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degree of logical sophistication about what is required for one thing
to follow from another had been achieved. The authorities whose
views are reported by Philodemus wrote to answer the charges of
certain unnamed opponents, usually and probably rightly supposed
to be Stoics, These opponents draw on the resources of a logical
theory, as we can see from the prominent part that 1s played in thetr
arguments by an appeal to the conditional (svvypuévorv). Similarity
cannot, they maintain, supply the basis of true conditionals of the
kind required for the Epicureans’ inferences to the rion-evident.

But instead of dismissing this challenge, as Epicurus’ notoriously
contemptuous attitude towards logic might have led us to expect,
the Epicureans accept it and attempt to show that similarity can
give rise to true conditionals of the required strictness. What is
more, they treat inference by analogy as one of two species of argu-
ment embraced by the method of similarity they defend. The other
is made up of what we should call inductive arguments or, if we
construe induction more broadly, an especially prominent special
case of inductive argument, viz. arguments from the observed be-
haviour of items of certain type to the conclusion that unobserved
items of the same type behave, have behaved, or will behave in
the same way. Though the Epicureans do not put it in quite this
way, their defence of the method of similarity can be viewed as a
quixotic attempt to show, in the face of determined opposition, that
similarity yields deductively valid arguments.

STUDY I

Aristotle on Sign-inference and
Related Forms of Argument

THoOUGH Aristotle was the first to make sign-inference the objéct
of theoretical reflection, what he left us is less a theory proper than a
sketch of one. Its fullest statement is found in Prior Analytics 2. 27,
the last in a sequence of five chapters whose aim is to establish that:

not only are dialectical and demonstrative syllogisms [ovAdoyiouod] effected
by means of the figures [of the categorical syllogism} but also rhetorical
syllogisms and, quite generally, any attempt to produce conviction [miors]
of whatever kind. (z. 23, 68%9—14)"

This account of sign-inference, then, is part of an effort to under-
stand existing practices of argument in the light of the theory of
the categorical syllogism, Aristotle’s—and history’s first—formal
logic. It is presented again in two passages of the Rhetoric. As is
made plain by its presence there and references to rhetoric in the
above passage from Prior Analytics 2. 23 and to the enthymeme,
the rhetorical counterpart of the syllogism, at z. 27, 70%g—11, Aris-
totle had rhetorical argument principally in mind. But it is equally
clear that he did not intend to confine the use of signs to rhetoric.
Prior Analytics 2. 277 concludes with a discussion of sign-inference
m another discipline, physiognomics, whose aim is to infer traits of
character from perceptible physical features (707 ff.).

Nor should we expect otherwise. Talk of ‘signs’ and the notion
of evidence to which it gives expression were no less a part of

! 'Of whatever kind’ («a” 6moiovoby péfodov) is taken by some interpreters to refer
to the application of the categorical syllogistic to every discipline, by others to refer
to its application to every type, method, or means of argumentation. Cf M. F
Bumyeat, ‘Enthymeme: Aristotle on the Logic of Persuasior’, in D. J. Furley and
A, Nehamas (eds.); Aristotle’s Rhetoric: Philosophical Essays (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1994), 1—55 at 31-2. The translation given here is indebted to

Burnyeat, ibid., and W. D. Ross (ed.), dristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics
{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 194g), 481.



14 Study I

ordinary language and thought in antiquity than they are in our
own day. Signs were used in all the areas we touched on in the
Introduction above, and appeals to signs are a notable feature of
Aristotle’s method of argument in just about every field he takes
up.® It is also important to remember that, on Aristotle’s view,
thetoric is not in the usual way a specialized discipline, but an
art that brings system and method to ordinary, everyday practices
of argument that are employed by everyone and in almost every
sphere of life (RhAet. 1. 1, 1354°1-11). If argument by signs is espe-
cially prominent among the means of argument used by rhetoric,
and rhetoric especially prominent among the areas in which argu-
ment by signs figures, this reflects the low or common character that
Aristotle assigned to inference from signs. This is also why Aristotle
tackles sign-inference in conjunction with argument by likelihood
and argument by paradigm, the latter of which he treats as the
rhetorical counterpart of induction, in both the Prior Analytics
and the Rhetoric. They too are especially suitable to rhetoric pre-
cisely because of their inferiority relative to other, superior forms
of argument, whose higher standards have no place there.

In this study I shall follow Aristotle both by paying particu-
Jar attention to rhetoric and by investigating sign-inference in close
connection with the other forms of argument that he considers espe-
cially characteristic of rhetoric. Too scrupulous an adherence to the
boundaries Aristotle draws around sign-inference in his more the-
oretical moments, boundaries that neither he nor others always ob-
serve, would cut us off from much material relevant to our broader
subject, the use of evidence. Aristotle’s most notable achievement

"in this field was to have recognized explicitly for the first time
that an argument that is invalid may nevertheless be reputable, i.e.
furnish grounds for a conclusion by which rational human beings
‘may legitimately be swayed. But Aristotle’s path-breaking investi-
gations in this area not only set him apart from his contemporaries
and successors; there are also reasons to think his insights were
isolated within his own work as well. For the receptive attitude to-
wards invalid argument by signs, which accepts that they can afford
reputable grounds for a conclusion, is clearly displayed only in the
passages of the Prior Analytics mentioned above and in the pas-

¢ Cf H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus, vol. v of Aristotelis Opera, ed. 1. Bekker
(Berlin: Reimer, 1870; repr. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgeselischaft, 1960),

S.VY. onpeioy, TEKRIPLOY, 677% ff., 750°6 fF.
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sages of the Rhetoric that rely on them. Elsewhere we seem to find
a different and less receptive attitude. I shall explore the possibilit
that this difference in attitude is due to a change in view relatei
o b-roader developments in Aristotle’s thinking about argument
paying particular attention to the influence of two factors: the sym—’
pathetic attention Aristotle brought to argument of the kind that is
most prominent in rhetoric and the application of formal logic to
the issue. '

Unlike Aristotle’s views about non-deductive but reputable in-
fert?nce, h.ls contrast between signs and demonstrations inaugurated
a d.lscussmn that was taken up and carried on in post-Aristotelian
ph1lo.sophy and recurs in one form or another there. It requifés
no discussion in Aristotle’s-investigation of rhetorical argument
wh.ere explanation of the kind demonstration aims to provide is not,
at issue, but receives attention, ifsonly in passing, in the Posterior
Analytfccs, which is concerned with scientific explanation. The is-
sues raised by this contrast will occupy a large share of our attention
later, but I shall touch on it only in the last section of this study.

1. Rhetoric

{\rlstotle’s Rhetoric begins with the bold declaration that ‘rhetoric
is the counterpart of dialectic’ (1. 1, 1354°1 fL.). And Aristotle goes
on to use its affinity with dialectic both to defend rhetoric against
the charges brought by its enemies and to distinguish his own
.conception of the discipline from that of its other defenders. The
most prominent of the complaints lodged against it in Plato’s Gor-
gias, apd repeated many times thereafter by other authors, is that
rhetoric cannot be an art because it lacks an object (458 E ff.,). Aris-
totle’s answer is that, properly speaking, rhetoric, like dialectic, is
not the science of a subject-matter, but a faculty for the discov.:ery
of arguments (Rhet. 1. 2, 1355°26—35; 1356%32—4; 1. 4, 1350°T2—16;
1358%2-6). Thus, though rhetoric and dialectic 1ack’ an object or;
a le.vel with the subject-matters which distinguish and define the
ordinary run of arts and sciences, they are arts none the less, be-
cause they dispose of a system or method oriented towards ob;'ects
ofa infferent and rather special kind. Rhetoric is the faculty of dis-
cerning the potentially persuasive about each subject, dialectic that
of arguing from reputable premisses about any subject proposed
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(Rhet. 1. 2, 1355°26; Top. 1. 1, 100°1 ff.; SE 2, 165°3—4). Their
concerns are in some sense formal as opposed to substantive. In
what sense is harder to say, As we proceed, it will emerge that there
is more than one way to constitute a formal discipline of argument.
This broadly formal character is responsible for rhetoric’s most
alarming trait: the power, which it shares only with dialectic, of
arguing with equal facility on either side of any question (1. 1,
1355°20—35). The two disciplines’ argumentative and persuasive
powers are not confined to a single object or tied to one set of con-
clusions, as is the more limited power to persuade and instruct about
a single subject that belongs to the master of each of the ordinary
arts and sciences (1358"28-32; cf. Plato, Grg. 453 D fL.). Aristotle
does not pretend that this suspicion is groundless, but he maintains
that there is a difference in the field of rhetoric corresponding to
that between sophistic and dialectic, albeit one not marked in the
same way by a terminological distinction, and he insists that dialec-
tic and sophistic on the one hand, and their rhetorical counterparts
on the other, differ from each other not as faculties (év 77 Svvdped),
but in purpose (&v 75 mpoapéoet) (1. 1, 1355°17—21; cf. Metaph. I'2,
1004%22-5; SE 1, 165°31).3
It is essential to understand this remark in the light of the distinc-
tion Aristotle has just drawn in the immediately preceding passage
of the Rhetoric, where he observes that it falls to rhetoric to discern
the persuasive and the apparently persuasive, just as it belongs to
dialectic to discern the sylogism and the apparent syllogism (1. 1,
1355°15—16).* His meaning is that it is possible to distinguish be-
tween the good and the bad in argument at a level lower than the
- moral purpose of the practitioner and the conclusions for which
he or she argues: that is, practitioners will differ not only in the
ends to which they apply their skills, but also in their choice of
means. The dialectical and sophistical faculties and their counter-
parts in rhetoric are inseparable, not because there is no difference
between sophistical and dialectical argument or between good and
bad argument in rhetoric, but rather because to possess the under-
standing of argument that belongs to the dialectician one must at
the same time share the sophist’s grasp of trickery and deception,
s0 too mutatis mutandis in the field of rhetoric. This impression is
strengthened further by the distinction Aristotle draws between the

3 On this use of moialpecis see Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus, 634"5~12.
+ Cf SE 1, 165'25; 9, 170368, ®8-11; 11, 172°5-8.
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real and the apparent enthymeme corresponding to that between
the real and apparent syllogism (Rhet. 1. 2, 1356°4; 2. 22, 139734}
2. 24, 1400°34—7, 1402%7). And if I may postpone for the moment
the daunting question of what a topos is, his decision to organize
his discussion of rhetorical argument around separate lists of topoi
of the genuine and of the apparent enthymeme in Rhetoric 2. 23
and 24 respectively, just as he treats topoi of the genuine and the
apparent syllogism in the Topics and Sophistical Refutations, points
in this direction as well. d

The fact that rhetoric is concerned in the first instance with gen-
uine enthymemes is crucial to Aristotle’s vindication of the rhetor-
ical art. Although it is not the function of rhetoric to bring to light
and secure the acceptance of correct conclusions, it makes an in-
dispensable contribution to this end with its power to discover the
persuasive on opposite sides of every question, For, Aristotle main-
tains, even though rhetoric is, like dialectic, a faculty of opposites,
matters themselves are not like this: the true and the better are
more readily argued and persuasive by nature (1. 1, 1355"36-8; cf.
20—2). We may compare his account of the value of rhetoric with
the distinction he draws between the function of dialectic, which is
to supply us with arguments for any proposed thesis, and its uses,
ameng which is the assistance it affords us in our enquiries about
the first principles of the sciences.’ [t helps us to see what can be
said on either side of a question, but it does not lay down rules that
dictate our choice of the truth (cf. Top. 8. 14, 163°9—16), If rhetoric
is to do the same in its own sphere, it must use arguments of gen-
uine merit. Rhetoric’s affinity with dialectic therefore requires that
there be two parts to its ability to argue on both sides of the ques-
tion. First, like the dialectician, the worthy orator knows how to
argue by deceptive means for conclusions he knows to be false or
on the side of a question he knows to be wrong; though he will not
do this, the ability to do it is essential if he is to combat less prin-
cipled opponents (Rhet. 1. 1, 1355"29—33; cf. SE 16, 175'17—-19;
Top. 1. 18, 108°26—~37).5 But second, where the question is unclear,
where there is much to be said on either side, the ability to argue on

5 mpds méaa Te xal Tiva yphoyos ) apayparela . . . (Top. 1. 2, 10125 f.; of. 8. 14,
163°0—16; SE 16, 175°5-16). xpioywos 8¢ 7 pyropucd . . . (Rhet. 1. 1, 1355%20).

¢ Perhaps Aristotle should have been more cautious here. The distinction does not
decide the issue whether a reputable orator will always use only the most reputable

forms of argument any more than the distinction between lying and telling the truth
resolves the question whether a good human being will ever lie.
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both sides of the question by reputable means can serve the cause
of truth by bringing out the considerations that count in favour of
opposed conclusions. . .

Rhetoric is not simply dialectic applied in rhetorical circum-
stances, however. The nature of the issues that it falls to rhetoric
to discuss influences the character of its arguments even before the
constraints imposed by the kind of audiences which it addresse?s and
the occasions on which it is used are taken into account. These‘: issues
are, as Aristotle puts it, matters that permit of being otherwise and
are not the object of an art or specialized expertise (1. 2, 1 357“1—7,
13~15,%25; 1. 4, 1350°30ff.; cf. EN 2. 2, 1104*7-8). Inst(.ead,' there is
an ineliminable roughness and inexactitude to them, which imposes
correspondingly greater demands upon the faculty of deliberation.
They differ from issues concerning individual moral agents by re-
quiring a collective decision by a jury, assembly, or 31m11a1; body,
but are otherwise very much like them (cf. Rhet. 2. 21, 1394°23-7).
Thus, much that Aristotle says elsewhere about practical reasoning
can be said with equal justice of the arguments that orators must
use and their auditors must evaluate. Indeed, Aristotle appeals in.a
famous passage to the example of rhetoric to explain these features
of practical reason (EN 1. 1, 1094°12—27; cf. 2. 2, 1104%1 f1.).

