it at all, to the exclusion its opposite.
They thus appear to have an Eleatic commitment to the idea that there is no middle ground
between being and non-being.*’ I take the basic underlying view at work in these arguments
to be the central axiomatic commitment in Parmenides’ Way of Truth (Frr. 1-8 DK),

according to which

* The view that the Eristic brothers of the Euthydemus are Eleatics is also held by Sprague (1962),
Hawtrey (1981, 20-21), Dorion (2000, 47) and Canto (1987, 56 n.147 & 148, 57-58, 199 n. 105 &
108).
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[T11]: [...]1 1M 6¢ kpioig mepi TOVTOV €V TOS €0TLV,
g€oTv 1) ovk €0tV
[...] the choice about these things lies in the following:

[it] is or [it] is not” (DK 8.15-16; cp. DK 3).

This central commitment, as Sedley has argued, ° is what underlies Parmenides’ rejection of

the path of inquiry followed by backward-turning and two-headed mortals

[T12]: oig T TEAEWV TE KOl OVK VAL TOVTOV VEVOLIGTAL

KOV T®VTOV

“by whom it [i.e., what can be conceived or known] has been accepted as being and
not being the same

and not the same” (DK 5.8-9).”"

Two-headed mortals accept a variable world—the kind of world described in Pamenides’

Way of Opinion (Frr. 9-19 DK)—in which a thing can be said both to be and not to be.>* But

0 See Sedley 1999, 114-116.

>! For this reading see Coxon 2009, 302-305.

*2 For present purposes I do not take a stand on the controversial question whether this is a third path
of inquiry (distinct from both the path of being and the path of non-being) or the second of only two
paths discussed by Parmenides (the other being the way of being). I maintain only that this is a
description of the path of inquiry pursued in the second half of Parmenides’ poem, the Way of
Opinion, and that this path is, at least from the perspective of the Way of Truth, an utterly confused

path of inquiry. For discussion of the question of the three paths of inquiry see Nehamas 1981.
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such a position is utterly nonsensical from the perspective of the Way of Truth: claims about
a thing’s both being and not being violate the rigid law of contradiction, according to which a
thing must either be completely, or not be at all. Analogously, Socrates and Ctesippus, like
Parmenides’ two-headed mortals, insist that Socrates both is and is not a knowing thing, and
that Chaeredemus both is and is not a father. The brothers, like Parmenides in the Way of
Truth, take such claims to be contradictions and insist that it must be one or the other: one
can be either a knowing thing or a father completely, or else be neither of these things at all.”

This same kind of Eleatic commitment also underlies the brothers’ refutations that
have to do with coming-to-be. For instance, in the first argument of the second Eristic
episode, Dionysodorus argues that because Socrates wants Cleinias, who is ignorant, to

become wise, which he is not, he wants Cleinias to cease to exist:

[T13]: “Yusic 8¢, &pn, PovAecde yevécOor adtOv co@dv, auodii 8¢ un sivor, —

Quoloyoduev. — OvkoDV 0g pev ovk Eotv, fovdeche avTOV YevésHat, OG 6 €oTl

> This analogy between Parmenides’ arguments against the two-headed mortals and the brothers’
arguments against Socrates and Ctesippus might be objected to on grounds that it involves an
equivocal treatment of the Greek verb &ivoi. On this reading, Parmenides insists that one’s choice is
exclusively between positive and negative applications of a so-called existential use of ivau ([it] is /
[it] is not), whereas the brothers usually insist on either positive or negative applications of a so-called
predicative use of the same verb (X is F / X is not F). But while these uses of the verb are no doubt
syntactically distinct, there are strong reasons for thinking that the verb does not have different
meanings in these different syntactic uses (see esp. Brown 1986, 52-57; and 2003, 224-228). On this
reading, in the claims ‘X is not F’ or ‘X is F’ the verb ‘to be’ does not have a different meaning than
it does in the unsupplemeted uses ‘X is not’ and ‘X is’. I discuss a text that tells strongly against

taking there to be a semantic distinction that corresponds to this syntactic distinction below in ch. 4

§4.
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Vv, unkétt givat. [...] AAko Tt odv, &, énei BodrecOe avtov Og VOV EoTiv pnkéTt

givat, Bovrecde antov, O Eotkev, AmolmAival;

But you people wish [sc. Cleinias] to become wise, [Dionysodorus] said, and not to
be ignorant? — We agreed — Therefore, you wish him to become what he is not, and
no longer to be what he is now? [...] Then since you wish him, what he is now, no

longer to be, you apparently wish for nothing else but his death (Euthyd. 283c8-d6).

In light of the brothers’ solutions to other arguments that involve evacuating the middle
ground between being and non-being, I suggest that we should not view such an argument as
a purely hostile refutation. We should rather view it as an attempt to call into question
ordinary opinions about coming to be so as to give credence to a more controversial
metaphysical picture that is not subject to these difficulties. The brothers’ thus appear to have
the same argumentative agenda that Plato attributes to Zeno of Elea in offering his paradoxes
(Parm. 127d6-128e4), namely, to point out contradictions and paradoxes among ordinary
two-headed opinions as a way of giving credence to a metaphysical picture, which, though

. . . .. 54
controversial, is not susceptible to the same contradictions and paradoxes.

** Readers may find the association of Zeno with the Eristics surprising. Although Plato does not
explicitly call him an Eristic, both he and Aristotle seem to understand his argumentation as akin to
the Eristic argumentation that they confronted in their own time. In the Parmenides Plato describes
Zeno’s argumentation as an attempt “to battle against” (StapdyecOar) the view that there are a
plurality of things (Parm. 127a9-10). Such martial characterizations are ubiquitous in Plato’s
descriptions of Eristic (see e.g., Euthyd. 271c2-272b4). Plato additionally has Zeno in the Parmenides
say that this argumentative practice was motivated by a youthful “love of victory” (ptlovikiov—

128d7), which is reminiscent of the youthful motivation leading to the corruption of dialectic into
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In attributing this Eleatic commitment to Plato’s Eristics, I wish to remain agnostic
about whether this commitment underlies Parmenides’ own inquiry universally—that is,
whether this commitment also undermines the Way of Opinion—or whether it only applies to
questions of being in the Way of Truth.”> My claim is only that these Eristics operate within a
development within the Eleatic tradition on which the central axiom of the Way of Truth
forms the basis of a formidable argumentative practice. That Plato thought of matters
similarly is especially evident in the opening lines of the Sophist. Upon learning from
Theodorus that the newly-arrived visitor is from Elea and “a member of the group around
Parmenides and Zeno,” Socrates’ first assumption about this stranger is that he is a “god of
refutation” (0e0g &V T éheyktikog), which Theodorus corrects by claiming that he is not
“among those who are enthusiasts about eristic arguments” (t®v mepl TG EPO0OC
éomovdakotov) (216al-b8).”® That Plato so intimately associates Eristics with Parmenides
and Zeno suggests that he viewed them as intellectual heirs of these figures—perhaps heirs

who took only part of the system, the Way of Truth, and ran with it—but heirs nevertheless.

“antilogic” that so exercises Plato in the Republic (539a8-c2). Aristotle seems to adopt Plato’s
description of Zeno’s argumentation and aims in his characterization of Eristic as a kind of verbal
battle directed at victory (Soph. el. 171°21-27). Moreover, as we have seen, throughout the SE
Aristotle treats Zeno’s paradoxes as paradigmatic examples of eristic refutations (see Soph. el.
170°23; 172%9; 179°20; 182"26; cp. Topics 160°8).

> An influential set of views in Parmenides scholarship holds that the laws of the way of truth only
apply to questions of being and reality; the way of opinion, on this view, is not subject to the same
strictures because it is a description of the way the world appears, rather than the way it is. See e.g.,
Coxon 2009, 346; Nehamas 1981, 106-108; and Curd 2004, 98-126.

% Similar expressions for describing Eristic argumentation are quite common in Isocrates: “people
interested in disputation” (mepi tag Eprdag onovdaloviec—Antid. 258) “people who spend their time
in disputes” (ol mepl tog Epdag dwatpifovior—De Pac. 1; Hel. 1), or “people competent in Eristic

discourses” (év toig épioTikoic Adyolg dvvactevovie—Antid. 261). See also Lachance 2019, 2 n.4.
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The brothers’ use of doctrinal solutions is another respect in which they appear to be
closely aligned with the Megarians. Of early Megarian arguments, we know that Euclides
and his early successors primarily, if not exclusively, employed a development of Socrates’
refutational argumentation that they likely called dialectic, but which their opponents saw as
hostile and therefore called “Eristic.”>” Of their positive philosophical views, we know that
the early Megarians had strong Eleatic tendencies: later doxographers regard them as the 4™
century heirs of Parmenides and Zeno, which is corroborated by the testimonies we have
according to which Euclides regarded the good to be one and unchanging, and denied that
things opposed to the good, things that come to be, perception, and appearances, have any
being.”® In light of the evidence according to which Eristic arguments were meant to be
resolved, it stands to reason that early Megarian refutations were offered in support of their
Eleatic doctrines. This is to say that the Megarians likely offered Eleatic doctrines—such as
the denial of plurality, of coming to be, of motion etc.—as solutions to the contradictions

generated by refutations that assume the existence of plurality, coming to be, and motion.>

*7 See fn. 36 above.

¥ Frr. 24-27; 31 Déring.

% For similar views in the secondary literature see Henne 1843, 168-188; Mallet 1845, xvi-xviii;
Wheeler III 1983; Gillespie 1911, 233-241; Sedley 1973, 70-73; 1997, 77-78; Coxon and McKirahan
2009, 26-27; Bailey 2012, 314-316. There is also good evidence for such an understanding of the
early Megarians in Aristotle’s methodological remarks in T6 above. This passage comes in a chapter
in which Aristotle discusses and dismisses alternative solutions to famous sophistical refutations that
he takes to be instances of the fallacy of accident. The examples that Aristotle considers in this
passage, moreover, can all be attributed to early Megarians: the veiled figure, the elusive one (179°33-
34), and the Sorites (179°35; *34-35) were all authored by Euboulides of Megara (Fr. 64 Déring), who
was the second head of the Megarian school and who had a well-documented literary feud with
Aristotle (Frr. 59-62 Doring). The other two fallacies Aristotle here discusses can also with some

plausibility be attributed to the Megarians (See Edlow 1975, 432; Ebbesen 1981). It is thus in the
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Our meager evidence for the arguments of the early Megarians does not permit us to
say much more than this about the use of their arguments. But we do have a number of
arguments from Diodorus Cronus—the most prominent figure of the later ‘Dialectical’
branch of the Megarians—whose use of the earlier Megarian arguments provides further
evidence for how Eleaticism and Eristic argumentation might have been coupled in the work
of Megarians contemporary with Plato and Aristotle.”” Diodorus’ best preserved arguments
are four refutations whose aim is to demonstrate the impossibility of motion, which clearly
emulate Zeno of Elea’s arguments of the same number on the same topic.®’ One of Diodorus’
arguments against motion demonstrates how Eubulides’ refutations might have been used to
corroborate the Eleatic denial of motion. The argument relies on the idea that any predicate
that can belong absolutely can also belong to a thing “by predominance”, a principle that

Diodorus illustrated by analogy with Eubulides’ Sorites paradox:

[T14]: "Tva yap Tt elhkpv@dg kivnoi), tovtéotv Olov ' dAov, TpoTEPOV OPEileL
vogioBal kot €mkpdrtelav Kivovpevov, Ov tpdmov tva Tig kat' eidikpivelav yévnrol

ToAMbG, 0peilel kot Emkpatelay meEmoADdGOaL, Kol Tva Tig Kot silkpivelov Aneof

context of discussing solutions to these Megarian arguments that Aristotle chooses to distinguish his
own way of solving sophistical refutations—a formal solution—with the doctrinal solutions that those
who propounded these refutations offered for their own refutations (Soph. el. 179°17-24). The fact
that the solution Aristotle considers is an Eleatic doctrine—the denial of motion—further suggests
that this would be the kind of solution these figures would have offered for their own refutations.

% Diodorus also has an Eleatic argument against perishing (Fr. 126 Déring), and is likely the author
of an argument against coming to be (Sextus Empiricus PH 2.243, where the two previous arguments
are by Diodorus; see also Sedley 1997, 110 n.56).

' See also Sedley 1997, 84. Zeller (1844-1852, II 1, 189-194) was the first to distinguish four

separate arguments against motion preserved in Sextus.
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ocwpds, Opeirel Kat' Emkpdrelay yeyovéval cwpdsg: Katd TOV Spotov Tpdmov 1yeicOot
Ol thic xot' sihkpivelav kivnoemg TV kot Emikpdrtelay: €nitocig yop The kot

EMKPATELAY 0TIV 1) KOT' iMKpivelay.

For in order that a thing should move absolutely—that is, as a whole wholly—it must
first be conceived as moving by predominance; just as, in order that a man may
become completely grey-headed he must first become grey by predominance, and in
order that a complete heap may be obtained, the heap must first be formed by
predominance; in much the same way motion by predominance must precede
absolute motion; for absolute motion is an intensification of that of the major part

(Sext. Emp. M X 114).%

Applying this principle to motion, Diodorus constructed a version of Eubulides’ Sorites
paradox to demonstrate the impossibility of motion. A body with three indivisible particles is
moving, by the principle of predominance, if two of these parts are moving. We then proceed
to add stationary parts until we have the absurd result that a body is moving, even though
most of its parts are standing still (Sext. Emp., M X 112-117).*® Here we need not assess the
plausibility of the argument. For present purposes, it suffices to notice that Megarian
arguments, like the Sorites, were used as arguments in support of Eleatic doctrines. Diodorus
clearly did not offer this argument for purely refutational purposes. Sextus, in reporting these
arguments against motion, lists Diodorus (along with Parmenides and Melissus) as a

proponent of the view that motion does not exist (although he breaks rank with the orthodox

62 Text and (slightly modified) translation by Bury 1939-49.
5 On this argument see Henne 1843, 183-188 and Sedley 1997, 92-3.
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Eleatics in claiming that one can say that a thing “has moved”, but not that it “is moving”
(Sext. Emp., M X 48)). Rather, arguments such as this seem to have the same formal purpose
as Zeno’s arguments against motion and change: to demonstrate that our ordinary opinions
about change imply contradictions as a way of motivating acceptance of the thesis that
motion and change are impossible.

Finally, this connection between Eristic argumentation and the advancement of
Eleatic doctrines is further supported by, and helps us to understand, Aristotle’s descriptions
of the chief Eleatics—Parmenides, Melissus and Zeno—as Eristics. We have already seen
that throughout the SE Aristotle treats Zeno’s paradoxes as paradigm examples of Eristic
refutations (Soph. el. 170°23; 172°9; 179°20; 182°26; cp. Topics 160°8), and that he treats
Zeno’s attempt to prove that motion is impossible as a paradigm example of the kind of
solutions that Eristics offer for their own refutations (T6 above). Moreover, his primary
example of the Eristic refutation due to consequent is Melissus’ refutation in support of the
thesis that everything is one (Soph. el. 167°12-20; 168°35-40; 181°27-30). But perhaps the
most explicit connection between the Eleatics and Eristic arguments comes in Physics 1.2
where Aristotle argues that to examine whether what is is one and changeless does not
belong to the study of nature. Here Aristotle claims that for a physicist to examine whether

what is is one in this way

[T15]: Opowov [...] mpodg GAANV Béctv Omowovodv daAéyecBor tdV Adyov Eveka

Agyopévov [...] fj Abewv Adyov épiotikdv, Omep dpeodTepol eV Exovaty ol Adyot, kai O

Meliooov kai 0 [Tappevidov: kai yap yevodt Aapfavoust Koi AcLALOYIGTOL giotv:
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[...] is like arguing against any other thesis maintained for the sake of argument [...]
or [like] offering a solution to an Eristic argument, which holds both of the argument
of Parmenides and that of Melissus. For their arguments make false assumptions and

fail to be deductions (Phys. 185%7-10).

Here Aristotle claims that the arguments of these Eleatics are Eristic because they have the
same kinds of errors that the Eristics’ own arguments do: some of their arguments assume
false things—and hence call for the kind of solution that involves discarding the falsehood
(Soph. el. 176°29-30)—and others fail to be deductions (dovArdylotor)—and therefore call
for the kind of solution that exposes the illusion due to which there appears to be a deduction
or refutation (176°33-35). There are thus clear indications that arguments of Parmenides,
Melissus and Zeno are Eristic arguments for Aristotle, and should be subjected to the same
kinds of solutions as any other Eristic argument (see also Soph. el. 182°25-27). But crucially,
these are not arguments that are offered merely for the sake of producing a contradiction or a
paradox; these figures used their deductions and refutations to establish controversial
metaphysical doctrines. The fact that Aristotle classifies these figures as Eristics, and
recommends the same treatment of their arguments as he does the arguments of figures like
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, should give us pause before we assume that those who
employed Eristic arguments are merely in the business of propounding contradictions and

paradoxes for argumentative victory.

4. PLATONIC AND ARISTOTELIAN FORMAL SOLUTIONS TO SOPHISTICAL REFUTATIONS

Contrary to a standard impression of Plato’s and Aristotle’s portrayal of Eristics, according to

which these figures were simply charlatans who cared only about winning arguments, we
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have seen that Eristic refutations were uniquely powerful tools for simultaneously
challenging a philosophical opponent and advancing one’s own philosophical agenda. Eristic
refutations thus presented a significant challenge to Plato and Aristotle not only because
Eristics sometimes derived paradoxes and contradictions based on important Platonic and
Aristotelian commitments, but also because the FEristics’ primary aim in offering these
refutations was to present their own solutions to the paradoxes and contradictions they
derived by demonstrating that their own doctrines were immune to the same contradictions
and paradoxes.

That, then, was the problem. In what follows I will argue that both philosophers’
solution to the problem of Eristic was to refine their conceptions of genuine philosophical
argumentation in ways that allowed them to provide formal solutions to the Eristics’
refutations. Doing so gave them a methodological distinction between themselves and the
Eristics that provided them not only with a uniquely philosophical method but also with a
principled way of resisting the Eristics’ conclusions. The core argument of the remaining
three chapters will be that Plato originally developed his conception of a genuine
contradiction in explicit contrast to the contradictions derived in Eristic refutations and that
Aristotle developed his conception of a valid deductive argument in direct opposition to the
ways in which Eristics deduced their contradictions and paradoxes. I show that Plato made it
a necessary condition for a genuine refutation that it satisfy the requirements he established
for the derivation of a genuine contradiction and that Aristotle accepted and strengthened
Plato’s demarcation of dialectic from Eristic by making it a necessary condition for a
refutation that its conclusion is deduced in accordance with the requirements he set down in

his theory of deduction. I argue that their doing so provided both philosophers with the
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logical resources necessary to diagnose Eristic refutations as fallacies, and thereby to resist

the unpalatable metaphysical doctrines the Eristics advanced through their arguments.
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II. AMBIGUITY AND FALLACY IN PLATO’S EUTHYDEMUS™

Koi v t@v copiopdtov 6& pébodov ebpoiuev
av vmo 100 [TAdtwvog Vmoyeypappuévny &v 1d
Evbuonum, €l akpipdg vivyowev td Pirio,
dote &v avTd VTodEdETOat, Tiva pev mapd TV
eoviv éoTt cogicpota, Tiva 8¢ mapd T

TPAYUOTO, KOl TOG ADGELS QVTAV.

As for the practice of fallacies, we will find it
sketched out by Plato in the Euthydemus, if we
pay close attention to that book. We will find
traced out in it which fallacies are due to words,
which are due to things, and the solutions to

them” (Alcinous, Didaskalikos, VI.9).65

1. INTRODUCTION

It is tempting to dismiss the above epigraph as an exaggerated defense of the master
by an overzealous Platonist. What Alcinous here credits to Plato is almost universally

thought to have been an Aristotelian innovation. In the SE Aristotle presents precisely the

% A version of this chapter is forthcoming in Ancient Philosophy.
% The Greet text follows Louis 1945. The translation is my own. There is some controversy about
whether the author of this treatise is Alcinous, or Albinus, the teacher of Galen. For present purposes

we need not settle the issue.
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sort of treatment that Alcinous attributes to Plato: he classifies fallacies into those due to
language and those outside of language (Soph el. 165°23-27; 166°20-27), explains why these
arguments appear to be genuine (165°23-16816), shows that they are in fact fallacious
(168°17-169*21) and offers solutions to them (177°9-181°24). And although it is indisputable
that the Euthydemus is the best place to search for Plato’s treatment of fallacy—especially of
those fallacies that exploit linguistic ambiguity—in its pages we are at least initially met with
ample grounds for skepticism about Plato’s awareness of fallacies and his ability to expose
them. The dialogue consists of Socrates’ report of a conversation he had the day before with
the Eristic sophists Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, who present 21 Eristic refutations
throughout a series of three advertisements for their education in “Eristic wisdom” (Euthyd.
272°9-10). But although Plato’s characterization of these Eristic brothers leaves little doubt
about his disapproval of this kind of argumentation, this disapproval does not, for the most
part, take the form of direct criticism and exposure of the illegitimate argumentative moves
by which these Eristics twist their arguments toward absurd conclusions. Plato has Socrates
directly explain the mechanics of only the first two fallacious arguments (Euthyd. 277d1-
278¢7), and a number of scholars have found even this diagnosis unsatisfactory;*® thereafter,
Plato has his protagonists criticize the remaining arguments with what looks more like moral
rebuke than logical diagnosis. The Euthydemus thus seems to wear on its sleeve Plato’s lack

of understanding of fallacious argumentative moves like the exploitation of linguistic

% See e.g., Robinson 1941; 1942; and Stewart 1977, 26-29
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ambiguity—on which so many of the sophisms presented in this dialogue turn—or at least
his indifference about such fallacious inferences per se.®”’

Despite these difficulties, Alcinous was by no means the last to understand the
Platonic treatment of fallacies in terms of the Aristotelian.’® Scholarship on the Euthydemus
prior to the 20" century tended to assimilate the project of the two works, and drew liberally
on Aristotle’s technical apparatus for diagnosing fallacies in the SE as a heuristic tool for
understanding similar fallacies in the Euthydemus.”” There was thus a tendency to understand
the two works as engaged in roughly the same project of exposing fallacies, and it was
therefore taken to be unproblematic to describe the earlier Platonic project in terms of the
later, systematic treatment of fallacy. However, beginning in the 1940’s Richard Robinson
challenged the assumption that this assimilation is appropriate and raised skepticism about
Plato’s ability to understand and solve the fallacies he depicted in his own dialogue.”® This
had a significant influence on the subsequent shape of scholarship on fallacies in the
Euthydemus. A number of scholars followed Robinson either by extending his criticism of
Plato’s logical immaturity,”' or by arguing that Plato is simply not interested in offering the
sort of analysis of fallacies that Aristotle offers.”” On the other hand, Robinson’s challenge

has led other scholars, most notably Rosamond Kent Sprague, to come to Plato’s defense.

%7 Socrates’ rare criticisms of the brothers in the Euthydemus suggest that Socrates’ primary worry
about the brothers’ arguments is not so much that they are fallacious per se, but rather that they are
useless for becoming virtuous and living a good life. See in particular Euthyd. 278b2-c5.

% The survey of the following paragraph owes much to Chance’s careful survey of these trends
(Chance 1992).

% See Routh 1784; Cousin 1827; Winckelmann 1833; Bonitz 1886; and Gifford 1905

7 See Robinson 1941; 1942; 1953

T See e.g., Stewart 1977.

" See Chance 1992, 7-13
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She, along with R.S.W. Hawtrey, represented a return to the state of scholarship prior to
Robinson: both scholars draw liberally on the SE in their analyses of the Eristic episodes of
the Euthydemus in an attempt to vindicate Plato’s logical sophistication.”” However, as
Chance has convincingly noted, this reversion to the old assimilation of the two works does
not actually answer Robinson’s challenge: to show that the fallacies Plato depicts in the
Euthydemus can be understood in terms of the later Aristotelian treatment does not show that
Plato himself, in writing the Euthydemus, had the logical resources necessary to diagnose
these arguments.”* At least since Chance’s 1992 commentary, scholarship on the Euthydemus
has largely neglected the Eristic sections of the dialogue, and has almost completely ignored
the question of Plato’s awareness of fallacy.”” The scholarly discussion of this question thus
remains in a standstill: we have on one side scholars who maintain that Plato “doesn’t present

9576

in his Euthydemus anything that even approaches a theory of solutions;”"” the opposition, on

 See Sprague 1962; 1967; 1977; 1993; and Hawtrey 1981

™ See Chance 1992, 9-11

™ Most recent scholarship on the Euthydemus focuses on the Socratic, rather than Eristic sections of
the dialogue. Those who have paid close attention to the Eristic episodes since Chance have not
directly addressed the question of Plato’s awareness of fallacies. M.M. McCabe treats the Eristic
sections of the dialogue very seriously, but does not, for the most part consider the linguistic fallacies.
On McCabe’s view, it is not the case that the Eristics argue fallaciously; rather, they argue validly on
the basis of radically distinct metaphysical commitments (see McCabe 1994; 2006; and 2013).
Samuel Scolnicov also takes the Eristic sections of the dialogue quite seriously, and is especially
interested in the Eristic conception of language, but does not directly address the questions about
fallacy with which I will be concerned here (see Scolnicov 1981; 2000; and 2013). Finally, Georgia
Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi has offered the most recent interpretation of the whole dialogue, and
attempts to understand Plato’s diagnoses of fallacies on their own terms, but largely leaves aside the
question of Plato’s awareness of fallacy and his relationship to Aristotle, focusing instead on the
dramatic features of the dialogue (see Sermamoglou-Soulmaidi 2014).

76 See Chance 1992, 8; cp. Dorion 1995, 102-103
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the other hand, shows that we can describe the Eristic fallacies of the Euthydemus in terms of
the explicit Aristotelian doctrine of fallacy and in doing so assumes, rather than defends,
Plato’s sophistication in the study of fallacies.

The present chapter aims to show that Plato does in fact have the logical resources
necessary to expose the linguistic fallacies of the Futhydemus. 1 will focus on the three kinds
of linguistic fallacy that make an appearance in the Euthydemus and argue that Plato has
various means of exposing the forms of linguistic ambiguity that the Eristics exploit in their
arguments. What I will mean in saying that Plato exposes these refutations is that he isolates
some form of ambiguity in the argument and either explicitly demonstrates, or suggests in
some more indirect way, how it was exploited to bring off the appearance of a genuine
refutation. I first discuss the refutations that depend on lexical ambiguity in the first Eristic
episode (Euthyd. 275d2-277¢7), and defend Plato’s exposure of these arguments against
charges of its alleged inadequacy. I then turn to the more indirect means by which Plato
exposes the brothers’ use of syntactic and elliptical ambiguity later in the dialogue.”’
Throughout these discussions I will attempt to show that Plato provides his readers with the
resources they need to expose these fallacies, and that we do not additionally need the
technical apparatus of the SE in order to recognize that such arguments do not carry
conviction. I will draw on passages from the SE in my discussion of similar passages in the

Euthydemus, but my purpose in doing so will be to show that Aristotle recognizes Plato’s

771 was led to think about Plato’s indirect exposures of fallacies by certain remarks that Sprague has
made about them (see 1977, 54-7). Sprague argues that Plato uses indirect means to show “that the
sophistries are sophistries and ... in some cases to indicate the points of difficulty” (1977, 50). I will
argue that Plato’s indirect exposures do more than this, namely, I will show that these indirect

exposures constitute formal solutions to the Eristic refutations they expose.
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treatments of these fallacies as solutions and accepts most of them as adequate treatments of
the fallacies in question.

However, it will still remain an open question whether Plato’s exposure of these
exploitations of ambiguity amounts to his having a systematic account of fallacy. I will
conclude by considering this question in greater detail. To assess whether Plato’s treatment
of fallacies that depend on ambiguity constitutes an adequate explanatory account will
require us to contrast Plato’s exposures of linguistic fallacies with the kind of Aristotelian
treatment that commentators have found missing. Because commentators do not generally
agree about what in Aristotle’s treatment of fallacy Plato lacks,” I will first clarify what I
take it to mean to say that Aristotle has an explanatory account of fallacy before I examine
whether Plato’s treatment of linguistic fallacies falls short of this standard. On the view I will
advance, Aristotle’s treatment of fallacy includes an explanation of the two defining features
of fallacious arguments: (1) that they appear to be genuine refutations or deductions but (2)
are actually fallacious. With respect to a particular fallacy, to account for the first feature
involves explaining why a particular argument appears to be genuine, and, as we saw in the
previous chapter, for Aristotle the exposure of this appearance is the “solution” (A0c1c) to a
sophistical argument. On the other hand, to show that these arguments are fallacious is to
demonstrate that a particular kind of argument fails to satisfy at least one of the criteria set
down in the definition of a genuine deduction or refutation. I will argue that Plato does not

demonstrate that the arguments he considers are fallacious, because he does not offer an

78 Stewart takes Aristotle’s “theorizing stage” in the science of fallacies to be “the identification of
general features in argument types” (1977, 22). Robinson’s criticism is less clear, but seems to rely on
the fact that Plato has no technical terminology to describe fallacies (1941, 141; 1942, 102-103; 1953,
1-5).
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explicit definition of genuine refutation or deduction with reference to which he could
demonstrate that refutations that exploit these ambiguities are fallacious. However, I will
maintain that Plato’s exposures of linguistic fallacies are what I called in the previous chapter
“formal solutions:” they adequately explain why these arguments appear to be genuine, even

though this is not yet to demonstrate that they are fallacious.

2. LEXICAL AMBIGUITY

Euthydemus and Dionysodorus’ first two arguments (Euthyd. 275d2-276¢7 & 276d1-
277c7) are the only refutations in the Euthydemus that Plato explicitly diagnoses. Each of the
arguments begins with a disjunctive question about learning (poavOdvew). The brothers’
young interlocutor Cleinias is asked to choose between one of two opposite disjuncts, and in
both arguments Euthydemus first refutes Cleinias’ initial choice by arguing for the opposite
disjunct (“T1”: 276a3-b5; “T6: 277al-b2), and Dionysodorus then refutes his brother by
arguing for the disjunct that Cleinias initially chose (“T2”: 276b6-c7; “T7”: 277b5-c7). The
brothers are about to refute Cleinias a third time when Socrates interrupts, and offers Cleinias
his own interpretation of what the brothers have been up to (cp. T3 in Ch. 1). On Socrates’
analysis, the brothers were trying to teach Cleinias about “the correct use of words” (mepi
ovopdtmv opBdtrog) (277e¢3-4) by demonstrating how “the variance in words” (v t®v
ovoudtmv dtpopdv) can be exploited in such a way that the same word applies to opposite
things (287b4-7). In particular, Socrates explains that the brothers were trying to show
Cleinias that he did not recognize two different uses of the word ‘pav0davewv,” the standard
meaning of which is ‘to learn’ or ‘to acquire knowledge’ (Aaufdavn émotqunv) (hereafter:
poavOdvew,), but which can also mean ‘understand’ (hereafter: povOdaverv,), in which case its

meaning is closer to that of ‘cuviévar’ (Euthyd. 277e¢3-278a5). According to Socrates, the
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brothers were able to bring off these refutations because these two meanings of the term
apply to opposite people: ‘navBdévew,’ applies to ignorant people who learn what they don’t
already know, whereas ‘pav0dvewv,’ applies to wise people who understand and make use of
what they already know (278a5-b2). With Socrates’ explanation in hand, I will survey the
brothers’ arguments in the first Eristic episode and argue that he accurately exposes them as
arguments that turn solely on the lexical ambiguity of ‘povOéverv.””

The brothers begin by asking Cleinias whether the wise or the ignorant pavévovowv
(Euthyd. 275D3-4). Cleinias answers that the wise povdvovotv, and this answer becomes
the thesis to be refuted (hereafter: “refutandum”) (Euthyd. 276al-2). We can infer from the
fact that he answers this way that Cleinias initially takes the word to mean ‘understand’
(navBdvervy), since this is the meaning of the word that most naturally applies to the wise.
Euthydemus then questions Cleinias about a situation—Cleinias’ own experience learning
from his grammar teacher—which is rightly called a case of pav0dvewv, but under a different
meaning of that term (i.e., pavOdvew,), which applies to the ignorant, rather than the wise
(Euthyd. 276a3-b4). On the basis of this questioning Euthydemus then draws the conclusion

that contradicts the refutandum (hereafter: “refutans”). But if we accurately translate the

” Few commentators have found Socrates’ explanation sufficient. Richard Robinson claimed that this
diagnosis fails to recognize the “peculiar subtlety and formidableness” of equivocation and that Plato
simply treats it as “one of those crass ambiguities out of which puns are made” (1942, 107). M.A.
Stewart argued that the equivocation over ‘pavBévewv’ is trivial and that Socrates has missed the real
equivocation, which is that over the terms used in the opposite disjuncts of the first argument, ‘Go@dc¢’
and ‘apadng’ (1977, 26-28). Finally, Rosamond Kent Sprague and R.S.W. Hawtrey hold that the
arguments rely on a combination of fallacies. Sprague takes the equivocations over ‘povOdvewv’ to
work together with those over ‘coog’ and ‘apabng’ (1977, 51-53), and both she and Hawtrey take
T6 to additionally rely on a fallacious combination (Sprague 1962, 5; 1933, 58-60; Hawtrey 1981, 58-
60).
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meanings of povOdaverv employed throughout the argument, it becomes clear that no

refutation has occurred:

[T1]: [question] mdtepoi €ict TOV AvOpOTOV Ol pavBdvovteg, ol copoi §| ol dpadeis;
— [refutandum) ... dmekpivoro &ti ol Gogol glev ol pavOdvoveg. ... — [argument]
Kai 6 Evfoompoc, Kakelc 6¢ tvag, &on, dwdackdiovg, §j ov; { — } ‘QuoAdyet. { — }
Ovkodv TV pavBovoviwv ol diddckarot d10doKarol gioty, domep O KIBUPLOTNG Kal O
YPOpUOTIGTRG S18dcKalol Yoy foav cod kai TdV SAAmV maidmv, Dueic 8¢ padntod;
{ — )} Zovéen. { — } AMo T odv, Wvika épovOdévete, obro ArictacOe tadta a
guavlavete; { — ¥ Ovk Epn. { — } Ap' obv co@oi fite, 8t TadTo 00K Arictocds; { — }
OV &fita, 1 &' 6¢.{ — } Odkodv &l uny cogoi, duodeic; { — ¥ TIavo ye. { — } "Yueic dpa
pnovldvovteg 6 ovk MmiotacOes, auobelg dvieg éuavbdavete. { — } 'Emévevoe 10
pewpdxiov. { — } [refutans] Oi dpadsic dpo povOdvovoty, @ Kiewio, dAL ody ol

00POoi, G GV OfEl.