This is an important part of the reason why rhetoric comes by
an indirect route to have, in a certain way, a subject—matter—nf)t
by being the science or art of it, but rather by finding 2 use in
relation to it. Though in principle of universal scope, rhetoric finds
its place in relation to the broadly political issues falling un.der the
three genres of oratory: deliberative, epideictic, and fcfrensu: (1.3,
1358%16 f1.). It is a hybrid discipline, an offshoot, as Aristotle 'notes,

- of both dialectic and politics (Rhet. 1. 2, 1356°25-6).7 And this also
accounts for its tendency to instability: the way it threatens to .lc?se
its distinctively rhetorical character and become a part of politics
{Rhet. 1. 2, 1358°23-6; 1. 4, 1359°12~16).

For these reasons, Aristotle insists that mastery of the enthymeme
requires, over and-above the mastery of the syllogisn’_l furnished by
dialectic, an understanding of what the matters w1t.h which en-
thymemes are concerned are like {(wola} and how this affects the

7 But cf. J. Cooper, ‘Ethical-political Theory in Aristotle’s Rhetoric’, in Fl_lr_ley
and Nehamas (eds.), Aristotle’s Rhetoric, 193—210 at zoo, who notes hov_xr surprising
it is that rhetori¢’s relation to politics is mentioned only in connection with the pistis

of ethos here.
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character of enthymematic argument (1. 1 » 1355"10-14).5 The kinds
of issues about which orators argue typically resist resolution by
means of conclusive argument, and the fact that it is often possible
only to offer considerations which, though of a certain weight, are
not decisive requires a corresponding loosening or relaxation of
the standards by which argument is to be judged in rhetoric (cf.
I. 1, 1355°10-14; 1. 2, 1357°13—15, ®26).° It is this loosening or
relaxation that is signalled by the terminology of the enthymeme
and the paradigm, the rhetorical counterparts of the syllogism and ‘
the induction respectively. This is not to deny that it will often
be advisable to present arguments in abridged form, so that good
judgement in this area will be an essential part of the orator’s equip-
ment as a master of the enthymeme as well (cf. 1. 2, 1357°16; 2. 22,
1395°24-6). But, though I shall argue the point needs to be qual-
ified, I take as read the case that the omission of premisses is not
a defining characteristic of enthyrmermes, but a frequent feature of

¥ odros kai dvlnunparicds gy €y pdhore, mpocraBav mept moid Te dgre 70 vbhiunua kel
Tivag éxe Sadopds mpds Tols doyucods oudoywopods. Note that Aristotle says wep! woia,
not riva. I render moiw as ‘what they are like' to emphasize that Aristotle is talking
about the character of the matters with which the orator is concerned and its effects
on the character of his arguments here and not the substantive factual knowledge that
he elsewhere insists the orator will also need to have (cf. 1. 4, 1350°19—32). The word
Aoyueds, as so often, signals a contrast between a way of proceeding by Adyos—words,
statements, argument, or reasoning—considered, in one way or another and to one
degree or another, apart or in abstraction from their content or subject-matter, and
a way of proceeding which takes features of the subject-matter at issue into account.
Here the effect is to oppose the rigour of the syllogisms employed in dialectic to the
less rigorous character of the enthymeme. The former owe their greater stringency
to dialectic’s nature as a pure art of argument, unconcerned with the special features
of concrete subject-matters. The reduced-stringency characteristic of enthymemes,
on the other hand, is made necessary by the nature of the matters with which
they deal. In the Rhetoric Aristotle often mentions the special features of these
matters and their effect on the character of rhetorical argument (1. 2, 135713, "25—
7 4, 1359°30-0; 2. 21, 1304 24~7). Elsewhere, when Aristotle spezks of handling a
subject Aoyucds, where this comes close to SudexTicds, he means to call attention to
a style of enquiry that can—in a different way—be less rigorous than one that comes
fully and properly to grips with the subject. The range of uses to which Aristotle
puts Aeyuds is documented and discussed in illuminating detail by T. Waitz {ed)),
Aristotelis Organon Graece (Leipzig: Hahn, 1844-6), il. 353 ff. (ad An. post. 82%335),
and A. Schwegler, Die Metaphysik des Aristoteles (Tiibingen: Fues, 1847), iv 4851
(ad Metaph. Z 4, 1029°13).

* 1 borrow with gratitude talk of ‘relaxation’ from Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’. The
Aristotelian inspiration is furnished by a number of passages in which Aristotle
speaks of arguing or demonstrating in more ‘exacy’ and more ‘relaxed’ ways (Rhet.
2. 22, 1396°33-"1; De gen. et corr. 333°24; Metaph. E 1, 1025"13). On the broader
significance of Aristotle’s talk of relaxed and exact modes of argument see Lloyd,
“The Theories and Practices of Demonstration in Aristotle’,
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their presentation.’® Arguments that do not qualify as syllogisms
in dialectic, even with all their premisses fully stated, will qualify
as enthymemes or rhetorical syllogisms, so too in the case of in-
ductions and paradigms. Another way of putting the point is to say
that dialectic’s concern with valid argument is replaced in rhetoric
by a concern with reputable (§v§ofos) argument. Although Aristotle
does not use the term in this way in the Rhetoric, as we shall see, he
does in the Prior Analytics.

The emphasis Aristotle places on rhetoric’s affimity with d1alec-
tic in his opening remarks also serves to distinguish his approach
to the art from that of his contemporaries and predecessors in the
study of rhetoric. The rhetoric he defends is not theirs, which, he
complains, concerns itself almost entirely with appeals to the emo-
tions and issues concerning the style and arrangement of speeches
at the expense of argument (1. 1, 1354°11 ff., P16 ff.). So harsh is
Aristotle’s criticism that it comes as something of a surprise to find
Rhetoric 1. 2 treating appeals to emotion together with the presen-
tation of the speaker’s character and argument as the three varieties
of artistic proof or persuasion (niaris) which it is the business of
the art of rhetoric to study (1355°35ff.). This real or apparent
discrepancy has been the object of a considerable amount of at-
tention.'* But however it is to be viewed, there can be no doubt
that Aristotle meant to assign the central place in rhetoric to ar-
gument. My principal aim in what follows will be to enquire how
Aristotle’s account of good and bad argument, and of good and bad
kinds of argument, in rhetoric differs from the account proper to
dialectic.

2. Stages in Aristotle’s Thinking about Argument

This task is made more difficult, but also in some ways more in-
teresting, by the fact that different parts of the Rheforic rely on

' Thus Ross, Analytics, 500: ‘In modern logic bocks the enthymeme is usually
described as a syllogism with one premiss or the conclusion omitted . . . but this
forms no part of [Aristotle’s} definition, beirg a purely superficial characteristic.”
For the argument in full and a history of the controversy cf. Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’.
A. Kantelhardt also deserves a place among the many figures discussed by Burnyeat
for a brief but elegant statement of the essentiat insight, De Avistozelis rhetovicis
(Gottingen: Dieterich, 1911), 10; photographically reproduced in R. Stark (ed.),
Rhetorika: Schriften zur aristotelischen und hellenistischen Rhetorik (Hildesheim:
Oims, 1968). * | shail touch on it in appendix B to this study.
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different stages in Aristotle’s developing understanding of the syl-
logism, i.e. the object of study determined by the definition ‘a logos
in which, certain things being laid down, something different from
them follows of necessity by their being so’ (Top. 1. 1, 100%25-7;
An. pr. 1. 1, 24°18—20). That every syllogism is, or is composed of
parts that are, in one or the other of the valid moods of the three
figures, i.e. that every syllogism is a categorical syllogism, is no part
of the meaning specified by the definition. Rathey, it is a conclusion
for which Aristotle had to argue, and which he took himself to have
established in the Prior Analytics (cf. 1. 23, 41°%1-3; 1. 28, 24°7-8;
2. 23, 68%9-13)."2 Indeed; we have excellent reasons for believing
that the definition of the syllogism, and Aristotle’s interest in the
object it determines, antedated the categorical theory of the syllo-
gism. The Topics, where the definition makes its first appearance,
and its companion piece, the Sophzstzcal Refutations, which closes
with Aristotle’s famous claim to have been the first to study the
syllogism systematically, present the results of an enquiry pursued
without the benefit of the categorical theory of the syllogism."
Their unfamiliarity with the categorical syllogism is in fact one of
the principal grounds for the long-established view that the Top-
ics and Sophistical Refutations are among the earliest of Aristotle’s
treatises.

Much the larger part of the Rhetoric looks to the Topics and So-
phistical Refutation for its understanding of argument, while the
categorical syllogistic is applied to the enthymeme in two short,
self-contained passages, which appear to be later insertions, and
chapter 27 of the second book of the Prior Analytics, to which
they refer (Rhet. 1. 2, 1357°22—58%; 2. 25, 1402°13~1403"16). This

* Cf. 1. Barnes, ‘Proof and the Syllegism’, in E. Berti (ed.), Aristotle on Science!
The Posterior Analytics (Padua: Antenore, 1981), 17-59 at 23—5, 44-6; F. Solmsen,
Die Entwickliung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorik (Neue philologische Unter-
suchungen, 4; Berlin: Weidmann, 1929), 381, esp. 412, 151; Kantelhardt, De
Aristotelis rhetoricis, 49—50, 52—5; Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 9~Io, 14~15; J. Brun-
schwig (ed.), Aristote: Topiques I-I'V (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967), pp. xxx f.

3 That Aristotle’s claim to have been the first to study syllogizing refers to the pro-
ject pursued in the Topies and Sophistical Refutations and not to the Prior Analytics
was, | believe, first clearly stated and argued by C. Thurot, Etudes sur Aristote: Poli-
tigue, Dialectique, Rhétorique (Paris: Durand, 1860), 195—7. For recent staternents of
the point see: J. Brunschwig, ‘L’Organon: Tradition grecgue’, in R. Goulet (ed.),
Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, i (Paris: CNRS, 1989), 485—502 at 486—7; L.-A.
Dorien (trans.}, Aristote: Les Réfutations sophistigues (Paris: Vrin, 1995), 418 n. 479.
Cf. Solmsen, Entwicklung, 41-2.
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discovery is most closely associated with Friedrich Solmsen.™ It is
only one element in his account of the development of Aristotle’s
conception of rhetoric, which is itself pait of a still more com-
prehensive theory of the development of Aristotle’s logic. Though
the whole of Solmsen’s theory deserves the most serious atten-
tion, it is important to note that the parts of his argument do
not al! stand or fall together. Some of the developments he claims
to find are more conjectural than others. I shall touch briefly on
the most important of these later.’”® But the identification of Top-
ics- and Analytics-oriented sections of the Rhetoric is among the
least speculative. Although a formal logical theory need not af-
fect a philosopher’s unreflective style of argument, it is bound to
leave its mark on his self-conscious treatments of the subject of
argument once he has it, and be conspicuous by its absence be-
fore then.

 Entwicklung, 13 fl.; though there were some hints in earlier scholars, notably
in Kantelharde, De Aristotelis rhetoricis, 56, 59. Cf. Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 37 ff.
with n. 76. Though it does not refer to the Analytics, Rket. 1. 4, 1359 ff., seems
to deserve a place among the later Analytics-oriented passages of the Rketoric. Here
we are told that ‘what we said earlier is true, viz. that rhetoric is composed of the
analytical science [dredvruen émoriun—i.c. presumably the formal logic expounded
in the Prior Analytics] and that concerned with characters [#8n]’. This is a very
odd thing to say for a number of reasons, however. It refers to 1. 2, 1356%°25-6,

where Aristotle says that rhetoric is composed of dialectic and the study of character-

{(cf: n. 7 above). S:wdextucrf is found as a variant instead of dratvruc) at 1359%10
in some manuscripts, but editors have for good reasons regarded Swdexruci as a
late attempt at correction and preferred dvedvrwd. Cf. R. Kassell, Der Text der
aristotelischen Rhetorik: Prolegomena zu einer kritischen Ausgabe (Berlin: De Gruyter,
1971}, 79—-80. Solmsen, ibid. 225 n. 2, believes that this passage is a late addition
- by Aristotle himself, showing that he now believes 8:alexrecd} can be replaced by
dvatvrucd. CE also G. Striker, *Aristotle on the Uses of Logic’, in G. Gentzler (ed.),
Method in Ancient Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 20626 at
221 n. 18. But the abrupt replacement of Siadexruc} by dvadurucd here is not the only
peculiarity of 13599 ff. The immediate sequel proceeds as if we had been talking
about Scadewtich all along (1359°11-16). What is more, this is the only passage
anywhere in Aristotle that speaks of dvaluri, let alone dvedvriks dmorqgun. This
reflects the fact that Aristotle seems not to have viewed formal logic as a substantive
scientific discipline, but rather, as his successors were to insist, as an organon. On talk
of &riordin dnobeucruch at An. pr. 1. 1, 24°2, see ], Brunschwig, *L’objet et la structure
des Seconds Analytiques d’aprés Aristote’, in Berti (ed.), Aristotle on Science, 61—
oo, accotding to whom Aristotle here means not the study of demonstration, but
the knowledge it produces. In view of these considerations, I wonder if there is not
more to be said for Thurot's spirited defence of Stadewrucd, Etudes, 248-54. 1. 3,
13596, may also be a stray Analytics-oriented passage (cf. n. 25 below).
s In appendix B to this study.
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3. The Analytics-oriented
Account of Rhetorical Argument

{a) Aristotie’s exposition

In the Prior Analytics and in the first of the Analytics-oriented pas-
sages in the Rhetoric (1. 2) Aristotle informs us that enthymemes are
from likelihoods and signs (70°9—11; 1357°32—3). He returns to the
subject in Rhetoric 2, 25, to ask whether and how each of these forms
of argument is open to objection. A likelithood is, he says, ‘some-
thing which comes to be for the most part’ (Rhet. 1. 2, 1357°34),
or with the subjective element on which depends its ability to sup-
port rhetorically effective arguinents in view, as ‘something people
know comes to be or not for the most part’ (dn. pr. 2. 277, 70°4—
5; cf. Rhet. 2. 25, 1402"15). An enthymeme from likelihoods is an
argument bringing a particular case under an acknowledged gen-
eral rule permitting exceptions (1357°34—"1). On the other hand, a
sign is, according to Prior Analytics 2. 27, a premiss that is or is
such as to be reputable (év8ofos) (70%7).¢ Later in the same chapter
likelihoods are also called reputable and the necessary character of
the token is represented as a special case of the reputable: it is the
most reputable of the sign-inferences (70%; ®4—5). These lines fir-
nish the textual authority for the use of ‘reputable’ in relation to
argument that I have already freely employed.

According to the pre-theoretical conception of the sign that fur-
nishes Aristotle with his point of departure, a sign is ‘something
such that, when it exists, another thing exists, or, when it has hap-
pened, the other has happened before or after’ (70*7—9)."7 In a sign
argument, then, the sign—a particular fact or alleged fact—is put
forward as a ground for the conclusion of which the orator wishes
to convince his audience. When the argument based on it is re-
constructed as a categorical syllogism, the sign is most often the

*® “Thattends or is such as to be [BodAerar efvai] necessary or reputable’, Cf. Bonitz,
Index Avistotelicus, s.v. BovdcoBa:, 140°41; ‘saepe per PovAerns efvae significatur quo
quid per naturam suam tendit, sive id assequitur quo tendit, sive non plene et
perfecte assequitur’.

7 The translation is that of Ross, Anafytics, 408. The suggestion that this char-
acterization be viewed as a pre-theoretical starting-point in this way is due to M. E
Burnyeat, ‘The Origins of Non-deductive Inference’, in J. Barnes et al. (eds.),
Science and Speculation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982}, 193—238
at 197.
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minor premiss predicating an attribute of a particular (as we shall
see, the third-figure sign-inference requires a somewhat different
treatment). So, for example, that this man has a fever is 2 sign that
he is 11l

But although Aristotle plainly intends the division between like-
lihoods and signs to be exhaustive of the forms of rhetorical ar-
gument apart from paradigm (1357°31-2), it is less clear that it
is exclusive: may not one enthymeme satisfy both descriptions?*®
This question is worth pursuing a little further because its answer
may help us understand Aristotle’s analysis of rhetorical argument.
For his principal aim is not to distinguish and define kinds of argu-
ment in purely formal terms, but to characterize formally kinds of
argument already distinguished in the then current practice and—
possibly—theory, such as it was, of rhetorical argument. And here
the omission of premisses, which is a characteristic of the presen-
tation of enthymemes, may throw light on the differences between
types of arguments that Aristotle is trying to bring out by means
of his distinction between enthymemes from signs and those from
likelihoods, but which cannot be completely captured by analysis
from the point of view of the categorical syllogistic.

It would be a mistake to picture the orator trimming premisses
from full-blown categorical syllogisms that he has first framed
before his mind’s eve in order to present them in the form suitable
to the rhetorical occasion. It is important to remember that Aris-
totle conceived the categorical syllogistic as, among other things,
a way of bringing out and making explicit the often unstated pre-
misses because of which the conclusion of a syllogism follows of
necessity. This is the special task of analysis, from which the Ana-
Iytics take their name. The analysis of arguments with the aid of the
categorical syllogistic uncovers assumptions on which they depend
that often go unnoticed and unsaid {cf. An. pr. 1. 32, 47°13-18).
And, I should like to suggest, whether an argument is to count as
an enthymeme from likelihoods or signs depends in part on what,
in the circumstances, can go unsaid. Very roughly, the two forms of
enthymeme are distinguished by the element of the argument that,
if you will, bears the greater weight in the context of argument.
And this in turn will influence which premiss of the argument—

8 The question is posed by J. Sprute, Die Enthymemtheorie der aristotelischen
Rhetorik (Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1982}, 8g—go.

Avristotle 25

when analysed as a categorical syllogism—is expressed, and which
usually omitted.

In an enthymeme from likelihoods the crucial element on which
the argument turns is the generalization under which the particular
itemn in question is being brought. This must in all cases be stated,
while the minor premiss, which states that the subject term of the
major premiss belongs to the item under discussion, can and often
will go without saying. And it is the generalization stated in the
major premiss that is also the potential object of controversy. An
orator who needs to oppose an argument from likelihood will try'to-
show that his opponent’s conclusion is not likely because it is based
on a generalization that is false or in some way not appropriate to
the case at hand—we shalil have more to say about how this is to'be
done later. By contrast, he will treat the syllogistic structure of this
argument and the truth of its minor premiss as unproblematic. This
is what it 1s to treat an argument as an argument from likelihood,
and to evaluate its merits and faults as such.

In the case of an argument from signs, on the other hand, the
element on which the argument is seen to hinge will be the new
piece of evidence to which the orator wishes to direct his auditors’
attention and which counts as evidence against a background of
uncontroversial assumptions. If we concentrate for the moment on
the relatively simple case of the valid first-figure sign-inference, it is
clear that the sign functions as a ground in this way in virtue of what
we should call a covering generalization (cf. An. pr. 1. 32, 47°16—
18). And it is this covering generalization, e.g. that the feverish are
ill, formulated in the major premiss, that is typically treated as part
of the background of uncontentious assumptions in virtue of which
the sign is able to serve as evidence for the conclusion at issue. For
this reason, it can and typically will be omitted in the presentation
of the sign-inference.

Note that 1 am not saying that a sign enthymeme must be pre-
sented with the major premiss omitted or that it ceases to be a sign
enthymeme when this premiss is stated as well. Rather, I mean to be
calling attention to the characteristics of arguments from signs and
likelihoods that explain why they frequently omit premisses and
why they omit the premisses they do. When an orator argues from
signs he makes a fuss, as it were, about the sign, the minor premiss
of his syllogism, and expects that if his opponent is going to make a
fuss, it will be about the same premiss. The major premiss, whether
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expressed or not, on the other hand, he treats as uncontentious. As
Aristotle notes when he considers objections to sign-arguments, an
opponent’s only hope againsta first-figure sign-argument is to show
that the premiss serving as a sign is false (Rhet. 2. 25, 1403°13—-16).
In other words, Aristotle does not envisage someone objecting to
the argument that an item is G because it is F¥ that being £ is nota
sign of being G after all, but only that the item is not F in the first
place. Of course, when the second- and third-figure sign-inferences
are brought into the picture, their invalidity, which is revealed by
their defective syllogisti¢c structure, can be made the basis of an
objection (1403°2—5). Apparently the truth of the major premiss
remains outside contention, however.

It secems, then, that whether an enthymeme should count as an
argurnent from signs or likelihoods is not determined solely by
facts about its premisses and structure that are independent of the
way in which they are regarded by participants in a debate or the
audience for an oration. On the contrary, it depends very much on
the attitude of the participants. Indeed, it might be better to speak
of an orator presenting or treating an argument as an enthymeme
from signs or an enthymeme from likelihoods. Nothing prevents
an opposing speaker from objecting, for example; that the covering
generalization on which his opponent’s argument from signs relies
is subject to exceptions; but this would be to treat an argument put
forward as an argument from signs as an argument from likelihood.

Let us now broaden the scope of our enquiry to include the
second- and third-figure sign-inferences. Aristotle counts only ar-
guments with affirmative and, if the subject term of the conclusion
isnot S)ngular, universal conclusions as from signs, perhaps because
of the pre-theoretical characterization of the sign which is his point
of departure.” In any case, these restrictions ensure that of the
three forms of sign-inference—one in each of the fipures——only the
first-figure sign-inference is valid.*® Aristotle’s offers the following
as an example:

" How well does this reflect the theory or practice of contemporary rhetoric? Cf.
[Arist.] Rhet. ad Alex. 1430”345, whose author appears to have a different view.

* A categorical syllogism in one of the three Aristotelian figures is an argument
with two premisses in each of which two terms, a predicate and a subject, are related
in one of four ways. These are: a=belongs to all; e=belongs to none; 7=belongs to
some; o=does not belong to some. For example, AaB means ‘4 belongs to all B'.
Within the three figures, the major term is the predicate of the conclusion and the
major premiss the premiss in which it is introduced. The minor term is the subject
of the conclusion and the minor premiss the premiss in which it is introduced. The
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P, All those with fever are ill.
P, 'This man has fever. (the sign)

C Therefqre he is ill.

Recall that the mark of the second-figure syllogism s that its middle
term is predicated of both the major and minor terms and that it
can validly yield only negative conclusions.?” Aristotle offers the
following as an example:

P, All those with fever breathe roughly.
P, This man breathes roughly. (the sign)

' Therefore he has 4 fever.

In the third figure major and minor terms are predicated of the
middle term, and only particular conclusions can be validly in-
ferred,* but the third-figure sign-inference invalidly deduces a uni-
versal conclusion. One of Aristotle’s examples is:

P, Pittacus is wise,
P, Pittacus is good.

C Therefore the wise are good.

To mark the difference, Aristotle calls the minor premiés of the
valid first-figure sign-argumenta ‘token’ (rexupiov).”* Second- and

middle term occurs in both premisses but not in the conclusion. Thus the first mood
in the first figure, Barbara, is represented as follows:

AaB BeC

AaC

AaB is the major premiss, BaC' the minor premiss, AaC the conclusion. A is the
major term, B the middle, C the minor.

** Retaining A4 for the major term, B for the middle term, and C for the minor
term, the first mood of the second figure, Cesare, is represented in this way:

Bed BaC

AeC
* The first mood of the third figure, Darapti, with major, middle, and minor
terms as before:
AaB "CaB
AiC
* Aristotle offers an etymological justification for his choice of terms, but Greek
usage, including his own, offers little support for the distinction. Cf. L. Rader-
macher, Artium Scriptores: Reste der voraristotelischen Rhetorik (Sitzungsberichte
der philosophisch-historischen Klasse der Osterreichischen Akad. der Wiss. 227/3;
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third—ﬁgure signs lack a name of their own (Rket. 1. 2, 1357°4—5),
but when he needs to contrast them with tokens, Aristotle calls
them simply signs (°z21-2; 1. 3, 1350%7-8; 2. 25, 1402°14).

How great an inferiority does Aristotle mean to attribute to the
anonymous signs? The arguments to which they give rise are clearly
not syllogisms, but are they enthymemes, legitimate albeit non-
conclusive means of persuasion, as I have so far assumed without
argument? Or is the status of an enthymeme to be withheld from
them and reserved for énthymemes from tokens and likelihoods
alone? The evidence regarding this point is conflicting. The lat-
ter is suggested by Rhetoric 2. 24, where the enthymeme from
signs is treated as one of the topoi of merely apparent enthymeme
{1401%¢ ff.). The examples given there, though not analysed as cate-
gorical syllogisms, correspond to the second- and third-figure signs
discussed in Rhetoric 1. z and Prior Analytics z. 27. ‘Lovers benefit
their cities because Harmodius and Aristogeiton killed the tyrant
Hipparchus’, i.e. this pair (@) are lovers and (b) benefited their city
(third figure). ‘Dionysius is a thief, for he is wicked’, i.e. thieves are
wicked and Dionysius is wicked, therefore he is a thief (second fig-
ure). But here the fact that they are not valid (are dovAAdyiorov)
appears to be made a ground, as it did not seem to be in the
Analyties-oriented passage, for their exclusion from the ranks of
the genuine enthymeme (1401°9; cf. 1357°9; cf. also 2. 22, 1397°4).
The same attitude is on display in the Sophistical Refusations, where
argument from signs is presented as an instance of the fallacy of af-
firming the consequentand said to be especially common in rhetoric
(5, 167°8—11).

It has been argued on the strength of this evidence that Aris-
totle meant to withhold the standing of a genuine enthymeme from
the se,%ond- and third-figure sign-inferences, reserving it for the
valid first-figure sign-inference alone.* But nothing in the official
accounts of the sign in Rhetoric 1. 2 or Prior Analytics 2. 277 has
prepared us for the exclusion of any of the forms of argument they
analyse, and Aristotle includes the syllogistically invalid sign in the
ranks of the enthymeme along with the token in Rhetoric 2. 25

1051), 214-15, the passages collected in which show small differences in the conno-
tation of the two terms, and their use for purposes of elegant variation, rather than
a substantive difference in meaning.

2 Notably by Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 88 ff.
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(1402°13).7° What is more, in Prior Analytics 2. 27, as we have al-
ready noted, he maintains that the sign is a premiss that is, or is
of a nature to be, necessary or reputable (&8ofos) (70°6-7).2° The
token is necessary; the remaining signs, it would then seem, must
be reputable.

This apparent discrepancy has elicited different reactions. Solm-
sen made it part of his developmental account of Aristotle’s rhetor-
ical theory.®*” But the fact that expressions of a favourable atti-
tude towards signs are confined to the later Analytics-oriented
sections while an apparently less sympathetic attitude is adopted
in the earlier Topics-oriented sections does not require that Aris-
totle changed his mind. There is another way to reconcile the dif=
ferent things Aristotle has to say about signs that is more promising
than imputing to him either a consistently hostile or a consistently
favourable attitude towards sign-inference. It has been rightly ob-
served that the adversarial character of rhetoric makes it natural for
him to mention what can be said against as well as in favour of each
variety of argument.”® All the same, I shall argue that it is not an
accident that Aristotle’s favourable remarks about signs are found
in late Analytics-oriented, and his unfavourable remarks in early
Topics-oriented, sections of the Rhetoric, but the result of a change
in the direction of greater sympathy towards argument from signs,
albeit a change of a rather complicated and elusive kind.