[question] are oi pavOdvovteg the wise or the ignorant? — [refutandum] ... [Cleinias]
answered that the wise were the ones who understand (povOdavetv,). — [argument]
Then Euthydemus said, “Are there some whom you call teachers, or not”? — He
agreed that there were. — And the teachers are teachers of those who learn
(navBdvewvy), I suppose, in the same way that the music master and the writing master
were teachers of you and the other boys when you were pupils? — He agreed. — And
when you were learning (poavOdvew,), you did not yet know the things about which

you learned, did you? — No, he said. — And were you wise when you did not know
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these things? — By no means, he said. — Then if not wise, ignorant? — Very much
s0. — Then while learning (pavOdvew,) of what you did not know, you learned
(navBdvewv,) while you were ignorant? — The boy nodded — [refutans] Then it is the
ignorant who learn (pav0dévew,), Cleinias, and not the wise, as you suppose (Euthyd.

275d1-b5).%

Although there is no equivocation between the premises in the argument and the conclusion,
the refutation is nevertheless merely apparent because the refutans only appears to contradict
the refutandum; both claims employ the word ‘pavBdvewv,” but not under the same meaning
of that word. By having Socrates later explain the way these two meanings of the term apply
to opposite people, Plato thus provides his readers with the resources they need to recognize
that the exploitation of this ambiguity creates the mere appearance of a refutation without its
reality.

Dionysodorus then bursts in, treats the conclusion of the argument just offered as a
thesis to be refuted, and in T2 (Euthyd. 276b6-c7) presents an argument to the conclusion
that the wise, rather than the ignorant, pavOdvovow (Euthyd. 276b6-c7). He questions
Cleinias about a different kind of classroom situation, which is accurately described by the
word ‘povBavew,” but under the other meaning of the word, which applies more naturally to
the wise. He gets Cleinias to agree that, when grammar teachers would ask their students
questions (dmootopartiCot), it was the wise who understood (povOavetv,) the questions that
the teacher asked (dmooctopatilopeva) (Euthyd. 276¢3-6).

The precise meaning of the verb ‘dmoctopartilev’ is difficult to determine, but the

% The Greek text follows Burnet 1903. Translations from the Euthydemus in this chapter follow

Sprague’s translation, but are often extensively modified.
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appropriate understanding of it’s meaning is essential for our understanding of both this
argument and the one that follows. Plato’s use of the word in these arguments (here and
Euthyd. 277a3-7), and Aristotle’s discussion of the present argument (Soph. el. 165°31-34—
to which I turn shortly) are our earliest and only 4™-century attestations. It is clear, however,
that the LSJ definition, ‘to teach by dictation,” does not capture the meaning of the word
required by these passages. If this is the meaning of the word, why would Dionysodorus’
questioning about dmoctopatilopevo immediately suggest to Cleinias a situation in which
wise students understand rather than one in which ignorant students acquire knowledge? The
use of the verb in the following argument has the same effect on Cleinias: there he agrees
that students with knowledge of grammar understand the things that a grammar teacher
amootopatilel (277a4-6); it does not occur to him to answer that ignorant students learn
these things. If the word meant ‘teach by dictation’ it would be equally, if not more,
appropriate for Cleinias to think that the ignorant learn dnoctopatilopeva. Because in each
of the arguments in which the verb is used dmoctopotildpeva are things that grammar
teachers utter and that students with the requisite knowledge understand it is likely that Julius
Pollux, the earliest grammarian to discuss the term, most accurately defines the present
usage: “Plato uses the term of boys somewhere, meaning that they are questioned about what
they have learned (nadnpata) by their teachers” (Onomasticon, ii, 102).*' This is also the
meaning of the word in later Greek, as in the Gospel of Luke where the experts in the Law
and the Pharisees “interrogate [Jesus] about numerous topics” (dmootopotilely avTOV TEPL
niewdvov) (Ev. Luc. 11.53). The word is thus used to describe something like an oral

examination—an apt subject for questioning on Dionysodorus’ part, since it is clear that the

81 Translation is my own, and the Greek text follows Bethe 1900.
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wise, rather than the ignorant poav0dvewv; in such scenarios. The word seems to be carefully
chosen to suggest that the wise understand the subjects on which they are quizzed.
When we accurately translate the use of ‘pavOdévewv’ throughout the refutation it

again becomes clear that the refutation is merely apparent:

[T2]: [refutandum (=refutans of T1)] Oi duodeic &pa pavddvovoy, @ Kiewvia, GAA'
ody ol copoi, &¢ ob oiel. — ... [argument] Ti 84, ® Klewia, &en, ondte
amootopatiCot VUiV O YPOUUATIOTAG, TOTEPOL EudvOovov TV  Taidwv  TA
arootopatiiopeva, ol cogoi §j ol apadeic; { — } Ol copoi, &pn 6 Kiewiag. { — }

[refutans] Oi co@oi &pa pavOdvovsty AL ody oi dpadeic, koi ovk €D oO dptL

Evbuonue arexpivo.

[refutandum (=refutans of T1)] it is the ignorant who learn (poavOdaverv;), Cleinias,
[said Euthydemus], and not the wise, as you suppose — ... [argument] Well then,
Cleinias, [said Dionysodorus] when the grammar teacher gave you an oral exam
(dmootopartiCor), which of the boys understood (povOdaverv,) the things about which
they were examined (dmootopatilopeva), the wise or the ignorant? — The wise, said
Cleinias. — [refutans] Then it is the wise who understand (pav0dverv,), and not the

ignorant, and you gave Euthydemus a wrong answer just now (Euthyd. 276b4-c7).

Again, Socrates’ explanation shows that although the refutans and the refutandum both

employ the term ‘pavOdverv,” they invoke different meanings of this term and thereby create

the mere appearance of refutation.
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M.A. Stewart has suggested that Socrates’ analysis of this first refutation (T1 & T2)
fails because it misses the more serious equivocation, namely that over the terms ‘wise’ and
‘ignorant.”® Sprague takes Stewart’s point, but claims that the equivocation Socrates notices,
and the one Stewart points out, work together in the argument.” If we instead take the
equivocation to be over the terms ‘co@dg’ and ‘auadng,” thinking that the former can mean
either ‘knowledgeable’ (co@og;) or ‘clever’ (copdcy), and that the latter can mean either
‘ignorant’ (apadng;) or ‘stupid’ (dpabncy) and take the first and second pairs of each to be

opposites, we get different diagnoses of these two fallacies:

[T1*]: leaving the meaning of pavBdvewv fixed to the standard meaning, we would get the

following diagnosis:

[Refutandum]: The clever (co@0¢,) are those who learn (Euthyd. 276al-2).

[Summary of argument]: When Cleinias and his schoolmates learned about some
topic, they were ignorant (apafng;) of the things about which they were
learning (276a7-b1).

[Refutans]: Therefore, the ignorant (épa6ng;) are those who learn (276b4-5).

On this analysis, Euthydemus wrongly treats dpoafng; as the opposite of co@og,.

[T2*]: leaving the meaning of pavOdaver fixed to the standard meaning, we get:

%2 See Stewart 1977, 26-28.
% See Sprague 1977, 51-53.

61



[Refutandum]: The ignorant (dpa6ng;) learn (Euthyd. 276b4-5 (=refutans of T1)).
[Summary of argument]: The clever (copdcy) learn about the things about which they
were questioned whenever their grammar teacher questioned them (c3-6).

[Refutans]: Therefore, the clever (co@dg,) learn (c6-7).

According to this interpretation, Dionysodorus wrongly treats co@dc, as the opposite of
GpLoOng;.

On the one hand, even if we grant Stewart and Sprague the claim that ‘copog’ and
‘apadng’ are equivocal, I do not think that the more plausible reading of ‘dmoctopartiCerv’
outlined above would suggest that it is the clever, rather than the knowledgeable, who
acquire knowledge. dmoctopartilewv is best understood as a practice of questioning students
on their lessons, that is, about subjects on which they have become knowledgeable in the
course of their instruction (note in this connection that Pollux calls the objects of examination
poonpata (Onomasticon, ii, 102)). But moreover, even a brief survey of the LSJ entry on the
term ‘co@og’ indicates that it does not mean ‘clever’ in the sense needed here (i.e., able to
learn). The term rather denotes acquired expertise (in crafts and practical and theoretical
domains), rather than facility in learning.** To denote facility in learning Plato instead
consistently uses ‘evpobng’ (see e.g., Chrm. 159¢3; Resp. 486¢3)). ‘Anadng,” on the other
hand, can mean both ‘ignorant’ and ‘stupid,” but because it is consistently used in these
arguments as the opposite of ‘copodg’ I suggest that its meaning is likewise univocal. The

1 9585

equivocality of ‘pavBdéverv,” on the other hand, is hardly “crass” or “unrea Its ambiguity

is prevalent in Plato: in addition to the more ordinary meaning of the term (‘acquire

¥ Cp. Hawtrey 1981, 59
%5 See Robinson 1942, 107; Stewart 1977, 28.
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knowledge’) Plato quite frequently uses it to mean ‘understand’ (see e.g., Resp. 372e4;
394c5; Meno 84d4). Moreover, Aristotle feels the need on two separate occasions to explain
the equivocality of ‘pav@dvew’ (see Soph el. 165°31-34 & Eth. Nic. 1143%12-18), which we
would hardly expect if the word were not in fact “said in many ways”. It is therefore much
more plausible that ‘copdc’ and ‘apabng’ are used univocally and that the real equivocation
here, as Socrates suggests, is over different meanings of ‘povOdvewv.’

Aristotle’s treatment of the argument currently under discussion is valuable for
present purposes because it both corroborates the account I have given, and reveals that
Aristotle regards the Euthydemus not only as a source for fallacious arguments, but also as a
guide to their solution. In the case of equivocation in particular, Aristotle found in the
Euthydemus the sort of diagnosis of fallacies that he himself is thought to have pioneered.*
What Aristotle calls sophistical refutations due to homonymy (mapd v Opmvopiov) are the
first kinds of fallacy that Aristotle discusses in the SE and his first example of homonymy is

borrowed from this passage in the Euthydemus:®’

[T3]: eioi 88 mapd pév v Opmvopiov oi To10ide TV Adywv, olov dTt pavOdvovsty o

EMOTAUEVOL, TO Yap dmooTopaTilOpeve pavBdvovoty ol ypouuatikoi: 1O yop

% Many scholars draw a connection between this argument and SE 165°31-34 (e.g., Sprague 1962, 1-
33; Hawtrey 1981, 3; Narcy 1984, 204 n.258; Canto 1987, 277 n.106: 1989, 90 n.129; 199 n.109;
Dorion 1995, 91-101). However, none of them has drawn attention to the fact that Aristotle treats this
passage not only as a source for an example of the fallacy, but also as a successful solution to this
argument.

¥ For more discussion of Aristotle’s understanding of oépwvopia in the SE see fn. 152 in Ch. 4 §2.1

below.
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povdvew opdvopov, to 1 ELViEval ypdpevov T €motiun Koi 10 AouPdvewv

EMOTAUNV.

The following [is a refutation] due to homonymy: [1] those who know understand
(navBdvervy) [2] for those with knowledge of grammar understand the things about
which they are examined. [3] For ‘pavBdévewv’ is equivocal [signifying] both to

understand using knowledge or to acquire knowledge (Soph. el. 165°31-34).%

As stated, this is not an example of a refutation that depends on homonymy. What Aristotle
gives us here is the conclusion of a refutation [1], a highly compressed argument for this
conclusion [2], and an explanation of the equivocal term that was exploited in the full
argument [3]. Unlike a majority of the refutations discussed in the SE, which must have been
familiar to Aristotle’s original audience given the similarly elliptical ways he cites them, we
have in the Euthydemus the full version of the argument to which Aristotle here alludes. That
argument arrives at the same conclusion (“it is the wise who pavdvovcwv” (cp. [1] here and
the refutans of T2) on the basis of the same reasoning—namely, that it is the wise (or, as

%) who understand the questions that a grammar teacher

Aristotle puts it “those who know
asks in oral examinations (GmoctopatiCot) (c¢3-6) (cp. [2] here and the argument of T2).

Comparison with the Euthydemus passage also allows us to understand how the argument to

which Aristotle refers is a refutation that depends on homonymy. The conclusion of this

% The Greek text of the Sophistici Elenchi follows Ross 1958. All translations from the Sophistici
Elenchi are my own.
¥ 1t is worth noting that Aristotle’s substitution of ‘ol émotuevor’ for ‘oi cogoi’ here is further

corroboration for ‘the knowledgeable’ as the meaning of ‘oi copoi’ in the original argument.
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argument in [1] is meant to contradict the interlocutor’s (here unexpressed) original claim
(i.e., the refutandum), that it is the ignorant, not the wise, who povOdvovswv. The fallacious
refutation then proceeds, as reported in [2], by questioning an interlocutor about a situation,
which is also described by the word ‘pavBdévewv,” but in a different sense of that term, one
that more accurately applies to the wise rather than the ignorant [2]. The questioner is then
able to conclude the opposite of the disjunct the interlocutor originally chose, but they were
only able to do so, as Aristotle explains in [3], by exploiting two meanings of the same term.
Many scholars have correctly noticed the intertextuality between [1] and [2] in this
passage and Euthydemus 276b6-276c7. But none of them appropriately credit Plato for
Aristotle’s exposure of this ambiguity (in [3]). [3] reproduces almost verbatim the glosses
Socrates offers for the two meanings of ‘pnavOdévew’ that the brothers exploit in the first

Eristic episode (Euthyd. 277¢3-278b2):

[T4]: © on kol €vdeikvuoBov oot T Eévm, Ott ovk Ndncba 10 pavldvew Ot ol
dvBpomol kadlodot pev €mt T® T01dde, Otav TIg €€ ApyRg undepiav Eymv EmoTuny
nepl TPAYUATOG Tvog Emetta Votepov avtod AapuPdvn v €motyuny, KoAodot 68
TOVTOV ToUTO Kol EMEWaV Eymv {oN TV EMOTAUNV TOOTN Th £MGTUN TADTOV TODTO

... — LAALOV LEV 0DTO GUVIEVOL KOAODGOV T pHovOavety, €ott 6' dte Kol pavBdvery.

This is what the two visitors were pointing out: that you [sc. Cleinias] did not realize
that people use the word ‘pavOdvev’ in this way, in the situation in which a person
who has no knowledge of a thing in the beginning acquires knowledge, but also when

he who has this knowledge already uses it to inspect the same thing ... (As a matter

65



of fact people call the latter ‘cvviévaz,” but they do sometimes call it ‘pavBéverv’ as

well) (Euthyd. 277e5-278a5).

[T5]: ©0 yap poavOdavewv opdvopov, to 1€ ELVIEVOL YPOUEVOV TR €MGTAUN Kol TO

Aoppdve émotyunv

For ‘pavBdverv’ is homonymous [signifying] both to understand using knowledge and

to acquire knowledge (Soph el. 165°31-34).

Aristotle thus owes to Plato not only this example, but also the exposure of the equivocation
on which the fallacious refutation turns.

I therefore think that Socrates’ analysis—according to which ‘pav@davewv’ is equivocal
and the refutation depends on the fact that the two distinct meanings of the word apply to
opposite people—is an adequate assessment of why this argument appears to be a genuine
refutation without actually being so. Immediately after Socrates offers this explanation of the
first argument, he tells Cleinias “there was something similar to this in the second question,
when they asked you whether people learn what they know or what they do not know”
(Euthyd. 278a8-b2). I will now spell out the exposure to which Socrates here gestures, and
argue that the second argument exploits the same ambiguity in the same way, but in
connection with a different pair of opposites to which these different meanings of the term
apply—to known and unknown objects, rather than to wise and ignorant subjects.

The second argument (T6 & T7) is also about learning, but this time Euthydemus

asks whether “oil pavOdvovteg povdvovoty things they know, or things they do not know”
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(Euthyd. 276d7-8). Cleinias’ initial answer—that they poavOdvovowv things they do not
know—suggests that he answers with pavBdévewv, in mind. As Dionysodorus did in T2, in T6
Euthydemus then proceeds to ask Cleinias about a situation that can also be described as a
case of ‘povOavetv,” but one in which the term means ‘understand’ rather than ‘learn.” When
someone (presumably a grammar teacher) examines (dmootopotiln) Cleinias, he examines
him about letters, which Cleinias knows and understands (pavBdvewv,), therefore Cleinias
understands things he knows (Euthyd. 277al-8). But the argument only apparently refutes
Cleinias’ initial claim, because although it appears to conclude the opposite—that the objects
of pavBdavew are things one knows—Euthydemus questions Cleinias and concludes under a

different meaning of ‘pavOdvev:’

[T6]: [question] [Totepov yap ol povBdavovteg pavldvovoty 6 €mictavior 1| 6 wi
gmiotavtor; — ... [refutandum] 6 pév Kiewiag @ EvBuonque dnexpivato Ot
navOavolev oi pavlévoveg & ovk émictowvto ... — [argument] Ti 84; 1 &' 8¢, ovk
éniotacat ov ypappato; { — } Nai, &on. { — } Odkodv dmovta; { — } ‘QuoArdyet. { — }
"‘Otav odv Ti¢ dmostopatiln 6todv, od ypaupota drocstopatifel; { — } ‘Quoldyet. { —
1 Ovkodv OV Tt oV nictacal, £pn, drocstopatilel, einep mdvo énictacar; { — } Koi
10010 OpPoAdyet. { — } Ti ovv; i) &' 8¢, dpa 61 <ov> pavddvelg dtt' dv dmootopoTiln
T1g, 0 8 N émotduevog ypdppate povOdver; { — 3 OBk, AL, 7 &' 8¢, pavldave. { —}

Ovkodv a érnictacal, 1| &' 8¢, povOavelg, Eimep ye BmavTo Té YPAUUOTO ETICTAGOL.

[question] Do oi pavBdavovteg pavBavovotv things they know or things they do not

know? — ...[refutandum] Cleinias answered Euthydemus that those who learn
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(navBdvewvy) learn things they do not know ... — [argument] What then,
[Euthydemus] said, don’t you know your letters? — Yes, he said. — Then you know
them all? — He agreed. — When some [sc. grammar teacher] gives an oral exam
(dmootopartiln), doesn’t he examine (dmootopariCel) [the students] about letters? —
He agreed. — Then doesn’t he examine (dmootopatilel) you about something you
know, if you really know them all? — He agreed to this too. — Well then, he said,
you are not the one who understands (poavOdverv,) the things about which [the
teacher] examines you, are you, but the one who doesn’t know his letters is the one
who understands? — No, he said, I am the one [who understands]. — [refutans] Then
you understand (pavBdévewv,) what you know, he said, if you in fact do know all your

letters (Euthyd. 276d7-277b1).

As was the case of the first argument, Socrates’ diagnosis reveals that the tension between
the refutandum and refutans is only verbal and therefore only appears to refute Cleinias’
initial claim.

Influenced by passages in which Aristotle seems to draw on this argument (Soph. el.
166°30-1 and Rhet. 1401°29-31), a number of scholars have suggested that Socrates’
explanation of this fallacy is insufficient because the argument also involves a fallacy of
composition.”’ In the Rhetoric passage to which these commentators refer, Aristotle alludes
to a fallacy of composition that involves an inference from knowing letters (octoyyeia) to
knowing the spoken word (t0 &€mnog) composed of those letters. Moreover, many translators

and editors amend the SE passage on the assumption that it identifies the same error

% See Hawtrey 1981, 64-5; Sprague 1962, 12; 1993, 12 n.19; Dorion 1995, 224-6.
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displayed in the Euthydemus and Rhetoric passages.”’ However, I doubt that Aristotle is
discussing the present argument in either the Rhetoric or SE passages. Commentators who
find a fallacy of composition here assume that the teachers are quizzing their students about
words, or even propositions, and that Euthydemus infers that Cleinias knows these more
complex things because he knows the letters of which they are composed. But we need not
make this assumption for the argument to work, and indeed we shouldn’t, since letters are the
only subjects of examination mentioned in the argument. Euthydemus gets Cleinias to agree
that he knows all his letters (Euthyd. 277al-3) and that his teacher examines him about
letters (a3-4). Because he knows the letters about which he is examined, Cleinias understands
the subjects on which his teacher examines him (a6-8), and therefore understands things that
he knows (a8-b2).

The assumption of intertextuality with Aristotle’s examples of the fallacy of
composition is therefore the only grounds for thinking there is an inference from knowing
letters to knowing words in this argument. But the similarity between these examples is
merely apparent. We’ve already seen that the inference from letters to words in the Rhetoric
example is absent in the Euthydemus. But moreover, the kind of composition fallacy under
discussion in the SE is of a different kind than the one commentators take to be operative in
the Euthydemus. The alleged composition at work in T6 would be extra-linguistic: an
illegitimate inference from the fact that one knows all of one’s letters to the fact that one
knows the words or even statements that are composed of these letters. This is a part-whole
confusion that does not in any significant way depend on language. The Aristotelian fallacy

of composition on the other hand is a linguistic fallacy (Soph. el. 165°24-27), which involves

1 See Poste 1866; Forster 1955; Ross 1958; Pickard-Cambridge 1984; Dorion 1995, 224-6; cp.
Schrieber 2003, 68-72
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the illegitimate composition of linguistic items in a sentence that were originally construed
separately (Soph. el. 166™23-32). Thus when Aristotle cites as an example of this fallacy the
inference “povOdaver vov ypaupoto ginep éudvbavev & grnictaton” (Soph. el. 166*30-31) he
almost certainly does not have in mind an inference from the fact that one knows letters to
the fact that one knows things composed of letters.”> The composition in question is
linguistic, and most likely turns on whether one understands the word ‘ypdppato’ in
combination with the first or the second occurrence of the word ‘povBdvewv’ in the sentence.
The statement would thus read “he now learns letters, if he has learned what he knows”,
when we combine ‘ypduparta’ with the first occurrence of ‘povOdvev’; or it would read, “he
now learns what he knows, if he has leaned his letters”, if we understand ‘ypduparte’ in
combination with the second occurrence of ‘pavBévew’. For present purposes, we need not
work out the precise details of this controversial example; here it suffices simply to notice
that Aristotle offers it alongside other examples of errors that clearly involve construing in
combination linguistic items in a sentence that are meant to be taken separately (SE 166™23-
31), and not as an example of inferring knowledge of wholes from knowledge of their parts.
There is therefore no need to assume that a fallacious inference from knowing parts to
knowing wholes is at work in T6; Socrates’ analysis in terms of an equivocation over
‘navBavew’ is sufficient.

As in the first argument, Dionysodorus treats the conclusion of T6 as a new thesis to
be refuted and offers an argument based on the meaning of ‘pavBévewv’ that applies to the
things one does not know. He gets Cleinias to agree that pavBdévewv is a matter of “acquiring

knowledge” (which is precisely the standard meaning Socrates gives to pav0dvew,— Euthyd.

2 Here I read ‘¢pavbavev’ with all the manuscripts, rejecting Ross’ emendation.
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277b5-278al) and argues that because those who acquire things acquire what they do not yet
have, those who acquire knowledge acquire what they do not yet know (c2-7). But again, the
argument does not actually refute the conclusion of T6, because Dionysodorus exploits the

very equivocation Socrates later points out:

[T7]: [refutandum (=refutans of T6)] Ovkodv & énictacay, 1| &' &g, pavddvelc, sinep
ve Gmavta td ypappoto érictacol. — ... [argument] €ing yap pot, O pavBdvew ovk
gmotunV €Tl AapPévely T0HTov 00 v TIg pavddavn; { — } ‘Quoddysr 6 Khewiog. { —
L To &' éniotacOar, 1y §' &g, dALo 1 fj Exewv émotuny §on éotiv; { — } Zovéen. { — }
To dpa pn énictacBor unme Exewv émommuny €otiv; { — } Quoidyer avtd. { — }
[Totepov oDV gictv oi AapPavovteg 0tiodv ol Eyovieg fidn A ol v un ooty { — } O1
av pf. { — } Ovkodv dpokdymkag ivarl ToOTOV Kol ToOG UT| EmGTAUEVOVS, TAV UN
&xoviov; { — } Katévevoe. { — } TdOV AopPavoviov dp' eictv ol pavidvovteg, AL ov
v &oviov; { — } Zovéen. { — }[refutans] Oi un é€motdpevor dpa, &on,

pavdavovsty, ® Kiewia, GAL ody ol émictépevor.

[refutandum (=refutans of T6)] Then you understand (povOdaverv,) what you know,
[Euthydemus] said, if you in fact do know all your letters — ... [argument] Tell me,
[Cleinias, said Dionysodorus,] isn’t learning (pavOdévewv,) the acquisition of the
knowledge about that about which one learns? — Cleinias agreed. — And what about
knowing? he said. Is it anything except having knowledge already? — He agreed. —
Then not knowing is not yet having knowledge? — He agreed with him. — And are

those who acquire something those who have it already or those who do not? —
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Those who do not. — And you have admitted, haven’t you, that those who do not
know belong to the group of those who do not have something? — He nodded. —
Then the learners (pavBdévewv;) belong to those who acquire and not to those who
have? — He agreed. — [refutans] Then it is those who do not know who learn

(navBdvewv,), Cleinias, and not those who know (Euthyd. 277a8-c5).

Again, the refutans only appears to contradict the refutandum.

The foregoing analysis shows that Socrates’ direct exposure of the equivocal
arguments in the first Eristic episode is sufficient. A question might arise here why Plato only
directly exposes the first set of fallacies in the dialogue. My suggestion is that Plato does this
to prime his readers for the exposure of Eristic refutations, to get them thinking about what
has gone wrong in the brothers’ arguments. As the dialogue proceeds, Plato does not directly
expose any other fallacies by explaining their mechanics in the detailed way he exposes the
first two. But I will argue that he does provide his readers with resources necessary for
understanding what he takes the errors in the brothers’ arguments to be. In what follows I
examine some cases in which Plato indirectly exposes two other kinds of linguistic ambiguity

that the brothers employ.

3. SYNTACTIC AMBIGUITY

One technique of indirect exposure that Plato uses elsewhere in the Euthydemus in
order to expose the brothers’ apparent refutations is imitation. In response to some of the
brothers’ arguments, Plato has his protagonists imitate the fallacious reasoning in the
argument that has gone just before as a way of clarifying what in the preceding argument

created the illusion of a real refutation. This technique is on display most clearly in a series of
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six arguments in the third Eristic episode (Euthyd. 298b4-300e2) over the course of which
Ctesippus, Socrates’ dialectical ally, starts copying the brothers so as to give them a taste of
their own medicine. Socrates in fact claims at the end of this final Eristic display that
Ctesippus has achieved near-mastery of the Eristic art in his imitation of the brothers
(Euthyd. 303e4-8). Ctesippus’ imitation and eventual mastery of these argumentative
strategies gives us insight into exactly what aspects of these Eristic arguments Plato took to
be the causes of the appearance of refutation. Here I will discuss the last two fallacies in this
episode and show that Ctesippus’ responses to these Eristic arguments correctly isolate the
exploitation of syntactic ambiguity as the means by which the brothers brought off their
apparent refutations.

In the first of these arguments, Euthydemus argues that because his and his brother’s

cloaks are able to be seen, that the cloaks themselves are able to see:

[T8]: TIotepov 8¢ opdotv, Epn 6 EVBOIN UG, Kai ZkvBat te kol ol dAlot dvOpwmot T
duvatd opav 1 T advvata; — Ta dvvatd onmov. — Ovkodv Kai 6¥, &pn; — Kayo.
— Opdc ovv T Muétepa ipdrtia; — Nai. — Avvatd odv Opdv éotiv todto. —
Yrepoudg, Epn 6 Ktioummog. — Ti 8&; 1 §' 6. — Mndév. ov 8¢ iomc ovk olel Opav

ot

Tell me, said Euthydemus, do the Scythians and the rest of humankind see things
capable of sight or incapable? — Capable, I suppose. — And do you do so too? he
asked. — Yes, so do I. — And do you see our cloaks? — Yes. — Then these same

cloaks are capable of sight — Absolutely, said Ctesippus. — Well, what do they see?

73



he said. — Nothing at all. And you, perhaps, don’t suppose that you see them

(Euthyd. 300a1-5).”?

The exchange turns on a syntactic ambiguity in the phrase ‘dvvatd 0pdv,” which can mean
either (1) ‘things that can see’ or (2) ‘things that can be seen,” depending on how one
construes it. Ctesippus initially affirms that the cloaks are “dvvata Opdv”’ because he
understands sense (2) (a2-3), but Euthydemus then proceeds to ask him what it is that their
cloaks can see (a5). The question renders Ctesippus’ original response absurd, but
Euthydemus only brings it off by changing the meaning of the phrase ‘dvvatda 6pav’ from (2)
to (1). That this is what has gone wrong becomes all the more apparent when Ctesippus
responds by repeating the same trick. He first accepts the brothers’ reading of the phrase in
sense (1) and answers that their cloaks cannot see anything (undév—a5), but then asks
Euthydemus whether he acknowledges that he sees the cloaks (ov 8¢ icwg ovk ofel Opav
avtd) (a6), and this question understands sense (2) of the phrase ‘duvatd 6pav’. The fact that
Ctesippus responds by bringing out the same syntactic ambiguity that Euthydemus exploited
in the preceding exchange suggests that he has caught a glimpse into the mechanics of this
fallacy. I suggest that Plato has Ctesippus respond in this way to direct his readers toward the
same insight.

The argument that immediately follows also relies on a syntactic ambiguity, and

Ctesippus also exposes it through imitation:

[T9]: "H yap ody 0i6v T', Epn 6 Alovucddmpog, orydvro Aéystv; — 018 dmmotiodv, )

% Reading “opdv avta’ with T.
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§' 0c 6 Ktioummoc. — Ap' 008¢ Aéyovta orydv; — “Ett frrov, &pn. — ‘Otav ovv
MBovg Aéyng kai EOAa Kol odnpla, ov orydvia Aéyelg; — Ovkovv &l ve &ym, Eon,
napépyopat &v toig yaAkeiolg, GAAL @Beyydueva Kol Podvia pEYIOTOV TO GLONPLL
AMéyeton, 86 Tic ymTan-... GAN £t pot 10 Etepov émdeiEartov, dnmc av Eotv Adyovia
owydv. ... Otav orydg, &pn 6 EvOddnuoc, ov mavta orydg; — "Eyoye, | &' &g —
Ovkodv kal Td Aéyovia o1ydc, eimep TV andvtov éotiv [ta Aeyopeva]. — Ti 6¢; Epn
0 Ktfoumoc, o owyd mavta; — OO dMmov, &pn 6 EvOOdnuoc. — AML' &pa, O
Bértiote, Aéyel to mhvta, — Té ye dfmov Aéyovta. — AXLG, R &' B¢, o0 TodTO EprTd,

AL T0 TAvTo o1yd §) AEYeL;

But surely speaking of the silent is impossible, said Dionysodorus. — Entirely
impossible, said Ctesippus. — Then neither is there silence of speaking? — Still less
so, he answered. — But whenever you speak about stones and wood and pieces of
iron, are you not speaking of silent things? — Not if I go by the blacksmiths’ shops,
he said, because there the pieces of iron are said to speak out and cry aloud if anyone
handles them ... But prove me the other point, how is there silence of speaking? ...
— Whenever you are silent, said Euthydemus, are you not silent with respect to all
things?— Yes, I am, he said. — Therefore, you are also silent with respect to the
speaking, if “the speaking” is included in all things. — What, said Ctesippus, all
things are not silent, are they? — I imagine not, said Euthydemus. — Well then, my
good friend, do all things speak? — All the speaking ones, I suppose. — But, he said,

this is not my question, I want to know, are all things silent, or do they speak (Euthyd.
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300b1-c7)? ™

In the first part of this argument, Dionysodorus asks Ctesippus whether ciy®vto Aéyewv is
possible, which Ctesippus emphatically denies (b1-2). His emphatic denial suggests that he
understands the phrase to mean ‘for one who is silent to speak’ (taking ‘cry®vta’ as a
masculine accusative singular and subject of ‘Aéyewv’), and not to mean ‘to speak about silent
things’ (taking ‘cty®vta’ as a neuter plural accusative and object of ‘Aéyewv’), which, of
course, would call for affirmation. Dionysodorus then “refutes” this claim by taking
Ctesippus’ denial as though he meant it in the second sense, and explains that whenever
Ctesippus speaks about stones, wood and iron, he speaks about silent things (cty®vta Aéyeig),
which shows that it is in fact possible “to speak about silent things” (cty®via Afysw).
Ctesippus responds to Dionysodorus’ argument by exploiting a third possible ambiguity in
the phrase ‘ciy@®vta Aéyswv.” Ctesippus “refutes” Dionysodorus’ claim that it is possible to
speak of silent things, by showing that these allegedly silent things about which one can
speak are not actually silent: in blacksmith shops, the iron cries out when blacksmiths work
with it (b4-7). Here Ctesippus has pointed out a third possible ambiguity in the phrase
‘ory@vta Aéyewv:’ in claiming that allegedly silent things (like iron) “speak,” Ctesippus is
implicitly taking ‘cry®vta’ as the neuter plural subject of ‘Aéyewv.” Plato thus ingeniously
marks what kind of apparent refutation has occurred here by having Ctesippus reverse-

engineer the same kind of refutation the brothers brought against him.

** The ambiguities exploited in this argument are difficult to render in English in a way that doesn’t
leave it a mystery why anyone would be deceived by such an argument. The best approximation in
English of the ambiguity in cry@vta Aéyew is “speaking of the silent”, where “of the silent” can be

read either objectively or subjectively.
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The second part of the argument concerns the possibility of Aéyovta orydv, which can
mean both ‘for one who is speaking to be silent’ (where ‘Aéyovta’ is the singular accusative
subject of ‘ociydv’) and ‘to be silent with respect to speaking things’ (where ‘Aéyovta’ is a
plural accusative of respect with ‘crydv’). Ctesippus initially agrees that Aéyovta orydv is
impossible, taking the phrase to mean ‘for one who is speaking to be silent’ (b2-3).
Euthydemus then refutes Ctesippus’ statement: treating Ctesippus’ agreement as though he
had claimed that “it is impossible to be silent with respect to speaking things”, he argues that,
because when one is silent one is silent with respect to all things, and because speaking
things are among all things, Ctesippus is silent with respect to speaking things (300c2-4).
Ctesippus again demonstrates his grasp of this syntactic ambiguity by once more turning the
meaning of Euthydemus’ phrase and making ‘all things’ (ndvta) the subject of both ‘Aéysv’
and ‘otydv,” rather than the accusative of respect it was for Euthydemus (c4-7). Again, by
having Ctesippus respond in this way, Plato draws our attention to the various ways in which
one meaning of an ambiguous phrase can be used to refute a claim that was made under a
different meaning of the same phrase.