(b) The reputable character of invalid argument from signs

But any account of how Anistotle came to adopt a more favourable
attitude towards invalid argument by signs must explain how he
could at any time have regarded it as a reputable means of persua-

23 He also does so at 1. 3, 1359"6. There are good reasons for suspecting this
passage, however. Cf. Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 35 n. go.

¢ In line with his view that within the broader class of sign-arguments only those
from tokens qualify as enthymemes, Sprute argues that the reference at 70°7 to the
sign as a reputable premiss ought to be deleted as an interpolation (Enthymemtheorie,
9o n. 114). The textual grounds for this step are slight; earlier, as Sprute himself
notes, in effect the opposite conclusion, that it is the word ‘necessary’ which has been
mistakenly interpolated, was reached by H. Maier, Die Svilogistik des Aristoteles
(Tiibingen: Laupp, 1896-1900), ii/1. 481 with n, 2. For the argument against cf.
Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 33 with . 83.

#7 Cf. Entwicklung, 22~3.

3% 3. Raphael, ‘Rhetoric, Dialectic and Syllogistic Argument: Aristotle’s Position
in “Rhetoric” I-11', Phronesis, 19 (1974), 153-67.
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sion. I shall take up this question first, before returning to consider
whether this view was the result of a change.

Although they are not characterized as reputable in the Rhetoric,
second- and third-figure signs are, to all appearances, treated as
sources of genuine enthymemes in the Analytics-oriented passages
and contrasted with tokens, which are once more distinguished by
their necessary character. Aristotle leaves us in no doubt what this
means. ‘1 call necessary the signs from which a syllogism arises, and
the token is a sign of this kind’ (1357°5—6). And he goes on to appose
this necessity to the invalid, or non-syllogistic (devAAdyiorov), char-
acter of the second- and third-figure signs (1357°27—32; "5, 14, 22;
cf. 1403%11). ‘Necessary’, then, means capable (when taken together
with an appropriate major premiss) of necessitating the conclusion
to which they are related in the corresponding enthymerne, i.e. the
necessitas consequentiae referred to in the definition of the syllogism.
This means that whether a premiss is to count as a sign or a token
depends not on its intrinsic character, but rather on the relations
obtaining between it, the second premiss, and the conclusion of the
argument constituted by all three. Being pale, for example, could
on different occasions be a (second-figure) sign of pregnancy, ill
health, or being afraid while serving as a token of whichever condi-
tion of the blood vessels—if there is just one—it is that makes one
go pale.

Difficulties arise, however, when we turn to the passage that in-
troduces the discussion that we have been examining, where Aris-
totle contrasts the sign and its necessary character with the likeli-
hood and its for-the-most-part character. This passage 1s concerned
to explain the distinctive characteristics of rhetorical argument as

consequences of its purpose, the conditions in which it is em-

ployed, and its subject-matter—issues on which Aristotle has al-
ready touched (cf. 1357°1 f1.).*° It marks the beginning of the first
Analytics-oriented insertion, and introduces the discussion of signs
and likelihoods (1357°22—33):

Since there are few necessities from which rhetorical syllogisms arise [this
is justified by reference to the subject-matter of rhetoric already described]
and it is necessary to argue to conclusions thatare for the most part and pos-
sible from starting-points of the same kind, and to necessary conclusions
from necessary starting-points (and this is clear to us from the Analytics),

2% [f, as it seems, 1357°22 is the beginning of a later Analytics-oriented insertion,
the transition is a nicely managed one.
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it is clear that some of the starting-points from which enthymemes are
propounded will be necessary and some will be for the most part. But
enthymemes are from likelihoods and signs, so that it is necessary for each
of them to be the same as each.

The problem is that, while the necessary character of the token
that is opposed to the invalidity of the anonymous sign enthymemes
characterizes the relation between the premisses and conclusion of
the argument, it appears that the for-the-most-part character of
the likelihood belongs to a proposition in its own right, namely the .
proposition that serves as the major premiss of an enthymeme from
likelihood. How, then, are we to understand the necessity of the
token as it figures in both these contrasts? o

In the Prior Analytics Aristotle maintains that syllogisms estab-
lishing necessitas consequentis, the unqualified or absolute necessity
of the conclusion, must proceed from premisses which are also ne-
cessary in the same way (1. 8, 2§"29 fl.). Elsewhere he seems to
commit himself to an analogue of the same principle applying to
syllogisms with premisses qualified as for the most part true (An.
post. 1. 30, 87°22F; cf. 2. 12, 96°8-19, An. pr. 1. 27, 43°33). The
undeniably striking verbal similarities have led some to conclude
that Aristotle is bringing together these two points here in the
Rhetoric 3 But as we have just seen, this is not how the necessity of
the token is explained in the immediately following passage. And
even if an occasional major premiss of a first-figure sign-syllogism
were an apodeictic necessity, apart from leaving others which are
not out of account, this is perfectly irrelevant to the use to which
such a premiss is put in rhetorical argument, and no purpose would
be served by calling attention to this fact here.

The solution, I believe, is to see that, at least in the limited case
of the enthymeme from likelihood, where a for-the-most-part gen-
eralization is applied to a particular instance, Aristotle seems to
have supposed that the effect of the for-the-most-part major pre-
miss is to give rise to a for-the-most-part relation of consequence.
The idea would have been that most of the enthymemes formed by
applying a true for-the-most-part generalization to the individuals
falling under its middle term will yield a true conclusion. Suppose,
for example, that Bs are for the most part 4. 4 will then belong
to most of the individuals to which B belongs. Let C, . . . C,, be

¥ Cf. Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 91—z with n. 123, for references to proponents of
this view and criticism.
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the individuals that make up B.3* Applied to each of C, ... Cy, the
argument schema ‘Bs are for the most part 4, C, is B, therefore C,
is A4’ will yield an argument with a true conclusion more often than
not. If the premisses represent the best state of our knowledge, then
a particular instance of this argument form will furnish us with a
reputable ground for taking its conclusion to be true.

What is more, the way for this conception of the enthymeme
from likelihoods seems to have been prepared by the account of the
enthymeme we find a few pages earlier in the Rhetoric, before the
first Analytics-oriented passage (1356°15-17):

. when, certain things being [so], something different comes about
besides them by their being [sc], either universally or for the most part,
this is called a syliogism there [i.e. in the Topics and in dialectic] and an
enthymeme here [i.e. in rhetoric and the Rhetoric].*”

Though this is not the only way of construing Aristotle’s loosely
formulated Greek, the most conspicuous departure from the defi-
nition of the syllogism in the Topics and Prior Analytics appears to
be the replacement of the requirement that the conclusion follow
of necessity by the requirement that it follow universally or for the
most part, that is, it seems that ‘universally or for the most part’ is
best understood here as a qualification applying to the relation be-
tween premisses and conclusion rather than to either the premisses
or the conclusion.?® Aristotle’s point would then be that an argu-
ment can fail to be a syllogism but still qualify as an enthymeme,
though its conclusion would still somehow have to follow for the
most part. Understood in this way, the account of the enthymeme in
this Topics-oriented and presumably earlier section of the Rhetoric
prefigures and handily accommodates the enthymeme from likeli-
hoods introduced in the later Analytics-oriented section, where it
is conceived along the lines I have just suggested.,

3t (Or a suitable finite initial sequence of the members of B, if B has infinitely
many members.

= 14 8¢ ravdw drepov T [8ed radre] aupPaivew wapd TadTe 7§ Tabra e § xafdlov
L s émi 76 mod. | follow Kassel in viewing 8«d radra as an interpolated gloss and
have left it untranslated.

13 So M. Warner, Das Ethische in der Rhetorik des Aristoteles (Munich: Karl Alber,
1990), 352—3, and J. Barnes, ‘Rhetoric and Poetics’, in id. (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Aristotle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 2g95-85
at 271. A fuller discussion of the interpretative possibilities and the controversy
concerning this passage can be found in Bumyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 19—2¢ with n. 49,
who also inclines to this view.
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To be sure, this is not how Aristotle conceives syllogisms from
for-the-most-part premisses outside the Rhetoric. As we noted
above, he prefers to treat them along the same lines as demon-
strative syllogisms from apodeictic premisses, i.e. as deductively
valid syllogisms that necessitate their conclusions, which are, in
addition, qualified by something like 2 modal operator transmit-
ted to them from the premisses. But there are special features of
the enthymeme and the rhetorical conditions in which it is used
that may have recommended a different approach. Unlike the syl-
logisms with which Aristotle is concerned in the Analytics, an en-
thymeme from likelihood, typically applies the for-the-most-part
generalization expressed in its major premiss to a singular minof
term and therefore draws a conclusion about a particular. This of
course reflects rhetoric’s concern with issues requiring decisions
about particulars, e.g. whether this man is guilty of this crime, or
this policy or plan of action should*be put into effect, and the like.
And it means that the conclusion of such an enthymeme cannot be
qualified as for the most part, but as likely.

There is also a notorious problem with the view of syllogisms
from for-the-most-part premisses that Aristotle appears to favour
elsewhere, whether the character they transmit to their coriclusions
is belonging for the most part, as in the premisses, or being likely.
Although the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism with neces-
sary premisses or, sometimes, a single necessary premiss will be
necessary as well, the conclusions of an argument with the same
syllogistic form from likelihoods will not be unqualifiedly likely
in an analogous way. A conclusion validly deduced from true pre-
misses according to the principle in question can be contradicted
by a conclusion deduced from premisses no less true by arguments
the principle is bound to regard as no less valid.** For the minor
term can be the subject of different middle terms to which mutu-
ally exclusive characteristics belong for the most part. One may,
for example, belong to a nation most of whose citizens are religious
believers and to a profession rmost of whose members are unbeliev-
ers. But it cannot be likely without qualification both that one is a
religious believer and that one is not.*

3 For a discussion of this well-known problem in an Aristotelian context cf.
Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 25-6.

35 Now it must be conceded that these difficulties are less acute in the context
of the Posterior Analytics. If the for-the-most-part premisses admitted there satisfy
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Whatever other difficulties it may present, the solution that [ have
suggested Aristotle does adopt in his account of the enthymeme
from lkelihoods avoids, within its limited sphere, the problems
that confront the alternative account. At the same time, it explains
how such an argument can furnish reputable grounds for taking its
conclusion to be true. Of course it does not tell us how to judge
between the conflicting claims of enthymemes from likelihood to
opposed conclusions in the actual practice of rhetorical argumen-
tation. It may, however, be a point in its favour that it does not treat
this as a problem to be solved by a theory of argument in advance of
the particular circumstances of an argument and the relations that
arise between the different likelihoods brought to bear in them.
This is a point to which we shall return.

For the present, we may also note that this account of enthymema-
tic argument from likelihoods shows how it was possible for Aris-
totle to contrast the necessary character of the token with both the
argument from likelihoods and sign-arguments in the second and
third figures because a relation between premisses and conclusion
is ultimately at issue in both comparisons. The necessity of the
first-figure sign-inference, the enthymeme from tokens, is the ne-
cessity with which the conclusion follows the premisses of a valid
syllogism. The enthymeme from likelihoods, on the other hand,
can be viewed here as a curious hybrid: an argument in which the
relation between the premisses and the conclusion is affected by the
character of the premisses.

But the answer to the question how enthymemes from likelihood
can be reputable that is suggested by 1357°22—33 makes it that
much harder to understand Aristotle’s grounds for including the
anonymous signs in the ranks of the genuine enthymeme. The pas-

- sage appears to conclude by equating the for-the-most-part with

other conditions imposed on demonstrative premisses, they will predicate attributes
per se of their subjects. In other words, they will state facts about the nature of their
subjects by attributing essential characteristics to them. If it belongs to the nature of
B to be A4, even though 4 belongs to B in actual fact only for the most part, then 4
may fail to belong to some individuals to which B belongs—Iet us designate them the
Cs. Tempting as it may be to think that the failure of A to belong to the Cs must be
due to a more specific nature of theirs which prevents them from being 4, this is not
how Aristotle thinks of exceptions to this kind of for-the-most-part generalization;
ifrdeed, the term € that I have contrived will have ne standing in an Aristotelian
demonstration. But this solution is not available in rhetoric, where arguments, and
the descriptions under which items are considered, will rarely satisfy the conditions
that Aristotle imposes on demonstrative reasoning.
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the likelihood and the necessary with the sign. Aristotle maintains
that ‘each is the same as each’. But even if this can be understood
loosely enough to avord an outright inconsistency, there is a deeper
problem.3® For in the train of thought that leads Aristotle to this
conclusion, he appeals, as we have seen, to the fact that rhetoric is
concerned with matters that permit of being otherwise to explain
and justify the predominance of for-the-most-part arguments in
rhetoric in a way which leaves the impression that the correspond-
ing distinction he then draws between likelihoods and (necessary)
signs exhausts the forms of legitimate rhetorical argument. It is
hard to see where the invalid second- and third-figure signs are
supposed to fit. So we are brought back to our original question
about the source of the second- and third-figure signs’ reputable
character, which can be neither the necessity of the token nor the
for-the-most-part character of the likelihood.

To this question Aristotle gives ho direct answer, either here or
elsewhere, and the rhetorical tradition, on which he exerted a sig-
nificant influence, betrays some confusion on this point as well.?”

3% Cf Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 37, who compares the present passage with
1356°10, where ‘each is the same as each’, said of the enthymeme and the syllo-
gism on the one hand and the paradigm and the induction on the other, is not a
statement of identity. :

3 Distinctions between signs and tokens obviously indebted to Aristotle’s are
widespread. In a manner reminiscent of Aristotle, Quintilian calls tokens necessary
and irrefutable signs (5. 9. 3), but he is also willing to call likelthoods non-necessary
signs (5. 9. 8). This tendency to conflate signs and likelihoods is carried still further
in a later rhetorical treatise, the anonymous Segueranius, whose author, reporting
the views of the rhetorician Neocles (15t or znd cent. ab), contrasts tokens with
signs, but takes the token to be an irrefutable likelihood and remarks that “sign’ is an
expression typically used in place of ‘likelihood’, which he has earlier defined with
reference to the for-the-most-part (Rhet. Graec. 1. 379. 12—-17 Spengel-Hammer).
Eventually a distinction between tokens and signs based on a contrast between a
relation between sign and signified which holds always and one which holds only
for the most part or less often is attributed to Aristotle (Rhet. Graec. v 407-8 Walz).
How widespread this conception of Aristotle’s views may have been is hard to say
(the text is a scholium of Planudes on Hermogenes’ frventio). But in a passage to
which we shall turn again in Study ITI, Galen distinguishes two ways of contrasting
signs with tokens, with the usage of rhetoricians in view (In Hipp. prog., CMG v/g/z.
373. 1—14). The first, and to his way of thinking more correct, holds that tokens are
necessary and always followed by that for which they are evidence, while signs are
followed by that for which they are evidence only for the most part. It seems clear
from the vocabulary Galen uses that he has an Aristotelian logic in mind. For he
takes the necessity of the token to consist in the fact that one of the terms of which
the premiss {wpdraois} is composed follows the other always, whereas in the case of
the sign it follows only for the most part, presumably with the major premiss of a
gsyllogism in Barbara in view. Elsewhere Galen describes the token as a syllogistic
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Aristotle’s silence on this point can and has been taken as evidence
that he did not after all intend to count invalid sign-inferences
as reputable enthymemes.3® Those of us who believe that he did
will see this as evidence of the lateness and incompleteness of his
Analytics-based reflections on rhetorical argument. We can only
speculate about the legitimate uses Aristotle may have envisaged
for the invalid second- and third-figure sign-syllogisms; that they
can be put to illegitimate use is clear enough. To conclude that a
man is an adulterer on the basis of his taste for late-night walks
would be reckless and unfair (c¢f. SE g, 167°8). But suppose that
there are other signs of this kind, i.e. that this person has other
features belonging to adulterers, e.g. a new interest in his personal
appearance (cf. 167°10—11; Rhet. 2. 24, 1401°24): he will then be-
long to many such classes. The accumulation of signs, none of which
is of much weight by itself, may in the end constitute a powerful
though, as we should say, circumstantial case, and there is evidence
that the rhetorical tradition took signs to be valuable in just this
way {cf. [Cicero,] Rhet. ad Heren. 2. 11; Cicero, Part. orat. 39—40;
Quinulian 5. 9. 9—10).**

Aristotle says nothing as explicit himself, but the resources of the
categorical syllogistic, though not necessary, would have allowed
him to explain how, by collecting signs in this way, an orator can
make his case a stronger one in something like the following way.
The fault of the second-figure sign is, in terms drawn from the
categorical syllogistic, that its major premiss does not convert. The

sign, but says too little to make clear precisely how he intends the contrast between
tokens and signs (In Hipp. de acut. morb. vict., CMG v/g/1. 118. 1). The absence of
any clear indications how signs might have made their conclusions reputable seems,
then, to have made it all too easy to assimilate sign-arguments to for-the-rost-part-
arguments. Other references to a distinction between signs and tokens are collected
by L. Spengel (ed.), Aristotelis ars rhetorica (Leipzig: Teubner, 1847), i1. 63 ff.

# Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, o9 with n. 166, cites 1357'22—33 in support of his
exclusion of the second- and third-figure sign-syllogisms from the ranks of the
genuine enthymeme. :

3 Aristotle appears to say something similar himself when he notes that some-
one’s accidentally and unintentionally beneficial acts can be cited in support of the
conclusion that he has a good character: ‘for when many similar actions of this kind
are put forward in argument, it seems to be a sign of virtue and worthy purpose’ (1. g,
1367°24-6). But since Aristotle is clearly thinking of a situation in which an orator
cites acts which, to be sure, could have been the cutcome of a virtuous person's good
intentions, but were, as the orator well knows, unintentional, this passage does not
tell us how he might have regarded an argument from an accurnulation of signs that
are not knodn to be immaterial in this way.
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fact that the middle term, e.g. night-wandering, which belongs to
the major term, adulterers, belongs to the accused party as well is
taken as a ground for the conclusion that the accused is an adulterer,
when that conclusion would follow of necessity only if the major
term converts with the middle, so that the major term, adulterer,
belongs to the whole of the middle term, night wanderer, making
possible a valid first-figure syllogism int Barbara. But the effect of
accumulating signs, of discovering that more and more of the terms
that are predicated of the major term belong to the minor term as
well, is to come closer and closer to a conjunctive middle term that
is convertible with the major term, belonging not only to all but
alse to only the items to which the major term belongs. What is
more, at some point in this progress the major term, though not
convertible in toto with the conjunctive middle term formed in this
way, will belong to it for the most part; that is, it will be a rare item
that is subject to all these terms but not to the major, )

Why, then, treat the second-figure signs separately rather than
under the head of likeiihoods and tokens? This would be to ignore
the distinctive characteristics of rhetorical and kindred forms of
argument which it is Aristotle’s aim to capture. Typically neither
the orator who aims to strengthen his case in this way nor his
auditors will be in a position to determine the point at which the
terms convert, so that he can predicate his major term always or
for the most part of the conjunctive middle term to which his
argument points. The analysis of second-figure signs just proposed
shows how the successive presentation of such signs can make a case
gradually stronger. And we should remember that sign-arguments
will typically be put forward in the context of other arguments,
which they may strengthen and be strengthened by in ways that are
hard to specify.

How the third-figure sign can be the source of reputable argument
is in some ways the hardest question of all. The premisses establish,
if true, only that at least one item to which the minor term belongs
is subject to the major term as well. If Socrates is wise and good,
then we can safely say only that some of the wise are good. But
the conclusion in support of which the sign is cited is that (all) the
wise are good. Because neither Aristotle nor, so far as I am able to
tell, the later rhetorical tradition says anything directly about the
matter, any view about how third-figure signs give rise to reputable
rhetorical argument must be still more speculative than the account
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of second-figure signs that has already been proposed. The clue that
has the best chance of yielding results, I suggest, is afforded by the
apparently inductive character of third-figure signs. We may be in
a better position to see how Aristotle might have understood them
if we can first see whether they had a part of their own to play in
rhetorical argument different from that of the paradigm, the official
counterpart of the induction in rhetoric. A closer look at Aristotle’s
account of argument by paradigm will also serve our broader aim
of discovering how methods of argument that have their origin
in dialectic were adapted to satisfy the requirements for reputable
argument in rhetoric.

(¢) Comparison with induction

Though so-called complete or perfect induction analysed by Aris-
totle in Prior Analytics 2. 23 is not representative of the arguments
he elsewhere treats as instances of induction (éraywy), the distinc-
tive features of paradigms can be grasped most readily if we begin
by contrasting them with complete induction as Aristotle himself
does.* The aim of such an induction, according to Prior Analytics
2. 23, is to establish that a major term A holds of a middle term
B by showing that it belongs to the minor terms C, . . . C, which
exhaust B, i.e. are, taken in foto, convertible with B. To forestall
misunderstanding, it should be noted that Aristotle clearly does not
envisage taking each of the potentially infinite individual particu-
lars falling under B into account; rather, the Cs are the finite set of
the species of B.

Paradigms, which are discussed in the next chapter, Prior Ana-
Iytics 2. 24, do not at first seem very much like inductions, for while
the characteristic direction of induction 1s from the particular or
the more particular to the general, argument by paradigm is from
particular to particular (cf. Top. 1. 12, ro5*13-14; An. post. 1. 1,
21°8-q; An. pr. 1. 24, 69°14—15; Rhet. 1. 2, 1357°28). But Aristotle
is able to treat paradigm as a form of induction because it combines
two steps, the first of which 1s inductive i character.*” The aim of an
argument from paradigms is to show that a major term belongs to a
particular through a2 middle term. In the example cited in the Prior

* Ross, Analytics, 47-8; K. von Fritz, Die émaywyy bei Avistoteles (Sitzungs-
berichte der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Klasse, 3; 1964);
Llovd, Polarity and Analogy, 405-8.

+ Cf. Ross, Analytics, 488; Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 83.
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Analytics the conclusion to be proved is that a war between Athens
and Thebes would be evil (691 f.). This is to be accomplished
through the middle term ‘war against neighbours’; that is, it is sup-
posed to be shown that a war between Athens and Thebes would be
evil because it would be a war against neighbours (minor premiss),
and wars against neighbours are evil (major premiss). The induc-
tive step is to cite one or more examples in support of the major
premiss that war against neighbours is evil—for example, as Aris-
totle suggests, that the war between Thebes and Phocis was evil. .
The result is an argument from a particular examnple (or examples)
to a particular conclusion via a general principle exemphﬁed by the
first and applied to the second. i
Viewed exclusively from the perspective of syllogistic Validity,
arguments from paradigm are of negligible value. The power of
such arguments to make their conclusions probable will depend on
more than can be captured by Atistotle’s syllogistic analysis. He
emphasizes this point himself by distinguishing between the taking
or grasping {(AapBdrew) of the general principle expressed by the
major premiss and the syllogizing or deducing of the conclusion in
which it is applied to the particular instance in question (Rhet. 2. 25,
1402°17—18; An. pr. 2. 24, 60°15-16). But a well-chosen example,
familiar to the audience, may help it to grasp more firmly and clearly
a general principle of which it already has an inkling, and in this
way to apply it more easily to the case at issue (Rhet. 1. 2, 1357"20;
An. pr. 2. 24, 69°16). Note that past facts of the kind mentioned in
the above example are only one species of paradigm. An orator may
also manufacture examples for himself in the form of parables or
fables (cf. Rhet. 2. 20, 13949 fI.). An example may, then, enable an
audience to draw a true conclusion for good reasons, even though
it is a wholly inadequate ground for that conclusion when viewed
apart from the broader understanding that it is intended to assist.
This conclusion receives further support from the account of the
refutation of arguments by paradigm that Aristotle offers in the
Analytics-oriented section of Rhetoric 2. 25. There he tells us that
the refutation of arguments from paradigm is the same as that of
argumerits from likelihood (1403%5). Unfortunately, the details of
the comparison are obscured by a textual difficulty. We shall have to
return to this problem later. For the moment, however, two things
should be clear, The general principle exemplified by an example or
examples and applied to a further particular instance claims nothing
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more for itself than the for-the-most-part character enjoyed by the
likelihood, in this way reflecting the nature of the issues about which
orators must argue that Aristotle has been at pains to accommodate
in his account of the enthymeme (cf, Rhet. 1. 2, 1357713, "26). And,
although a full defence will have to await a closer examination of
the text, the comparison between the refutation of arguments from
likelihood and that of arguments by paradigm shows that Aristotle
does not envisage a special form of objection to arguments of the
latter kind simply on the ground of its inductive weakness.

A paradigm that succeeds in being treated as such establishes a
presumption in favour of the principle it illustrates. It is not to be
dismissed because it rests on a tiny handful of instances, perhaps
only one. The potential point of contention is not the first step
from the paradigm to the principle it exemplifies; as we shall see,
the burden is on the opponent to discover more evidence to the
contrary or to find a special feature of the case in question that
recommends treating it as an exception to the rule, just as in the case
of a presumned likelihood. On the other hand, it is precisely the step
from particular to universal that is potentially contentious in third-
figure sign-argument. It is, of course, invalid, and its invalidity is
a legitimate ground for objection (1403%2—5). If the third-figure
sign has a place of its own, it may be where this step needs more
emphasis, whether because it is more contentious or because the
general principle rather than its application is the focus of attention.
In circumstances of these kinds, the orator must appeal to ‘signs’
rather than ‘paradigms’.

4. The Developmental Perspective

Let us now return to the question we put aside earlier, viz. whether
the receptive attitude towards non-conclusive argument by signs
that is attested in the Prior Analytics and late Aralytics-oriented
sections of the Rhetoric represents a change from an earlier less
receptive attitude and, if so, what that earlier attitude was and
how Aristotle came to alter it. Such a change, if it did take place,
is made harder to track by a number of factors. First of all, it
did not occur against the background of a framework that it-
self remained constant, as it would have if Aristotle had decided,
say, that the topos of signs belongs among the topoi of the gen-
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uine enthymeme instead of, or perhaps as well as, among those
of the apparent enthymeme. There are no topoi in the categor-
ical syllogistic or the Analytics-inspired treatment of rhetorical
argument. What became of the topoi after the introduction of
the categorical syllogistic is a question shrouded in mystery, very
probably because Aristotle never worked through the issue him-
self.4? :

What is more, whatever Aristotle may have intended by includ-
ing a topos of signs among the topoi of the apparent enthymeme,
he can never have meant to dismiss all the arguments that turn
out to belong to the extension of the concept ‘sign’ as that con-
cept is specified in the Prior Analytics and the Analytics-inspited
passages of the Rhetoric. Some of the topoi of the genuine en-
thymeme in Rhetoric 2. 23 give rise to arguments that appear
to belong to this extension.*® An especially clear instance is fur-
nished by the topos that recommends maintaining that the rea-
son for which something might be done is the reason why it has
been done (2. 23, 1390°1g—30). Thus, in the Ajax of Theodectes,
Aristotle observes, it is argued that Diomedes chose Odysseus to
accompany him not in order to honour him, but rather to shine
by comparison with an inferior companion (cf. Iliad ro. 218-54).
The reasoning depends on an invalid second-figure syllogism: infe-
rior persons likely to make others shine by comparison are chosen;
Odysseus was chosen by Diomedes; therefore he is an inferior per-
son.**

"T'o be sure, one could perhaps argue that Aristotle did not see this,
or that these arguments had other features that made them superior
to ‘mere’ signs in his view. But this will not take us very far, as
Aristotle cannot ewer have meant to reject as valueless everything
that he was willing to designate explicitly as an argument from
signs. This is shown not only by the appeals to signs—many of
which are clearly not meant to be valid arguments—that Aristotle
makes everywhere in his work, but also by the presence of such
appeals in Topics-oriented sections of the Rheforic itself, where

# Cf. Solmsen, Entwicklung, 26, 61-6. Such evidence as we have suggests that,
after the elaboration of the categorical syllogistic, Aristotle and his successors viewed
arguments formed in accordance with the topoi as syllogisms on the basis of a
hypothesis. :

% ] am grateful to John Cooper for this point and the following examples.