In connection with passages such as these it is worth reiterating Sprague’s helpful
reminder that Plato’s dialogues are written by Plato.”” Sprague presents the tautology in
hopes of correcting our tendency to credit Plato primarily with the view of his protagonists
and the arguments and explanations they offer, and not to reflect on the more general
understanding that would be required in order to compose a dialectical exchange. Instead of
looking for Plato’s general awareness of things like linguistic ambiguity in the generally

withheld explicit diagnoses of the fallacious arguments we find in Plato’s dialogues, we

% See Sprague 1977, 45.
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should consider the level of general awareness of syntactic ambiguity that would be required
to compose such an exchange. It seems to me that quite a sophisticated understanding of
syntactic ambiguity would be necessary to compose exchanges such as these, in which the
Eristic arguments offered, and the imitative responses to them, repeatedly exploit the various
construals of these ambiguous phrases.

Plato’s unique manner of depicting the way these arguments, and objections to them,
functioned in their dialectical context, is of course sharply distinct from Aristotle’s
systematic treatment of these arguments. But this difference, it seems to me, should be rather
explained in terms of the two philosophers’ preferred ways of communicating their
philosophical insights, rather than in their respective grasp of the mechanics of Eristic
arguments. We should however notice that the aims of the two treatments of fallacies are not
as different as they might initially seem. Indeed, one significant goal of Aristotle's SE is to
provide answerers in an Eristic exchange with the ability to expose such refutations (chs. 19-
33). In this connection, let us briefly consider Aristotle’s discussion of the argument we just

surveyed:

[T10]: mopd 88 TV dpeiPoriav oi tow0ide ... [1] kai “ap' Eott orydvta Aéyewv;” [2]

JTTOV Yap Kol TO ory®dvTo AEYEWY, TO T€ TOV A&yovTa orydv Kol TO Ta AeyOueva.

The following [is an apparent refutation] due to amphiboly (rmapd tnVv dueiPoriov):
... [1] is speaking of the silent possible? [2] For ‘speaking of the silent’ is ambiguous:
[meaning] both for the one speaking to be silent or for the things spoken of [to be

silent] (Soph. el. 166°12-14).
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Here again we have only a reference to, rather than an actual example of, a fallacious
refutation. In [1] Aristotle gives the question that would open up a fallacious argument, but
does not present the argument. Instead, (in [2]) he explains the syntactic ambiguity that can
be exploited in an argument that begins with such a question. This example is in fact referred
to more than any other in the SE, but in none of these cases does Aristotle give us more than
the question with which the argument opens (Soph. el. 166°12; 171°28-29; 177°25-6), an
explanation of the syntactic ambiguity the argument exploits (166°12-14), or else refer to the
argument by name: ‘10 cty®vto Aéyew’ (Soph. el. 171°8; 177°12).

A number of commentators have noticed that with the phrase ‘10 ciy®vta Aéyswv’
Aristotle refers to the Eristic refutation at Euthydemus 300bl-c4, where we see the full
version of the refutation carried out.”® What earlier commentators haven’t noticed is that
Aristotle’s advice about how to solve refutations that exploit syntactic ambiguity also comes
from the Euthydemus. Aristotle advises dialecticians to respond to such arguments as

follows:

[T11]: 8v &pyfi u&v obv mpog 1O Sumhodv kol dvopa kol Adyov obtmg dmoxpiréov, 8t
g€otv G, £€0TL &' MG 0V, Bomep T® “orydvia Aéyey” 0Tt E0Tv G, £0TL ' MG OV ... &0V

5& M40, &mi télel mpooTdévia TH Epmtioel Slopbwtéov: “dp' EoTl GrydvTa Adyew;”,

“ov, AALG TOVOE ory®dvTa”.

% See Narcy 1984, 204 n.258, Canto 1987, 277 n.106; 1989, 90 n.129; 199 n.109; Dorion 1995, 91-
101.
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At the start, then, one should reply with regard to an ambiguity, whether of a word or
of a phrase, in this manner, that in one sense it is so, and in another not so, as e.g.,
that speaking of the silent is in one sense possible, and in another not possible ... If,
however, the ambiguity escapes one, one should correct it at the end by making an
addition to the question: “is speaking of the silent possible?” “No, but [to speak of]

this person while he is silent [is possible]” (Soph. el. 177°20-26).

Ctesippus does not at the start of the argument respond by distinguishing the various possible
construals. The fact that he immediately responds to the question with emphatic denial
suggests that the ambiguity initially escapes him. But, as we saw above, Ctesippus does
respond to the conclusion that it is possible ciy®@vta Aéyewv in exactly the way Aristotle
suggests one should in such cases: by denying the conclusion, and by offering the opposite
conclusion, which exploits another construal of the ambiguous phrase. In doing so, he
demonstrates his awareness of how these phrases can be employed under different meanings
so as to apparently contradict claims made with the same words, but under a different
construal. Plato’s treatment of this argument thus enacts precisely the sorts of dialectical
moves that Aristotle recommends to those who have come to a proper understanding of this
kind of fallacy. I thus see no reason to think that Plato’s way of writing about fallacious
arguments betrays a weaker grasp than Aristotle had of the way syntactic ambiguity can be
exploited to render sophistical refutations apparently genuine. The fact that these exchanges
in the Euthydemus provide the reader with many meanings of the ambiguous phrases in

question and also with examples of how each of these meanings can be exploited to appear to
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refute claims that were made under a different meaning tells strongly in favor of thinking that

Plato had a sufficient grasp of the mechanics of such arguments.

4. ELLIPTICAL AMBIGUITY

Plato also indirectly exposes what I will call fallacies of elliptical ambiguity through
imitation by having Ctesippus make a remark that turns on elliptical ambiguity in explicit
response to two of the brothers’ fallacies of this kind. At 299¢8-e3, Dionysodorus concludes
from Ctesippus’ agreement that gold is a good, and that it is necessary to have goods “&v
gaut®,” that the happiest person is the one who has a talent of gold in his stomach and skull
and a stater of gold in each eye. What Dionysodorus has done is take the claim that it is good
to have gold “gv ¢avt®” as though this phrase literally meant “inside oneself”, and in doing
so he exploits a third kind of linguistic ambiguity. The original use of the phrase it is almost
certainly elliptical. In a similar manner to phrases like ‘chez moi’ in French, in Classical
Greek the reflexive with a preposition is sometimes used with an elided complement to
denote one’s home: for example in Xenophon’s Memoriabilia a man complains to Socrates
that the water is too warm “mop’€ovt®,” which in this context clearly means “at his own
[house]” (Xen. Mem. 3.13.3). Because Dionysodorus is here discussing places one wants to
keep one’s gold, the natural way of understanding the claim that Ctesippus wants gold most
of all “év €éavt®” is as an affirmation that he wants to keep his gold in his home. But
Dionysodorus takes this more natural and familiar use of the expression ‘év €éavt@®’ and treats
it as though there were no elided complement, and simply meant “in oneself”. Dionysodorus
thus concludes that Ctesippus wants gold in his stomach (év 1§} yaotpi), in his head (év 1®
kpovim) and in each of his eyes (év ékatépm TOEOOAUD) (Euthyd. 299d6-e3).

It is clear that there is some ambiguity at work here in the phrase, but it is also clear
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that the ambiguity is neither lexical nor syntactic ambiguity. Neither the preposition ‘€v’ nor
the reflexive ‘€avt®’ is lexically ambiguous the way words like ‘poav0dévewv’ are. Moreover,
the phrase ‘év €éavt@®’ does not literally admit of multiple syntactical construals the way that
the phrases ‘duvotd Opdv’ and ‘ocry®vto Aéyeww’ do. The feature that distinguishes the
ambiguity at work here from the forms of ambiguity discussed earlier is that this use of ‘év
gaut®’ is an elliptical expression and calls for us to understand some further elided
complement.

This form of ambiguity, which Plato goes on to expose, was later given the name
‘ellipsis’ by the Stoics, who seem to have worked out an explicit account of ellipsis
ambiguity in connection with arguments of the sort Plato here treats indirectly.”” This form of
ambiguity is a unique feature of possessive pronouns, genitive expressions and reflexives
with elided complements, all of which can admit of different construals when they are
expressed elliptically and a more precise specification of the possession is omitted. In his
treatise entitled Ilepl t@v mapd v Aé&wv copicpdtwv (De Captionibus penes Dictionem)
Galen provides our only surviving explicit discussion of this kind of ambiguity, which he

defines as follows:

[T12]: tetdpn 8¢ €ott Tapd TV EAAEWYLY, <®OG> ‘GO¢ €0V [(G] VIOS - Kol Yap

k) r \ \ r 4 r n r
EAAEITEL TO O10L LEGOV, 010V BEGTOTOVL 1| TOTPOG.

The fourth [kind of ambiguity] is that due to ellipsis, for example “the child is yours”.

For the parenthesis is omitted, namely, [yours] as master or [yours] as father (De

7 See Edlow 1975, 432-433
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Captionibus 13. 8-10).”®

‘70 S péoov’ is an expression for rhetorical parenthesis,” but it is here used in a more
technical sense to refer to the elided or expressed word that more precisely fixes the meaning
of an elliptically ambiguous term.'” It is easy to see how this form of ambiguity could be
exploited in refutations: a paidagogos might answer affirmatively the question “is this child
yours?” understanding “yours (as master)”, and the Eristic questioner might then exploit the
elliptical ambiguity in the possessive pronoun and conclude that the child is the son of the
paidagogos (i.e., the child is “yours (as father)”). Analogously, the reflexive pronoun in
Dionysodorus’ argument is elliptically ambiguous, and can mean different things depending
on whether one understands an elided parenthesis: in the original use of the expression, it
simply denotes that Ctesippus wants gold in his own home, but Dionysodorus exploits the
elliptical ambiguity in the words ‘év €éavt®’—and treats this as a claim that Ctesippus wants
gold inside of himself.

Ctesippus indicates that an ambiguity of this sort has been exploited when he
responds to Dionysodorus’ ellipsis fallacy by citing another, related case of ellipsis
ambiguity. He claims that the Scythians have gold “in their skulls, their very own [skulls]”
(v toig kpavioig ...10l¢ €ovt®v) and, amazingly, they drink out of their own skulls, look
inside them, and hold their own heads in their hands (Euthyd. 299¢3-9). The fact that the

Scythians kept the skulls of their defeated enemies, had them gold-plated, and drank from

% The text is corrupt. Here I accept Edlow’s reading (1975, 432).
% See Herodianus’ de Figuris in Spengel 1856, 83.
"% See Edlow 1975, 432.
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them was well known.'"!

The natural reading of ‘toic’ in the initial phrase ‘toig xpavioic’
(which is here used in place of a possessive) is thus possessive in a weak sense: the Scythians
keep their enemies’ skulls as their possessions.'” But this possessive use of the definite
article is elliptically ambiguous, and Ctesippus’ subsequent collocation of the article ‘toig’
(“their’) with the parenthesis ‘€avt®v’ brings out a different meaning of the term, one which
suggests that the Scythians are drinking out of their own personal heads. The most interesting
feature of Ctesippus’ imitation of this ellipsis fallacy is the fact that he explains his intended

meaning of ‘€v 1oig kpoaviolg ... 10lg €avt®dv’ with reference to another of Dionysodorus’

arguments that also relies on ellipsis ambiguity:

[T13]: ®aci ye ovv, @ EvOudnue, Epn 6 Ktiounoc, 100toug eD3aLOVEGTATOVS Eival
YxuBdv kol dpiotovg dvopoac, ot ypvoiov 1e év T0lG Kpaviolg &yovcty TOAD TOIG

VTV, OOTEP GV VVVOT EAeyeg TOV KHVO TOV TOTEPA

They say, Euthydemus, said Ctespippus, that the happiest and best men are among the
Scythians, who have a lot of gold in their skulls, their very own [skulls] (in the same

way you were just now speaking about your dog, your father) (Euthyd. 299¢5-6).

The argument to which Ctesippus alludes in order to indicate his peculiar use of the words

‘101G éant@®V’ is an argument in which Dionysodorus, as Ctesippus does here, changes the

"% This practice is described by Herodotus (IV. 65) and in the Dissoi Logoi (II. 13).

1%20n the use of the definite article in place of a possessive see Kithner and Gerth 1898, §461.2. That
these definite articles are being used in a rather strong possessive sense, rather than meaning
something like “the skulls in question” is suggested by the fact that Ctesippus refers to the argument

that concludes “your dog is your father” with the phrase ‘“tov xbva tov natépa.’
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meaning of an elliptically ambiguous possessive by collocating it with a different parenthesis
than the one an interlocutor originally understood. In this earlier argument—which here
Ctesippus simply calls “your dog, your father” (tov xbva tOv motépa)—Dionysodorus
concluded from Ctesippus’ agreement to the claims “the dog is yours” and “the dog is a
father” that “the dog is your [sc. Ctesippus’] father” (Euthyd. 298e1-5). By connecting these
two arguments I take Plato to be suggesting that just as Ctesippus changes the natural reading
of ‘1oic xpaviog’ (‘their skulls (as possessions)’) to mean ‘their very own skulls’ by
collocating ‘toig’ with ‘€¢ovt®v,” so in this earlier argument Dionysodorus changes the
natural reading of ‘c6¢’ (i.e., “yours (as pet)’) to mean ‘yours (as father)’ by collocating ‘c6g’
with ‘motip.” Thus, by explaining his use of ‘“toig éavt®v’ in his remark about the Scythians
with reference to the dogfather argument, and by producing this example in explicit response
to the gold-in-your-body argument, Ctesippus suggests that all three of these arguments rely
on the same kind of elliptical ambiguity. Plato therefore exposes the exploitation of ellipsis in
the gold-in-your-body and the dogfather arguments by having Ctesippus imitate
Dionysodorus’ exploitations of this ambiguity, and by doing so, provides his readers with the
resources necessary for understanding that the fallacy is brought about by the collocation of
an elliptically ambiguous word with a different parenthesis than the one an interlocutor is
likely to understand when it is elided.

Comparison with Aristotle’s treatment of one of these arguments again proves
fruitful, in so far as he recognizes Plato’s treatment as a solution, even though he himself has
a different analysis of why the argument appears to be genuine. In Ch. 24 of the SE Aristotle
cites six sophistical refutations that he takes to depend on accident—roughly, the mistake of

assuming that an attribute belongs in the same way to a subject and its accident—and then
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discusses and dismisses earlier attempts to solve these fallacies in different ways. The final
pair of arguments whose earlier diagnoses Aristotle discusses are those that begin with the
questions “is the statue yours?” and “is the dog your father?” (Soph. el. 179a34-35). His

criticism of the earlier solution to these arguments runs as follows:

[T14]: "Eviot 82 xai 16 811td ADovct todg GLALOYIGHOVG, olov &TL 6O¢ &0TL TaThP T
V10¢ f| 0DAOG. KaiTol PavepdV MG el mapd TO ToA oy dG Aéyechat paivetan O EAeyyog,
Sl Tobvopa 1 TOV Adyov Kupimg ivat mAEOVOV. TO 88 ToVS' elvar ToDde Tékvov ovdeig
Aéyel kupilwg, €l deomdTNg €Tl TEKVOL, AAAG TP TO cvuPePnKog 1) cvvBesis Eotiv:

» eyl g

“ap' éoti T0DT0 GOV;” “voi.” “EoTi 8¢ To¥To TéKVOV: GOV dpa ToDTO TEKVOV.” GAL' 0D

GOV Tékvov 8T GLPPEPNKEY Elvarl Kol GOV Kod TEKVOV.

Some people also use the principle of ambiguity to solve the [aforementioned]
deductions, e.g., that he is your father, or son, or slave. Yet it is evident that if the
appearance of a refutation depends upon a plurality of uses, the word or the
expression in question ought to bear a number of literal senses. But nobody speaks of
someone as being his child in the literal sense; if he is the child’s master, rather, the
combination is due to accident. “Is he yours” — “yes” — “and is he a child?” —
“then the child is yours”, because he happens to be both yours and a child, but he is

not your child (Soph. el. 179°38-180%7).

We should first note that the solution Aristotle discusses seems clearly to be the Platonic one,

and that he treats it as an attempt to solve the argument, rather than a mere report of a fallacy.
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Moreover, Aristotle’s report on this fallacy corroborates the view advanced above, that what
Plato means to expose in these arguments is an exploitation of some kind of ambiguity. Plato
indicates what he thought went wrong in the dogfather argument by having Ctesippus
connect this argument with an inference just like it, one that also collocates an elliptically
ambiguous term with a word that fixes its meaning in a way different from that under which
it was originally understood. Aristotle moreover seems to agree with Plato that collocation,
or combination (cuvleoig) is the mechanism by which the fallacy is brought off. However,
unlike Plato, he thinks the collocation exploits accident (mapd t© cvufepnkdc) rather than a
form of ambiguity. Aristotle rejects Plato’s solution because he does not recognize ellipsis as
a genuine kind of ambiguity: for Aristotle ‘c6¢ matnp’ does not literally mean both ‘your
father’ and ‘your [possession who is a] father’ in the same way that ‘poav0dverv’ does literally
mean ‘to learn’ and ‘to understand.” Aristotle is thus operating with a more restricted
conception of ambiguity than Plato.'” But even though he disagrees about which feature of
the argument is problematic, the two are still in partial agreement about the means by which
this problematic feature is exploited in these arguments. For Plato, the problematic feature of
the argument is an elliptical ambiguity in the possessive pronoun, and in the Euthydemus, he
shows that this ambiguity is exploited by means of collocation: by collocating ‘yours’ and
‘father’, the Eristic fixes the meaning of the elliptically ambiguous term ‘yours’ with a
different meaning than the answerer initially understood. Even though Aristotle instead
thinks that the problematic feature of the argument has to do with a confusion about when

accidents belong to their subject as well as the other accidents of that subject (Soph. el.

1% Aristotle recognizes three kinds of linguistic ambiguity: Lexical ambiguity, syntactic ambiguity,

and ambiguity in grammatical form, which produces fallacies that he calls “form of expression” (SE

168"23-25). I discuss all three kinds of ambiguity in greater detail in chapter 4.
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179°35-39), he reveals his more general agreement with Plato about the means by which this
feature is exploited when he claims that the combination is due to accident (mapd O
ovpPepnkog 1 ohvlesic Eotv) (Soph. el. 180°4). It is thus noteworthy that Aristotle does not
dismiss this kind of solution because it fails to expose how the Eristics brought off the
appearance of a genuine refutation, but rather because he has a more narrow conception of

ambiguity, and his own theoretical commitments about the use of accidents in deductions.

5. PLATO’S FORMAL SOLUTIONS TO LINGUISTIC FALLACIES

So far in this chapter I have tried to show that Plato has a rather sophisticated
understanding of the forms of linguistic ambiguity he has his Eristics exploit in their
refutations. Moreover, [ have argued that the way Plato deploys these ambiguities in dramatic
dialectical exchanges betrays a significant awareness of the way these forms of ambiguity
can be exploited in arguments to create the appearance of refutation. We have also seen that
Plato’s treatment of these apparent refutations is either identical to, or at least not
significantly different from the sorts of solutions Aristotle offers for the same arguments.
Nevertheless, because Plato lacks Aristotle’s explicit conceptions of genuine refutation and
deduction, it remains an open question whether these exposures constitute adequate formal
solutions. Here I will take a step back from these particular arguments and consider how
Plato’s solutions to these arguments measure up to the explanatory account of sophistical
refutations that Aristotle offers. I will first outline what I take it to mean to say that Aristotle
has an explanatory account of fallacy. I will then show that Plato successfully achieved one
part of this project in his diagnoses of these apparent refutations.

Aristotle’s treatment of sophistical arguments comes in the first half of the SE, where
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he presents an account of sophistical refutations and deductions in two phases. Aristotle
defines sophistical refutations in the first sentence of the SE as arguments that “appear to be
refutations, but are actually fallacies (tapaioyicu®dv), not refutations” (Soph. el. 164°20-21).
What 1 will call Aristotle’s explanatory account of sophistical refutations is then an
explanation of what both parts of this definition mean. He first explains what it means for the
thirteen sophistical refutations he recognizes to appear to be refutations or deductions (chs. 4
& 5) and then explains why each of these ways of appearing to refute or deduce actually fails
to do so (ch. 6).

The first part of Aristotle’s account comes in chs. 4 and 5, where he divides the “ways

(tpémov) of [apparently] refuting” (165°23) into those “due to language” and those “outside

of language™:
Due to language (ch. 4): Outside of language (ch. 5):
Homonymy: 165°30-166%6 Accident: 166°28-36
Amphiboly: 166°6-14 Qualification: 166°37-167"20
Combination:16623-32 Ignorance of refutation: 167*21-35
Division: 166"33-38 Consequent: 167°36-39
Accent: 166°1-9 Begging the question: 167°1-20

Form of expression: 166°10-19. False Cause: 167°21-36

Many questions: 167°37-168"16.

Contrary to standard practice, I have intentionally not referred to the items Aristotle
classifies here as “fallacious arguments.” Aristotle begins this classification with the “ways

of refuting due to language”, and he describes the items that are usually called the “linguistic

&9



fallacies” as “the things that produce the illusion due to language” (ta p&v mopd v AE&wv
gunoodvta v pavraciav) (Soph. el. 165°24-25). This introduction to the classification thus
suggests that what follows will be a catalogue of the sources of appearance in apparent
refutations. This is in fact borne out by what follows: throughout these two chapters,
Aristotle does not argue that the items he catalogues are fallacies; rather, for each of these 13
categories Aristotle isolates a different source—which he marks with the preposition mopo—
of an argument’s appearing to be genuine without actually being so.'®* Thus, what is being
classified here are not yet fallacies as such—we don’t yet have an account of what it means
for an argument to fail to be a genuine refutation. It is rather a classification and explanation
of the sources of appearance in sophistical refutations and deductions. In what follows I will
refer to these sources as the 13 “causes of illusion”.

After he has classified these causes of illusion, Aristotle immediately introduces a

new classification:

[T15]: "H oM obtwg OopeTéov TOVG QOIVOUEVOVS GLAAOYIGHOVG Kol EAEYYOVGS, §y
TavTag AvaKTéov €ig TNV Tod EAEyY0L dyvolay, pynV TAVTNV TOMGAUEVOLS: EGTL YO

droavtag avaidoot Tovg AeyxBévtag TpOTOLG €ic TOV TOD EAEYYOV SLOPIoUOV.

We should either divide apparent deductions and refutations as above, or else explain

them in terms of ignorance of what refutation is, making that the source; for it is

"% Here I am in agreement with Crivelli (2006, 141) that Aristotle fixes the meaning of the mapda +

accusative expressions that he uses to name the individual fallacies, when he introduces the

refutations mapd Ty AéEw as “the things that produce the illusion” (165°24-25).
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possible to reduce all the aforesaid ways [of apparently refuting] to the definition of a

refutation (Soph. el. 168"17-20).

It is clear that ignorance of the definition of a refutation is supposed to be some kind of
source (apynv—"19) that is explanatory of these ways of apparently refuting, but it is not
immediately clear what kind of cause it is or what is being explained. Particularly puzzling is
the relationship between the division of fallacies offered here, and the one that immediately
precedes it. On my view, much of the confusion over the relationship between these two
classifications stems from the assumption that both of these passages are classifications of

fallacies.'” If, however, we recognize that the initial classification is a catalogue of the
g g

'% Tt is worth noting here that recognizing the distinct explanatory aims of the two classifications of

fallacies helps us to understand one of the most puzzling features of these two classifications. In
chapter five, “ignorance of the definition of refutation” is listed as one of the seven ways of refuting
“outside of language” (167°21-35). But then in chapter six, all these ways of refuting are explained in
terms of ignorance of what refutation is, and puzzlingly, the fallacy earlier called “ignorance of
refutation” is shown to be fallacious because it is an instance of “ignorance of refutation” (168*17-
21). If both classifications explain why these ways of refuting are fallacies, we have in chapter six the
awkward explanation that the fallacy “ignorance of refutation” is a fallacy because it is an instance of
itself. When we recognize that the two classifications do different explanatory work, this strangeness
disappears. In the original classification, “ignorance of refutation” is shown to be a source of illusion:
it is due to (mopd) an interlocutor’s ignorance of what a true refutation is that a sophistical refutation
appears to be a genuine one. What Aristotle shows in this passage is simply that ignorance of the
definition of genuine refutation is one of the possible sources of illusion in a sophistical refutation.
The following classification then explains why arguments that depend on these sources of appearance
are fallacies: arguments that fail to satisfy one of the criteria set down in the definition of a refutation,
but appear to be genuine due to an interlocutor’s ignorance of true refutation are not genuine
refutations because they do not satisfy the criteria necessary for a genuine refutation. The two
classifications taken together teach us that those fallacies that appear to be genuine due to an

interlocutor’s ignorance of what genuine refutation is (167*21-35) are in fact not genuine because
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causes of illusion, we are provided a reading according to which the two classifications
together provide an explanatory account of the 13 apparent refutations and deductions as
Aristotle understands them. Sophistical refutations, for Aristotle, are arguments that “appear
to be refutations (t@®v awvopévov pev éAéyymv), but are actually fallacies, not refutations
(6vtov 8¢ Topaloyioudv GAA’ ovk ENEyxmv)” (Soph. el. 164°20-21). The initial classification,
which isolates the features due to which these sophistical refutations produce the illusion of a
refutation, explains why sophistical refutations and deductions appear to be genuine
refutations or deductions. This account, however, does not offer us an explanation of why
arguments that exploit these illusions do not constitute genuine refutations or deductions. The
explanation of why arguments that rely on these causes of illusion are fallacies, rather than
genuine deductions or refutations, comes in ch. 6, where Aristotle shows that each of the
arguments that exploits one of these illusions fails to satisfy at least one of the criteria laid
down in the definitions of genuine refutation and deduction. In this chapter he takes the
definition of refutation “part by part” (16823) and shows that each sophistical refutation fails
to satisfy one of the parts of this definition. Thus, the two classifications together, on the
present reading, explain why the 13 forms of apparent refutation and deduction (1) appear to
be refutations or deductions (chs. 4-5) but (2) are not actually genuine refutations or
deductions (ch. 6). Because, for Aristotle, arguments that exploit these illusions are all
possible fallacies (Soph. el. 169"18-20), these two classifications together constitute
Aristotle’s complete treatment of fallacy. Thus, if we take Aristotle’s account as the standard

for having an explanatory account of fallacy, what it means to have such a theory is to have

arguments that exploit this ignorance fail to satisfy the criteria necessary for genuine refutation

(168°17-21).
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an account of both (1) why fallacies appear to be deductions or refutations and (2) why they
nevertheless fall short of the requirements for a genuine refutation or deduction.

Having such a treatment of fallacy, however, is a different matter than providing a
solution to a fallacy, and there are indications in the SE that many people were offering
solutions to fallacies before Aristotle offered his own systematic treatment. The second half
of the SE considers apparent refutations from the perspective of the answerer in a dialectical
exchange, and offers guidance on how an answerer should offer solutions to such
refutations.'”® The contrasts Aristotle frequently draws between his preferred solution to a
particular refutation and various other solutions on offer (e.g., Soph. el. 177b27-34; 179b7-12;
®34-37; °37-1807) makes it clear that many people offering solutions to Eristic refutations
before Aristotle wrote the SE. Of particular importance for present purposes are Aristotle’s
methodological remarks about solutions that we examined in the previous chapter (T5 & T6
in Ch. 1). In those passages Aristotle claims that to offer a solution to a sophistical argument
is to expose “what it is due to” (map” 0). And as we have seen, Aristotle uses this mapa-
expression to pick out the cause of illusion in an argument. To solve a sophistical refutation
is therefore to expose the cause of illusion on which it depends; the solution consists in
pointing out “that due to do which there appears to be a deduction” or a refutation (Soph. el.

176°33-35 (=T5 in Ch. 1)). Thus, for example, to solve a homonymous argument, for

"% In the medieval commentary tradition the two halves of the treatise are divided into two books

(Ebbesen 1981, I. 10 & 13). Diogenes Laertius also appears to divide the SE into two books: Ilepi
éproTikdv o B’, which is listed alongside to other works of Aristotle on Eristics which have been lost,
Avocelg éplotikai 0 and Awpéoeig éplotikai 8°, although the latter two books may be the same

(Ebbesen 1981, 13).

93



Aristotle, involves showing that it exploited lexical ambiguity, and therefore only appeared to
refute an interlocutor’s claim, or only appeared to deduce about the same thing, because the
argument uses the same word but exploits at least two different meanings of that word.

Providing a solution to a fallacious argument, in a dialectical context, thus does not
require a complete theory of fallacy of the kind Aristotle has, but rather only part of that
theory—an understanding of the “ways of producing an illusion” in arguments (165°25). The
fact that one can have this part of a theory of fallacy, but not the other, is corroborated by the
fact that Aristotle in the SE frequently attributes this kind of solution to his contemporaries
and predecessors: because Aristotle was the first person to develop a definition of deduction
and refutation (Soph. el. 184°1-2), and because demonstrating that an argument is not a
genuine refutation or deduction requires one to show that it fails to satisfy criteria set down in
this definition (cp. T15), it would not have been possible for Aristotle’s predecessors to
provide solutions to fallacies if doing so required that one explain why the argument is
fallacious. In attributing solutions to other philosophers, including Plato (e.g., Soph. el.
165°31-34; 177*20-26; 179b38-180a7), Aristotle thus concedes that they understood some of
the causes of illusion in fallacious arguments, even if they did not have all of the formal
resources necessary for demonstrating that these arguments fall short of an explicit standard
for genuine deduction and refutation.

We do not have evidence that Plato had the formal resources necessary to explain
why the Eristic refutations he discusses in the Euthydemus are not genuine refutations,
because doing so would require an explicit conception of genuine refutation to hold up as the
standards of which Eristic arguments fall short. But the foregoing analysis of Plato’s

treatment of linguistic fallacies should make it clear that he did correctly identify a number of
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ways Eristic refutations produce the illusion of being genuine arguments. His exposures of
arguments that depend on lexical, syntactic and elliptical ambiguity successfully identify the
ambiguous terms that are exploited in these arguments and provide his readers with the
resources necessary for understanding how the exploitation of these ambiguities makes a
refutation appear to successfully refute even though it does not actually do so. The task of
exposing these illusions, moreover, goes a long way toward understanding why such
arguments are illegitimate, even if one has not yet worked out all the formal details. Once
one recognizes, for instance, that ‘poavOdaverv’ means different things when it applies to
opposite people, one is no longer under the illusion that one has been refuted by arguments
like those the Eristics offer. It is not additionally necessary to be offered an explicit definition
of refutation, of which such an argument falls short, in order to be rid of the illusion that one
has been refuted by such an argument. Thus, although Plato had not done the systematic
work of defining genuine deductions and refutations, and therefore did not have a complete
treatment of fallacy of the kind Aristotle does, his exposures of the causes of illusion due to
ambiguous language nevertheless made significant progress in the demarcation of fallacious
from genuine reasoning.

Refutations that exploit ambiguity, however, are not the only or even the most
significant kinds of Eristic arguments that Plato exposes. In the following chapter I will
survey Plato’s exposures of a pernicious kind of Eristic argument—which later came to be
known as qualification or secundum quid fallacies—for which he not only exposes the causes
of illusion, but relies on an explicit criterion for genuine refutations: namely, that a refutation
must produce a contradiction that violates the Principle of Non-Contradiction, according to

which opposites cannot belong to the same thing at the same time, in the same respect, and in
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relation to the same thing. In his engagements with these Eristic arguments Plato not only
anticipates Aristotle’s diagnoses of particular fallacies, but also lays important groundwork

for Aristotle’s explicit definitions of genuine refutation and deduction.
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III. THE ERISTIC BACKGROUND TO THE PRINCIPLE OF NON-CONTRADICTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The Principle of Non-contradiction (PNC) plays a central role in the philosophical work of
both Plato and Aristotle. For Plato, the PNC is the basis of Republic IV’s celebrated argument
for the tripartition of the soul (Resp. 436b9-c2). For Aristotle, it is the firmest first principle
in first philosophy (Metaph. 1005°11-23). Both, moreover, give an enormous amount of
credence to the principle. Plato has Socrates claim in the Republic that “nothing will ever
persuade [him] that the same thing can [...] be opposites at the same time (¢, in the same
respect (katd 10 avt0) and in relation to the same thing (mpog 10 aOT10)” (Resp. 436e8-
437a2).""" For Aristotle, the axiom that opposite predicates cannot belong to the same
subject—when these “customary qualifications” have been specified—is the best known of
all principles, without which we could not know anything that we know (Metaph. 1005°13-
7).108

But while it is clear that the PNC is central to the work of both philosophers, both the
context in which the principle was originally formulated and the reasons why it has the

formulation it does remain obscure. Although it is relatively clear that Aristotle adopts his

"7 The Greek text of the Republic follows Slings 2003. All translations from the Republic are my

own.
"% The Greek text of the Metaphysics follows Ross 1929. All translations from the Metaphysics are

my own.
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formulation of the principle from Plato,'"

the principle’s abrupt debut in Republic IV gives
us little indication of how Plato originally came to accept the PNC or of the intellectual
context in which he developed it. A closely related puzzle concerns the principle’s precise
formulation. Plato consistently specifies not only that opposite predicates cannot belong to
the same subject, but also that they cannot do so at the same time (&pa), in the same respect
(xotd 10 avTo) and in relation to the same thing (mpog 10 av10). Aristotle follows suit, and
regularly builds the same ‘“customary qualifications” into his statements of the PNC
(Metaph.1005°27-28). The question then arises why Plato and Aristotle take precisely these
qualifications to be necessary. Unfortunately, the canonical discussions of this principle are

of little help. Plato never explicitly delineates the necessity of these qualifications, and

Aristotle says of these customary additions only that they are necessary in order to deal with

'% There is a tendency among some scholars to reserve the label “PNC” for Aristotle’s principle and

to call the Platonic principle by various other names: (1) “The Principle of Opposites” (Robinson
1971, 38-40; Stalley 1975, 110; Lorenz, 2006, 18-34; Duncombe 2016, 39; Kamtekar 2017, 131); (2)
“The Principle of Contraries” (Irwin 1995, 204; Bobonich 2002, 223-235) or (3) “The Principle of
Non-Contrariety” (Price 1995, 39; 2009, 2; 2011). The hesitancy to identify the two principles is
based on the thought that Aristotle’s principle has to do with contradictories whereas Plato’s has to
do with contraries. However, Plato uses the word “opposites” (tavavtia) to cover both
contradictories and contraries, which is clear from the fact that he applies the principle to both kinds
of predicates in the tripartition argument (e.g., resting/moving at Resp. 43c¢C6-7, which I take to be
contradictories, and desire/aversion at Resp. 437c7-9, which I take to be contraries). Aristotle, on the
other hand does sometimes formulate the principle in terms of contradictories (e.g., Metaph. 1005°19-
22), but, with equal regularity, he expresses it in terms of contraries (tavavtio—1005"26-26; cp.
Soph. el. 180°27-31 (=T5 in Ch. 4)). He in fact explicitly claims that the principle’s being true of
contradictories entails that it is also true of contraries, because a contrary is the privation of its
opposite (Metaph. 1011°15-22). In his application of the principle to concrete cases, Aristotle
likewise applies it to both contradictories (double/not double—Soph. el. 167°29) and contraries
(lying/telling the truth—Soph. el. 180°2-3). I therefore take the principle to apply to both kinds of
opposites for both philosophers.
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“sophistical annoyances” (Int. 17°35-36) or “dialectical difficulties” (Metaph. 1005°21-
22).110

The present study will attempt to detail the intellectual context in which Plato
originally formulated the PNC with a view to better understanding the reasons for its precise
formulation. Taking my lead from Aristotle’s claim that the qualifications on the PNC are
necessary in order to deal with “sophistical annoyances” and “dialectical difficulties,” I will
explore the underappreciated use that Plato made of the PNC in his engagements with the
refutational arguments of the Eristics. We will see that, when confronted with certain kinds
of refutational arguments for which the Eristics were notorious, Plato uses the PNC to two
ends. First, he appeals to the customary qualifications on the PNC in his diagnoses of Eristic
refutations so as to mark a principled distinction between genuine contradictions, and the
merely apparent contradictions with which Eristic refutations characteristically concluded.