+ Naotice its resemblance to the argument from symptoms, where Aristotle does
speak of signs, discussed in n. 39 zbove (1. g, 1367°24-6).
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considerations designated as signs are put forward by Aristotle
in support of various of his own views about the rhetorical art
instead of being studied as one of its products (1. 3, 1358%29; 2. 3,
1380%13; 3. 2, 1404°33).*° Of course, it is one thing to use such
arguments and another thing to accommodate them in a theory that
explains how deductively invalid arguments can furnish reputable
albeit inconclusive grounds for a conclusion. There seems, then,
to be a tension between some of Aristotle’s practices of argument,
including practices of theoretical enquiry, and the attitude towards
non-deductive argument by signs evinced by a theory of argument
that attends to them only in connection with a topos of merely
apparent enthymemes.

(a) Dialectic: the topoi

It remains, then, to consider whether a better understanding of the
nature of the topoi, and the system they compose, has any light
to throw on the problem. As has often been remarked, though
Aristotle refers to and expounds an enormous number of topoi
in the Topics, Sophistical Refutations, and Rhetoric, apart from a
brief obiter dictum in the last of these, he has nothing to say about
what a topos is. And what he says there, viz. that he calls a topos
that into which many enthymemes fall, does not take us very far
(2. 26, 1403*18—19). Commentators have naturally turned for illu-
mination to the Topies, which, true to-its name, consists in large
part of catalogues of topoi organized under the heads of the so-
called predicables—accident, genus, property, and definition—the
four ways in which a predicate can belong to a subject distinguished
by Aristotle.*®

The topoi we find in the Topics are, broadly speaking, heuristic
devices by means of which a dialectician is able to find premisses for

* A survey of the use of the term in the Rhetoric does not tell us very much. It
1s used most frequently in the discussion of the emotions, where Aristotle explains
in response to what kinds of objects each of the emotions arises and often notes that
we react with this ernotion not only to these objects but also to signs of them. So, for
example, we react with anger when we are slighted but also to signs of being slighted
(2. 2, 1379"16—19, 36; cf. 1381%7, 138230, 1383°31—4, 1385%7, 138652). The closest
we come to thetorical argument by sign is, as already noted, in 1. 9, where Aristotle
frequently mentions signs of character, thus implicitly referring to arguments in
which orators invite audiences to infer conclusions about character from signs {cf.
n. 39 above).

® Cf T Brunschwig, ‘Sur le systéme des “prédicables” dans les T'opiques d’Aris-
tote’, in Energeia: Etudes aristotéliciennes offertes & Mgr. Antonio Fannone (Paris:
Vrin, 1986), 145-57. :
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an argument to the conclusion he is charged to advocate.?” Another
feature, belonging to most though not all of them, has attracted the
most attention. These topol are organized around something like
a law of which relations of implication between the proposition in
contention and other propositions are instances. In other words,
they contain something like an argument formula or schema, and
serve the dialectician by directing his attention to arguments that
instantiate it. Setting out from the desired conclusion, the dialec-
tician is able to discover the corresponding premiss that together
with that conclusion instantiates the law. Thus if the question con-
cerns whether a term A is predicated of a term B, propositions to
which attention is directed in this way either imply that A belongs
to B, so that they can be used to infer it, or are implied by it, s0
that their contradictories can be used to refute it, or are equiva-
lent to it, so that they can be used either to refute or establish it.
For example, to simplify somewhat, one topos recommends that we
consider whether the opposite of 4, namely C, is predicated of the
opposite of B, namely D; if C belongs to D, infer that A belongs to
B; if it does not, infer that 4 does not belong to B.*® In order to
illustrate the notion of a topos when it is introduced in the Rhetoric,
Aristotle offers the topos of the more and the less. According to it,
we are entitled to infer that the more likely of a pair of appropriately
related propositions obtains if the less likely does or that the less
likely does not obtain if the more likely does not (1. 2, 135812 ff.).
Thus, if a man beats his father, he should have no trouble beating
his neighbours, while if the gods do not know everything, human
beings certainly will not (cf. 2. 23, 1397°121T.).

But to contain such a formula or schema is not part of what it
is to be a topos—at least at the outset. Too be sure, much of the
Topics and Sophistical Refutations could reasonably be viewed as
evidence that Aristotle was moving in the direction of a more reg-
imented conception that would restrict the topoi to devices with
the broadly formal character in question. Elsewhere, however, he
speaks of topoi not only in relation to argument, but also in con.
nection with the other two methods of persuasion studied by the

7 Cf. Brunschwig (ed.), Topiques, p. xxxix.

# Cf. Top. 3. 6, 119°38 L., simplified along lines suggested by Theophrastus or
Alexander; cf. A. Graeser (ed.), Dielogischen Fragmente des Theophrast (De Gruyter:
Berlin, 1973), fr. 39. Note that though topoi of this kind lend themselves to formu-
lation with variable letters in this way, Aristotle did not use them before the Prior
Analytics.
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art of rhetoric, the presentation of the speaker’s character and the
stirring of an audience’s emotions {(Rhet. 2. 22, 1306%33—13097°1;
1. 19, 1419°27).*° What all these items have in corarnon, and what
does seem to belong to the original essence of a topos, is that each
is a way of handling a problem or, if you will, an angle of approach
to a task. Roughly speaking, a topos is something reflection upon
which can put an orator or a dialectician in mind of a measure that
will contribute to his end.’® And as we shall see, not even all the
topoi of argument do this in a way corresponding to the standard
account.

It is these items which, when properly organized, make up or
constitute an art. And the basic idea of a component of an artistic
method or system is behind the surprisingly large number of ex-
pressions that Aristotle uses. Each of them succeeds in referring to
such components—and perhaps acquires a corresponding sense—
by focusing on a different aspect of theirs. A closer look at the
terminology and how Aristotle uses it will throw light on the na-
ture of an Aristotelian topos and allow us to pose a question about
the relation between the topoi and the arguments whose topoi they
are that is important for our enquiry.

The idea behind the use of ‘topos’ at issue seems to be that of
a place whence an orator takes the idea for an argument, emo-
tional appeal, or the like.s' Aristotle’s use of rpémos for ways of
arguing requires no special explanation (cf. e.g. SE 4, 16523,
16623, 169°18, 172°5). It is a little more surprising to find erouyeiov
(element) used interchangeably with rémos in the Topics and Sophis-
tical Refutations and given by Aristotle as an alternative for +éwos in
the passage of the Rhetoric where he offers a brief explanation for
the notion of a topos (2. 26, 1403°18—19; cf. 2. 22, 1396°22).5* We
are more accustomed to the meaning ‘fundamental constituent, not
further divisible into more elementary constituents’, the meaning

¥ Cf. Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 168.

s Cf. ibid. 170-1.

' On the basis of Top. 8. 14, 16329, Solmsen suggested that this technical sense
was taken over from the art of memory (Entwickiung, 171 ff.). Cf. P Slomkowski,
Avristotle’s Topics (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 47 n. 22, who accepts Solmsen’s proposal
but not the details of his interpretation of the passage. Evidence of this usage at the
right time is thin on the ground, and it may have originated within the discipline
of rhetoric itself, Cf. Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 147—50, who cites Demosthenes zs.
76 (150). :

5 On this use of oroeiov cf. Waitz, Aristatelis Organon, ii. 362.
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exemplified by the letters of the alphabet and discussed by Aristotle
in Metaphysics 4 (1014°26 ff.). But this is a derived meaning.®

The basic meaning of the verb orowyéw is to put in a row or
column. This idea is already brought into connection with the
order into which the procedures of an art must be put in the
Prometheus Vinctus, where Prometheus declares that he has or-
dered (éoroiyioa) the techniques (vpdmos) of divination, one of the
arts he has bestowed on suffering humanity (484).5* W. Burkert
found traces of an early use of orouyeior in pre-Euclidean geometry
meaning something like presupposition or point of departure of
use in a proof, without any reference to its simplicity or elemen-
tal character, and he argued that only later was it restricted to
genuinely elementary propositions, presuppositions par excellence,
the meaning familiar to us.®® On his view, the row or column in
question was the logical sequence of propositions in a proof; the
crotyeiov completes the row, making of it a proof.5® Whether our
use of orouyeiov originated in this way in geometry and spread from
there or was more broadly dispersed from the start.is less impor-
tant for our purposes than the kind of explanation for its meaning
suggested by its early history. When, in the discussion of con-
tentious argument in the Sophistical Refutations, Aristotle speaks
of the elements of anger—the anger which makes one’s opponent
less effective in argument—he means ideas or devices for mak-
ing people angry rather than fundamental constituents of anger
(174"21). So too the elements of making one’s arguments lengthy
with a view to confusing an opponent, the elements of making one’s
opponent say paradoxical things, and the elements of enthymemes
mentioned in the Rhetoric (SE 12, 172°31; 15, 174°18; Rhet. 2. 22,
1306°21-2).

" Even more surprising than this use of crowyeior, however, is the
use of eldog in a few passages of the Rhetoric to mean a kind of point
of departure for the discovery of enthymemes (1. 2, 135827, 31—3;
1400°15; 1403%13-15). Readers of Aristotle are more familiar with
the sense of ‘form’ or ‘species’ or, more broadly ‘kind’, in which last
sense it is also found in the Rhetoric, sometimes in uncomfortably
close proximity to the novel sense at issue. There are, however, par-
allels in Isocrates—mostly using the synonym (8éa—that make it

5 Cf. W. Burkert, ‘Zrouyeiov: Eine semésiologische Studie’, Philologus, 103 (1959),
167—97. ‘ 3 Cf ibid. 184.
35 Cf. ibid. 189 ff. $* Cf ibid. 192 ff., 194 ff.
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possible to see how the term was able to acquire this sense.’” As we
know, the term ef8os seems first to have meant external form or vis-
ible characteristic, then feature or characteristic of the kind that is
shared by many individuals. This was the point of departure for the
developments that can be observed in Plato and also those reflected
in Isocrates. In the usage of the latter, €8y are, in the first instance,
features or characteristics of speeches or their parts—parts not only
in the sense of sections, but also in the sense of style argumenta-
tion and the like, Such features can be at any level of generality.
They can, for example, be kinds of speech: accusation, defence,
recommendation of clients, and so on.®® At a lower level they can
be different varieties of argumentation, e.g. use of witnesses, use of
enthymemes, and so on, or different manners or styles to which the
orator turns again and again in the composition of speeches.®® At a
still lower level they can be particular stylistic devices or particular
turns or devices of argument, which, following Aristotle, we should
call topoi.®

T'he crucial step is to regard these features as objects of the rhetor-
ical art, studied by it, imparted to its students, and consulted by
its practitioners in the production of speeches. This can be ob-
served in a number of passages where Isocrates reflects on the art

57 Cf. H. Wersddrfer, Die didocodia des Isokrates im Spiegel ihrer Terminologie: Un-
tersuchungen zur frithattischen Rhetorik und Stillehre (K1.-Philol. Stud. 13; Leipzig,
1940), 43—54, 85—7, to whom I owe the following account. Although he prefers i<,
Isocrates does sometimes use <Bos, e.g., 13. 16 (cf. Wersdérfes, fsokrates, 87). Kan-
telhardt, De Aristotelis rhetoricis, 15—20, usefully collects a large number of passages
from Aristotle and others which appear to exhibit affinities of one kind or another
with the use in question, but without explaining how these different uses might be
related. 8 Cf. Wersdorfer, Isokrates, 44.

% In Isocrates ‘enthymeme’ does not vet have the technical sense of rhetorical
syllogism that Aristotle will give it. Isocrates uses it, like didvoia, to contrast the
thought or content of a speech with its style, expression, or wording. Cf. Burnyeat,
‘Enthymeme’, 10—12, who suggests that ‘consideration’ best captures the meaning of
the term in Isocrates and other pre-Aristotelian authors. Wersddrfer, Isokrates, 110,
also identifies a sense of the word that comes into effect when the choice of artistic
means in the production of speeches is at issue, viz. thoughts given a rhetorically
effective turn (‘rhetorisch wirksam zugespitzte Gedanken'). It is in this sense that
the enthymeme qualifies as one of the {6¢a:.

b Cf Wersddrfer, Isokrates, 49—50. There are a few uses of {¢a and ¢fSos in the
Poetics that may betray an affinity with some of the senses identified by Wersdorfer.
Thus in chapter 19, after directing his reader’s attention to the Rhetoric for matters
relating to thought (8:dvowe), Arisotle remarks that it is necessary to work from the
same 8éai (sc. as in the Rhetoric) in order to argue, to inspire emotions, and the like
(14562 fI., cf. 1450"34). These appear to be topoi, in the broadest least regimented
sense. Cf. ]. Vahlen, Beitrige zu Aristoteles’ Poetik (Leipzig: Teubner, 1914), 280-1.
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he promises to impart to his students: it consists of /§éac from or by
means of which speeches are composed and from which the orator
must select with a view to his goal (10. 11; 13. 16; 15. 183; Ep.
6. 8). In these passages we come very close to Aristotle’s use of
eldos to mean something like point of departure for the discovery of
enthymemes.®® All that is required to explain the difference in em-
phasis in Aristotle is the central importance he assigns to argument
in thetoric.

There is one peculiarity in Aristotle’s use of the term in the
Rhetoric, however. In one early programmatic passage he reserves
the term tdmos for points of departure for the discovery of argu-
ments—as [ have dubbed them—that are common, in the sense
that they are not confined to any one discipline, but are able to give
rise to arguments concerning any and every subject; and he tells us
that those points of departure that are not commeon in this way, but
consist of propositions belonging to certain subject-matters and
give rise to arguments by furnishing themselves as premisses, are
called €i87 (1. 2, 1358%2—33).% :

Elsewhere, however, Aristotle uses these terms and expressions
almost interchangeably. This is especially true of the Sophistical
Refutations, where the terms 7pdwoe, émo, and oroiyefa mingle very
freely. Aristotle has no difficulty beginning a discussion with one,
which he then carries on or concludes with one or more of the
others. They can be interchanged so freely because they emphasize
aspects of what are as a rule the same items. Features or characteris-
tics of arguments are studied and codified for the sake of invention;
once grasped, they are used to produce arguments to which they be-
long as features or characteristics. The term 7émos may emphasize
the side of artistic invention, while the term efdos emphasizes the
features or characteristics of the product and the kinds of argument

% Cf Rhetoric 2. 22, 139628-1397°1, where Aristotle speaks of the wdmo: of the
eidn. Here it seems the €y are still conceived as certain features or characteristics
of arguments while the topoi about them are the angles or peints of view they afford
for the discovery of those arguments.

% The fact that Aristotle seems to adhere to this distinction between €3y and
rémer in only one other passage (3. 1, 1403°13~14), while ignoring it elsewhere
(2. 22, 1396%21, "28-1397°1; 23, 1400°15), is less important than has sometimes been
supposed, e.g. by Kantelhardst, De dristotelis rhetoricis, 20, z2. It is best viewed as
a stipulation rather than a contribution to descriptive texicography. It would not be
the first time that Aristotle had legislated a terminological distinction that was not
supported by his dwn earlier and, one suspects, later usage. I shall touch on some
other consequences of this distinction in appendix B.



48 Study I

characterized by them.® One such interchange is of special interest
to us. In the first chapter of the Sophistical Refutations Aristotle
notes that it is possible for something to appear to be a syllogism or
a refutation without really being one (165°17—19). Such arguments
form a genus which the sophist, the man who would seem wise
without really being wise, must study. Aristotle then proposes to
explain how many /87 of sophistical argument there are (165*34~7).
‘Forms’ or ‘kinds’ recommend themselves here as the most natural
rendering. Aristotle returns to the forms of sophistical argument in
chapters 4 ff., where, he tells us, there are two ways (:rpévrov.) ?}f refu-
tation, (@) by expression and (b) apart from expression (165°23—4).
Afrer treating fallacies of the first type, Aristotle turns_to falla-
cies of the second type in the following words: ‘refutations due
to expression are from these topoi, but of the fallacies apart fr’om
expression there are seven eidy (4, 166°20-2). Here also ‘forms’ or
‘kinds’ appears to be the correct translation. .
The same kind of interchange can be observed in the Rhetoric as
well. In the passage that has already come to our attention because
of the explanation it offers for the terms ‘topos’ e.md ‘element’,
Aristotle goes on to impose restrictions on what is to counat as
a topos of enthymemes and a corresponding efsos: (2. 26, 1403°17-
33). Though certain enthymemes are composed with certain ends in
view—Aristotle mentions amplification and depreciation, and the
refutation of an opponent—not every consideration that enters il"lt()
the invention of an enthymeme is a topos, nor is every correspond.mg
description under which a finished enthymeme falls a proper kind
of enthymeme. But genuine topoi do yield corresponding k1nds"of
argument, or so the easy transition from talk of 7émo: to talk of €idy
suggests.® .
The question to which the preceding discussion has been_leafllng
is this: to what extent does Aristotle suppose, and is he justified
in supposing, that there is a correspondence between features or
characteristics—in the Sophistical Refutations, defects—of argu-
ments, the devices for inventing or manufacturing arguments, fmd
types or kinds of arguments in a reasonably robust sense? For it is
not hard to see that Aristotle’s system is prone to a great deal of

& Cf e.g., 166°22-1, 33; °1, 10, 20, 22--3, 28, 37; 167"2.1, 16; °1, 21, 37.

° Nothing prevents Aristotle from calling magnification one of the forms (eidn)
common to all logoi (=speeches or kinds of speech) elsewhere, where forms of the
enthymeme are not at issue (1. 9, 1368%26 ff.).
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overlap, and this of at least two kinds. On the one hand, it is pos-
sible to ask whether certain features or characteristics of arguments
come to the same thing or whether some turn out to be versions
or variants of one another. The same is true of corresponding de-
vices for the invention of arguments with these features.’s In one
passage of the Topics Aristotle remarks that one topos effectively
amounts to another (2. 2, 110°10-13). But features or character-
istics and the corresponding devices for inventing arguments can
be genuinely distinct without yielding mutually exclusive kinds of
argument. Everything depends, of course, on the kind of features
in question.®® This will be even more true of topol, devices for the
discovery of argument, to the extent that they furnish angles or
points of view for the invention of arguments that are not closely
tied to particular features or characteristics of argument. The so-
phistical topos, as Aristotle calls it, of leading an opponent to a
position against which one is well supplied with arguments fur-
nishes an especially good instance (SE 12, 172°25). For this topos
1s a stratagem that can be put into effect by means of arguments of
any and every kind, exhibiting the widest diversity of features.
Yet, as the evidence we have just been considering appears to

show, Aristotle did want to divide arguments—at least roughly—
into kinds with reference to the topos in which they originate. It
seems that there was a certain amount of ‘give’ in the system, 50 to
speak. On the one hand, the ideal of system and method that is part
of the ancient conception of an art will have pushed in one direc-
tion, towards restrictions on what is to count as a Témos or ¢fdos of
argument. Perhaps one version of this ideal would be best realized
by a highly regimented system in which topot correspond one by
one to proper species of argument on whose essential distinguish-
ing characteristics they are based. On the other hand, Aristotle’s
view of how an art develops or emerges over time as the result of
deepening insight into, and gradual systematization of measures

¥ Aristotle shows some interest in questions of this kind in the Sophistical Refu-
tations, where he considers several proposals—mostly in order to reject them-——for
assimilating different fallacies or bringing them under a common head. Cf, Dorion,
Les Réfutations sophistiques, 85-9.

% In this connection it is interesting to note Aristotle remarking, in the discus-
sion of fallacious argument in the Sophistical Refutations, that nothing hinders one
argument from suffering from more than one defect (24, 17917 f1.). But in fact he
does not go on to make the point I have just made. Instead he appears to think that

fallacious arguments arise by and owe their fallacicus character to a single central
defect, which it is the task of solution (Aais) to expose (cf. zo, 177%31).
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found to be effective by experience leaves much room for depar-
tures from this and other ideals on grounds of proven worth and
practical effectiveness.®

A glance at Rhetoric 2. 23, the chapter officially dedicated to topoi
of the genuine enthymeme, i1s instructive in this regard. There
we find signs of an impulse towards -at least that imperfect level
of regimentation characteristic of the Topics as well as traces of
the opposite tendency. The expectations created by the standard
analysis of the topos are fulfilled by the first few topoi catalogued.
We have already touched on the first, from opposites (1397"7-19),
and the fourth, from the more and the less. The second, from
inflections, licenses us to infer, for example, that just actions are
good from the premiss that acting justly is acting well, and vice versa
(1397°20—3). The third, from relations to each other as Aristotle
calls it, is based on the principle that if an agent acts in a certain
way, e.g. Justly, then the patient is affected in the same way, and
conversely (1397°23-P11). :

But the hope that the other topoi Aristotle will go on to describe
are either based on or vield a classification of arguments, however
crude and imperfectly systematic, distinguished with reference to
laws of something like this kind, is quickly dashed. Some resemble
substantive moral principles, thus possibly overlapping with the
premisses and opinions proper to one field, to which Aristotle had
earlier in the Rhetoric opposed the topoi common to all. Thus
the fifth topos, from considerations of time, declares that what the
beneficiaries of a good deed would have agreed to bestow on their
benefactor as a fair recompense should not be withheld, once the
benefit has been conferred, simply because the benefactor failed to
extract a promise before acting (1397°27-1398%3).%

& In the Topics Aristotle warns against excessive and misleading systematization.
After dividing the method into four parts corresponding to the four predicables,
accident, proprium, genus, and definition, he notes that the issues treated under
the first three all ultimately have to do with the last, for being an accident and a
proprium are necessary conditions for being a definition, as is specifying the genus
of the item defined (1. 8, 102"27—35). (Matters are a little more complicated than
this: cf. . Brunschwig, ‘Le systéme des “prédicables”’.) All the same, he maintains,
it would be a mistake to seek for a single unified method, as, even if such a thing
could be discovered, it would be altogether unclear and of no use to the business
in hand (102°35 ff.). This remark prepares the way for an overlap of a different
kind: explanations of the topoi recur in the versions that apply to each of the four
predicables.

® The topos that instructs us to consider inducements to and discouragements
from an action is an example of an overlap with the eidn of a different kind
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Many of them seem to be angles of approach or points of view
which are not tied very closely to even broadly formal features of
argurmnent. And not a few of these are more rhetorical than those
in the Topics in that they turn on features of rhetorical debate
that have no place in dialectic. Thus the topos of turning against
one’s opponent what is satd against oneself is illustrated by an
example in which a defendant asks his accuser whether he would
have committed the offence of which he—the defendant—is accused
(1398%21fi.). Upon receiving the answer ‘no’, the defendant is to
respond that in that case he himself would hardly have done so.
As Aristotle notes, this will only work if the accuser’s reputation is
suspect. There is what we might call a topos of hypocrisy, which
urges the speaker to contrast an opponent’s avowed principles with
his (probable) hidden motives (x399°27f1.), and what we might
call a topos of consistency, which urges the speaker to contrast an
opponent’s earlier and later actiond with a view to suggesting their
inconsistency or in order to contrast them unfavourably with his
own actions (1399°13 f.).

What we have looks rather like the results of a survey whose
findings have not been integrated into a- common framework, are
ordered according to no discernible principle, and are described in
ways that seem to reflect the terms in which they were conceived by
their users or by auditors like Aristotle as they began to make out
a topos common to many arguments. They are much more loosely
formulated than the topoi of the Topics, and Aristotle relies to a
much greater extent on illustrative examples. He tells us several
times that the topos he is describing is the principal component of
the art of a particular rhetorician.®® He frequently cites examples
from Isocrates in connection with topoi that appear to be general-
izations of the examples; he draws in the same way on the speeches
of Lysias, though without mentioning him by name, and also mines
the tragedians for arguments.”™

It is an interesting question how much of the disorder and lack

(1399°30 f1.). For Aristotle’s explanation differs hardly at all from the discussion of
motives for action in the account of forensic oratory in book 1 (1372°6 ff., 1372%35).
And neither appears to differ very much from the topos urging the orator to collect
the good and bad consequences attendant upon actions so as to be able to advocate
or oppose, accuse or defend, and praise or blame (1399%~17).

% Callippus 1399°16; Callippus and Pamphilus 1400%4; Theodorus 1400°16; Co-
rax 140217 (in whose case the topos is of an apparent enthymeme).
7 Cf. Kassel’s Index Auctorum s.nn. Isocrates, Liysias, and the tragedians.
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of system evident here reflects the incomplete state of Aristotle’s
researches, how much is due to the topical method itself, and how
much to its application to the field of rhetoric. The Topics is to 2
certain extent better organized, but it too falls far short of yielding
an exhaustive and exclusive system of kinds of argument. This
failure need not be a problem by itself. From the point of view of a
system of formal logic of the kind that Aristotle will goonto develop
and expound in-the Prior Analytics, these redundancies cannot fail
to appear defective. But it is not necessarily a disadvantage for a
method of invention, whose purpose is the discovery of arguments,
if it allows arguments which from other points of view may count
as the same to be discovered by different means.

But even so, we do seem to be faced with a problem when the
topoi in question are themselves found on oppostte sides of the

divide separating topoi of real from those of apparent syllogisms

or enthymemes. The most acute form of the problem arises when
a topos specified in essentially the same terms is found on both
sides. There is one apparently clear case in the Topics: a topos that
recommends inferring that a predicate belongs to a subject with-
out qualification from the fact that it belongs in a certain respect,
somewhere, or at some time (2. 11, 115°11 ff.), which resembles
the fallacious topos of argument secundum gquid discussed in the
Sophistical Refutations (4, 166°22—13; 5, 166%37 ff.; 6, 16810 ff; 25,
180%23 f£.).7* One may also wonder how great a difference thel.‘e is
between the apparently legitimate topos of names and the fallacious
topos of homonyms in the Rhetoric (2. 23, 1400°16; 24, 1401'“‘.12).
More common are cases in which arguments simultaneously satisfy
descriptions corresponding to topoi on both sides of the divide aqd
could be produced by either. We have already noted a few cases in
which arguments satisfying descriptions corresponding to to.po% of
the genuine enthymeme in Rhetforic 2. 23 also satisfy the descn_ptlon
that corresponds to the fallacious topos of signs. And it is telling to
find Aristotle noting that it is possible to argue fallaciously in accor-
dance with one of the topoi of genuine enthymeimes, using the same
term;, ‘paralogism’, that he applies in connection with the topoi of
apparent enthymemes (2. 23, 1397°29; cf. 2. 24, 1401°33, 8).7

7 Alexander of Aphrodisias seems to have noticed this, as we can ‘teil from_ his
use of an example drawn from the Sophistical Refutations (Top. 214. 12 ff. Wallies);
the reference is to SE 5, 1677 ff. .