Second, in so doing, Plato operates with an account of genuine refutation according to which

110 v 5 ’ ~ ’ IR [ ’ , .
Int. 17°34-37: xai 610 avtipacig toUT0, KATAPUOLS Kol Andeactg ol avtikeipevar Afym o6&

avtikeloBor v 100 avtod Kotd ToD avTod, —uUN OUOVOU®G 6¢, kol dco dAlo T®V TOWOLTOV
npocdoplopeda mpog tag coprotikag Evoyinoelg (“And let this be a contradiction, an affirmation
and a denial that are opposed. And by “opposed” I mean the [sc. contradiction] [is the affirmation and
denial of] of the same [predicate] of the same [subject]—and not homonymously, and however many
other such [sc. qualifications] we add to deal with the sophistical annoyances”). The Greek text of De
Interpretatione follows the Minio-Paluello 1949. The translation is my own. Metaph. 1005°17-22: 6t
ngv ovv PePorotdrn 1 tolanTn TAGHY ApyY, SHAov- Tic & Eotv abtn, petd Tadta Aéymuev. TO Yap
adTO Guo VTApEw TE Kol PN VTAPYEW GdVLVOTOV T@ aVT® Kol Kotd t0 avtd (koi doo dAlo
npocdloploaiped’ dv, Eot® Tpoodwpiopéva Tpog Tag Aoyikdag dvoyepeiag) (“So then, it is clear that
such a principle is the firmest of all. Which [sc. principle] it is let us go on to say. For it is that the
same thing cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the same thing in the same respect (and
however many other [sc. qualifications] we might add, let them be added to deal with dialectical

difficulties)”).
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the statement to be refuted, and the conclusion of the argument that refutes this statement,
must together violate the PNC under all of the relevant qualifications the principle specifies.
Plato’s articulation of the PNC thus provides him not only with solutions to the Eristics’
refutations, but also with a formal demarcation of his own dialectical argumentation from its
close, but to his eyes, illegitimate, relative. We will see that each of the PNC’s qualifications
plays a significant role in dealing with these sophistical difficulties. This strongly suggests
that the PNC takes the form it does because one of its most important applications was to
guard against and expose the merely apparent contradictions generated by Eristic refutations.

I will conclude by considering the significance of Plato’s resolution of these apparent
contradictions against the background of the purpose that his Eristic opponents likely had in
propounding them. As we saw in chapter 1, contrary to a standard impression in the scholarly
literature, we have good reason to believe that Plato’s Eristics are not merely interested in
deriving contradictions, but that they do so in order to establish controversial philosophical
doctrines that are immune to these same contradictions. In particular, we have good reason to
think that Plato’s Eristics use their refutations to support Eleatic monism—a doctrine that
rejects the appearances that give rise to contradictions, instead maintaining that reality is
exhausted by unitary, undifferentiated being. The Eristic refutations that Plato confronts, like
Zeno of Elea’s famous paradoxes, thus serve to motivate these Parmenidean doctrines like
the denial of change, plurality, and the reality of the sensible world, because such doctrines
offer a way out of the contradictions generated by the appearances that the Eleatics, and their
Eristic heirs, so strongly reject. Against this background, Plato’s diagnosis of the Eristics’
contradictions as merely apparent has enormous metaphysical significance: by more carefully

articulating the conditions under which an opposition represents a genuine impossibility,
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Plato overcomes the Parmenidean challenge by demonstrating that apparently contradictory

properties can coexist as genuine constituents of reality without any contradiction or paradox.

2. TwO PLATONIC STRATEGIES FOR RESOLVING APPARENT CONTRADICTIONS

The most memorable occurrence of the PNC comes in Republic IV, where Socrates employs
it to show that the human soul, like Callipolis, is tripartite. The most general formulation of

the PNC in this argument runs as follows:

[T1]: o0de paAAOVY Tt meloel OG TOTE TL GV TO aTO OV dpa KT TO AVTO TPOG TO AVTO

tavavtio wdhot 1j Ko €in 1j Kol momoetey.

Nothing will ever persuade us that the same thing, at the same time, in the same
respect and in relation to the same thing could ever undergo, or be, or do opposites

(Resp. 436¢7-437al).

The notion of a genuine contradiction that Plato’s PNC forbids is one according to which
opposite actions, passions or properties apply to a subject and four additional criteria are
satisfied.''! The first criterion concerns the subject of opposite predicates, and specifies that
it must be one and the same subject to which these opposite predicates apply. I call this first
criterion the “subject criterion.” The other three conditions concern the opposite predicates.

These criteria together require that a pair of opposite predicates apply to a subject at the same

"I use the expression ‘actions’ to cover the opposites that a subject does, ‘passions’ to cover those

that a subject undergoes and ‘properties’ to cover the opposites that a subject is
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time, in the same respect and in relation to the same thing. 1 call these qualifications of time,
respect and relatives the ‘predicational modes,” and when two opposite predicates apply to a
subject in the same ways, under all of these predicational modes, I will stipulatively call them
‘genuine opposites.” The PNC thus denies that genuine opposites can apply to one and the
same subject.

Before Socrates applies the PNC to cases of psychological conflict, he provides a
brief defense of the principle by considering two prima facie counterexamples (Resp. 436C5-
E7). We will see later that these counterexamples are precisely the sort of putative
contradictions that Plato’s formulation of the PNC reveals to be only apparently
contradictory. But for now let us simply observe that Plato’s analysis of these
counterexamples teaches us two things about how to analyze apparent violations of the
principle. First, we learn that not all opposite predicates admit of qualification under all of
the predicational modes. Secondly, Plato’s analysis of these counterexamples reveals two
distinct strategies for resolving apparent contradictions.''*

First of all, when Plato applies the PNC to concrete cases of opposition we learn that
not all three of the predicational modes apply to every pair of opposite predicates. The two
apparent counterexamples that Plato considers, which I will call “the dancer” and “the
spinning top,” concern the opposites of rest and motion. However, Plato only specifies the
qualifications of time and respect when he initially applies the PNC to these opposite
predicates: “[It is impossible] for the same thing (10 av10) at the same time (dpa) and in the
same respect (Kot 10 av10) to stand still and to be in motion” (Resp. 436¢5-6). On the other

hand, in the subsequent tripartition argument, Plato only specifies the qualifications of time

" My analysis of Plato’s solutions to the two prima facie counterexamples owes much to Bobonich’s

(2002, 223-235) and Lorenz’s (2006, 18-34) discussions of these passages.
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and relatives when applying the PNC to the opposites of desire and aversion (see e.g., Resp.
439b3-6). Although Plato is not explicit about this, I think there is good reason for this
discrepancy. On the one hand, rest and motion do not call for the relatives-qualification,
because these are not, for Plato, in any relevant sense relational properties. On the other
hand, desire and aversion are relational properties, and therefore must be opposed in relation
to the same thing in order to actually conflict with each other. But moreover, according to
Plato’s so-called ‘Principle of Qualification,” relational properties like simple, unqualified
thirst are related to equally simple, unqualified objects like drink (Resp. 438a7-b2).'"> And
we will see shortly in the analysis of the spinning top example that the katd-qualification
applies when there are superficially similar, but nevertheless differently qualified kinds of
actions, passions or properties at play in an apparent contradiction. Presumably, Plato does
not analyze the opposition between simple desire and simple aversion in terms of the xatd-
qualification precisely because he is considering simple, unqualified desire and aversion, and
these activities do not admit of the kind of distinction between different kinds of desire and
aversion that one would introduce with a qualification of respects (Resp. 437d7-e6). Thus for
simple relational properties like desire and aversion one only needs to specify the time at
which and relations in which they belong to their subjects. We therefore see that different
sorts of oppositions call for analysis in terms of slightly different articulations of the PNC
because it is not the case that every pair of opposite predicates admits of qualification under
all the predicational modes.

Secondly, Plato’s analysis of the dancer and the spinning top brings to light two

distinct strategies for resolving apparent violations of the principle. He applies the first kind

"3 For a thorough treatment of this principle see Duncombe 2015, 45-56. See also Lorenz 2006, 28-

31.
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of analysis, which I will call the ‘subject solution’ to the dancer. The person in question is
standing still but moving his head and hands, and Plato imagines someone inferring from this
that the same person is both at rest and in motion at the same time (c9-11). Surprisingly, in
both his statement and his resolution of this apparent contradiction, Plato only specifies the
time at which the dancer’s rest and motion occur. Here Plato leaves off the other two
qualifications presumably because motion and rest are not relational properties and because

114
Thus, because

there are not distinct respects in which these opposites apply to the dancer.
the dancer’s motion and rest satisfy the one (and only) relevant predicate criterion by
occurring at the same time, they are genuine opposites. And in cases where genuine opposites
appear to apply to the same subject, the only way to resolve such an apparent contradiction is
to show that these opposite predicates do not apply to the same subject. Plato does just this
and claims that “one part of him stands still, and the other moves” (10 pév 1t avtod €otnke,

10 0¢ xwveltar—436d1), i.e., the dancer’s head and hands do the moving, whereas the rest of

him stands still.'"” The subject solution thus resolves apparent contradictions by assigning

"% Below I offer an explanation for why the qualification of respects might be irrelevant in the case of

the dancer.

5 A W. Price (1995, 39-40; 2009, 2), has argued that this counterexample could also have been
dismissed by qualifying the predicate instead of the subject, and saying that the person moves with
respect to his hands and his head, but not with respect to his legs and torso. This is a possible reading
of the Greek: 10 pév...t0 8¢ could in fact be accusatives of respect rather than nominatives, which
would give us “the person is at rest with respect to one [part] of himself, and moves with respect to
another” (436d1). If this is so, we would have to conclude that Plato uses what I call the “predicates
solution” to solve both apparent counterexamples. However, Lorenz (2006, 23 n.9) has convincingly
shown that the comparison of the dancer with a closely related application of the principle in the
tripartition argument tells against reading 10 pev...t0 8¢ as accusatives of respect. The example runs
as follows: “just as I suppose it is not to speak well of an archer [to say] that his hands push the bow

and draw it toward him, but that the one hand (&AAn pév...xeip) pushes it away and the other (£tépa
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genuinely opposite predicates to different subjects so as to show that these opposites do not
apply to the same thing.

Plato applies the second type of solution, which I call the ‘predicates solution,’ to the
more complex example of a spinning top. Unlike the dancing man, who has some parts that
move and some parts that stand still, the top as a whole is said to be at rest and in motion at
the same time (436b5-6). Plato therefore does not resolve this apparent opposition by
assigning these opposites to different subjects. Rather, he says we should not take the

spinning top as a violation of the PNC because:

[T2]: o0 Kotd TOOTO £0VTAOV TO TOWDTO TOTE UEVOVIOV TE KO PEPOUEVDV, QALY

Qoipev Gv &yev adTd €00V Te KOl TEPLPEPES €V OOTOTG, Kod KOTA HEV TO €00V £5TAVAL

0¢) draws it toward him (439b8-11).” Both of these applications of the principle involve the
predication of opposites to a composite object that is then corrected with a more accurate expression:
in the first case motion and rest are predicated of the person as a whole, which is then corrected with
the more accurate description that one part of him moves and another is at rest; in the second case,
pushing away and drawing back are predicated of a pair of hands, which is then corrected with the
more precise description that one hand pushes and the other pulls. Both examples therefore involve a
composite object that appears to violate the PNC, but, when we assign these opposites to the relevant
parts that are the proper subjects of these actions, it turns out that it is not the same thing that is doing
the opposites, but two different things. This comparison helps to settle the issue whether 10 pev...t0
0¢, in the first counterexample is nominative or an accusative of respect because there is no
grammatical ambiguity in the analogous example: dAAN pév...xglp, Etépa 3€... has to be nominative. In
light of this comparison, I suggest that, in the first prima facie counterexample, we should take the
parts to which Socrates attributes the opposing actions of motion and rest as nominative subjects, not
as accusatives of respect. However, it is only important for present purposes to demonstrate that Plato
makes available both the subject and predicates solutions in the Republic, and even if Plato means to
apply the predicates solution to the dancer, the example of the bow nevertheless provides a clear

example of the subjects solution.
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— oVJaUT] Y0P ATOKAIVELY — KT 08 TO TEPLPEPES KUKA® Kveiohat.

It is not in respect of the same things of themselves that such things are resting and
moving on such occasions, but we would say that these things have something
vertical and something horizontal in themselves and in respect of the vertical it stands
still (for it in no way inclines) and in respect of the round it moves in a circle (Resp.

436d8-¢3).

The standard translation of the predicational mode to which Socrates here appeals, katd 0

»116 [ pelieve these to be the

av1o, is “with respect to the same thing”, or “in the same respect.
best available English translations, but they are nevertheless potentially misleading. To say
that these opposites apply in different respects—that in one respect the subject moves, and in
another it stands still—might suggest that the subject only partially hosts these opposite
predicates, or even that, in applying this qualification, we are assigning the opposite
predicates to different things (i.e., saying that the vertical thing stands still, and the round

thing moves). And this would simply amount to applying a version of the subjects solution

we saw in the case of the dancing man. But this would be unsatisfactory because Plato

"% The most thorough discussion of the meaning of this qualification can be found in Stalley 1975,

111-118, where this translation seem to have been first introduced. Before Stalley it was customary to
translate the predicational mode to which Socrates here appeals, katd 16 0010, as “in the same part”
(see e.g., Adam 1902, 246-247; Cornford 1941, 129-130; Kenney 1969, 244-245). For helpful
discussions of this predicational mode see Bobonich 2002, 529-30 n. 19; Lorenz 2006, 24; and
Kamtekar 2017, 157-158 n.1. I am in agreement with this latter group of commentators in thinking
that this qualification is ultimately used to specify the different kinds of motion at work in the case of
the spinning top, but in the following I analyze additional contexts in which this qualification is

employed in an effort to understand the work that this qualification does quite generally.
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introduces the example of the spinning top in a way that is presumably meant to block this
kind of analysis: unlike the dancing man case, some parts of whom move and other parts of
whom stay at rest (436d1), things like spinning tops undergo rest and motion as a whole (d5-
6).""" 1t is therefore worth briefly articulating exactly what work this qualification does, and
the way in which its application resolves this apparent contradiction.

The kata-locution that Socrates applies here was first introduced in Republic 1, where
Socrates and Thrasymachus have a dispute over how to understand the relationship between
expertise and error. Here Socrates has just objected to Thrasymachus’ definition of justice as
“the advantage of the stronger” (10 10D Kpeitovog copeépov—338c3) by showing that since
the strong—i.e., rulers—are liable to err, they will sometimes order their subjects to do things
that are to their disadvantage (339b9-e8). Thrasymachus responds by chastising Socrates for
not correctly understanding the conditions under which we ascribe expertise in ruling to a

person:

[T3]: ZvkopavTng Yap &1, Epn, ® TOKpATES, &V T0IG AdYols: &mel atika iaTpdv KoAELS
oL tOVv &Eapaptdvovia mePL TOVG Kapvovtag Kot avtd todto O &Eopaptdver; Hi
AOYIoTIKOV, OG GV &V AOYIoU@® ApopTavy, TOTE OTOV QUOPTAVY, KATO TOOTV TNV
auoptiov; GAA oilpon Adyopev t@ pRuatt obtwg, dtL O ioTpdg EEfuOpPTEV KAl O

LoY16TIG EEAUOPTEY Kal O YPAUUATIOTAS: TO &' olpot EKacTog ToVTmV, Kad' dcov TodT!

"7 Although it is only in the initial description of the spinning top that it is said to undergo these

opposites as a whole, nothing Socrates says in his refinement of this description suggests that he
would abandon this claim. As Bobonich has noted (2002, 230), it is not only the circumference of a
top that engages in rotation—every coaxial point in the roundness of top moves in a circle; and it is
not only the peg of the top that stands still—in respect of its verticality, the whole top stands still so

long as it does not incline.
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g€otv O mpooayopedopey avTOV, 0VOENOTE AUAPTAVEL: BOTE KATA TOV AKpiPT Adyov,

Eme1dn Kol oL AKPPOAOYTR, OVOELS TV SNUOVPYDY AUAPTAVEL.

You are being a sycophant in arguments, Socrates. When someone makes an error in
the treatment of patents do you call him a doctor in respect of that very matter on
which he errs? Or do you call the one who errs in calculation an accountant,
whenever he errs, in respect of that error? Well I suppose we do express ourselves in
words that, taken literally, do say that a doctor, or an accountant, or a grammarian
errs. But in point of fact I think that each of these, in respect of his being what we call
him, never errs, so that, in respect of the precise account (since you also give precise

accounts) none or the craftsmen errs (Resp. 340d2-¢e3).

Here Thrasymachus draws a contrast between more and less precise ways of attributing
activities to their subjects. In the ordinary way of speaking (¢ &nog cingiv—341b5) we do
say that craftsmen make mistakes (d6-8), but Thrasymachus insists that this is not sufficiently
precise, since this error is not the respect in virtue of which we call a person a craftsman
(340d2-4). The respect in virtue of which we ascribe expertise to a person, as both
Thrasymachus and Socrates agree, is precisely their expertise (katd v tévnv—341d3-

4).""® It is when the knowledge of his craft fails him (émdmovong émothpnc) that a person

""" Although it is Thrasymachus who introduces this more precise way of attributing activities to a

subject, and Socrates goes on to refute this view, Socrates does not, in what follows, question this
theoretic framework Thrasymachus introduces. He in fact accepts it, and uses it to refute
Thrasymachus on his own terms by showing that the expertise in respect of which one is called a ruler
is actually expertise in benefitting one’s subordinates, not one in being benefitted by them (341a5-

342¢11).
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errs, and in making this error he is not a craftsman (340e3-4). Thus, in respect of his being
the craftsman he is, the craftsman does not err, which is to say that although he may err in
some other respects, he does not err in the exercise of his craft. By specitying the respects in
which a subject does or does not err, one thereby introduces a distinction among the kinds of
erring in question. More generally, by specifying the respects in which different activities,
passions or properties apply to a subject, one introduces a distinction in the kind of activity,
passion or property in question. This katd-locution thus specifies the precise respect in virtue
of which a subject does, is or undergoes something, and by doing so, one more precisely
specifies the natures of the activities, passions or properties in question.

This is the same kind of precise account is at work in Socrates’ resolution of the
spinning top example. Although, in an ordinary way of speaking, it is true to say that things
like spinning tops simultaneously undergo rest and motion, on the precise account, they do
not undergo these opposites in the same respects. In claiming that the top stands still in
respect of its verticality (10 gofv—436el; v evBvwpiav—e3), but moves in respect of its
roundness (10 meplpepéc—e2), Socrates assigns these passions to different internal respects
of the subject. In doing so, he introduces a distinction in the kind of motion and rest in
question. The kind of motion the top undergoes in respect of its roundness is “motion in a
circle” (436e3), or rotation, whereas the kind of motion it fails to undergo in respect of its
straightness is inclination (ovdouf yap dmoxiivetv—e?2). This more precise account of the
kinds of motion at work thus reveals the contradiction to be merely apparent. This is because
apparently opposite actions, passions or properties that apply to a subject in different respects
are not (or at least not always) genuinely opposed to each other. In the present case, the strict

opposite of rotation is failure to rotate. But the top does not stand still by failing to rotate, but
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by failing to incline. And strictly speaking, the opposite of failing to undergo inclination
would be to “incline either to the right or left or to the front or back” (436e3-4). By showing
that the top undergoes motion and rest in different respects, Socrates has thereby also shown
that it is different kinds of motion that the top as a whole does and does not undergo. This
application of the katd-qualification therefore reveals that the kinds of motion and rest in
question are not genuinely opposed; rotating and failing to incline are superficially
opposed—one is a kind of moving and the other is a kind of failure to move—but they are
not genuine opposites.

This understanding of the katd-qualification helps us further appreciate why Plato
does not apply it in the same way in his resolution of the dancer or in the tripartition
argument. This qualification applies in cases in which a subject hosts different kinds of
actions, passions, or properties that are superficially but not genuinely opposed. In the case of
the dancer, there are not different kinds of motion that he does and does not engage in: he
simply moves his head and hands around, and the rest of him stands still. The motion in
which he does and does not engage thus appears to be motion in the same respect.'”
Similarly, the kind of desire with which Socrates is concerned in his argument for the
separation of reason from desire—namely thirst—is simply thirst “in respect of its being
thirst” (k08" Ocov diya €oti—437d7; kab’ doov dwwi—439a9; cp. kab' dcov 100t EoTv O
npocayopevopey avtov—340d8-el (T3 above) & kab’ doov dpywv éotiv—341al; 342¢e7).
The kind of desire that appetite has is simple, unqualified desire for drink, and reason has a
simple, unqualified aversion to drink.

This reading of the spinning top example provides us with a strategy of resolving

1% See Bobonich 2002, 231.
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apparent refutations that is meaningfully distinct from the subjects solution we saw earlier.
Here Socrates ascribes opposites to the very same subject, but shows that they do not belong
to this subject in the same respect. Because the opposites of motion and rest do not apply to
the top in the same ways, under all the relevant predicational modes, the spinning top does
not constitute a violation of the PNC. The predicates solution thus applies in cases in which
opposite predicates belong to one and the same subject and it involves showing that the
opposites in question are not opposed in the same ways, under all the relevant predicational
modes.

We have seen that Plato’s defense of the PNC against these two counterexamples
brings to light a distinction between genuine and apparent contradictions. The genuine
contradictions that the PNC forbids are cases in which opposite predicates belong to the same
subject in the same ways, under all the relevant predicational modes. Plato’s examination of
these two counterexamples then reveals two ways in which a contradiction can be merely
apparent. On the one hand, states of affairs in which two genuinely opposite predicates
belong to different subjects do not count as real contradictions. On the other hand, when
opposite predicates belong to the same subject, but not in the same ways, under all the
relevant predicational modes, they are only apparently contradictory. We can thus already see
that the criteria that Plato specifies in his articulation of the PNC play an important role in
excluding certain kinds of apparent contradictions from the class of genuine contradictions.

Finally, this defense of the principle in the Republic already gives us suggestive hints
of the larger intellectual context in which the principle was employed. Immediately after he
has diagnosed these counterexamples Plato has Socrates announce that “no statement of this

sort” (0VOgV ... TAV TODTWV AEYOUEVOV), i.€., no apparent contradiction, will persuade them
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that the PNC does not hold (436e8-437a2), which suggests that such apparent contradictions
are the sorts of challenges Plato’s articulation of the principle is designed to overcome.
Moreover, Plato describes the imagined interlocutor who introduces these apparent
counterexamples in distinctly Eristic terms when he calls this person an “inventor of
subtleties” (kopyevopevog) (436d5). Plato often uses this verb, and the cognate adjective, as
synonyms for Eristics and their argumentation.'*’ In fact, in one of Socrates’ discussions of
the distinction between dialectic and Eristic later in the Republic, he contrasts the former—
“fine and free arguments that vigorously search for the truth in every way for the sake of
knowledge”—with “subtleties and Eristic quibbles (td 8¢ kopyd te kol Eprotika)” (499a4-7).
There are thus already indications in the Republic that the PNC is an important tool for Plato
in confronting Eristics and their apparent contradictions.

I will now go on to show that the sorts of contradiction that Plato’s PNC exposes as
merely apparent were precisely the sort that the Eristic sophists produced through their
refutations. I will argue that by distinguishing apparent from genuine contradictions with his
formulation of the PNC, Plato also draws a clear distinction between Eristic refutation and
genuine dialectical refutation. I first turn to the Sophist, where Plato claims that genuine
refutations—in explicit contrast to Eristic refutations—purge people of beliefs that imply
genuine contradictions. I will then go on to analyze examples of Eristic refutations that Plato
presents in the Theaetetus and Euthydemus. Here we will see that Plato applies the subject

and predicates solutions in order to demonstrate that the conclusions of these Eristic

120 At Republic 489b8 the verb is used to describe the “wise [sc. sophists] who knock at the doors of
the rich”. At Laches 197d7 the dialogue’s namesake rebukes the sophist Prodicus and his reputation
for fine-grained verbal distinctions under the same term. The adjective, xopuyog, is also used in the
superlative at Theaetetus 171a6 to describe a contradiction derived through an Eristic-style refutation

of Protagoras’ view.
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refutations are only apparent contradictions. In doing so, we will see that Plato not only
exposes the contradictions of the Eristics as merely apparent, but also draws a clear

distinction between Eristic refutation and true, dialectical refutation.

3. THE ROLE OF THE PNC IN PLATO’S ACCOUNT OF GENUINE REFUTATIONS

In the famous sixth division of the Sophist, the Eleatic Visitor and Theaetetus discuss a
refutational expertise that prepares the way for learning by purging interlocutors of their
inconsistent beliefs. Through cross-examination, experts in refutation, who are later called
“noble sophists” (231b8), destroy their interlocutor’s faith in their own wisdom by the

following means:

[T4]: kai cvvdyovteg on T0lg Adyolg €ig TavTov TIBéasL Tap' dAANAag, TIBévTEG O

EMAEKVHOVSV AOTAG AOTOIG Ao TEPT TAOV AOTAV TPOG TA AVTA KATO TOVTA EVOVTIOGS.

They [sc. noble sophists], bringing [their interlocutor’s] statements together, place
them side by side, and, taking them up, demonstrate that they are opposed to each
other at the same time, on the same subjects, in relation to the same things [and] in

the same respects (Soph. 230b7-10).'*!

Here the Visitor claims that noble sophists attempt to purge their interlocutors of their
inconsistent opinions (230b5-7) by showing that these opinions are opposed to each other

under a familiar set of criteria. In fact, the four criteria that opposing beliefs must satisfy in

2! The Greek text follows Burnet 1900. All translations from the Sophist are my own.
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order for there to be a refutation directly correspond to the four criteria necessary for a
genuine contradiction according to the PNC of the Republic: the phrase “on the same
subjects” corresponds to the subject criterion in the Republic formulation of the PNC, and the
qualifications of time, relatives and respect correspond to the predicational modes. This
account of refutational expertise therefore specifies that a refutation occurs when one
demonstrates that a pair of statements together violate the PNC.

As many scholars have noticed, there can be little doubt that the description of noble
sophistry as a practice that “expell[s] [an interlocutor’s] opinion of his own wisdom™ (230b1)
in order to prepare the way for learning (230c8-d4) is a description of Socratic refutation.'** I
therefore take the refutational practice described here to be expertise in genuine refutation.
And it is important to notice that the Eleatic Visitor puts this expertise in refutation in explicit
contrast with Eristic refutations. In the immediately preceding fifth division, the Visitor
defined the sophist as an Eristic who engages in verbal warfare and aims to make money

123 In the sixth division, the

through short question and answer refutations (224e6-226a5).
Visitor and Theaetetus then agree that the refutational expertise of the noble sophist is similar

to the practice of the Eristic sophist they are trying to define, but they hesitate to identify the

122 See Cornford 1935, 177; 182; Trevaskis 1955, 36-49; Benardete 1960, 129-139: 138-139; Sayre
1969, 148; 157; Starr 1973, 486; 492; Klein 1977, 26; Cobb 1990, 16; Vlastos 1991, 23; Notomi
1999, 64-68; Hitchcock 2000, 62; McCoy 2007, 159-161.

' In the fifth division, Plato also invited a contrast between Eristic and Socratic argumentation.
According to that division Eristic divides into two parts: a part that makes money, which is the part
identified with sophistry, and one that wastes money, which is done for pleasure and involves—and
here’s the Socratic association—“neglecting one’s own livelihood” and is called “babbling”
(&doreoykoD) (Soph. 225d1-226a5). The description of the practice is a Socratic trope (see e.g., Ap.

36b3-d2), and the name of the expertise is likely an ironic reference to a charge frequently made

against Socrates in Old Comedy (see the texts cited in Ch. 1 §1 and Hitchcock 2000, 62).
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two and instead claim that noble sophists differ from Eristics the way gentle dogs differ from
savage wolves (Soph. 231a6).

The precise nature of this difference is not explained in the sixth division, but later on
in the Sophist Plato strongly suggests that the difference involves Eristics’ failure to observe
the relevant criteria necessary for a true refutation. Immediately after he and Theaetetus have
solved the puzzle about how the great kinds blend with each other (251a5-259b7), the Visitor

2% and claims that they do not

returns to the Eristics who gave rise to the puzzle (251b5-c6)
engage in “true refutation” because they do not properly attend to the relevant qualifications.

In contrast to the Eristics’ way of handling arguments, the Visitor explains that the “difficult

and fine” (259c4-5) way involves:

[T5]: [...] T0ig Aeyopévorg oidv ' eivan kad' Exactov éAéyyovia Emaxolovdsiv, dtav té
T1g £tepov dv 1 TawToV elvar @ff kol dtav TavTov dv ETepov, dkeivn kol Kat’ Kkeivo &
@Ml TOVTOV TETOVOEVOL TOTEPOV. TO O TAVTOV ETEPOV Amoaivewy auf] Y€ mn kal to
Bdtepov TOOTOV Kol TO pEYR CUIKPOV Kol TO Spolov avopolov, kol yoipev oVt
tévavtia del Tpopépovta &v Toig Adyols, obTe Tig EAeyyog ovToc AANOWVOC dpTL TE TRV

SVTOV TIVOG EQOTTOUEVOL OTIAOG VEOYEVIIC V.

' The identification of the young and the old late-learners described at 251b5-c6 is slightly

controversial; but it is only important for present purposes that they engage in the kind of
argumentative practice that the Eristics do. Plato’s discussion of “the young” here should remind us
of the way he cautions against introducing the young to dialectic too early in the Republic, because
they often turn dialectic into a game of contradiction (&vtiloyiav) (Resp. 539al1-b6), which is the
genus of argumentation to which Eristic belongs (Soph. 225b3-C10). The “old late learners” are
sometimes taken to refer to Antisthenes, but the reference may also be to the old Eristic brothers of
the Euthydemus, who advance something very like the view on predication described at Soph. 259b5-
c6 at Euthyd. 285d7-286b5.
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[...] being able to follow closely the things that a refuter says step-by-step and [to
follow closely] the precise way and the precise respect in which [sc. an Eristic] says
that either of these things happens: that what’s different is the same in some respect
or another or that what’s the same is different. But to make that which is the same
appear different to us in some respect or another, or vice versa, or to make what’s
large appear small or something that’s similar appear dissimilar, well, to delight in
always presenting opposites in arguments in this way is not true refutation, but the
obvious new-born brain-child of someone who just came into contact with the things

that are (Soph. 259¢8-d6).'*

Here the Eleatic Visitor describes the Eristics’ practice as a matter of making opposites
appear to us as though they are genuinely opposed by showing that they are opposed in some
respect or another (épfi vé mn).'”° He recommends that those presented with such
appearances attend more carefully to the precise way (ékeivn) and the precise respect in

which (kot’ éxeivo) two opposite predicates in an apparent contradiction apply. The

' 1 begin quoting part way through Socrates’ speech because the text in the beginning of the speech

(259¢7-8) is corrupt. But the general sense, that the section I have quoted presents the content of the
refutation that we should follow carefully, is clear. My translation is a modified version of White’s
(1997).

126 1 take the indefinite adverb ‘m’ to correspond to the expression ‘katd t1,” ‘in some respect.” This
linguistic equivalence is most apparent in Aristotle’s discussions of the same kind of fallacies under
consideration here, which I discuss in Ch. 4 §2.2. Aristotle frequently uses nn/f and corresponding
katd-expressions interchangeably (e.g., kol Adyog 0 aOTOG UV £6TOL GOPLOTIKOG KOl EPIGTIKOC, AL
0V Kot ToOTOV, AL 1| pév vikng eatvopévng <éveko>, &p1oTikdg, i 88 copiac, coploTikdc—Soph. el.

171°31-33).
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suggestion here is that the Eristics treat opposites predicates that merely apply to their
subjects in some way or another as real contradictions, and take themselves to have refuted a
person by producing such oppositions. In this way they clearly differ from practitioners of
what he here calls “true refutation,” who, as we saw in T3, show that their interlocutors
believe that opposites hold of the same subjects in precisely the same ways, under all the
relevant predicational modes.

The practice that Plato schematically attributes here to the Eristics, according to
which their refutations traffic in opposites that somehow belong their subjects, but not in the
way necessary for a genuine refutation, is masterfully on display in his more direct
engagements with Eristic argumentation in the Theaetetus and Euthydemus. 1 will now turn
to these dialogues, where we will see that Plato’s protagonists carefully follow the Eleatic
Visitor’s advice. Plato has them respond to Eristic refutations by specifying the precise
qualifications under which opposite predicates apply to their subjects in their applications of

the subject and predicates solutions to apparent contradictions described in the Republic.

4. PLATO’S EXPOSURE OF ERISTIC REFUTATIONS IN THE THEAETETUS

A digression on Eristic argumentation makes a surprise appearance in the middle of Plato’s
Theaetetus, just after Socrates has apparently refuted the thesis that knowledge is perception
by showing that it entails that a person would at the same time know and not know the same
thing (163a7-164b10). This refutation does not even satisfy its author, and Socrates

immediately criticizes the argument he has just offered on grounds that it is not
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philosophical, but “agonistic” (which is one of Plato’s synonyms for ‘Eristic’)'*’ (Theaet.
164c8-d2). Thus begins a rich digression on Eristic argumentation in which Socrates,
Theaetetus and Theodorus examine a number of Eristic arguments which open with what
they call “the most clever question” (dewvotatov épdtnua): “whether it is possible for the
same person who knows something not to know the thing he knows” (Theaet. 165b3-4). That
Plato encourages his readers to resolve these arguments by reflecting more carefully on the
precise terms in which the derived contradiction is expressed is most evident in the first
iteration of the “most clever question.” After Theaetetus initially denies that it is possible for
the same person, at the same time, to know and not know the same thing, Socrates takes the

role of the Eristic questioner, and tries to contradict this claim as follows:

[T6]: [1] {ZQ.} Aéym 31 10 Setvotatov EpdTNUO, EGTL 8¢ Olpot TotdOVdE T “Apa 01dv
€ TOV 00TOV £186TaL T T0DTO O 0108V | £idévar;” {OEO.} Ti 81 odv dmoxpvodueda,
® Osaitnte; {OEAL} Adbvatdv mov, oiluot Eymye. [2] {ZQ.} Ovk, &l 10 Opdv ye
éniotacOol ONoel. ti yap ypnomn Aevkt EpoTiuUatt [...] dtav EpoTd AVEKTANKTOG
avnp, KotoAaPov Th xepl cod Tov Etepov OEOaAuOV, €1 Opdg TO iudtiov T@

katenupéve; [3] {OEAL} OV ¢ficm oipar To0t® Ye, 6 péviotl Etépw. [4] {ZQ.}

"7 For example, the Eristic sophist discussed in the fifth division of the Sophist is later called “an

Athlete in verbal combat” (tfic yop GymvicTikiig mepi Adyovg v t1g 4OAntc) distinguished by his
expertise in Eristic (trv éplotikny té€yvny dpopiopévog)” (231el-2). Moreover, in the Meno, Socrates
contrasts a dialectical discussion of a definition of color with the less gentle method of “disputatious
debaters” (épiotik®v 1€ kol dyovietik®v) (75¢9). Aristotle adopts the verbal equivalence and
announces the subject of the Sophistici Elenchi saying: mepl 6& T®V AyOVIGTIKAV KOl EPIOTIKAOV VOV
Méyousv (Soph. el. 165°10-11). The interchangeability of the two terms is quite natural in Greek:

éprotikn is built from the root £pig (“strife”) and dyoviotikn from dydv (“competition”).
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Ovkodv 0pdg te Kai o0y Opdg dpa tavtov; [5] {OEAL} Obtm yé mmg

[1] Soc. Well, then, here is the most clever question of all. It goes something like
this, I think: ‘Is it possible for someone who knows something not to know this thing
that he knows? Theod. What are we going to answer now, Theaetetus? Theaet. That it
is impossible, I should think. [2] Soc. But it is not [impossible], if you posit that
seeing is knowing. For what are you going to do with an inescapable question [...]
when some undaunted fellow puts it to you: clapping his hand over one of your eyes,
he asks you whether you see his cloak with the eye that is covered? [3] Theaet. I will
say that I don’t see it with this one, but I do see it with the other. [4] Soc. So you both
see and do not see the same thing at the same time? [5] Theaet. Yes, in that sort of

way I do (Theaet. 165b2-c5)."*®

The contradiction that Socrates expresses in [4] asserts that the opposite predicates of seeing
and not seeing apply to Theaetetus at the same time and in relation to the same thing (i.e., in
relation to the cloak). Because the katd-qualification is absent from both the statement and
the resolution of this apparent contradiction, we can assume that, for Plato, seeing, like desire
and aversion in the Republic, is not the sort of activity whose subjects admit of this
qualification. The opposites of seeing and not seeing therefore both belong to Theaetetus in
the same ways, under all of the predicational modes relevant for describing this opposition.
Thus, because these opposite predicates are genuine opposites, the appropriate solution to

this apparent contradiction would be to assign these opposites to different subjects. And this

12 The Greek text follows Burnet 1900. All translations from the Theaetetus are my own.
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is precisely what we see Theaetetus do in [3], where he claims that he sees the cloak with one
eye, but does not see it with the other.'* Thus, as Theaetetus reaffirms in [5], the genuine
opposites of seeing and not seeing only properly apply to him in a particular way: one eye is
the subject of the seeing, and the other is the subject of its opposite.

I thus suggest that Plato has Socrates—playing the part of the Eristic—state the
opposites in this precise manner in [4] and has Theaetetus apply the subjects solution in [3],
and then reaffirm this solution in [5] because he wants his readers to think more carefully
about the ways in which a proper handling of the PNC can be used to resolve these apparent
contradictions. I will now go on to show that Plato also takes great care to get his readers
thinking about the ways Eristics describe apparent contradictions in the Euthydemus. Here
we will see that Plato’s protagonists employ the predicates solution to demonstrate that

Euthydemus’ Eristic arguments only appear to refute their opponents.

5. PLATO’S EXPOSURE OF ERISTIC REFUTATIONS IN THE EUTHYDEMUS

Unlike the Theaetetus, where Eristic argumentation is treated in a methodological digression
from the dialogue’s primary subject matter, Eristic argumentation is the focus of the
Euthydemus. And many of the refutations that Plato’s Eristics offer in this dialogue conclude
with contradictions that are formulated in ways that are deceptively similar to Platonic
formulations of genuine contradictions. But in these arguments Plato has his interlocutors

insist on specifying qualifications that have been left off or forbidden in the course of the

129 It is worth noticing that the dative expression Plato uses to pick out the respective subjects of two

genuine opposites is precisely the sort of expression he uses to pick out the relevant soul parts that are

the proper subjects of desire and aversion in the tripartition argument (see Resp. 439b5).
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refutation as a way of indicating that the contradiction is only apparent."*” For the sake of

brevity, I will examine just one particularly clear case that occurs at the beginning of the

dialogue’s third Eristic episode. Here Socrates relates Euthydemus’ attempt to prove that he

(Socrates) is omniscient:

[T7 (=T7 in Ch. 1)]: [1] ®épe oM pot ardkpvar, Een- Eotv Ot émictacar; { — } TIdvo
ve, v &' Y0, koi TOAAG, outcpd ve. { — } Apkel, . [2] dp' 0OVSoKelC 0l0V Té TL TAV
dvtwv Todto O TUYYaVEL BV, avTO ToDTO pr elvar; { — } AA pd Al odk Eyoye. [3] { -
1 Ovkodv ov, &on, énictocal 11, { — } "Eyoye. { — } Odkodv émiotquov &, sinep
éniotacay;, { — } IIévv ye, ToOTOL Ye aOTOD. { — } OVOLV dropéper: GAL 0DK AvayKn
oe &yel mavta éniotacHol Emotuovd ye évta; { — } Ma Al', Epnv €yd- émel moAAL
AN ovk Emictopar. [4] { — } Odkodv &l T un énictacol, odk émothumy el { — }
"Exeivov ve, @ @ike, Nv &' 8y®. [5] { — } "Hrtov odv 11, &pn), 00K mGTAU®Y £1; EpTL ¢
gmotuov Eenoda eivar kai oDTm¢ TVYXAVES BV 0DTOg 0VTOC OG €1, Koi av ThAy 0K
el, xord Tavtd duo. Elev, qv &' éyd, EVOOSue: 10 yap Aeyduevov, KoAd of mévio

Aeyels.

[1] Come, then, answer me this, he [sc. Euthydemus] said: Is there anything you
know?— Oh, yes, I said, in fact [I know] many things, though trivial ones.—That
suffices, he said. [2] Now do you think it is possible for anything among the things
that are not to be that very thing that it is?—Heavens no, not .—[3] And do you

know something? he said—Yes, I do.—Then you are knowing, if you really

130

For other examples see the second knowledge argument at 295e41-296d4, and the immediately

following arguments about family relations at 295e4-296d4 and 297d3-298d6.

121



know?—Of course, [I am knowing] in relation to that particular thing [that I
know].— That doesn’t matter, because mustn’t you necessarily know everything, if
you are knowing?—How in heaven’s name can that be, said I, when there are many
other things I don’t know?— [4] Then if there is anything you don’t know, you are
not knowing.—Yes, my friend, [I am not knowing] in relation to that thing [I don’t
know], I said.— [5] Are you any the less not knowing for all that? said he. And just
now you said you were knowing, with the result that you are the same person you are,
and again not [the same person] you are, in the same respects and at the same time.—
[6] Very good, Euthydemus, I said, as the saying goes, “whatever you say is well

said” (Euthyd. 293b7-d3).

The conclusion that Euthydemus draws in [5] relies on a version of the PNC which specifies
the dua- and xatd-qualifications: Socrates at the same time is and is not the same person in
respect of the same things, i.e., he is and is not in respect of his being knowing and not
knowing, respectively. On my view, Plato has Euthydemus put his conclusion in these terms
in [5] and has Socrates immediately draw attention to the way Euthydemus expresses this
conclusion in [6] because he wants us to think carefully about the principle on which this
refutation relies and about which qualifications Euthydemus has accepted, and which ones he
has left off and forbid.

A careful examination of the preceding argument reveals that the qualifications
Euthydemus employs in his statement of the contradiction are not the only relevant
qualifications at work in this argument. In [3], when Euthydemus tries to infer from the fact

that Socrates knows something that he is “knowing” unqualifiedly, Socrates qualifies the
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statement and adds that he is “knowing” only “in relation to that particular thing [he knows]”
(tovtov ye avtod) (293C3). But Euthydemus dismisses this qualification, claiming “it makes
no difference” (c3-4). Again in [4], Euthydemus tries to show that if there is something
Socrates does not know, then he is simply not knowing, but Socrates only accepts this
premise qualifiedly, and claims that he is only not knowing “in relation to that thing [he does
not know]” (ékeivov ye) (293¢5-7). But yet again, Euthydemus dismisses this qualification
(c7-8). It is thus clear that Socrates is trying to introduce an additional qualification into the
discussion.

It might initially look as though this third qualification is different from the relatives-
qualification employed in the Republic and Sophist, which was there expressed with the
formula “nmpog 10 avtd”. But a brief survey of Platonic discussions of relational properties
reveals that mpog i and the genitive expressions employed here (tovtov ye avtod; ékeivov
ve) are completely interchangeable, and that Socrates is here introducing the familiar
relatives-qualification. We can observe that a genitive expression is a natural substitute for
npog Tt even within the Republic argument for tripartition. For example, when Plato first
introduces his discussion of relatives, he expresses the related objects with a genitive
expression: “However many things are such as to be related to something (tov), those of a
particular sort are related to something of a particular sort (mowod tivdc), and those that are
merely themselves are related to a thing that is merely itself (avtod éxdoTov pdévov)” (Resp.
438a7-b2). But when he goes on to apply the principle to particular examples, he expresses

the related items with a mpog-expression: “the more is related to (nmpdc) the fewer, and the
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double is related to (mpdc) the half’ (438bl4-c1)."*' The discussion of relatives in the
Repubic even includes a discussion of knowledge as a relative, and here Plato prefers the
genitive for the relatum of knowledge: “knowledge itself is knowledge of learning itself
(nabfpatog avtov), or of whatever (dtov) one might posit knowledge to be” (438c7-8). In
the same way, Plato expresses the mpoc-qualification with genitives modifying émotnudv in
the present argument in the FEuthydemus, presumably because this is the more natural
linguistic expression for this qualification in this cases. This linguistic variance is therefore
no obstacle to the hypothesis that the canonical formulation of the PNC is here being invoked
in the Euthydemus.'*

By having Socrates add the relatives-qualification, Plato suggests that we can only
accurately describe Socrates’ epistemic situation when we additionally specify the objects in
relation to which he is and is not knowing. If we, unlike Euthydemus, allow Socrates this
third qualification and express this opposition in terms of a PNC that specifies all of the
relevant predicational modes, it becomes clear that the conclusion Euthydemus draws is only
apparently contradictory. For there to be a genuine contradiction, it would be necessary for

the same person to be and not be at the same time, in the same respect, and in relation to the

same things. But only three of these four conditions have been met. Although one and the

B! This equivalence of mpdg and genitive expression of relatives in fact becomes standard

philosophical usage: in his discussion of npdg Tt in the Categories, Aristotle almost always prefers the
genitive expression to mpog 11, even in his first example (6*36-39).

2 Even in applications of the PNC in Republic IV this qualification permits various linguistic
expressions, as for instance it does in Plato’s application of the PNC to the conflict of reason and
appetite at 439b2-6 where mepi 10 avtO replaces npog tavtov. There is, however, no doubt that Plato
is applying the PNC and that mepi stands in for mpog, presumably because this a more natural way of

expressing this qualification in cases of desire and aversion.
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same Socrates simultaneously is and is not in respect of his knowing, Socrates has rightly
objected in [3] and [4] that it is not the same thing in relation to which he is and is not
knowing (see tovtov ye avtod—293c3 & ékeivov ye—293¢5-7). Thus, although the same
Socrates is and is not at the same time and in the same respect, it is not the case that he is and
is not in relation to the same things. Socrates’ qualifications therefore amount to an
application of what I earlier called the predicates solution to apparent violations of the PNC.
Here Socrates demonstrates that although opposite predicates belong to the same subject,
these opposite predicates do not apply to the same subject in the same ways, under all of the
relevant qualifications and therefore do not count as genuine opposites.

In the two Eristic exchanges I have discussed, we have seen that Plato has his
interlocutors respond to Eristic refutations by describing an apparent contradiction in terms
of a more precisely formulated version of the PNC. On the one hand, in Eristic refutations
that involve genuine opposites, Plato has his interlocutors insist that these opposites belong to
different subjects. This dialectical move amounts to an affirmation that it must be the same
thing to which genuine opposites apply in order for there to be a violation of the PNC. On the
other hand, in refutations where opposites apply to one and the same subject, Plato has his
interlocutors demonstrate that the opposite predicates in question do not apply to this subject
under all of the relevant qualifications. This dialectical move amounts to an affirmation that
opposite predicates only constitute a genuine contradiction when they apply to the same

subject at the same time, in the same respect and in relation to the same thing.

6. THE METAPHYSICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PLATO’S PNC

My aim thus far has been to recover the intellectual background to the Platonic PNC so as

better to understand the reasons for its precise formulation. That the Eristics played an
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important role in Plato’s development of the PNC is evident from the fact that each
occurrence of the principle canvassed so far has some important connection to these figures
and their argumentation. However, the picture I have presented so far might lead us to
conclude that the principle originally had more to do with what is dialectically expedient than
it does with what is impossible. But when we better appreciate the overall purpose the
Eristics had in propounding the puzzles to which Plato’s answer was a more carefully-
articulated conception of genuine contradiction, it becomes less attractive to think of the
qualifications Plato specifies as mere moves in a dialectical game. I will now go on to
develop further the characterization of Eristic that I offered in chapter 1, with a view to
understanding the significance of Plato’s solutions to the arguments we have surveyed
against the background of the Eristics’ purposes in propounding them. On the view I outlined
in chapter 1, the Eristics derived contradictions as but one part of a larger argumentative
strategy, a strategy that also involved presenting controversial philosophical doctrines as
solutions to the contradictions they produced. Chief among the doctrines to which the Eristics
appealed in solving their refutations were central tenants of Eleaticism. Against this
background the metaphysical significance of Plato’s formulation of the PNC is evident: by
more carefully articulating the conditions under which being and non-being cannot coexist in
a single subject, Plato was able to demonstrate that the conclusions of Eristic refutations do
not satisfy these conditions and therefore neither represent genuine impossibilities, nor call
for the radical Eleatic solution.

There is a strong tendency in the literature on Eristic to think that those who offered

these refutations were merely interested in winning arguments by reducing their dialectical
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opponents to refutation and puzzlement.'*> But as we saw in chapter 1, even in his hostile and
sometimes uncharitable characterization of the Eristics, Plato nevertheless concedes that they
provide solutions to their refutations. An especially clear indication of this fact comes just
after Theaetetus presents the solution I examined in T6, where Socrates describes the practice

of the Eristics who offer these arguments as follows:

[T8]: "HAeyyev @v &néywv Kol ovk avieig mplv Bovpdoog v moilvdpotov copiov
cvvenodicOng v’ adtod, od oM ot yEPOeAuevOS Te Kol cuvdfcag N v totE

EADTPOL YPNUATOV OGMV GOl TE KAKEIV® E00KEL.

[The Eristic] would keep on refuting you and not let you go until you were bound
hand and foot by him—having been struck with wonder at his sought-after wisdom—
then he would release you for however great a fee seemed right to both you and him

(Theaet. 165d8-¢4).

Here Socrates describes an Eristic binding a person through repeated refutations—in this
case, repeated iterations of a refutation to the conclusion that one both knows and does not
know the same thing (165d3-8)—and then “ransoming”, or “unbinding” (é\0tpov) the
interlocutor from this burden on receipt of payment. One difficulty with the passage is the
fact that Plato here, as he often does, speaks of people, rather than arguments, being refuted
and “unbound”. But the idea here must be that a person is bound through refutation because

their views are refuted, and that the person is released from this bondage by being offered

13 See e.g., Robinson 1953, 425; Cornford 1935, 190; Friedlinder 1930,189; Chance 1992, 19; and
Weiss 2000, 68-75.
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solutions to these refutations. That Plato has something like this in mind is corroborated by
his use of ‘éhdtpov’ for the interlocutor’s being ‘unbound’: the word comes from ‘Avew,’
which is the standard term for providing solutions to a refutation (see e.g., Pl. Grg. 480e3;
Ar. Soph. el. 176°29-36; 179°18-24). The practice that Plato describes here is thus one in
which an Eristic presents repeated iterations of a refutation as a kind of educational
advertisement, and then offers to provide solutions to those refutations for students who pay
tuition. This is, furthermore, a practice for which we have explicit evidence in the later
tradition of Eristic. We learn, for instance, that Zeno of Citium paid great sums of money to a

3% Thus, even in this

practitioner of Eristic dialectic for solutions to his dialectical puzzles.
clearly hostile depiction of the Eristics, Plato concedes that providing solutions was an
important part of the overall practice of propounding Eristic refutations.

As we also saw in chapter 1, the Euthydemus depicts the Eristics offering solutions to
their refutations. Euthydemus’ knowledge argument in T7 is such an example. The argument
immediately follows Socrates’ and Clinias’ unsuccessful search for the knowledge that
makes human beings happy (288d5-293a7). When their inquiry ends in failure, Socrates calls
on Euthydemus’ help and the latter offers to show Socrates that he already has the knowledge

he was looking for (a8-b2). What the Eristic then does is present the argument in T7, a

refutation with the apparently contradictory conclusion that Socrates both does and does not

B4 xcai mpog tov Seifavta 8 adtd Srohektucdv &v T Oepilovtt Aoy smtd SrodkekTucdlc idéag muBicar,
nocog elompatrerol obod: dxovoavta 8¢ ekatdv, dakociog avtd dodvar (“When a Dialectician
showed him [sc. Zeno] seven dialectical forms in the mowing argument [NB: 6 6gpil®v was the name
of a famous sophistical refutation—D.L. VII. 44], he asked how much he was selling them for. Being
told a hundred drachmas, Zeno gave him two hundred. So great was his love of learning”) See von
Arnim 1903, 279. On this connection to the later tradition on Eristic I am indebted to Stephen Menn’s

unpublished typescript “Aristotle and the Sophists” (received: 8/17/2017).
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know at the same time. Socrates’ remarks on the argument suggest that Euthydemus offers
the thesis that Socrates is omniscient as a solution to the contradiction he derived in his

refutation:

[T9 (=T8 in Ch. 1)]: méc odv énictopar éketvnyv v émotuny fiv é{ntoduev; o oM
todt0 adVvatév €otiv TO oOTO etval Te Kol pY, eimep &v émictapol, Emavio
EMioTOpOE—OV Yap Gv €MV €moTNUOV TE Kol AVEMOTAUOV Gpo—Enel 0& mhvTa
gniotapo, kékeivnv 81 v émotiuny & apo obtmg Aéyelg, Kol ToDT6 0TV 1O

GoOPOV;

How do I know that knowledge we were looking for? Since it is impossible both to be
and not to be the same thing, if I know one thing I know absolutely everything—
because I could not be both knowing and not knowing at the same time—and since I
know everything, I have this knowledge. Is this is what you mean, and is this is your

wisdom (Euthyd. 293d3-8)?

In order to prove that Socrates has the knowledge he was looking for, Euthydemus produces
an Eristic refutation to a contradictory conclusion, and presents this thesis as a solution to the
contradiction. I take this thesis to be a solution in the following way: if we accept that
Socrates is omniscient, then there is nothing he does not know, and the Eristic no longer has

the material he needs to generate the contradiction that Socrates both does and does not

know.
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This same argumentative strategy is ubiquitous in the Euthydemus. In the face of
contradictions that affirm and deny a given predicate of a given subject, the Eristics either
universally uphold the affirmation in a contradiction to the exclusion of its denial, or
maximally confirm the denial in the contradiction to the exclusion of its affirmation. In
chapter 1 I showed that the general strategy of resolving contradictions that emerges from an
analysis of the Eristics’ arguments betrays their commitment to a radical and formidable
philosophical view: that the only way of being something is to be it completely, to the
exclusion of its opposite, and the only way of not being something is to not be it at all, to the
exclusion of its opposite. These patterns of solution suggest a commitment to the Eleatic
doctrine that there is no middle ground between being and nonbeing: with respect to any
object about which one can inquire, one must say either “[it] is” or “[it] is not”, but never
both (DK B8 11.15-16)."*° The refutations by which the brothers advance this view are often
ridiculous, but the absurdity is very likely part of the point: in proposing these doctrinal
solutions, the brothers utterly reject the appearances in terms of which the contradictions they
derive are cast.

The hypothesis that Eleatic commitments underlie Euthydemus and Dionysodorus’
argumentative practice is further corroborated by the brothers’ use of arguments that Plato
explicitly associates with Parmenides elsewhere. Euthydemus’ two arguments against the
possibility of speaking falsely (Euthyd. 283e7-284c8) are clear examples of this: the alleged

impossibility of speaking falsely is precisely the sophistic puzzle that gives rise to Plato’s

135 . \ ) 3 , 5 ~ PYe % n 5 P .
DK B.8 1L.15-16: © 8¢ xpioic mepi touTmVv v T €otv: €otwv §j ovk &otv (“The choice

concerning these things lies in the following: [it] is or [it] is not™). The Greek text follows Diels and
Kranz 1974. Sedley has called this “Parmenides’ Law 1”: “There are no half-truths. No proposition is

both true and false. No question can be coherently answered yes and no” (Sedley 1999, 115).
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extended refutation of Parmenides in the Sophist (236d9-237¢e7). Parallels such as this one

have led many interpreters to understand the brothers as Eleatics.'*®

But this practice of
offering doctrinal solutions to Eristic refutations reveals an even more direct and formidable
way in which Plato’s Eristics belong to this tradition. Their arguments share a similar formal
purpose with Zeno of Elea’s famous paradoxes, namely, to give credence to the central tenets
of FEleatic monism by demonstrating that these doctrines provide solutions to the
contradictions that follow when one assumes that things can both be and not be.

With this clearer picture of the opponents whose refutations Plato diagnoses with his
PNC, we are now in a better position to recognize the principle’s enormous metaphysical
significance. By re-describing the contradictions that the Eristics derive in terms of the PNC,
Plato provides us with a way of recognizing that there is no contradiction when two opposite
predicates belong to a subject, so long as they do not belong to the same subject in the same
ways, under all of the relevant predicational modes. The notion of a genuine contradiction
that the PNC forbids thus restricts the class of genuine contradictions in such a way that the
contradictions of the Eristics clearly fall outside this class. The Eristics, like their Eleatic
predecessors, take these oppositions to represent genuine contradictions and resolve them by
denying the appearances that give rise to these contradictions of their reality. But once Plato
has done the work of carefully articulating what kinds of oppositions constitute genuine
contradictions, one will no longer be convinced by the Eristics’ doctrinal solutions, which
operate on the assumption that the conclusions they derive in their refutations actually

contradict the thesis targeted for refutation. By accepting Plato’s more sophisticated account

of what constitutes a genuine contradiction, we are provided a way of understanding how

136 See Sprague 1962; Hawtrey 1981, 20-21; Dorion 2000, 47; Canto 1987, 56 n.147 & 148, 57-58,
199 n. 105 & 108).
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negative states of affairs like “not knowing” can coexist alongside their positive counterparts
as genuine constituents of reality without contradiction.

I therefore conclude by noticing that the PNC has not only the restrictive function of
more narrowly circumscribing the states of affairs that constitute genuine contradictions. It
also has a metaphysically expansive effect in that it allows us to describe the way in which
being and non-being are woven together without any contradiction or paradox. By way of
engaging with some of his Eristic heirs, Plato refined Parmenides’ axiom, according to which
one’s choice is exclusively between “[it] is and [it] is not” (DK B8 11.15-16). In doing so, he
opened up Parmenides’ forbidden path (DK B6 11.8-9): he showed that things can indeed both
be and not be, so long as they are not so at the same time, in the same respect and in relation

to the same thing.
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IV. CONTRADICTION AND DEDUCTION IN ARISTOTLE'S SOPHISTICI ELENCHI

1. INTRODUCTION

In chapters 4 and 5 of the SE, Aristotle offers an influential catalogue of thirteen kinds of
apparent refutations.””’ In SE 6, he then argues that these “sophistical refutations” are
fallacious by referring each of them to the condition in the definition of a genuine refutation
that it fails to satisfy. Because a genuine refutation, for Aristotle, is a deduction
(ovAhoywopog) whose conclusion contradicts a statement maintained by one’s dialectical
opponent (Soph. el. 165*2-3; 168%35-37; 171%4-7; see also An. pr. 66°11),"** this argument
involves showing that sophistical refutations fail to satisfy either the conditions specified in
the definition of deduction, or those in the definition of a contradiction (Soph. el. 169°18-21;
171%1-11). We might therefore expect SE 6 to be an application of the famous accounts of
contradiction and deduction that Aristotle offers in treatises that focus specifically on those
topics: De Interpretatione and Prior Analytics."” Surprisingly, however, throughout this
argument Aristotle relies on more comprehensive accounts of both contradiction and

deduction than appear anywhere else in his logical works. The aim of this chapter is to show

7 The influence of this catalogue is astonishing: Aristotle’s principal list of thirteen fallacies has

been accepted with only minor additions and variations in virtually every treatment of fallacies since
the SE. See Hamblin 1970, 9-50.

138 For this interpretation of the basic form of the definition see Bolton 1994, 109; Woods and Hansen
1997, 217- 239; Hitchcock 2000, 209; Schreiber 2003, 88; Crivelli 2006, 140; Malink 2014, 153-154.
" The SE presupposes familiarity with Aristotle's other logical works. Aristotle introduces the
project of the SE in Ch. 2 by outlining four kinds of argument that occur in speech: demonstrative,
dialectical, examinational and eristic. He claims that demonstrative arguments were already covered
in the Analytics, that dialectical and examinational arguments were already discussed elsewhere—
which is surely a reference to the Topics—and that now all that is left for him to discuss is eristic

arguments, which are the topic with which the remainder of the SE is concerned (165°38-165"11).
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that the way Aristotle deploys the definition of refutation in exposing certain sophistical
arguments has a great deal to teach us about his conceptions of contradiction and deduction,
and about his reasons for formulating his definitions of these notions in the manner he does.
In his treatise largely devoted to the topic—De Interpretatione—Aristotle defines a
contradiction as a pair of propositions that affirm and deny the same predicate of the same
subject non-homonymously (Int. 17°34-37)."*° The famous Metaphysics I discussion of the
PNC adds further “customary qualifications” (Metaph. 1005"28), specifying that a
contradiction is a matter of a predicate and its contradictory belonging to the same subject at
the same time (§ua) and in the same respect (kotd 0 owtd) (Metaph. 1005°17-22). But
Aristotle marks these accounts of contradiction as incomplete: in both treatises, he explicitly
claims that there are other, unstated qualifications that we must add to the definition in order
to deal with “sophistical annoyances” (Int. 17°36-37) or “dialectical difficulties” (Metaph.
100521-22). This chapter begins by arguing that Aristotle’s diagnosis of the sophistical
refutations whose contradictions are merely apparent reveals both what the other necessary
qualifications are, and how they guard against sophistical difficulties. I will argue that in SE
6 Aristotle relies on three conditions for contradiction that he does not fully articulate in his
more famous discussions of the notion: (1) the different occurrences of terms in two
contradictory propositions must be identical linguistic expressions; (2) these linguistic
expressions cannot be ambiguous; and (3) the predicates in two contradictory propositions
must belong to their subjects under precisely the same set of qualifications, i.e., at the same
time, in the same respect, in relation to the same thing, in the same place and in the same

manner. We will furthermore see that each of these conditions plays an important role in

1 follow Whitaker (1996, 2) in taking the primary subject matter of De Interpretatione to be

contradictions.
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explaining why the contradictions produced in certain sophistical refutations are merely
apparent. This suggests that Aristotle’s reason for making them conditions on contradiction is
precisely to guard against and expose the apparent contradictions produced in sophistical
refutations.

According to a famous definition that appears in a number of Aristotle’s works, a
deduction is “an argument in which, once certain things have been set down, something other
than the things laid down necessarily follows through the things laid down” (Top. 100°25-
7).1*! After presenting this definition in the Topics, he goes on to give accounts of the various
forms of deduction—demonstrative, dialectical, eristic and paralogistic—and claims that his
treatment of these forms of deduction is a “description in outline” rather than a “precise
account” (Top. 101%18-22). This might be taken to mean that his account of the
distinguishing features between different kinds of deduction is only an outline, but that this
cannonical definition of deduction is nevertheless a precise account. However, we will see
that in the SE Aristotle appeals to criteria in the definition of deduction that cannot be
immediately read off from Aristotle’s canonical formulations of the definition. This suggests
that the canonical definition of deduction is also something like a description in outline,
which suffices in other contexts (Top. 101%22-24), but turns out to be insufficient for the

142

purposes of exposing sophistical arguments. ™~ Parts 3 and 4 of this chapter examine

! Closely related definitions appear at An. pr. 24°18-22; Rhet. 1356"16-18; Soph. el. 164°27-165%2.
For useful discussions of this definition of the deduction, and the meaning of its individual parts, see
Frede, 1974, 15-23; Bolton 1994, 108-120; Smith 1997, 43-44; Striker 2009, 78-81; and Malink 2014,
154.

12 Both Bolton (1994, 109) and Malink (2014, 149) have noticed that we learn a significant amount
about the details of Aristotle’s definition of deduction in the Sophistici Elenchi. In Section 3.2 below |

consider in detail one of the two additional criteria on deductions that Malink finds in SE 6.
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Aristotle’s diagnosis of certain sophistical refutations that only apparently deduce and which
Aristotle exposes by appealing to criteria on deductions unattested in his other logical works.
Here we will see that the same three conditions in the definition of a refutation that separate
genuine contradictions from merely apparent ones are either requirements on the propositions
(mpotdoeig) of which deductions are composed, or on the relationships between those
propositions. Aristotle includes these conditions in the definition of a deduction, I will argue,
so as to delineate the class of genuine deductive arguments in such a way that sophistical

inferences fall clearly outside it.

2. CONDITIONS ON CONTRADICTION IN ARISTOTLE’S DEFINITION OF REFUTATION

Aristotle defines sophistical refutations in the first sentence of the SE as arguments “that
appear to be refutations but are in fact fallacies, not refutations” (Soph. el. 164°20-21).'**
These two defining features—appearance of refutation and fallacy—then become the
organizing principles of two subsequent classifications of sophistical refutations. In SE 4 and
5 Aristotle classifies the thirteen sophistical refutations according to the way they “produce
the illusion” of a genuine refutation (Soph. el. 165°24-27). Six of the thirteen refutations are
“due to language” (mapd v AéEwv)—which means that something linguistic is responsible
for the appearance that they are refutations—and the remaining seven appear to be
refutations because of something outside of language. At the beginning of SE 6 Aristotle then

introduces a new classification—one that explains each of the apparent refutations in terms

S T read the kai in the sentence epexegetically, and thus take Aristotle to be offering a definition of

sophistical refutations, following Forster 1955, 11; Pickard-Cambridge 1984, 278; Dorion 1995, 119;
Schreiber 2003, 192; Fait, 2007, 99; Hasper 2013, 13; Malink 2014, 150.
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of the definition of refutation (Soph. el. 168*17-23). In this chapter, Aristotle argues that each
of the earlier-classified apparent refutations fails to satisfy one of the conditions in the
definition of a refutation. Unlike the prior classification, which explains why these
refutations appear to be genuine, SE 6 is concerned with the second defining feature of these
sophistical arguments: that are not refutations, but fallacies.'**

Aristotle’s most complete articulation of the definition of a refutation in the SE runs

145
as follows:

" There is some controversy about what the difference between the two classifications is (see Edlow
1977, 20; Dorion 1995, 91). We can infer from the way that these classifications were referred to in
the medieval literature on fallacies that the interpretation I offer here is the traditional one. In the
medieval literature on fallacies, the causes in terms of which sophistical refutations are classified in
the chs. 4-5 are called the “causes of appearance” (causae apparantiae), that is, the causes of
appearing to be refutations; the causes in the second classification are called the “causes of not being”
a refutation (causae non existentiae), or the “causes of deficiency” (causae defectus) (see Ebbesen
1987, 115-117; Fait 2007, xix-xx). See n. 105 above for further discussion.

' 1 say “most complete”, rather than “complete”, because two conditions on refutations to which
Aristotle appeals in SE 6 are not explicitly articulated in this definition. The first is the requirement
that the conclusion must follow “because [the premises] are those ones” (1@ tadt eivai), which
refutations due to false cause fail to satisfy (168°23-25). This requirement is, however, part of
Aristotle’s canonical definition of deduction in the Prior Analytics (24b18-22), and Aristotle both
assumes readers of the SE are familiar with that treatise (164*38-"11) and repeatedly insists that the
account of refutation contains the account of deduction (e.g., 168°34-°38; 171°1-5). The other
requirement not articulated here is the condition that the propositions of which deductions and
refutations are composed must predicate “one of one”, which refutations due to many questions fail to
satisfy (169°6-18). On this criterion see Malink 2014, 157-158. But these exceptions aside, this is the
formulation of the definition of refutation to which Aristotle refers in explaining why the apparent
refutations are fallacious, and it is treated as the authoritative definition, to which he frequently refers

as ‘Tov gipnuévov dropiopov’ (see e.g., 176*37).
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[T1]: [1] &Aeyyog pev yap €otv avtipaotg Tod avtod kai Evog, [2] un ovopatog GALd
TPAYHATOG, [3] Kai dvopatog pur cuvevOHoL AAAL ToD avToD, [4] €k TdV d0BEvTmy €5
avdykng ([5] un ovvapiBpovpévov tod €v dpyh), [6] Katd TavTo Kol Tpdg TadTd Kol
OGOVTOS KOl &V TG a0T® YPOVE [...] Eviot 68 dnolmovieg TL TV AeyBévv paivovat

ENEYYEV.

[1] A refutation is a contradictory proposition of one and the same [proposition one is
refuting] ([2] not [merely] of [the same] word but of [the same] thing, [3] and of a
word that is not synonymous, but the same [as the word in the proposition one is
refuting])) [4] [sc. a contradictory proposition that follows] necessarily from the
things granted ([5] when it has not been enumerated in the beginning) [6] in the same
respect and in relation to the same thing and in the same manner and at the same time
[...] Some, however, omit one of the said [conditions] and [merely] appear to refute

(Soph. el. 167°23-27).

According to this definition, a refutation is a specific kind of dvtipacic. Many commentators

and translators take the word to mean “contradiction” as Aristotle defines it in De

Interpretatione: 1

6
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The following commentators take dvtipacig to mean “contradiction”: Pickard-Cambridge 1984,

282; Forster 1955, 29; Hasper 2013, 18; Fait 2007, 15; Dorion 1995, 129; Swanson 2017, 156. The

following take it to mean “contradictory proposition:” von Kirchmann, 1883: Bolton, 1993, 109;

Schreiber 2003, 88; Colli 2003, 656; Malink 2014, 155.
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[T2]: koi éot® Avtipaoilg TodTo, KATAPaolg Kol Amoeaots ol dvtikeipeval. Aéym o
avtikeicOar v t00 avtod kaTd ToD avToD, PN OUOVOH®G O¢, kol Ooa dAAa TGV

To10VTOV TPocdlopllopeda mpOg TAG COPIOTIKAG EVOYANCELG.

And let this be a contradiction: an affirmation and a denial that are opposed. And by
“opposed” I mean the [sc. contradiction] [is the affirmation and denial] of the same
[predicate] of the same [subject]— not homonymously, and however many other such

[sc. qualifications] we add to deal with the sophistical annoyances (Int. 17*33-37).""

But Aristotle’s claim in clause 4 of T1 that the avtipooig is the conclusion of a deduction,
which “[follows] necessarily from the things granted”, is a problem for this reading (cp.
Soph. el. 164°27-1652; 168*21-22; Top. 100*25-26; An. pr. 24°19-20). This condition reveals
that the dvtipootg in question is a contradictory proposition—i.e., a single affirmation or
denial—rather than a contradiction, because a pair of contradictory propositions does not
follow from the premises in a deduction. A contradictory pair—i.e., the sort of dvtipaocic
Aristotle defines T2—mnevertheless does feature in a refutation: it is the combination of the
contradictory proposition one deduces and a dialectical opponent’s original thesis that it
refutes (Soph. el. 165%2-3; 180°24-31; 181°2-3). Aristotle presumably uses ‘avtipaocig’ in T1
to mean ‘contradictory proposition’ because it is suitably neutral between affirmation
(xotdaoctg) and denial (drdé@aocig): the conclusion one deduces will be an affirmation if the

proposition to be refuted is a denial, and it will be a denial if this original proposition is an

"7 The Greek text of De Interpretatione follows Weidemann 2014. The translation is my own.
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affirmation.'*® Clause [1] in the definition of refutation thus specifies that the conclusion of
the deduction in a refutation must be a proposition that affirms or denies the very thing that
was denied or affirmed in the proposition targeted for refutation.

Each of the remaining clauses in the definition further clarifies the role that this
contradictory proposition plays in a refutation—either on the way in which it is deduced, or
on its relationship to the original statement that it contradicts. Based on comparison with
Aristotle’s canonical definitions of deduction, we can be confident that the two criteria in
clauses 4 and 5 exclusively concern the deductive component of a refutation. We have just
seen that clause 4 states the familiar requirement that the conclusion of a deduction must
follow necessarily from the premises; clause 5, on the other hand, is equivalent to the
familiar condition that the conclusion of a deduction be “something different from the
premises” (cp. Soph. el. 164°27-165%2; Top. 100°25-26; An. pr. 24°19-20).'*

By contrast, the way that Aristotle appeals to the criteria in clauses 2, 3 and 6 in SE 6
suggests that these are conditions on the contradiction between the conclusion and the
proposition it contradicts. Because Aristotle uses these criteria to explain why certain kinds
of sophistical arguments fail to derive actual contradictions, I will suggest that these are
precisely the qualifications to which Aristotle alludes in his canonical discussions of
contradiction—the qualifications that must be added to the definition in order to deal with

“sophistical annoyances” (Int. 17°36-37) and “dialectical difficulties” (Metaph. 1005°21-

148 sy . .pe ..
For other uses of dvtipaocig to mean “contradictory proposition”, rather than “contradiction” see

Int. 18°11; 21%22; 22°39; An. pr. 34°29; Soph. el. 180°24-25; 30-31; 181°2-3. See also Whitaker 1996,
79 n.1. For substitutions of the terms “affirmation” and “denial” for “conclusion” and “contradictory
proposition” see Soph. el. 168°11-14; 180°24-29. That both the affirmation and denial in a
contradiction are propositions (tpétaceic) is evident from Int. 20°23-24.

149 See Malink 2014, 154-155; Bolton 1994, 110-111; Swanson 2017, 162.
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22)."° In the remainder of section 2 I outline Aristotle’s diagnosis of the refutations that fail
to satisfy these criteria—the six refutations due to language (§2.1), and refutations due to
qualification (§2.2)—and argue that Aristotle includes these conditions in the definition of a
contradiction in order to separate real contradictions from the merely apparent contradictions

that sophists produce through these forms of apparent refutation.

2.1. LINGUISTIC CRITERIA ON CONTRADICTION

According to the conclusion of SE 6, the six sophistical refutations due to language (mapa
v AéEwv)—homonymy, amphiboly, form of expression, combination, division and accent—
fail to be refutations “because the dvtipaoig is merely apparent” (169*19-20). Although we
will see later that these same forms of refutation can also fail to deduce, here Aristotle takes
them, in the first instance, to be fallacious because the contradictions they produce are
merely apparent. Aristotle argues for this conclusion at the beginning of SE 6 by showing
that each of these refutations fails to satisfy one of the two linguistic requirements in the

definition of a refutation:

[T3]: &nerta koi Kotd T pHEPN TOV S10pIopod. TdV pev yap €v i AéEet ol pév giot
mapd O d1tT6V, olov 1 e Oumvopio kol 6 Adyog Kai 1 opotocynuosivn (chvnoeg yop
10 vt OG TOdE TL onuaivew), 1 6& ohvheoic Kail dlaipectg kol Tpocdio T@ Ui Tov
adTOV £tvarl TOV Adyov §| 1O dvopa TO Srapépov. £dgt 8¢ kol todto, kubdmep Kai 1O

Tpaypa TovToHV, €1 pEAAEL ELEYYOG 1) CLALOYICUOG EcecBa

1% Malink (2014, 155) and Weidemann (2002, 200-201) have both found the “other qualifications
necessary to deal with sophistical annoyances” from T2 in clause [6] of T1. In what follows, I will

argue that [2] and [3] are also criteria on contradictions to which Aristotle refers in T2.
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And then [we can take] the definition [of a refutation] part by part. For among those
[sophistical refutations] in language some are due to ambiguity, for example

homonymy and amphiboly'”!

and form of expression (for in common usage every
[word] signifies a certain “this”), while combination, division and accent depend on
the statement or altered word not being the same. And this [i.e., that the statement or
word be the same] is also necessary, just as [it is necessary] for the thing [signified by

the statement or word to be] the same, if there is going to be a refutation or a

deduction (Soph. el. 168*23-30).

Here Aristotle classifies these six refutations into two groups according to the requirement in
the definition of a refutation of which they fall short. The first group of refutations is due to
ambiguity (mapd 10 dirtdv): each of these refutations employs a linguistic expression that
signifies different things in its different occurrences. The first of these, refutations due to
homonymy, exploit lexical ambiguity. Aristotle’s first example of this kind of refutation
depends on the now-familiar ambiguity in the verb ‘pavOdévewv,” which can mean either ‘to

acquire knowledge’ or ‘to understand’ (165°31-32 cp. Pl. Euthyd. 276b6-c7).'** Refutations

! This is one of a number of passages in the SE where Aristotle substitutes ‘Adyoc’ for ‘GueiBorio.’

He does so to clarify that amphiboly is an ambiguity in a phrase, whereas homonymy is an ambiguity
in a word. For other cases in which Aristotle associates opovopio with dvopa and/or aueiporio with
AOyog see 165°29, 166°15-16, 169°23, 177*21 and Dorion 1995, 244 n. 85.

"2 This is an example of homonymy closely related to Aristotle’s understanding of that notion in the
Categories, where he defines homonymy as a relationship between things that share a name, but have

different definitions (Cat. 1*1-2). Although in this canonical definition of homonymy it is things that

are said to be homonymous, Aristotle is equally comfortable referring to the name that homonymous
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due to amphiboly, on the other hand, exploit an ambiguity that that arises through the

153

combination of words that are not ambiguous in isolation (166°17-21). " Aristotle’s favorite

items share as itself being homonymous, or being said homonymously (see e.g., GC 322°29-32; for
other examples see Hintikka 1973, 9). In this usage, homonymy is not a relationship between things
that differ in definition but share a name; it is a feature of an individual word that signifies such
things. (When Aristotle speaks of words, rather than things as homonymous, he is often characterized
as employing Speusippus’ conception of the notion (Hambruch 1904, 28-29; Lang 1911, 25-26;
Stenzel 1929, 1645.4-44; Cherniss 1944, 56-58; 1945, 40; Anton 1968, 315-326). For criticism of this
consensus, and an incisive analysis of Aristotle’s use of ‘homonymy’ see Barnes 1971). However, a
single word signifying multiple things with different definitions is not the only ambiguity responsible
for refutations due to homonymy. For example, Aristotle tells us the argument that concludes “the
sick person is healthy”—because the one who recovers is healthy, and the sick person recovers—does
not contradict the claim that “the sick person is not healthy”, because ‘the sick person (0 kKGuvov)’ in
the conclusion signifies one who was previously sick, whereas in the proposition it contradicts, the
same word denotes a person who is presently sick (165°38-166%). This is an example of the same
fallacy, but the two items signified share a definition. The homonymy responsible for the fallacy is
therefore not restricted to words that signify multiple items with different definitions, but rather any
individual words with a plurality of distinct referents (see also Schreiber 2003, 21-24).

'3 Plato seems to have used ‘au@iporog’ for an ambiguity in an individual word (Cratyl. 437a2-8),
and in later treatments of fallacy ‘aueipoiia’ seems to be used for ambiguity quite generally (e.g.
Sext. Emp. PH 11.256.1-3). But in the SE Aristotle uses the term exclusively to refer to ambiguous
combinations of univocal words. One common form of the fallacy is an accusative with infinitive
construction, where the noun or pronoun can be understood either as a subject or object of the verb in
question (e.g., t0 fovAecOatl AaPelv pe Tovg modepiovg (“to wish me to capture the enemies”/”’to wish
the enemies to capture me”)). Another common form of this ambiguity arises with nouns that have the
same form in the nominative and the accusative (e.g, dp' & Tig yvdoKel, TodT0 yvdoker (“What
someone knows, does he know this?”/ What someone knows, does this know?”) ; apa & Opd Tic,
1010 Opd (“What someone sees, does he see this?” / “What someone sees, does this see?”’) apa & oV
Mg eivat, Todto od Q¢ eivar; (“What you assert to be, do you assert that that thing is? / “What you
assert to be, do you claim that you are this thing?”’) (166a6-14). An exception to this regimented use
of ‘aueiPoria’ occurs at Poetics 1461°25-26, where an individual word, mAeio, is said to be

amphiblous.
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example of amphiboly is that in the equally familiar phrase ‘ciy®vta Aéyewv,” which can
mean either ‘for one who is silent to speak’ or ‘to speak of silent things’ (166°12-14 cp. Pl.
Euthyd. 300b1-8). The third kind of refutation due to ambiguity, Form of Expression,
exploits an ambiguity in grammatical category. The problematic component these refutations
is a word that has the same grammatical form as some other class of words, but which
signifies something that does not belong to the class of items signified by these other words
with the same grammatical form. The potential error that arises in connection with such
words is a category mistake: we assume, based on this similarity of expression, that the
signified item belongs to a category to which it does not actually belong. For instance, an
occurrence of the word Vywaivewy “to be healthy,” denotes a condition, but it might incorrectly
be taken to denote an activity based on its similarity in grammatical form to words like
“répvey” (“to cut”) and “oikodopgiv”’ (“to build a house™) (166°15-18). The common feature
of all three kinds of ambiguity is that the same linguistic expression signifies different things
in its different occurrences.

In T3 Aristotle claims that the necessary part of a refutation that these three kinds of
refutation leave off is the requirement that “the thing (mpdypo) [must] be the same” (“28-29).
The criterion in T1 in terms of which Aristotle exposes these fallacies is therefore the one
expressed in clause 2, according to which the thing(s) signified by the same linguistic
expression in a pair of contradictory propositions must be the same for the different
occurrences of that expression. If the different occurrences of the same linguistic expression
in two contradictory propositions do not signify the same thing(s)—either because of an

exploitation of homonymy, amphiboly or form of expression—the two contradictory
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propositions do not together constitute a contradiction."* I will call the condition that these
three kinds of refutation fail to satisfy the “same-things-signified criterion”. '*>

The second group of refutations in T3—those due to combination, division and
accent—are fallacious for Aristotle because of an altered linguistic expression (“27-28). Each
of these refutations involves a word or statement in a proposition being altered from one
occurrence to the next, either by combining a divided linguistic statement, by dividing a
combined one, or by changing the accentuation from one occurrence of a word to the next
(Soph. el. 166%23-166"9). The first two, refutations due to combination and division, are the
inverses of one another, and depend either on words or a phrases originally expressed
together being expressed separately, or vice versa.”® For example, the claim “it is possible
for someone, being good, to be a bad cobbler” (§otiv dyafov dvia crkvtén poxOnpov eivar) is

not contradicted by the claim “it is possible for there to be a good-bad-cobbler” (ovk &otv

dyabov dvto orkvtée poydnpov eivar) because the latter, combined expression is not the same

'3 At this stage I speak of this condition being violated only when an ambiguity is exploited in a pair

of contradictory propositions. I will argue in § 3.3 that the requirement is stronger, and actually
excludes the use of ambiguous linguistic expressions in the propositions of both contradictions and
deductions, even when that ambiguity is not exploited.

"> For the same assignment of linguistic criteria to linguistic fallacies, see Kirwan 1979, 39-44
Dorion 1995, 239; 248; Schreiber 2003, 57-8; 88 and 212 n. 26; Fait 2007, 120; 125; Malink 2014,
155-156; 158-159; Swanson 2017, 162 n. 14.

1% Refutations due to combination and division, like those due to amphiboly, result through a
combination of words, but the errors involved are of a different kind. In refutations due to amphiboly
the same linguistic expression signifies different things in its different occurrences, whereas in
refutations due to combination and division, the linguistic expressions in question are not the same,
and they may, or may not, signify different things. But even when linguistic expressions altered
through combination or division do signify different things, Aristotle still thinks this is not a case of

ambiguity, because for an expression to be ambiguous it must be the very same expression that

signifies different things (Soph. el. 177°1-3).
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as the former, divided one (Soph. el. 177°13-15)."*” Finally, although according to Aristotle
the final refutation due to language, accent, “gives rise to [sc. almost] no arguments, either
written or spoken” (Soph. el. 177°35-6), Aristotle adds it for the sake of completeness,
because it does constitute another way in which the words employed in two contradictory
propositions could fail to be the same (Soph. el. 165°27-30). Refutations due to accent come
about by changing accents on the words employed in the refutation such that the words used
are no longer the same."”® The common error that results in these three kinds of refutation is
that the linguistic expression of altered terms in two contradictory propositions is no longer
the same."”’

The criterion that these three refutations fail to satisfy is therefore the one expressed
in clause 3 of T1, according to which the terms in a contradictory proposition must be
linguistic expressions identical to those that occur in the proposition it contradicts (Soph. el.
167*24-25). This condition, which I will call the “same-signifiers criterion”, adds that the
linguistic expression of repeated terms in a contradiction, in addition to the things that these
expressions signify, must be identical. Thus, on this criterion, the proposition ‘this is a dpog
(‘mountain’)’ does not contradict ‘this is not a 6pog (‘boundary’)’ because these linguistic

expressions are not the same when one alters the aspiration from smooth to rough. Of course

"7 For this reading of the example see Hasper 2009, 124-125.

1% For example: “Is it not the case that a house is where you lodge (t0 0d koTahdeg)?”—“Yes.”—
“And is it not the case that ‘you do not lodge’ (10 ‘00 kataAvelg’) is the denial of ‘you do lodge’?” —
“Yes.” —“But you said that a house is where you lodge (10 o0 kataivelg). Therefore a house is a
denial.” (177°37-178%2).

%9 SE 177°35-36 suggests that the linguistic expressions in question can be either expressions in
written or in spoken language, but nothing in what follows will turn on determining whether Aristotle

is here thinking of written language, spoken language or both. For further discussion see Kirwan

1979, 43-44; Schreiber 2003, 60-76; Hasper 2009: 137-46; Malink 2014, 159 n.25.
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in this case, the two words do signify different things, but Aristotle insists that the error in
these three kinds of refutations is not ambiguity; rather, the error consists in statements being
divided or combined or the accentuation of a word being altered in such a way that the
linguistic signifiers are no longer the same (Soph. el. 177°1-3). In fact, Aristotle repeatedly
insists that statements that are divided and combined and words with altered accentuation do
not always signify different things (Soph. el. 166°35-36 & 177*34-35)."®° The error is rather a
difference in signifiers that may or may not denote different things. The clearest indication of
this is the fact that the same-signifiers condition, as stated in the definition of a refutation,
rules out even the use of synonymous terms—i.e., different linguistic expressions that signify
the very same thing—in a contradiction (Soph. el. 167°24-25)."°" Thus, on this requirement,
the proposition ‘this is a mantel (Admov)’ and ‘this is not a cloak (ipdrov)’ do not together
constitute a contradiction even though the words ‘Admov’ and ‘ipdrov’ signify the very same

thing (cp. Top. 103%9-10).'%

10 See also Hasper 2009, 138-9
1 “ym ovvevipov” in the definition of a refutation thus rules out the use of expressions that have
different linguistic form, but signify the same things. This is a rare usage of the word cuvovipog in
Aristotle, where it is a property of words rather than of things (See Dorion 1995: 239, Schreiber 2003:
212, Fait 2007, 120; and Malink 2014, 155 n.18). For Aristotle’s definition of the standard usage of
cvvovopog see Cat. 1°6-8.

' This is meant to be an illustration of a failure to satisfy the same-signifiers criterion, rather than an
illustration of one of the three sophistical refutations that fails to satisfy it. This example would not be
sophistical because it is not an apparent contradiction. The refutations that Aristotle considers
sophistical are a subset of arguments that fail to be refutations, namely those that are not refutations,
but, by exploiting a cause of illusion (165°24-25), appear to be refutations. An argument that
produced this contradiction would not be a sophistical refutation because it does not have the

appearance of employing the same signifiers.
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Aristotle’s exposure of the six sophistical refutations due to language therefore brings
to light two criteria on the language used in a contradiction that are hinted at, but not
explicitly articulated in his canonical discussions of contradiction. Because Aristotle uses
them to show that sophistical refutations due to language generate merely apparent
contradictions, I suggest that these are among the qualifications that he includes in the
definition of a contradiction that would suffice to deal with “sophistical annoyances” (Int.
17°36-37).'® The same-things-signified criterion was already suggested by Aristotle’s claim
in De Interpretatione that the contradiction needs to be “non-homonymous” (1735); but
homonymy is only one of the three kinds of ambiguous expression that the same-things-
signified criterion excludes from contradictions. The same-signifiers criterion, on the other
hand, is otherwise unattested and has a significant implication for Aristotle’s conception of
contradiction. The fact that this criterion excludes even the use of synonymous terms in a
contradiction reveals that, for Aristotle, the contradictions one produces in refutations are
linguistic entities. If the contradiction that one derives in a refutation was supposed to be
what is signified by the words one uses to express this contradiction, there would be no sense
in Aristotle forbidding the use of synonymous terms—i.e., of different linguistic expressions
that signify the very same thing—in a contradiction. And this is as it should be: Aristotle
does not think there are any genuine contradictions out there in the world; the Principle of
Non-contradiction (PNC) firmly denies their existence (Metaph. 1005°17-22). Therefore,
when one derives a real contradiction in a refutation, that contradiction is purely linguistic.
But moreover, if the repeated terms in the contradiction were not identical linguistic

expressions, we would have no guarantee that the signified state of affairs is impossible,

18 Pace Malink (2014, 155) and Weidemann (2002, 200-201), who refer only to the criteria in clause

6 to explain this remark in De Interpretatione.
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because the question would still remain whether the different terms signify the same thing.
But if the contradiction is comprised of non-ambiguous identical linguistic expressions, we
have assurance from this statement alone that the signified state of affairs is an impossible
one. These two linguistic qualifications together guarantee that the contradiction one derives
in a refutation would signify an impossible state of affairs out there in the world, were it true.
The fact that the state of affairs signified by this verbal contradiction is impossible makes the

derivation of such a contradiction sufficient for refutation.

2.2. PREDICATIVE CRITERIA ON CONTRADICTION

Aristotle’s diagnosis of what I call ‘refutations due to qualification’ in SE 6 reveals that they
fail to satisfy a third kind of criterion on contradiction. Aristotle refers to these refutations in
a number of ways: “that due to something being said either unqualifiedly (amA®dg), or not
unqualifiedly but in a particular respect (1)), in a particular place (mov), at a particular time
(mot¢), or in relation to a particular thing (mpdg t1)” (Soph. el. 166°22-23); “those due to this
being said in the strict sense (kvpimg) or in a particular respect (n1)), in a particular place
(moV), in a particular manner (n®g), or in relation to a particular thing (np6g t1)—that is, not
unqualifiedly (uf amA@dqg)” (Soph. el. 180°23-24); and, in the most terse form, “those due to
[something being said] in a particular respect (n1)) and unqualifiedly (anA®dc) (Soph. el

168°11 & 169°10).'°* The latter expression was rendered in Latin secumdum quid et

'* In none of his discussions of the fallacy does Aristotle enumerate each of the five modes of

qualification that he explicitly employs throughout the SE. The same is true, for example, of
Aristotle’s invocations of the doctrine of the categories, where he rarely gives a complete list (e.g.,
Top. 103°25-29; Soph. el. 166°12-14; and Metaph. 1028%2-4). Since Aristotle never compiles an
exhaustive list of these qualifications, it remains an open question whether the five predicational

modes that Aristotle explicitly invokes in the SE are exhaustive. Nevertheless, in none of the passages
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simplicitur, which gives us the traditional name of the fallacy, secundum quid.'® Aristotle
recognizes three different ways in which this fallacy can occur: (1) when a proposition
qualified under one of these predicational modes is treated as though it was said without
qualification (Soph. el. 166°38-167%6); (2)—the inverse of (1)—when what is said without
qualification is treated as though it were said qualifiedly (Soph. el. 167*7-16); or (3) when
what is said under some particular set of qualifications is qualified in a different way, but
treated as though it were qualified in precisely the same way, under the same set of these
predicational modes (Soph. el. 167*16-20; 180"28). 1 refer to these refutations as ‘due to
qualification’ instead of the traditional ‘secundum quid’ because although not all forms of the
fallacy depend on something’s being said both quid and simplicitur, they do all depend on a
problematic deployment of qualifications.

In SE 6 Aristotle briefly argues that these refutations are not genuine because “the
affirmation and the denial are not of the same” (Soph. el. 168°11-12). There are two ways in
which an affirmation and denial can fail to be the same as a result of this fallacy. On the first
two forms of the fallacy described above, one of the contradictory propositions holds
unqualifiedly (amA@dc) or in the strict sense (kvpiwc) whereas the other holds only in a

particular respect (7)), in a particular place (mov), in a particular manner (m@g), in relation to

in the SE where Aristotle mentions these predicational modes (Soph. el. 166b22-23; see also b37-38;
168°1 1; 169b10; 170%6-8; 180323-b39; 181%1-14), nor in Aristotle’s discussions of qualified and
unqualified propositions elsewhere in his logical works does he mention any qualification other than
these five (these are Top. 115°11-35, where he discusses propositions that are qualified koté T, TOTE
or oV in contrast with their being unqualified; An. pr. 49*27-28, where he speaks of propositions in a
deduction that are unqualified as opposed to being qualified nf] or T®d¢ (on this passage see §4 below);
and Rhet. 1402"13-17 where he speaks of propositions that qualified kot ti and npoOg i as opposed to
their being unqualified).

15 See Schreiber 2003, 141.
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a particular thing (mpog 1), at a particular time (rot¢), or holds under some combination of
these predicational modes. For example, the proposition ‘dying unjustly is preferable to
dying justly’ does not contradict the claim ‘what is just is preferable to what is unjust’
because they are not propositions of the same kind—the latter proposition holds
unqualifiedly, whereas the former holds in a particular manner (G&i—180°34) (180°21-23;
28-31).'°° Or again, one does not contradict the proposition that ‘power in one’s city is good’
by showing that it is not good for this person now or there, because a proposition qualified in
terms of time or place is not the same as an unqualified one (Soph. el. 180°11-14).'%

The second way in which two contradictory propositions fail to be the same
corresponds to the third form of the fallacy described above. In such cases, both
contradictory propositions are qualified, but they are not qualified in the same ways, under
the same set of predicational modes, i.e., they are not qualified in the same respect (katd
Ta010), in relation to the same thing (mpog tawtd), in the same manner (OoadTwg), in the

5 ~ 3 ~ 7 . 5 ~ 5~ . e 168
same place (év t@® dvtd 16n®) or at the same time (v 1@ avTd ¥pove / Gua)). - Instances of

1% The qualification of manner (for which Aristotle uses the expressions wog, dc, O, OGS, GoavTwC)

is the least well specified of these five predicational modes. In his discussion of qualification fallacies
his only examples of the qualification of manner are the adverbs of manner ‘dikaing’ and ‘ddikmg’
(180°21-39). And in his treatment of refutations due to form of expression, Aristotle also speaks of
the adverb ‘tayéwog’ as denoting manner (Gds—178°5). I suggest in light of these few examples that
the qualification of manner is any qualification under one of the so-called ‘adverbs of manner.’

'7 This is Aristotle’s only example of a qualification of place in the SE, but the final chapter of
Topics 11 contains other examples, for example, “it is beneficial in certain areas (e.g., in infected
places) to follow such and such a diet, but it is not beneficial without qualification” (115°18-20);
“there can be only one thing somewhere, but there cannot be only one thing without qualification”
(*20).

168

The difference in the kind of expression used to describe these predicational modes corresponds to

the form that the fallacy takes. Aristotle uses indefinite adverbs to describe a contrast between a
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this fallacy involving two differently qualified propositions appear to have been an especially
important type of sophistical argument for Aristotle, since they are is his paradigm example
of ignorance of the definition of refutation—which Aristotle takes to be the underlying cause
that explains why each of the individual sophistical refutations is fallacious (Soph. el.
168%17-20)."® In fact, in both of the passages in which Aristotle discusses ignorance of the
definition of refutation, he illustrates it with an example of this kind of qualification fallacy

(Soph. el. 167*21-35; 181°1-14). His first set of examples runs as follows:

[T4]: &vior 8¢ amolmdvieg 1 TV Aeyféviov aivoviar EAéyyetv, oiov BTl TANTO
dmAdclov Kol 00 SAAGIOV: TA Yap OV0 TOD HEV £VOG dMAACLL, TV 08 TPUDV 0V
dumhdota. 1 €l 10 adTO T0D aTod SuTAAcIoV Kol 00 SuTAGGoV, GAL' 00 KaTd TOVTO:
KOTO pev yop 1o PiKog dumhdciov, kot 8¢ 10 TAATOog 00 SimAdotlov. | €l ToD avTod

Kol KaTO TO0TO Kol OoaHTOS, GAL' oLy Gua: d1dmep €0t PaVOUEVOG EAEYYOG.

qualified and an unqualified proposition: 7} (180°2-7), mod (180°7; 11-14), mix (180°31-34), mpoc Tt
(180°7-10), and moté (180°7; 11-14). When both propositions are qualified, but in different ways, he
describes the predicational modes with corresponding expressions that capture the propositions’
failure to be qualified in the same ways: ‘katd Tavtd’ for sameness of respect (1)) (167°31-33; 181°11-
14—on the equivalence of ka®* adto/f) and kotd t/mn see Soph. el. 171°32-33; An. post. 74°28-32;
and Code 1986, 349) ‘mpog tavtd’ for sameness of relation (mpdg t1) (167%29-30), ‘@oavtwg’ for
sameness of manner (dg/®mdi) (167°35), and év 1@ adT® YpOve or Guo for sameness of time (Ote)
(167°33-34). For qualifications of place Aristotle only considers cases in which an unqualified
proposition is apparently contradicted by a denial that it only holds in a particular place ( 180°11-14)
but in connection with a pair of propositions qualified in terms of place he would presumably use the
expression ‘€v 1@ dvtd TO1®.’

% On the relationship between Ignorance of Refutation as a cause of illusion in sophistical
arguments, and Ignorance of Refutation as an explanation for why each of the individual sophistical

refutations fail to be genuine refutation see fn. 105 above.
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Some people omit some one of the [conditions] mentioned [in the definition of a
refutation] and give a merely apparent refutation, [showing] (e.g.) [1] that the same
thing is both double and not double—for two is double in relation to one, but not
double in relation to three.'” [2] Or, [it may be, they show that] it is both double and
not double in relation to the same thing, but not that it is so in the same respect—for it
is double in respect of length, but not double in respect of breadth. [3] Or, it may be,
they show it to be both double and not double in relation to the same thing and in the
same respect and in the same manner but not that it is so at the same time, and

therefore their refutation is merely apparent (Soph. el 167*28-34).

In this passage Aristotle considers three apparent contradictions a sophist might try to derive
and shows that none of them is actually contradictory because, in each successive iteration,
the sophist leaves off at least one of the qualifications necessary for a genuine contradiction.
The first apparent contradiction unqualifiedly asserts that the same thing is double and not
double (Soph. el. 167°29). To explain how such a contradiction could be merely apparent,
Aristotle considers a mathematical example and claims that two is double in relation to one
but not double in relation to three (Soph. el. 167°29-30)."”" The opposites, double and not

double, apply to the same subject, two, but they do not belong to it in relation to the same

' The genitive expressions used here are, for Aristotle, equivalent to the mpoc Tt qualification.

Evidence of their equivalence comes from Aristotle’s in his discussion of wpdg Tt in the Categories,
where Aristotle almost always prefers the genitive expression to mpdg 1, even in his first example
(6"36-39).

171

The genitive expressions here, as in Euthyd. 293c2-7, are used in place of the npog-qualification,

pace Schreiber (2003, 145) who takes Aristotle to employ the kotd-qualification here.
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thing. This opposition therefore does not satisfy the qualification of relatives (mpdg ta0T0).
Here Aristotle explicitly applies what I have called the ‘predicates solution’ to apparent
contradictions, one quite similar to the implicit solution we saw Plato apply to Euthydemus’
knowledge argument (T7 in Ch. 3). By appealing to the relatives-qualification in this way,
Aristotle, like Plato, suggests that opposite predicates that can apply to a subject in relation to
different things are genuinely opposed only when they apply to this subject in relation to the
same thing.

The second iteration then builds the relatives-qualification into the statement of the
contradiction, and claims that the same thing is double and not double in relation to the same
thing (Soph. el. 167°31). Aristotle apparently understands this statement as applying to a pair
of three-dimensional objects and resolves it by claiming that a further necessary
qualification, the “respects-qualification” (kotd tavtd), has not been satisfied: object A
might very well both be and not be the double of object B, but it could only be so by being
double in respect of length (koatd 0 pfikog), but not double in respect of breadth (katd t0
nhGtoc) (Soph. el. 167°31-33). This is an application of the same kind of predicates solution
that we saw Plato apply to the example of the spinning top (Resp. 436e3-4). As was true
there, by distinguishing the respects in virtue of which the object in question is and is not
double, Aristotle draws a distinction between two different ways of being double. A doubles
B in length, but it does not double B in breadth. For there to be a genuine contradiction here,
A would need to be both double and not double B in the same respect. Because this is not the
case, the contradiction again is merely apparent. By insisting on the respects-qualification,
Aristotle suggests that opposite predicates that can apply to a subject in different respects

only constitute a contradiction when they apply to this subject in the same respect.
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Finally, Aristotle imagines a case in which the same thing is double and not double in
relation to the same thing, in the same respect and in the same manner, and resolves it by
claiming that this could occur only if such opposites belong to the subject at different times
(Soph. el. 167*33-34)."7* Just as we saw in Plato’s treatment of similar kinds of refutations,
on Aristotle’s account, it is only by failing to specify the precise ways in which a pair of

propositions are qualified under one, or some combination of, these predicational modes that

' Michael of Ephesus and the author of the Anonymous Heiberg, both of them likely relying on an

earlier collection of scholia, suggest that by ‘@cavtwg’ Aristotle means that one proposition does not
hold potentially and the other actually, but either both potentially or both actually (Ps.-Alex.-2, 45.24-
9; Duffy 1992, 15). Micheal of Ephesus offers the following example: “For the one who says that
‘one who is asleep has sight, and one who has sight sees, therefore one who is asleep sees’ does not
refute a person who says that the one who is asleep does not see; for ‘the one who has sight sees’
signifies [on the one hand] having and not being active, but being able to be active, and [on the other
hand] being already active” (Greek text follows Wallies 1989, translation is my own). The idea these
commentators share is thus that ‘@covt®dg’ in the definition of a refutation specifies that two
propositions that predicate opposites of the same subject do not generate a contradiction when one of
these predicates applies to its subject potentially, and the other applies to the same subject in
actuality. In order to constitute a contradiction, the opposite predicates must either both apply
potentially, or both apply actually; and this is what it means, according to these commentators, for
these predicates apply “in the same manner”. There is, however, no evidence in the SE that the
qualification of manners does this work. On the contrary, Aristotle’s discussion of the qualification of
manner in the SE suggests that it is a qualification that involves adverbs of manner (178°5; 180°21-3).
The trouble that probably led these commentators to offer this speculation is that the present example
here is not well elaborated: in the previous two iterations of apparent contradictions we had different
subjects—numbers and three-dimensional objects—but here we have no indication of what the
subject is, and therefore have little help in understanding what it would mean for something to be
double and not double in the same manner. But precisely specifying the nature of the contradiction is
presumably not relevant to the point Aristotle wants to make here; his point is simply that if opposites
apply to the same subject in the same ways under all of the other relevant predicational modes, the

only way this could be the case would be by these opposites, so qualified, applying at different times.
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sophists are able to make differently qualified contradictory propositions appear to constitute
a genuine contradiction.

Although Aristotle usually employs these expressions involving sameness— KoTd
TO0TO, TPOG TATO, ®GaVT®G and dpo—in connection with differently qualified propositions,
it is nevertheless equally true of the first two forms the fallacy that the two propositions in
question are not qualified in the same ways (e.g., an unqualified proposition, and one
qualified in a particular respect are not qualified in the same respect). Aristotle thus speaks of
the failure common to all forms of the fallacy as a failure to produce a contradiction in which
the affirmation and denial are qualified “in the same respect, in relation to the same thing and
in the same manner” (Soph. el. 170°6-7). All refutations due to qualification thus fail to
satisfy the criterion in clause [6] of the definition of a refutation (T1), according to which the
contradictory proposition and the proposition it contradicts must be qualified in the same
respect (kotd tavtd) in relation to the same thing (mpog towtd) in the same manner
(boavtoc) and at the same time (&v Td adtd xpove) (Soph. el. 167°26-27).!7

The predicational modes have some overlap with the “customary qualifications” that
Aristotle uses to qualify the contradictions whose possibility the PNC forbids (Metaph.
1005"27-28). This is unsurprising given the fact that, in SE 25, Aristotle connects the error in
refutations due to qualification with the failure to produce a contradiction that violates the
PNC; in so doing, he suggests that the predicational modes are another set of conditions that

separate the real contradictions produced through genuine refutations from the sophistic ones

that are only apparently so:

173 Schreiber (2003, 144) and Swanson (2017, 162 n. 14) assign the fault to the same criterion.
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[T5]: Avtéov oKOTODVTL TO CLUUTEPACHA TTPOG THV AVTIQPAGLY, €l EVOEXETAL TOVT®V TL
nemovOéval. td yap €vavtio Kol T0 AvTIKEIpEVO Kol AcY Kol AmOQocty OmAMG UEV
AOVVATOV VITAPYEV TG VT, TN HEVTOL EKATEPOV 1| TPOS TL | TOG, §| TO PEV 7N TO &'
ATADC, 0VOEV KOAVEL GOt €l TOOE P&V AMADS T0d€ 0¢ TN, oVm® EAeyyoc, ToUTO J' &v

1@ cvunepdopatt Bewpntéov TPOg TV AVTIPAGLY.

One must solve [sc. refutations due to qualification] by examining the conclusion in
relation to its contradictory, whether it can be qualified on one of these points. [PNC:]
For opposites and contradictories—i.e., affirmation and denial-—cannot without
qualification belong to the same thing. However, nothing prevents each of them from
belonging in a certain [i.e., different] respect, or in a certain relation or in a certain
manner, nor [does anything prevent] one from belonging in a certain respect and the
other without qualification. Hence there is not yet a refutation if the one [is said]
without qualification and the other [is said] in some respect and one should asses this

for the conclusion in relation to its contradictory (Soph. el. 180%27-31).

According to this passage, an affirmation and denial in a refutation only count as a

contradiction when they affirm and deny the same predicate of a subject, or predicate

opposites of a subject, in the same way, under the same set of predicational modes. The PNC

asserts that two contradictory propositions that are qualified in the same way—either by both

being unqualified, or by both being qualified in precisely the same way—cannot both be true.

Refutations due to qualification, on the other hand, do not violate the PNC because the

contradictions they produce do not contain predications that are qualified in the same ways. I
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thus suggest that these sophistical refutations are precisely the sort of “dialectical difficulties”
to which Aristotle appeals elsewhere in justifying the addition of the predicational modes to
the PNC (Metaph. 1005°21-22). Aristotle apparently adds these conditions to his definition of
a contradiction in order guard against sophistical contradictions counting as genuine ones.

Throughout §2 I have surveyed the way Aristotle uses the criteria in the definition of
a refutation to show that certain sophistical refutations generate merely apparent
contradictions. Aristotle’s use of these criteria, I have argued, reveals both what the criteria
for a genuine contradiction are, and how they allow Aristotle to deal with sophistical
difficulties. Because the apparent refutations Aristotle exposes in the SE are supposed to
exhaust all the kinds of apparent refutations (Soph. el. 165°24-27; 166°20-27; 170°9-10), we
can be confident that the three conditions in T1 that Aristotle uses to expose apparent
contradictions also exhaust the qualifications that he thinks are necessary to separate genuine
from merely apparent contradictions. Each of these qualifications on the notion of a genuine
contradiction thus plays an important role in explaining why sophistical refutations only
generate apparent contradictions. This suggests that Aristotle included these three conditions
in his definition of contradiction precisely in order to exclude sophistical contradictions from
the class of genuine ones.

In the remainder of this chapter, I argue that the sophistical refutations I have
discussed can also fail to satisfy the same-things-signified, the same-signifiers, or fail to be
appropriately qualified under the predicational modes in the way that they deduce. Because
Aristotle’s strategy in SE 6 is to show that these arguments are fallacious with reference to
the definition of a refutation, the fact that these errors in language and qualification produce

apparent deductions indicates that these three criteria are also built into the definition of
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deduction. And the fact that the same criteria that separate genuine from apparent
contradictions are also requirements on deduction strongly suggests that Aristotle includes
them in his definition of deduction for a similar reason: to demarcate genuine deductive

reasoning from the merely apparent deductions of the sophists.

3. LINGUISTIC CONDITIONS ON DEDUCTION

We have seen that, for Aristotle, refutations due to language are fallacious because the
contradictions they produce do not satisfy the linguistic criteria in the definition of a
refutation. But I will now go on to show that refutations due to language can also fail to
satisfy these linguistic criteria in the way that they deduce.'”* We have in fact already seen
Aristotle explicitly claim this in T3, where he says that both linguistic conditions are
necessary if there is going to be a refutation or a deduction (Soph. el. 168*28-29). In the
following two sections, I will explain in greater detail how deductions can fail to satisfy each
of these two criteria. In §3.3 I will then argue that the linguistic criteria can be requirements
on both contradictions and deductions because the same-things-signified criterion is
ultimately a condition on the propositions (npotdocelg) of which both contradictions (/nt.
20°23-24) and deductions (Soph. el. 169°12-13; An. Pr. 42*32-35; 45"4-8) are composed, and
the same-signifiers criterion is a requirement on the relations between the propositions of
both contradictions and deductions. We will thus see that these linguistic criteria allowed
Aristotle not only to separate genuine from sophistical contradictions, but also to demarcate

genuine deductions from their sophistic counterparts.

174 See Poste 1866, 115-6; Dorion 1995, 250; Fait 2007, 130—1; Malink 2014, 162 n. 31; Swanson
2017, 165-166.
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3.1. THE SAME-THINGS-SIGNIFIED CRITERION

In SE 10 Aristotle explicitly claims that certain deductions are fallacious because, in them,

the same linguistic expressions do not signify the same things in their different occurrences:

[T6]: Ohwg te Gromov TO mepi E€AEéyyov OoAéyecBor GAAG un mpoOTEPOV TEPl
OLALOYIGHOD: O Yap EAEYXOG CLAAOYIGUOC 0TIV, BOOTE ¥PN Kol TEPL GLAAOYIGHOD
npoTEPOV 1| mepl yevdodg EAEyyov: €ott yap O TODVTOC EAEYXOC (QOVOLEVOC
GLALOYIGUOG AVTIPAGE®S. J10 T) £V T GLALOYIoUG E0TaL TO OiTIOV 1) €V T AvTIPAcEL
(mpookeicon yap Sei v dvtipooty), 6té §' &v dpgoiv, av 1 pavopevog Edeyyoc. EoTt
0¢ 0 p&v tod “orydvrta Aéyev” v i AVTIPAGCEL, OVK &V TG GLALOYICUD, O &€ “a un
&yot Tic, doin &v”’ &v aueolv, 0 8¢ 6t 1 OpMpov moinoig oyfijpa 610 Tod “KOKA0G” &v

1@ GLAAOYIGU®D. O O' &V UNJOETEP® AANOTG CLALOYIGLOC

It is completely absurd to discuss refutations without first discussing deductions; for a
refutation is a deduction, therefore it is necessary to discuss deduction before
discussing false refutation, for such a refutation is an apparent deduction of a
contradictory proposition, which is why the cause [sc. of not being a refutation] will
be either in the deduction or in the contradictory proposition (for it is necessary to add
“the contradictory proposition” [to the definition of a refutation]) and sometimes in
both, if it is an apparent refutation. [A1] The argument about “speaking of the silent”
has the cause [of not being a refutation] in the contradiction, not in the deduction,
[A2] while the one [that concludes] “he is able to give what he does not have” has it

in both, and [A3] the one [that concludes] that the poem of Homer is a shape through
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the [middle term] “xVxAoc” [has the cause of not being a refutation] in the deduction.
The [argument that has the cause of not being a refutation] in neither [the

contradiction nor the deduction] is a true deduction (Soph. el. 171°1-11).

Each of these examples exploits one of the three kinds of linguistic ambiguity Aristotle
recognizes: Al depends on amphiboly (i.e., syntactic ambiguity), A2 depends on form of
expression (i.e., ambiguity in grammatical form) and A3 depends on homonymy (i.e., lexical

'7> Here Aristotle thus provides an example of each kind of refutation that fails to

ambiguity).
satisfy the same-things-signified criterion (Soph. el. 168"24-25 in T3). Now, although these
three refutations fail to satisfy the same condition, the way in which they do so is importantly

distinct: they can do so either in the contradiction (Al), in the deduction (A3) or in both

(A2). Let us compare the first and last example, which we can reconstruct as follows:

[A1]: Speaking of the silent argument:

[Original statement to be refuted]: It is impossible for silent things to speak (cry®vta
Aéyew).

[Deduction]: You speak about stones

Stones are silent things

Therefore, you speak about silent things (i.e., ciy®vta Aéyswv (“speaking about silent

things”) is possible) (cp. Pl. Euthyd. 300b1-d7 (=T9 in Ch. 2)).

' Al, the speaking of the silent argument, is one of Aristotle's earlier examples of amphiboly

(166"12-14); Aristotle discusses A2 in greater detail later in chapter 22, where he presents solutions to
refutations that depend on form of expression (178%37-"7); Aristotle's discussion of A3 in the

Posterior Analytics reveals that it depends on homonymy (4n. po. 77°27-33).
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[A3]: Homeric cycle argument:

The poem of Homer is a k0kAog (i.e., an epic cycle).
A «bKlog (i.e., a circle) is a shape

Therefore, the poem of Homer is a shape (cp. Ps.-Alex.-1 In. Soph. el. 82.29-30).""°

Al is an apparent refutation because it exploits the syntactic ambiguity in the expression
“speaking of the silent” (cry®vta Aéyewv), which can mean either (1) “for one who is silent to
speak” (taking cry®vta as masculine singular accusative subject of Aéyewv) or (2) “to speak
about silent things” (taking ciy®vta as a neuter plural accusative object of Aéyewv) (cp. T10 in
Ch. 2). The original statement denies the possibility of speaking of the silent under the first
meaning, and the conclusion of the deduction affirms its possibility under the second. Al
therefore produces a merely apparent contradiction because although this linguistic
expression in the affirmation and denial is the same, it does not signify the same things in its
different occurrences. A3 fails to satisfy the same criterion: it exploits a lexical ambiguity in
the word kvxkhog, which signifies an epic cycle in the first premise and a circle in the second.
However, in A3 the failure to signify the same things is not one that pertains between two
contradictory propositions, but between two premises in a deduction.'”” The same-things-
signified criterion, according to which not only the language used, but also the things that

these words signify must be the same (167°23-24), therefore cannot be a condition that

7 Greek text follows Wallies 1898.
"7 Another refutation that fails to satisfy this criterion in the deduction can be found at 165°34-38, on

which see Swanson 2017, 164-166.
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exclusively concerns the nature of the contradiction a refutation produces; it is also an

otherwise unattested requirement on the language used within deductions.'”

3.2. THE SAME-SIGNIFIERS CRITERION

Aristotle is also committed to the idea that the same-signifiers criterion is a requirement on
deductions in addition to contradictions. This becomes clear in his elucidation of the remark
in T3 that it is necessary for repeated terms in a deduction to be identical linguistic

expressions in their different occurrences:

[T7 (continuation from T3)]: &€&t ¢ kai TodT0, KOOATEP KOl TO TPAYHO TAVTOHV, €l
néMel Eleyyog i cvAhoyiopdg Ececbat, olov el Admov, pr ipdtiov cviloyicacol
GAL0 AOTIOV. AANOEG PEV Yap KAKEIVO, GAL' 00 GLAAEAOYIOTOL, GAL' ETL EpMTNUATOG

O€l el TanTOV onuaivel, Tpdg tov {nrodva 1o S Ti.

And this [i.e., that the expression or word is the same] is also necessary, just as [it is

necessary| for the thing [signified by the word or expression to be] the same, if there

' Malink (2014, 164) has also discussed A3, but fails to recognize that Aristotle explicitly tells us

that the same-things-signified criterion is a requirement on deductions. He argues that, for Aristotle,
A3 fails to satisfy one or the other, or both, of two criteria: (1) the requirement that the conclusion
follow necessarily from the premises (Clause 4 in T1) and (2) the requirement that the propositions in
an argument satisfy the requirement that propositions predicate ‘one of one’ (which is a criterion to
which Aristotle appeals in diagnosing refutations due to many questions (Soph. el. 169°6-18)).
However, pace Malink, Aristotle has already explicitly told us in T3 that both refutations and
deductions that depend on ambiguity are fallacious because they fail to satisfy the same-things-

signified criterion (168"28-29).
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is going to be a refutation or a deduction. For example, if [the deduction concerns] a
cloak [it is necessary] not to deduce about a mantle, but about a cloak. For the former
[i.e., the argument that deduces about a mantle] is also true, but it has not been
deduced, rather, there is need of a further question, if it signifies the same thing, for

the one who asks the reason why (Soph. el. 168"28-33).

Here Aristotle illustrates the necessity of the same-signifiers criterion with an example of a
deduction that violates this condition. The example is economically expressed in a way that
renders reconstruction difficult,'” but the following reconstruction based on Sophonias’

paraphrase of the SE seems to capture Aristotle’s meaning adequately:

[A4]: Every mantel is preventative of frost and heat for the body
Everything preventative of frost and heat for the body is useful

Therefore, every cloak is useful (4non. In. Soph. el. 35.15-36.6)."™

' There is some controversy about how to understand the example. In particular, some

commentators take the example to be one whose defect is in the contradiction rather than in the
deduction (see Poste 1866, 19; Schreiber 2003, 90; Pickard-Cambridge 1984, 284). The traditional
interpretation, which I present here, is supported by Ps.-Alex.-1 In. Soph. el. 57.25-31, Anonymous In.
Soph el. 35.15-36.7, von Kirchmann 1883, 12; E. Rolfes 1918, 13; Forster 1955, 37; Colli 2003, 660;
Dorion 1995, 133; and Hasper 2013, 20. For a lucid analysis of the interpretive options, and a strong
argument in favor of the traditional interpretation, which I follow here, see Malink 2014, 160-161.

"% Greek text follows Hayduck 1884. The translation is my own.
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In saying that the conclusion of this argument is also true (kdkeivo—"31), Aristotle implicitly
contrasts this illegitimate deduction with an argument whose conclusion is also true, but

which is, by contrast, genuinely deduced:'™'

[AS]: Every mantel is preventative of frost and heat for the body
Everything preventative of frost and heat for the body is useful

Therefore, every mantel is useful.

We know from Aristotle’s use of similar examples that the Greek words for cloak (Admiov)
and mantel (ipdriov) are synonymous—they are different linguistic expression that signify
exactly the same thing (Zop. 103°9-10; 25-27; Phys.185°19-20; 202°12-13; Metaph.
1006°25-8). The passage therefore has a remarkable upshot: Aristotle denies that arguments
such as A4—ones that substitute synonymous terms—are deductions. Marko Malink, with
whom I am in agreement on the reconstruction of this example, has rightly noticed that this
passage clearly indicates that, for Aristotle, deductions have an essentially linguistic

182
nature.

This helps to correct a common understanding of Aristotelian deduction, which
goes back to Alexander of Aphrodisias, according to which “a deduction has its being not in

the words but in what is signified by the words” (In An. pr. 372.29-30).'® But if deductions

"®! Here I am also in agreement with Malink (2014, 161 n.29).

%2 See Malink 2014, 162-163.

" The Greek text follows Wallies 1883. For similar clams in Alexander see 84.15-17 & 373.16-17.
Similar views are held by some of Aristotle’s contemporary interpreters. For example, Barnes (1996,
186-187) has argued that Aristotelian formulae such as “If A is predicated of every B...” are
“intended in part as semantic descriptions of categorical sentences.” Morison (2012, 182) has argued

similarly that “Aristotle articulates the semantic content of the premisses and conclusion in question.
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really “[had] their being” in the things signified, Aristotle would not deny arguments like A4,

8% Pgce Alexander, it is not the

which substitute synonymous terms, the status of deductions.
case that “where the same object is signified, [sc. Aristotle] looks to what is signified, and
not to the expressions” (/In An. Pr. 84.16-17). Even in cases where the same object is
signified, the linguistic expressions denoting that object must be identical for there to be a
deduction.

I cannot, however, agree with Malink that Aristotle nowhere explains what deductive
criterion arguments like this violate. Malink ingeniously infers that, in making claims like
this, Aristotle implicitly relies on a deductive condition like the following: “any deduction
can be obtained from a schema of deduction by replacing every occurrence of a given

schematic letter by the same linguistic expression”.'®> According to Malink, then, A5 is an

instance of a legitimate, three-term deductive schema such as,

AisB

BisC

He does not give any hints as to how they should be expressed in Greek.” I do not dispute Morison’s
point that Aristotle is not particularly concerned with the precise linguistic expression of logical
relationships between the terms in the premises in a deduction (2012, 186-187). Aristotle allows for a
variety of apparently interchangeable expressions—°A is predicated of all B,” ‘A belongs to all B,” ‘A
follows all B,” ‘B is in A as a whole’—to signify this relationship. But this passage in the SE strongly
suggests that Aristotle is very much concerned with the ways in which the terms of a deduction are
expressed in Greek.

" Crivelli (2012, 139) also holds the view that Aristotelian deductions are essentially linguistic
entities.

' See Malink 2014, 168. Kirwan (1979, 38) has similarly argued that the two linguistic criteria

together “parallel the requirements for instantiating a schema.”
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Therefore, A is C

Whereas A4 relies on an illegitimate schema such as

AisB
BisC

Therefore, D is C.

First of all, as Malink himself admits, schemata of deductions employing schematic letters
are otherwise absent from the Topic and SE, and it is unlikely that the concept of a deductive

186
But even more

schema was available to Aristotle when he wrote these treatises.
significantly, Aristotle does explicitly tell us which deductive criterion arguments like the
cloak deduction fail to satisfy. Aristotle introduces the example in T6 as an explanation for
why the same-signifiers criterion is necessary for there to be either a refutation or a
deduction (168°28-29). Moreover, this claim is part of an argument in which Aristotle
explains the fallacious nature of sophistical refutations by appealing to the different parts of
the definitions of genuine refutation and deduction (168°19-23). This gives us strong reason
for thinking that certain arguments fail to be deductions because they do not satisfy the same-

signifiers criterion, and that this condition, like the same-things-signified criterion, is a

requirement on Aristotelian deductions.'®’

18 See Malink 2014, 168.

"7 Another example of a deduction that fails to satisfy the same-signifiers criterion can be found at

Soph. el. 177°37-178"3.
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Thus, as was true of the terms in contradictions, Aristotle explicitly requires that the
repeated instances of terms in a deduction that are meant to signify the same things be
expressed using identical linguistic expressions. As we saw in the discussion of the linguistic
criteria on contradiction, so long as the same-things-signified criterion is also satisfied, the
same-signifiers criterion on contradictions guarantees in a way that blocks any further
objections that the contradiction one produces in a refutation signifies an impossible state of
affairs, so long as both contradictory propositions are true. I suggest that Aristotle makes the
same-signifiers criterion a requirement on deductions for a similar reason: he wants the
combination of terms in a deduction to guarantee that the signified explanatory relationship
between items in the world holds, so long as the premises are true. As Aristotle says in T7,
the conclusion of A4 (“every cloak is useful”) is true, just as the conclusion of A5 is, but the
former has not been deduced because “there is need of a further question, if it [i.e., ‘cloak’]
signifies the same thing [sc. as ‘mantel’], for the one who asks the reason why” (168*31-33).
If we substitute ‘cloak’ for ‘mantel’, we do not guarantee that the conclusion that every cloak
is useful holds, because the question still remains whether ‘cloak’ and ‘mantel’ signify the
same thing. But if the major term is the same linguistic expression in its repeated instances,
as it is in A5, no further questions need to be answered in order for us to be assured that
every mantel is useful. Just as the combination of the two linguistic criteria on contradictions
guarantees that, if both propositions are true, the signified state of affairs is an impossible
one, these two linguistic criteria on deductions together guarantee that the signified

explanatory relationship between items in the world holds.
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3.3. THE LINGUISTIC CRITERIA AS CONDITIONS ON PROPOSITIONS

So far we have seen that, in the argument of SE 6, Aristotle explicitly appeals to two
otherwise unattested linguistic conditions on deduction in order to expose arguments that fail
to deduce either by an exploitation of linguistic ambiguity or by an alteration of linguistic

signifiers. But this argument appears to stand in tension with its conclusion, which states:

[T8]: mévieg ol TomoL mimtovsty gic v 10D &Aléyyov &yvolov, ol U&v obV Tapd TV
A€, BTL povopévn <> dvtipactc, dmep Mv 1d1ov Tod EAéyyov, ol §' Alot Tapd TOV

100 GLAAOYIGHOD HpoV.

All the ways of refuting fall under ignorance of refutation, [refutations] due to
language because the contradictory proposition is [merely] apparent—which was the
proper mark of refutation—and the others [are merely apparent] due to the definition

of deduction (169°18-21).

Here Aristotle seems to suggest, contrary to what we have seen, that the six linguistic

fallacies fail to satisfy criteria that exclusively concern the nature of a contradiction in a

188

refutation. " But note first that this passage does not necessarily exclude the possibility that

" This claim has vexed many commentators, who have noticed a tension between T8 and T6, where

Aristotle is clearly committed to the idea that some sophistical refutations due to language fail to
deduce (see Poste, 1866, 22; 115-116; Dorion 1995, 250; Fait 2007, 130-131; Malink 2014, 162 n.31,
all of whom simply charge Aristotle with contradicting himself). Only Swanson (2017, 191-194) has
attempted to provide a solution. According to Swanson, when Aristotle says that the refutations due
to language are merely apparent “because the dvtipaocig is merely apparent”, he uses “dvtipacis” as

an abbreviation of his already abbreviated definition of refutation: “a deduction together with the
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some refutations due to language fail to deduce. The assertion that all the sophistical
refutations “fall under ignorance of refutation” (Soph. el. 169°18-19) is just a claim that the
project Aristotle announces at the beginning of SE 6—of “explain[ing] [sophistical
refutations] in terms of ignorance of refutation” (Soph. el. 168°18-19)—is now complete.
That project involved referring each sophistical argument to the individual criterion in the
definition of refutation that it violates (Soph. el. 168°19-23). Instead of repeating which
criterion each fallacy violates, here in T8 Aristotle concludes by briefly referring the two
broad classifications of fallacies—those due to language, and those outside of language—to
the two general kinds of criteria in the definition that they violate: criteria on the nature of the
contradictory proposition ([1]-[3] in T1), and those that specify the way this contradictory

proposition is deduced ([4]-[6] in T1)."* We therefore need not read this as a claim that

contradictory” (cp. 165°2-3). What the conclusion of SE 6 says on Swanson’s reading is therefore
simply that the refutations in language are fallacious because of the definition of a refutation, whereas
those outside of language are fallacious because of the definition of deduction alone. But I doubt
Swanson’s reading can work. For evidence that we should read dvtipaoig in the conclusion this way,
Swanson argues that in the definition of a refutation in T1, and also at 175°36-37, Aristotle also
employ avtipacig as an abbreviation for “deduction of a contradictory proposition.” But as we have
already seen in my analysis of T1, this would create a redundancy in the definition: we don’t need to
add “deduction” to clause [1] of the definition of refutation because clauses [4] and [5] in that
definition already provide deductive criteria that clearly indicate that the dvtipaoig in clause [1] is the
conclusion of a deduction. The same problem applies to Swanson’s use of 175%36-37, which says “a
refutation is a non-homonymous contradictory proposition from certain things” (6 §\Leyyog dvtipaoig
un opmvopog €k tivev). This is of course elliptical, but the fact that a refutation is a certain kind of
deduction is not captured by Aristotle's use of dvtipaoig but rather by his claim that the dvtipaoig is
“from certain things”, i.e., that it is the conclusion of a deduction that follows from certain premises.

" S0 far I have treated clause [6] in the definition of a refutation, which articulates the predicates
criteria, as specifying the nature of the contradiction. And as we have seen, Aristotle does expose

contradictions as merely apparent for failing to satisfy the predicational modes enumerated in this
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linguistic fallacies are always and only failures to produce genuine contradictions. All that
Aristotle claims here is that refutations due to language violate criteria that are expressed as
requirements on the dvtigpaocig in the formulation of the definition on which he relies in this
argument (i.e., T1). This leaves open the possibility that, although Aristotle expresses these
criteria, in this definition, as qualifications on the nature of a contradictory proposition, they
are also conditions in the definition of deduction.

I suggest in what follows that the linguistic criteria are conditions on deductions, in
addition to contradictions, because the same-things-signified criterion is part of the definition
of a proposition (npétacig)—the simple predicative statements of which both contradictions
and deductions are composed—and the same-signifiers criterion is a condition on the

190 .
Thus, according

relations between the propositions in both contradictions and deductions.
to this reading, the linguistic criteria in the definition of a refutation specify the nature of

contradictory propositions, and the requisite relationships between them, not insofar as they

are contradictory, but insofar as they are propositions. This explains how both contradictions

criterion. But in the definition of a refutation, the predicates criteria are grouped together with clauses
[4] and [5] and specify the way in which the conclusion follows. In the following section I show that
the predicates criteria are also requirements on deduction. All I am suggesting at present is that, in the
definition of a refutation to which Aristotle appeals in the passage at hand, the predicates criteria are
presented as qualifications on the way in which one deduces a conclusion.

' In contrast to contemporary usage of the word “proposition”, a proposition for Aristotle is a
linguistic expression. He defines a proposition as “a sentence (A0yoc) affirming or denying something
of something” (4n. pr. 24°16-17) and defines a sentence as “a significant utterance (Q®v1) GNUAVTIKY)
one of the parts of which is significant in separation—as a saying (p&otig), not as an affirmation” (/nt.

16°26-28). These definitions together imply that propositions are significant utterances (see Crivelli

2012, 113-114)
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and deductions can fail to satisfy these two criteria: they are conditions on the propositions of
which both contradictions and deductions are composed.

We saw in section 2 that the contradictory proposition mentioned in the definition of
a refutation is the conclusion of a deduction. Aristotle calls it a “contradictory proposition”
because this term captures the fact that the conclusion of a refutation can be either an
affirmation (katdpaoic) or a denial (amdpactc) (Soph. el. 168°11-12 & 180%23-31). Because,
for Aristotle, affirmations and denials are propositions (An. Pr. 24*16-17), the conclusion of a
refutation is a proposition. And he additionally holds that contradictions (/nt. 20°23-24)
refutations (Soph. el. 169*12-13) and deductions (4n. Pr. 42*32-35; 45°4-8) are all composed
of propositions.'! This is significant for the present purposes because, for Aristotle, criteria
in the definition of a proposition are clearly part of the definition of both refutation and

deduction, as he makes clear in his diagnosis of refutations due to many questions:

[T9]: Ot 8¢ mapd 10 0 Al EpoTNUAT £V TOLEV &V T® U1 dapBpoDV NUAS TOV TG
TPOTAGEWMS AdYOV. 1| Yap TPOTOCic €0Tv &v ko' €vOg: [...] émel &' O CLAAOYIGUOG €K
npotécemy, O &' Eleyyog cLALOYIGHOC, Kol O EAeyyog E6Ton K TPOTAGE®MY. £l 0DV 1)
npoTacic &V kad' VA, povepdv BTl Kai 00Tog &v Tfj ToD €AEyyov dyvoiq: eaiveton yop

glval TPOTGIG 1] OVK 0VGO TPOTAGIG.

Those [refutations] due to making several questions into one consist in our failure to
articulate the account (Adyov) of a proposition. For a proposition [predicates] one of

one (&v kaB’ €vdc). [...] Now since a deduction is composed of propositions and a

191 . , . . C. . . .
On Aristotle’s use of mpdtacic for conclusions in addition to premises in an argument, see Smith

1989, 155; Crivelli and Charles 2011; and Crivelli 2012, 113-114.
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refutation is a deduction, a refutation, too, will be composed of propositions. If, then,
a proposition predicates one of one, it is obvious that this fallacy too consists in
ignorance of what a refutation is; for, in it, what is not a proposition appears to be one

(Soph. el. 169°6-16).

Here Aristotle appeals to a criterion on propositions to show that refutations due to many
questions are not genuine. In doing so, he clearly indicates that at least this propositional
criterion—that propositions predicate one of one—is a condition in the definition of both
refutation and deduction.'*?

Aristotle’s discussion of ambiguity in SE 17 strongly suggests that he also takes the

same-things-signified criterion to be part of the definition of a proposition:

[T10]: Ei 0¢ ta dv0 épmtiuata pn &v €moiel Tig EpdTNUA, 0oVY' Gv O Tapd TNV
onovopiov kol v dueiBoriav &yiveto maparoyiopnds, GAL' §| Eleyyxog f| ob. Tl yap
dwpépet epotiioat el Kaidiog kol OgluioTokANg povoikol giow 1 €l dpgotépolg €v
dvopo v £Téporc odov; i yap mhein dnAol &voc, mhsim Hpdoey. &l 0OV pr 6pOdV
pOg dV0 €pmtnoelg piav andkpiow AEdV AapuPavely AmAdS, @ovepOv OTL 0VOEVL
TPOCNKEL TV OUOVOUOV AmokpivesBotl anA®dg ovd' €l Katd mdvtwv dAn0ég, domep

a&lodot Tivegs.

"2 This is the second criterion on deductions that, according to Malink, we only learn about in the

Sophistici Elenchi (the other is the requirement that deductions must conform to a three-term schema)
(2014, 157-158). 1 agree that this is more explicit in the Sophistici Elenchi, but unlike the criteria I
discuss here, we can infer this criterion with relative ease from things Aristotle says in his other

logical works (see e.g. Int. 17°20-26; An. pr. 24*16-17; 42*32-35; 45°4-8).
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If nobody ever made two questions into one question, the [fallacy] due to homonymy
and amphiboly would not have come about, but either a refutation or no refutation.
For how does asking whether Callias and Themistocles are musical differ from if
both, though being different people, shared a single name? For if [the name] signified
more than one thing, one asked more than one question. Now, if it is not right to ask
to be given without qualification one answer to two questions, it is clear that it is not
proper to answer without qualification any homonymous [questions], not even if it is

true in all cases, as some think [is right] (Soph. el. 175°39-176%5, emphasis mine).

This discussion of illegitimate questions has immediate implications for Aristotle’s view of
propositions because the propositions of which dialectical refutations and deductions are
composed are simply answers to an interlocutor’s questions.'”> According to this passage,
then, an answer to the question ‘are Callias and Themistocles musical?’ is not a proposition
because it does not predicate one of one. A refutation containing such a statement is an
instance of the fallacy of many questions because it fails to satisfy this condition on
propositions (Soph. el. 169°6-16 (=T8)). Analogously, for Aristotle, if there are two different
people named Callias, an answer to the question “is Callias musical?” is not a proposition. A
refutation that contains such a sentence is an instance of the fallacy of homonymy because
the word ‘Callias’ does not signify one and the same thing. But Aristotle uses this example to
make a more general point: that any question containing an expression that “signifies more
than one thing” is not a legitimate question (176°2-3). This claim therefore also commits

Aristotle to the idea that answers to such questions fail to be propositions, because they

19 See Bobzien 2005, 258-259; Whitaker 1996, 101.

174



signify more than one thing. Additional evidence of this is Aristotle’s claim earlier in the
same chapter that an answerer’s exposure of an Eristic’s ambiguous question is a matter of
“correcting the deficiency of the proposition” (175°12). This suggests that, for Aristotle, the
same-things-signified criterion, which forbids the use of expressions that do not signify one
and the same thing, is ultimately a requirement on individual propositions.'**

This explains why, as we saw in TS5, refutations due to ambiguity can fail to be
refutations either because the contradiction is merely apparent, or because the deduction is
so. In a refutation, both the deduction of a contradictory proposition, and the contradiction
between this contradictory conclusion and an original thesis, are composed of propositions.
Therefore, Aristotle denies any argument whose contradictory propositions or premises are
composed of ambiguous linguistic expressions the status of a refutation or a deduction
because, by signifying more than one thing, these are not genuine propositions.'”> This
reveals how restrictive a condition the same-things-signified criterion is. The requirement
that refutations due to ambiguity violate is simply a criterion on the linguistic expressions of

which single propositions are composed. This implies that even in cases in which ambiguous

' This is account of Aristotelian propositions is corroborated by De Interpretatione 8, which, as

Bobzien has convincingly shown (2005, 258-264; 2007, 301-312), denies that sentences that employ
ambiguous terms count as propositions: “A single affirmation or denial is the one that signifies one of
one [...] But if one name is assigned to two things, which do not make up one thing, there is not a
single affirmation nor a single denial. For example, if someone assigned the name ‘cloak’ to horse
and to human being ‘a cloak is white’ would not be a single affirmation” (/nz. 18"12-21) (The
translation is my own and follows Weidemann 2014).

1% Although Aristotle speaks only of homonymy and amphiboly here, the generality of his claim that
“if the word signifies more than one thing, one asked more than one question” (176°2-3) suggests that
the same analysis would apply to refutations due to form of expression, which, like homonymy and

amphiboly, fails to satisfy the same-things-signified criterion because certain peculiarities of

grammatical form make it the case that a single word can signify more than one thing.
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linguistic expressions are not exploited to signify different things in their different
occurrences, or in cases in which an ambiguous predication is nevertheless true of all of the
things signified (176"5-6), one still fails to have a contradiction or deduction simply because
ambiguous linguistic expressions are not permissible components of propositions.

Aristotle does not connect the same-signifiers criterion to propositions the way he
does with the same-things-signified criterion. However, because he clearly demonstrates that
certain refutations fail to satisfy this criterion in the way they deduce (Soph. el. 168°30-33
(=T7); 177°37-178"3), it is also quite plausibly a condition on propositions. I take it to be a
requirement that specifies what it means for terms in different propositions to be the same in
their different occurrences. Taking this condition as a requirement on the relationship
between terms in propositions provides us with an account of the way in which this linguistic
criterion can also be a condition on both contradictions and deductions: it simply specifies
that the terms in the propositions of either a contradiction or a deduction that are meant to
signify the same thing must be identical linguistic expressions in their different occurrences.
Accordingly, sophistical refutations that depend on combination, division and accent can fail
to satisfy this criterion either in the way a conclusion is deduced, or in the putative
contradiction it produces; the way in which it fails depends simply on which propositions in

the refutation contain altered linguistic expressions.

4. PREDICATIVE CONDITIONS ON DEDUCTION

We saw in section 2.2 that refutations due to qualification involve two contradictory
propositions that fail to contradict each other under the predicational modes in the definition
of a refutation. But these refutations, like the linguistic fallacies, can fail to do so not only in

the kinds of contradictions they produce, but also in the way the conclusion is deduced. Like
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the same-things-signified and same-signifiers criteria, the predicational modes thus turn out
to be a third otherwise unattested requirement on deductions, whose presence in the
definition of deduction is best explained as part of Aristotle’s effort to demarcate genuine
from sophistic reasoning.

We have already seen that the conclusion of SE 6 states that refutations outside of
language—which include refutations due to qualification—are fallacious “because of the
definition of deduction” (Soph. el. 169°18-21 (=T7)). Many of Aristotle’s examples of the
fallacy—in which the misapplications of qualifications has to do with the way one deduces a

conclusion—corroborate this claim. Aristotle’s first example of the fallacy is such a case:

[T11]: Oi 8¢ mapd O AnmA®dC 100 §| ) AéyecBor kol pn kvpimg, dtov O &v pépet
AeyOuEVOV GG AmAMS eipnuévov Anedi, olov, &l 1o pn dv éott Sofactov, 6Tt O un Ov
gotv: o yop TodTod TO etval T TL Kol lvar AmAMG. [...] eaiveton 8¢ i T mapEYYLg

Thc MéEemg Kol pikpov Stapépety O givoi Tt Tod glva.

Those [refutations] due to this being said unqualifiedly, or in some respect (i.e., not
qualifiedly) [come about] whenever what is said in part is taken as having been said
without qualification, for example, “if what is not is an object of opinion, what is not
is”, for “to be something” and “to be without qualification” are not the same [...] but
they appear to be the same because they are so close in expression: “to be something”

differs little from “to be” (Soph. el. 166°37-167°6).
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The argument somehow fails to observe the familiar Aristotelian distinction between “being”
and “being something.” Commentators sometimes treat the difference as one between the
“existential” and “predicative” meanings of the verb “to be”.'”® But the present passage tells
strongly against this reading: because Aristotle treats this refutation as fallacy of
qualification, and because the fallacy of qualification is a fallacy that depends on something
outside of language (Soph. el. 166°21-23), the difference between the propositions ‘what is
not is an object of opinion’ and ‘what is not is’ cannot be an equivocation over two different
meanings of the verb ‘civar.’’’ In his descriptions of refutations due to qualification,
Aristotle uses ‘ti’ as a generic term that covers qualification under any of the predicational
modes (see Soph. el. 169°9-12 & esp. Rhet. 1402*3-5). Aristotle thus suggests that the
difference between these propositions has to do qualification: the statement “what-is-not is an
object of thought” is a qualified prediction of being (10 &ivoi 1), whereas the statement “what
is not is” is an unqualified predication of being (givar amAdc). But crucially, in pointing out
this difference, Aristotle is not diagnosing a failure of two propositions to contradict each
other, but a failure that involves deducing an unqualified predication from a qualified one.
This example, like the majority of Aristotle’s examples in the SE, is a reference to,

198

rather than a statement of a complete argument. ™ But in Prior Analytics 38 Aristotle

% See e.g., Kirwan 1979; Schreiber 2003, 142-143; Fait 2007, 118; Crivelli 2006, 100 n.2.
"7 This passage is in fact some of the best evidence for the view that the Greek verb givar does not
have the same meanins as its English counterpart does in its respective supplemented and
unsupplemented syntactic uses (see Brown 1986, 52-57; and 2003, 224-228).

"% For Aristotle, there are no deductions with only one premise, as we have here (see An. pr. 40°35-
6). Some have argued that the conception of deduction in the SE is different than that in the Prior
Analytics. On this reading, the present example might actually be a deduction on the SE conception of

deduction, because Aristotle’s examples here do not conform to the schemata in the Analytics (see

178



provides illuminating and more fully articulated examples of both correct and incorrect ways

of deducing qualified and unqualified conclusions:

[T12]: Ovy 1 avtr| 8¢ Bo1g TV Opwv dtav AmAdg Tt GLAAOYLGOT| Kol dtav TOdE Tt
| | noOg, AMyo &' olov dtav tayaddv dmiotntov Seydff kai dtav SmotnTov Ot
ayaBov: AAA' el pev amd®dg €motnTOV d€dEIKTAL, PEGOV BeTEOV TO OV, €1 &' Ot dryabov,

70 Ti OV

The setting out of the terms is not the same when something is deduced without
qualification and when this [is deduced] qualifiedly, either in some respect or in some
manner; and I mean [by without qualification], for example, when the good is proved
to be an object of knowledge and [by qualifiedly I mean] when that [the good] is good

[is proved to be] an object of knowledge. But if [it] has been proved to be an object of

Hitchcock 2000; Gobbo 1997, 330-333). This is in line with a general consensus according to which
the SE was written before the Prior Analytics, where Aristotle first employs three-term schemata of
arguments with schematic letters (see Ross 1949, 6; Kneale and Kneale 1962, 234; Bochenski 1963,
22; Barnes 1981, 43-48; Rist 1989, 76-82, Smith 1994, 140; 149; Dorion 1995, 25-7; Hitchcock
2000). There are, however, good reasons for thinking that, even if the SE was written before the
Analytics, it has been revised in light of that treatise: the introduction to the SE presupposes
familiarity with the Analytics (see fn. 139 above). And pace Hitchcock (2000, 208) certain logical
formulations in the SE are characteristic of the Analytics (see e.g., 166b28-36; 169°23-4; 180%26-29).
Hitchcock (2000) has, moreover, argued that 49 of Aristotle’s 64 fully expressed examples do not fit
the two-premise, three-term schemata of the Prior Analytics. While 1 cannot here address these
arguments in full, I think a more plausible hypothesis is that Aristotle's examples in the SE are
references to, rather than articulations of, complete arguments (this is evident for the cases in which
we have the complete arguments to which Aristotle refers (cp. e.g., Pl. Euthyd. 277E3-278B2 & Soph.
el. 165°31-34; Euthyd. 300B1-C4 & Soph. el. 166*12-14; 171°8; 28-30; 177°12; “25-6; Euthyd.
298E4-5 & Soph. el. 179'34; °14; °39; 180%4)).
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knowledge without qualification, one must put as middle term “that which is”, but if
that [the good] is good [is proved to be an object of knowledge], [one must put as the

middle term] “that which is so qualified” (4n. pr. 49*27-31).""

The relevance of this passage for our understanding of Aristotle’s fallacy of qualification is
evident from the fact that the qualifications under which Aristotle speaks of conclusions
being deduced—ni] and ndc—are among those that he uses to name the fallacy of
qualification. The three examples that Aristotle goes on to offer are two examples of a
legitimate application of these predicational modes in deductions—cases in which the
conclusion is deduced on the basis of premises that are qualified in precisely the same way
(A6 & A8)—and an illegitimate use of these qualifications, in which the premises and

conclusion are not qualified under the same predicational modes (A7). Here is the first:

[A6]: There is knowledge that it is so qualified (611 11 8v) of something so qualified
(TLdv)

The good is something so qualified (1t &v) (i.e., the good is something good—cp. “29-
30)

Therefore, there is knowledge that it is so qualified (611 Tt 6v) of the good (i.e., there

is knowledge that the good is good—cp. “29-30; “35-36) (An. pr. 49°31-36).

This is an example of a qualified conclusion that follows from qualified premises—premises

in which both the major and middle term are qualified the same way as the desired

' The Greek text follows Ross 1964. The translation is my own.
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conclusion. Aristotle then immediately denies that we can deduce this qualified conclusion if

the major term and middle term are both unqualified:

[A7]: There is knowledge that it is (611 6v) of what is (t0 6v)
The good is
Therefore, there is knowledge that it is so qualified (611 Tt 6v) of the good (i.e., there

is knowledge of the good that is good) (4n. pr. 49*36-39).2%

Instead, the conclusion that we actually get from these unqualified premises is also

unqualified:

[A8]: There is knowledge that it is of what is
The good is
Therefore, there is knowledge that it is of the good (i.e., there is knowledge that the

good is) (An. pr. 49*39-"1).2"!

Both A6 and A8 are genuine deductions in which the conclusion follows on the basis of
premises that are qualified in the same way that the conclusion is. A7, by contrast, is not a
deduction, because a qualified conclusion does not follow on the basis unqualified premises.

Aristotle’s reason for denying A7 the status of a deduction has eluded commentators on the

200 > \ L on . 5 1 3 \ ~ o 3 ~ 3 3 \ Ton N £ 5 5\ 3
el 0¢ 10 Ov péoov €10 kol mpdg @ Gkp® TO OV AMADG Kol pn 10 Ti Ov €AEYOM, odk v MV

OLAAOYIGHOG OTL E0Tv Mot Tdyafod dti dyadov
201 5 n ¥ \ o o 5 /. s ~ o 3 r 3 o P 5 \
ovK av MV cVALOYIGHOG 8Tl oty émoThun Téyadod 8Tt dyaddv, dAL &Ti dv, olov €9’ @ 1O A

gmotun 611 8V, £¢' @ B v, £¢' @ I dyadov.
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Prior Analytics,”®* but analyzing it as a fallacy of qualification, as specified in the SE, helps
to illuminate both of these texts. The explanation for why A7 fails to be a deduction is, I
suggest, that it the propositions in the deduction are not qualified under the same
predicational modes.

Aristotle’s definition of a refutation in the SE further corroborates this reading of the
predicational modes as requirements on the way a conclusion follows: “A refutation is a
contradictory proposition [...] [4] [that follows] necessarily from the things granted [...] [6] in
the same respect and in relation to the same thing and in the same manner and at the same
time [...] (Soph. el. 167"23-27 (=T1)). The natural reading of the predicational modes in this
passage is as specifications on the way in which a conclusion must follow—namely, that it
must follow on the basis of premises that are qualified in the same way. This, I suggest, is
how we should make sense of Aristotle’s claim in the conclusion of SE 6 that refutations due
to qualification are fallacious “because of the definition of deduction”, that is, they do not
satisfy a requirement that, as stated in the definition of a refutation, specifies the requisite
nature of the deduction (Soph. el. 169°20-21 (=T8)). The predicates criteria are requirements
about the way in which a conclusion is deduced, and are therefore part of the definition of
deduction.

There still remains the problem of how to reconcile the conclusion of SE 6 with
Aristotle’s recommendation that one solve refutations due to qualification by “examining the
conclusion in relation to its contradictory, whether it [sc. the conclusion] is able to admit
some one of these [sc. qualifications]” (Soph. el. 180"24-25; “29-31 (=T5)). These remarks

suggest, contrary to what we see in the conclusion of SE 6 and in the examples we just

22 See e.g., Smith 1989, 170-171; Striker 2009, 227-229.
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examined, that the error in these arguments is exclusively in the contradiction that the
refutation produces. I suggest instead that such remarks do not amount to an explanation of
why all refutations due to qualification are not genuine; rather, here Aristotle simply
prescribes a way of recognizing that these arguments are not genuine refutations. We have
seen that the predicational modes are criteria on both contradictions and on the propositions
that make up a deduction. As was true of the linguistic fallacies, refutations due to
qualification can therefore also fail in the contradiction, in the deduction, or in both (cp. T6).
For the refutations that fail to satisfy the predicational modes in the contradiction alone, or in
both the contradiction and the deduction, following Aristotle advice that we examine the
conclusion in relation to the contradictory proposition clearly reveals that such arguments fail
to be genuine refutations. The potentially problematic case is the refutation due to
qualification that only fails in the deduction, but whose conclusion is qualified in the same
way as the proposition targeted for refutation. But even in these cases, checking the
conclusion against the contradictory proposition to see “whether it is able to admit some one
of these [sc. qualifications]” reveals the refutation to be merely apparent. The only way the
stated conclusion of such a deduction is legitimately able to admit of different qualifications
is in light of the differently qualified premises from which it follows (cp. the modification of
A7 in A8). And when one modifies the qualification in the conclusion in light of the premises
from which it follows, the two contradictory propositions in the refutation will no longer be
qualified in the same way, and therefore will not constitute a genuine contradiction.
Aristotle’s advice on how to solve refutations due to qualification therefore helps one to
recognize that a real refutation has not occurred, regardless of whether the error in the

refutation ultimately lies in the contradiction, in the deduction, or in both.
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Finally, the hypothesis that these predicational modes, as well as the linguistic
criteria, detail the nature of legitimate propositions in refutations and deductions helps us to
understand Aristotle’s concluding remarks to his initial account of sophistical refutations (SE
4-11). Here he claims that the study of sophistical refutations is part of the work of the
dialectician “because the systematic research of propositions comprises this study as a
whole” (1 yop mepi tag mpotdoels pébodoc Gmacay Exel tavtnv v Oewpiov—172°7-8).
Aristotle’s point, I take it, is that dialecticians acquire a proper understanding of propositions
by examining and exposing sophistical refutations such as these. By working out
explanations for why these refutations appear to be, but in fact are not, genuine refutations,
the dialectician conducts research in the study of propositions and discovers the form they

must take if they are going to comprise a genuine refutation or deduction.

5. CONCLUSION

I have argued that the SE is an important resource for our understanding of Aristotle’s logical
theory because it explicitly attests three conditions for both contradiction and deduction that
are hinted at, but not explicitly articulated elsewhere in Aristotle’s logical works. I suggest
that we get these more precise accounts of both contradiction and deduction in the SE
because the conditions we learn about here are specifically designed to demarcate these
notions from the merely apparent sophistical contradictions and deductions under
consideration in this treatise.

In his canonical discussions of contradiction Aristotle claims that some of the
predicational modes (Metaph. 1005°19-20), a version of the same-things-signified criterion
(Int. 17"35) and other, unstated qualifications, must be added to the definition of

contradiction in order to deal with “sophistical annoyances” (Int. 17*36-37) and “dialectical
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difficulties” (Metaph. 1005°21-22). We saw in part 2 that Aristotle’s definition of a refutation
requires that the two contradictory propositions in a refutation be composed of non-
ambiguous and identical linguistic expressions, and that these propositions be qualified in the
same ways, under the same set of predicational modes. The fact that Aristotle appeals to
these criteria for contradiction in order to expose as merely apparent the contradictions
produced in sophistical refutations suggests that he includes these conditions in the
definitions of contradiction and refutation precisely in order to separate real contradictions
and refutations from the merely apparent sophistical ones. We then saw in parts 3 and 4 that
these same three criteria on contradiction are also part of Aristotle’s definition of deduction.
The fact that these conditions explain why certain forms of inference are not genuine strongly
suggests that Aristotle includes them in the definition of deduction precisely in order to
separate genuine deductions from their merely apparent sophistic counterparts. I therefore
suggest that it was in no small part through an effort to distinguish his own philosophical
enterprise from closely-related sophistic practices that Aristotle achieved what he himself
regarded as among his greatest philosophical accomplishments: the discovery of a general

method of deductive reasoning.
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V: CONCLUSION

In the concluding chapter of the SE Aristotle offers a surprising assessment of his
own position in the enterprise to which he is drawing a conclusion. After summarizing the
results of both the Topics and the SE,”* Aristotle adds that we should not fail to notice what
has happened with regard to the present enterprise (npaypoteiov) (183°16-17). He explains
that those who make discoveries do so by making gradual advances on the results that have
been handed down by earlier figures working in the same domain (183°17-20). His example
of such a progression is the craft of rhetoric: starting with the first founders of the discipline,
rhetoricians like Tisias, Theodorus and Thrasymachus have made gradual advances with the
result that, by Aristotle’s time, rhetoric has achieved considerable breadth (183°29-34). By
contrast with later innovations, the first discoveries in an enterprise are the smallest in their
breadth, but are nevertheless the most potent (183°23-25), since they make possible all
subsequent developments. Aristotle then uses this framework to describe what he has just
accomplished: he claims that the present enterprise (tavtng tig mpaypateiog) is not like the
rhetoric of his time: it is not the case that one part of it existed, and another part of it had not
been brought to completion; on the contrary, according to Aristotle, “absolutely nothing
existed” (008&v movtehdg Onfipyev) before he turned his attention to it (183°33-36).

What exactly Aristotle means by “the present enterprise” is controversial. Because
this remark comes at the end of a treatment of sophistical argumentation, it is tempting to
think that Aristotle must be claiming absolute originality in the study of sophistic

argumentation. There are several different ways of understanding Aristotle’s originality in

% This is some of the best evidence for the view that the SE is not a separate treatise, but rather the

9™ book of the Topics. See Brunschwig 1967: XIX; 1989: 1.487; 1991: 424; Dorion 1995, 24-25; 418.
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the study of fallacies. On one version of this view, held by the many commentators discussed

2% But to

in Ch. 2, Aristotle claims to be the first to offer solutions to sophistical refutations.
read Aristotle’s claim to absolute originality along these lines is rendered implausible by
Aristotle’s extensive engagement throughout the treatise with previous attempts to diagnose
the errors in sophistic arguments (e.g., Soph. el. 177°27-34; 179°7-12; 34-37; °37-180%7).
And although, in many of these engagements with his predecessors, Aristotle discusses these
prior contributions only to dispute their adequacy, we also saw in Ch. 2 that Aristotle clearly
accepts and adopts many of Plato’s diagnoses of sophistical arguments as adequate (see e.g.,
Soph. el. 165°31-34 cp. Euthyd. 276b4-c7; Soph. el. 17720-26 cp. Euthyd. 300b1-¢7).2%
Other commentators, in an attempt to still understand this remark as one about
Aristotle’s work on fallacy, claim that Aristotle is the first to offer a rigorous or systematic

classification of fallacies.?%

But even this qualified reading does not to square nicely with
Aristotle's emphatic claim that before he undertook this enterprise “absolutely nothing
existed” (008&v movtehdg miipyev) (183°36). This claim that he has no predecessors is meant

to align Aristotle’s contribution with the earliest work in the rhetorical tradition, which

Aristotle attributes to the “first founders” of rhetoric, who came before Tisias, the author of

™ See Robinson 1941, 141; 1942, 102-3; 1953, 1-5; Ryle 1968, 70 & 78; Sprague 1967, 560-561;
567-568; Stewart 1977, 22; Chance 1992, 11.

205 At 174°23-27, Aristotle also recognizes that a character in a lost dialogue called Mandroboulos—
which Sophonias (4non. in. Soph. el. 40, 14 in Hayduck 1884) identifies as a dialogue in the Platonic
fashion (possibly a dialogue by Speusippus)—solves a refutation that depends on double meaning,
and cite the solution with approval (on this lost dialogue see Bywater 1883; Taran 1981, 243;
Ebbessen 1981, 339; Dorion 1995, 324-325 n.248).

*% See Hamblin 1970, 60-61 and Fait 2007, 224.
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the first systematic handbook on rhetoric (183°30-31).°" In claiming that absolutely nothing
existed before him, he is not aligning himself with figures like Tisias, who come after the
first contributions to a study and systematize it; he is aligning himself with those who make
the very first attempt at developing a new intellectual enterprise. But even more problematic
for this view are the clear indications in the text of the SE that others had attempted to offer
systematic classifications of fallacies. Aristotle reports that some people held that all
refutations are due to homonymy (177°7-9), and in SE 10 he discusses an alternative
classification of arguments into those that are directed at words and those directed at thoughts
(170°12-14), and proponents of this view seem to have diagnosed fallacies with reference to
this general classification (170°16-25).2%

There is, finally, a third option for taking Aristotle’s claim as one about his originality
in the study of fallacies, namely, that he is the first to diagnose sophistic reasoning with
reference to an explicit conception of genuine argumentation.”” Unlike his predecessors in
the study of fallacies, Aristotle explains why all of the sophistical refutations are fallacious

with the aid of explicit definitions of genuine refutation and deduction (SE 6). He refers each

*7 On Tisias see Radermacher 1951, 28-35.
2% There are a wide variety of proposals about the author of this classification. Aubenque takes it to
have a sophistic origin (1962, 121). Poste argues, on the basis of a fragment of Eudemus quoted by
Simplicius (in Phys. 98,1) that the classification is Plato’s (1866, 31 n.1). Cherniss (1944, 57 n.47),
Anton (1968, 320 n.17) and Taran (1981, 414-418) all take the author to be Speusippus. For a helpful
discussion of the different positions taken see Dorion 1995, 261-264. Another contemporary we know
that have offered systematic diagnoses of fallacies is Xenocrates, to whom Diogenes attributes two
books on solutions to fallacies (DL 1V 13) .

% Grote argues that Aristotle’s treatment of sophistry differs from that of his predecessors in the

study of fallacy because the latter “had treated the sophistical modes of refutation without reference to

the Syllogism and its general theory” (1872, 134).
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fallacy to the clause in the definition of a refutation that it fails to satisfy, and, in doing so,
explicitly shows that each of these sophistical arguments fails to be a genuine refutation. But
while Aristotle was much more ambitious and explicit in doing so, we saw in Ch. 3 §3 that
Plato does have an explicit account of refutation, according to which the contradiction it
produces must violate the PNC. And we have seen that Aristotle adopts the criteria on
refutation that Plato established and likewise requires that the predicates in the contradictory
propositions of a refutation hold of their subjects in the same respect, in relation to the same
thing, and at the same time (Ch. 4 §2.2). Moreover, in his same discussion in SE 10 of his
opponents who classify arguments into those directed against the word and those directed
against the thought, he chastises certain opponents on grounds that it is absurd to discuss
refutation without first discussing deduction (since a refutation is a kind of deduction), which
seems clearly to concede that some of his predecessors had discussed refutation in the
context of diagnosing sophistical arguments (171*1-5). Thus, even this reading would make
Aristotle’s claim that “absolutely nothing existed” before him an overstatement.

Thus, the enterprise that Aristotle claims to have originally discovered cannot be the
study of sophistical arguments if we do not want to saddle Aristotle with more or less gross
exaggerations of his originality. And a better way of understanding Aristotle’s claim is
available. When Aristotle returns to the contrast between rhetoric and his own project later in

the same chapter, he is more explicit about the nature of his enterprise:

[T1]: kol mepi pev TV PNTopK®V LITNPYE TOAAL Kol ToAod TO AeyOpEVa, TEPL O€ TOD

ovALoYilecBot TavTeA®S oVOEV glyouev mpoTEPOV Aéyev 1 TPPN (nTodvteg TOALV

YPOVOV EmOVODUEV.
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And while there existed many and venerable accounts of rhetorical arguments, we
had absolutely nothing to say about deducing before we toiled for a long time,

investigating through practice and experience (Soph. el. 184°8-184°3).

These two claims to originality in this chapter (18336 & 184°1-2) are sometimes taken to
refer to different enterprises: the former is thought to declare originality in the study of the
fallacies that arise through dialectic, whereas the present passage seems to assert originality

219 Byt it is much more attractive to

in the development of a general system of deduction.
understand them as claims about the same enterprise. On the one hand there are strong
linguistic parallels between the two claims (008&v mavtehdc vmiipyev—183°36 & movtehdq

0088V glyopev TpoTEPOV Adyev—184°1-2). 2!

But more significantly, while Aristotle is not
the first to offer solutions to sophistical arguments, nor the first offer a systematic
classification, nor even the first to diagnose a sophistical refutation in terms of a conception
of genuine refutation, it is indisputable that Aristotle had no predecessors in his development
of a general theory of deduction.”'?

Support for this reading, as well as an explanation for why Aristotle speaks of

deduction as his accomplishment at the end of the SE, comes at the beginning of SE 34,

where he recapitulates the goal of his project in the Topics and SE:

1% Aubenque, 1961, 10; 1962, 74; 1970, 292; 1989, 211 n.12.
' As Dorion (1995,418) has noted.
212 Bor this reading of both claims to originality see Brunschwig 1967, xix; 1989, 487; 1991, 425; and

Dorion 1995, 414-415 & 418.
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[T2]: Tpoedpedo p&v odv edpeiv dOvapiv Tiva GLALOYICTIKNV mepl TOD
npoPAn0évtog €k TV VmapyovVIov O¢ £vooLoTdtwv: TovTo YOp Epyov €0TiL THG
SLoAeKTIKTG KaB' adTNV Koi THG TEWPACTIKNG. EMEL O€ TPOKATAGKELOGTEOV TPOG VTNV
o TV TH¢ ocoplotikilg yelrtviooty, Got 0O povov meElpav dvvacOor Aafeiv
OLOAEKTIKDG GAAL Kol (¢ €1dMG, 010 ToDTO 0V POVoV T0 AgyBev Epyov vmebépeba Thg
npaypateiog, T Adyov dHvacOot Aafeiv, dAAL Kol Omwg Adyov VIEXOVTEG PLAGEOUEV

MV 001V (g 01’ EvO0EOTATMV OUOTPOTMG.

So then, we had set out to discover a certain capacity for deduction concerning an
issue put forward from the most acceptable premises available. For this is the work of
dialectic per se as well as of examination. But since there is annexed to it, because of
its resemblance to sophistry, that it is able not only to conduct a test dialectically, but
also as if having knowledge, for this reason we set before ourselves not only the
stated task of the enterprise—to be able to secure an argument—but also how, when
subjected to an argument, we may similarly guard the thesis through what is as

acceptable as possible.

This task is precisely the one announced in the first sentence of the Topics:

[T3]: ‘H pév mpdlecic g mpoypoteiog pédodov edpeiv a9’ Mg dvvnooueda

ovALoyilecBor mepi movtdg 10D mpoteBéviog mpoPfAnuotog €€ Evoocmv, Kol avTol

AOyov vmEyovteg unoEv Epoduev vEvavVTiov.

191



The purpose of the [present] enterprise is to discover a method by which we will be
able to deduce about any problem put forward from acceptable opinions, and also will

ourselves, when we are subjected to an argument, avoid saying anything contrary.

T2 and T3 both suggest that, for Aristotle, there are two parts to a satisfactory treatment of
dialectical argumentation. The first task is to investigate and impart a method of dialectical
deduction, a means by which one can produce deductions based on the most acceptable
propositions available. This is the essential task of dialectic and of examination
(newpaoctikh),” both of which Aristotle treats in the Topics (cp. Soph. el. 165°9-10).*'* But
secondly, one should also be able to defend one’s own arguments when one is subjected to
cross-examination. In T2 Aristotle explains that this additional goal was necessary because of
dialectic’s resemblance to sophistry. In Ch. 1 we both saw how close this resemblance is, and
why it is a threat to Plato and Aristotle. Here Aristotle suggests an additional way in which

sophistical arguments threaten the enterprise of dialectic: even those who secure genuine

*B mepooticy, examination, is a kind of dialectical argument that takes as its premises things known

by an answerer, and are necessarily known by anyone who claims to have knowledge about a
particular matter (Soph. EL. 165°3-6). Its aim is to expose an interlocutor’s pretensions to knowledge;
it is “the kind of dialectic that considers not the person with knowledge, but the ignorant person who
pretends to have knowledge” (171°4-6). For a useful treatment of Aristotle’s conception of
melpaoctik see Bolton 2013. Aristotle’s descriptions of the argumentative practice reveal that this is
essentially a description of the Socratic elenchus (see esp. Soph. el. 183*37-"8 and Vlastos 1983;
Lesher 1987; Bolton 1993; and Dorion 1995, 411-412).

*'* Examination is only explicitly discussed in the SE and Metaphysics (1004°25-26), but many
commentators plausibly conjecture that when Aristotle says he has discussed this argumentative
practice, along with dialectic, elsewhere, he refers to his discussion in Topics VIII 5 of those who

argue “for the sake of examination” (meipag &veko—159°25) (see Ticot 1939; Forster 1955; Pickard-

Cambridge 1984; and Dorion 1995, 214-215).
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dialectical arguments appear to be refuted by the sophists who question them on their
arguments. Hence, the second stated goal of Aristotle’s enterprise, which he accomplishes in
the SE, is to furnish those who conduct deductions with, as Grote put it, “defensive armor

against sophistical cross-examination.”"

The common goal of the Topics and SE is thus to
investigate and impart a secure system of dialectical argumentation. On this reading, then,
Aristotle’s aim in the SE is not primarily to offer a study of fallacy, but rather to develop an
integral part of his account of deduction.

These programmatic statements about the project in the Topics and SE suggest that
the SE is no afterthought to the 7opics, but rather an indispensable part of Aristotle’s account
of dialectical argumentation. It was an explicit desideratum in Aristotle’s development of a
method of dialectical argumentation that it guards against these sophistical difficulties. The
SE thus does not merely provide practical advice on how to deal with sophistical problems: it
completes the account of deduction in the Topics by expounding the features of genuine
refutation and deduction that separate these argumentative enterprises from their sophistic
counterparts. The preceding chapter offered an account of how Aristotle does this: in order to
guard against these sophistical difficulties, Aristotle established explicit requirements on
deduction and refutation that exclude sophistical reasoning from the class of genuine
deductions and refutations.

Although Aristotle speaks only of dialectical refutations and deductions in these
programmatic statements of his aim in the 7Zopics and SE, there are clear indications

throughout the SE that Aristotle takes sophistic arguments to be an obstacle not only to a

secure account of dialectical argumentation, but to deduction in all of its forms. On

215 See Grote 1872, 129
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Aristotle’s regimented usage, Eristics and Sophists employ the same arguments, but they
present a threat to different people. Eristics appear to conduct dialectical arguments, whereas
sophists seek out apparent demonstration (pawvopévng dmodeiteng épievtar) (171°27-29). But
although the aims are different, the modes of argumentation are the same: Sophists and
Eristics exploit of the same causes of appearance that Aristotle details and exposes in this
treatise (171°25-33). And Aristotle’s solution to this common threat is to develop a secure
method of deduction in general, with reference to which he can diagnose all of these
sophistical arguments as fallacies. Sophistical and Eristic arguments thus threaten the entire
enterprise of deduction, and this, I take it, is why Aristotle in T1 speaks quite generally of the
enterprise he has established—in part as an antidote to these sophistic challenges—as “the
process of deduction” (t0d cvALoyileoOar).”

Once we appreciate Aristotle’s stated goal in the SE—to defend genuine deductions
and refutations against these sophistic deceptions—it should no longer surprise us that we
learn about certain features of Aristotle’s conceptions of refutation and deduction only in this
treatise. What I’ve tried to detail in the preceding chapters are precisely these features of

Aristotle’s accounts of genuine deduction and refutation, together with their Platonic

antecedents, that are specifically designed to be defensive armor against sophistical

*!° In fact, a number of commentators have taken the final chapter of the SE not only to conclude

Aristotle’s project in the Topics and SE, but as a conclusion to his work on deduction quite generally
(Aubenque 1962: 74; Saint-Hilaire, 1838: 1.424; 440-443; 11.79. Grote 1872, 133-134; Mansion 1961,
67; Dumont, 1986, 13). Support for this idea comes from the second chapter of the SE, where
Aristotle presents his discussion of eristic arguments as the final installment in a treatment of the four
kinds of arguments that occur in discussion. He tells us: “demonstrative arguments have been
discussed in the Analytics, dialectical arguments and arguments of examination have been discussed
elsewhere [i.e., in the earlier books of the Topics]. Now we must discuss competitive and Eristic

arguments” (1 65°8-11).
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challenges. There is certainly more to be learned about Aristotle’s accounts of deduction and
refutation by examining the way he deploys his definitions of these notions in his exposures
of the fallacies I have not treated here. I have not considered Aristotle’s diagnosis of fallacies
of accident and consequent for failing to produce conclusions that follow necessarily
(168%34-168°10; 168°27-1695), or his treatment of question-begging arguments as failures to
produce a conclusion that is different than the premises (168°25-26), or his exposure of
fallacies of false cause for failing to produce conclusions that follow because of the stated
premises (1@ Tadto £tvor) (168°23-25). There is no doubt much to be learned from these
discussions, and I plan to pursue each of these topics in further research. But I have not
considered them here because these requirements on deduction are not so intimately tied to
Aristotle’s efforts to demarcate genuine reasoning from its sophistic counterpart as are the
requirements on refutation and deduction I have examined here.*"’

The requirements on refutation and deduction with which I have been concerned,
however, reveal that the same concern that drove much of Plato’s work, an anxiety about the
close proximity of sophistry to genuine philosophical argumentation, played an important
role in shaping Aristotle’s overall conceptions of refutation and deduction. A significant part
of Aristotle’s celebrated discovery of logic, arguably his greatest philosophical achievement,
was the result of his adopting and carrying through to completion Plato’s mission to firmly

demarcate genuine from sophistic reasoning.

' Aristotle, for example, treats the fallacies of begging the question and false cause at length in Prior
Analytics 11 16-18, a context in which there is no concern obvious with sophistical problems, and
Aristotle diagnoses with both kinds of argument as fallacies in a mere five lines in the SE (168"22-

26).
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