7 He also describes one apparently legitimate topos as false (2. 23, 1400°2).
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Presumably there is a certain amount of give here as well. Pro-
ducing arguments that are uniformly valid seems not to have been
a necessary condition, in Aristotle’s view, for inclusion in the ranks
of topoi of genuine syllogisms. The point of the topol seems to
be more to set in train a process that results in the discovery of a
valid syllogism than to provide a test or standard of validity itself,
This seems to be the best way to understand the objections that
are scattered liberally throughout the exposition of the topoi in the
Topies.” For though Aristotle sometimes seems to raise an objec- .
tion in order to correct the topos, so that the arguments to which
it gives rise will now no longer be vulnerable to this objection, this
is by no means always the case. Often enough it seems that the
validity of the arguments in contention is to be decided by the two
participants in the course of debate; it is not a question which the
topoi answer themselves.

But even if originating in a legitimate topos is not sufficient to
guarantee that a syllogism is valid, to the extent that topoi of gen-
uine and apparent arguments are supposed to vield a corresponding
classification, however rough, of arguments, it remains difficult to
see how the pieces of Aristotle’s system are to fit together. How, for
example, is the practice of raising objections in the Topics related to
the enquiry pursued in the Sophistical Refutations (x, 165°17-18)
into the causes because of which arguments are fallacious? Apart
from the exception already mentioned, the topos of secundum quid,
the topoi of fallacious argument appear to classify arguments along
lines different from the topoi of the Topres. Are we to imagine that
objectionable instances of the latter suffer from faults that can be
analysed from the point of view of the former, while the unobjec-
tionable ones do not? One example from the Rhetoric appears to
satisfy this expectation nicely. It is the topos of relations to each
other in accordance with which Aristotle says it is possible to argue
fallaciously. As we saw, it depends on the principle that the action
that corresponds to an instance of being acted upon that is, for ex-
ample, just must itself be just, and vice versa. But Aristotle indicates
that there are cases where, though it might be just for one person

to undergo a certain punishment, it might not be just for certain
persons to inflict it (1397*23-"11). And something very much like

7 T discuss this issue at greater length in ‘The Development of Aristotle’s Logic:
Part of an Account in Outline’, Proceedings of the Boston A rea Colloguium in Ancient
Philosaphy, 11 (1995), 177-205.
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this point is discussed in connection with the fallacious topos of
division and combination in Rhetoric 2. 24 (1401°24-"3). Though
it is just that the slayer of a spouse should die and that a son should
avenge the murder of his father, put the two together and it becomes
clear that it was not just for Orestes to slay Clytaemnestra. In this
case, the two systems do complement each other. We can see how
the topos of relations can give rise to a great many good arguments
and some bad ones as well, whose defects are captured by a topos
of the merely apparent enthymeme. This degree of co-ordination
is exceptional, however, and Aristotle nowhere explicitly attends to
our guestion.

Whatever other lessons we may wish to draw, then, it seems
that the presence of a topos of signs among the topoi of apparent
enthymemes does not by itself exclude the possibility that Aristotle
early recognized a legitimate use for non-deductive arguments that
he would later classify as second- and third-figure sign-inferences.
The relation between topoi and the arguments whose topoi they
are is loose enough for topoi of genuine syllogisms and genuine
enthymemes to give rise to arguments that are neither, and perhaps
for topoi of apparent syllogisms and apparent enthymemes to give
rise to genuine syllogisms or enthymemes.” Yet to judge by the
evidence that we have been examining, Aristotle never directly
confronts the question whether deductively invalid argument by
signs can be a legitimate or reputable means of persuasion in his
Topics-oriented discussions.

Nor, apparently, does he confront it indirectly. The topoi of
Rhetoric 2. 23 are, as we have seen, more rhetorical than those
of the Topics in one sense; are they also more rhetorical in the sense
that they reflect a more relaxed and tolerant attitude towards deduc-
tively invalid argument? Many of them are capable of giving rise to
invalid arguments, as Aristotle acknowledges. Perhaps they tend to
this rather more than the topoi of the Topics. But precisely the loose-
ness of the relation between topoi and arguments on which we have
dwelt means that this does not decide the issue. What is more, Aris-
totle:makes a number of remarks in neighbouring chapters which
strongly suggest that to fail to be a syllogism is thereby to fail to

7 As it happens, an argument cah be an instance of a fallacy, e.g. affirming the
consequent, and be valid all the same. Cf. . Massey, ‘The Fallacy behind Falla-
cies’, in P. E. French, T. E. Uehling, H. K. Wettstein (eds.), The Foundations of

Amnalytic Philosophy (Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 6; Minneapolis: University of
Mirnesota Press, 1081), 489—300.
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be an enthymeme as well (2. 22, 1397°3—4; 24, 1400°34—7, 1401°%9).
Unless we suppose that he thinks that to unmask an argument as a
merely apparent enthymeme is not at the same time to put paid to
all of its legitimate persuasive powers, this is not very encouraging.
It remains the case that, outside Aralytics-oriented passages, we do
not find a discussion of invalid sign-arguments from the perspec-
tive of an orator whose object is legitimate or reputable persuasion
by means of them.

(b) A developmental proposal

I suggest that attention-to the different places occupied by signs
in the two accounts will furnish the clue we need. In the Anafji"t-
ics-inspired treatment signs occupy a place of central importance:
enthymemes are from likelihoods and signs; and once signs nar-
rowly so called are distinguished from tokens, they are put beside
tokens, likelihoods, and paradigms as one of the four sources of
enthymemes (4n. pr. 2. 27, 70%—11; Rhet. 1. 2, 1357°32—33; 2. 28,
1402°12~14). By contrast, discussion of signs is confined to a rather
obscure corner of the earlier Topics-inspired system.” Unless we
suppose that a discussion of the legitimate use of signs has gone
missing, they receive explicit attention only as a source of apparent
enthymemes. At the very least, this is a striking change in emphasis.

For reasons that we have just been considering, we need not and
should not postulate anything as dramatic—or as easy to character-
ize—as a volte-face, a change from the simple rejection of a form of
argument as a legitimate means of persuasion to its wholehearted
acceptance. And, as we have noted, the fact that whatever change
may have taken place had to do so against the shifting background
of a change in framework complicates the question enormously.
Did Aristotle’s change of attitude merely happen to coincide with
deeper systematic changes, so that one attitude revealed itself in the
context of the earlier system and the other in that of the later system?
Or was the change in attitude somehow more closely connected with
these systematic developments? We shall, for example, want to ask
whethe; one system accommodated or lent itself better to a proper
appreciation of invalid argument by signs. At the same time, we
must be wary of post hoc explanations here. It is tempting to see
in the Analytics-oriented account of the enthymeme the realization

75 ‘Das onueiov . . . begegnet in der Rhetorik noch einmal an vélliger andersartiger
Stelle des Systems’ (Solmsen, Enteicklung, 22).
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of its superior potential in this regard. But Aristotle could have
continued to view invalid argument from signs with suspicion after
the introduction of the categorical syllogistic (as not a few com-
mentators have supposed that he did). And the fact that we have an
Analytics-based system that has been made to accommodate such
arguments does not by itself mean that the Topics-oriented system
could not have been made to do the same.

Nevertheless, it will help us to understand why Aristotle’s at-
titude changed and what kind of change it underwent if we first
consider how features of the Topics-oriented system and the pre-
suppositions they reflect may have made it harder to accommodate
the insights about the legitimate use of sign-inferences that are ex-
plicit in the Analytics-oriented account. For, I shall argue, a crucial
part of the reason why Aristotle’s views needed to change, i.e. why
he was at first less receptive to argument from signs than he later
became, was an uncritical, or insufficiently critical, application to
rhetoric of the topical systemn worked out in the Topics and Sophis-
tical Refutations with dialectic in view. Thhis is of course compatible
with different decisions about how to distribute responsibility be-
tween the system itself and various external factors which may have
made it seem less than urgent to change or modify it. I shall touch
on the complementary question whether the discovery of the cate-
gorical syllogistic and its application to rhetoric played a part other
than that of a witness to the change in Aristotle’s attitudes later.

The rules of dialectic restrict it to the use of syllogisms, i.e. argu-
ments that necessitate their conclusions in the way specified by the
definition of the syllogism (and, in an ancillary role, inductions).”®
Sophistry and eristic depart from dialectic most conspicuously by
violating this rule. In order to achieve apparent victory in argu-
ment and to give the appearance of wisdom without its reality, they
employ arguments that appear to be syllogisms without really be-
ing syllogisms. The Sophistical Refutations is in the first instance a
guide to the invention of arguments by which to deceive (cf. 165"28-
37). The topoi catalogued in it prescribe how to induce mental slips
and errors of reasoning and exploit them in order to produce the
illusion that a conclusion has been validly deduced. Thus chapter 5
goes into a certain amount of psychological detail about the kind of
mistakes people commonly make that are the basis of the deception

% QOn the ancillary role of induction in Aristotle’s conception of dialectic see
Brunschwig, Topigues, p. xxxiin. 2.
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(dwar) that sophistical argurnent aims to produce (169*zz2, 37, b2,
11; cf. 5, 167°1, 8-12). The persuasive power of the arguments to
which they give rise depends on this illusion and cannot survive
without it. ' '

The treatment of topoi of the apparent enthymeme in Rhetoric
2. 24 adheres closely to this model. The topos of signs follows on
the heels of a topos which requires the speaker to use exaggerated
and emotionally coloured language to induce the audience to reason
invalidly (rapadoyileafas) either that the accused is guilty, when the
speaker is bringing an accusation, or that he is innocent, when “
the speaker is the accused (1401°3—9). The discussion of signs,
which includes the examples we have already noted, begins with the
rernark that this too is invalid (dovAAdycorov). Under the head of the
consequent, discussed in the immediate sequel, we find a number of
other examples that could easily have been treated under the head
of signs, as one of them is in the Sophistical Refutations (1401%20 ff.;
cf. SE 5, 167°1 fI.). The fact that beggars sing and dance in temples,
for example, can be cited in support of the conclusion that they are
happy because this is the kind of thing happy people do (1401 25-9).
But as Aristotle notes, the way in which beggars and the happy do
this is different, so that this topos comes under the head of omission
or ellipsis. Plainly Aristotle is thinking of an orator who, though in
full command of the facts that would set matters straight, chooses
to manipulate the available evidence to his own deceptive ends by
omission and selective presentation (cf. 1401°2, 29, 34; 1402°15%).

We search in vain, however, for an acknowledgement that a sign-
argument can be put forward in good faith, in circumstances that
do not permit better arguments, and to auditors who do not mistake
it for a valid syllogism, but take themselves to have been presented
with considerations of a certain weight none the less. Like sophistry,
rhetoric relaxes the requirements on the arguments it uses, but with
this all-important difference. Yet, as we have noted, precisely the
Possibility of non-conclusive but reputable argument by signs that
1s unremarked in Topics-oriented parts of the Rhetoric is promi-
nently advertised by the elevation of sign-arguments to the stand-
ing of génuine enthymemes in the Analytics-inspired passages. It
seems, then, that Aristotle applied—at least at the level of system-
atic reflection—a conception of defective argument developed with
dialectical debate in view to the field of rhetorical argument without
taking its special characteristics sufficiently into account, while an
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improved account that better accommodates those characteristics
is first offered in later Analytics-oriented passages.

(¢) Two approaches to argument from likelihood

This suggestion receives additional support from the treatment of
apparent enthymemes based on likelihood in Rhetoric 2. 24, which
I promised to consider earlier. The case is in some respects different
from that of signs. Aristotle makes it plain in this chapter that he
also envisaged a legitimate use for likelihoods (140216, 22—4). And
unlike a possible legitimate use for sign-arguments, argument from
likelihoods is discussed cutside Analytics-oriented passages (Rkhet.
2. 19, 1392°14—"8). None the less, I shall argue, the application
of the topical framework, which was developed with dialectic and
sophistic in view, to rhetoric seems to have interfered with the
proper appreciation of argument from likelihood as well.

According to Rhetoric 2. 24, the apparent enthymeme from like-
lihoods is to be understood along the same lines as the fallacy of
secundum guid discussed in the Sophistical Refutations, where it is
characterized more fully as turning on a confusion of ‘what is said
without qualification or simpliciter [dwAds] with that which 1s said
not without qualification, but in a certain way or place or time or
relation’ (Rhet. 2. 24, 1402°2—29; SE 4, 166°22—3; 5, 166°37-16720;
6, 168%1 ff.; 25, 180%23 ). Aristotle’s exarnples—that the unknown
is known because it can be known that it is unknown, or that what
is not is, because it s not a being—make it plain that he is thinking
of a technique for producing apparent contradictions.”” T'ypically
one thesis is taken as obvious, while the other is demonstrated, or
apparently demonstrated, by means of the technique in question
(SE 35, 167™7—14; cf. 166°34-6; 6, 168°14—16). The contradiction
is produced either by omitting the qualifications with which one
predication obtains and opposing it in this unqualified form to a
predication that does obtain without qualification, as in both of
the above examples, or performing the same operation on a pair of
predications both of which obtain with a qualification and opposing
the tiwo unqualified predications obtained in this way to each other
(cf. 1677 ff.; 180%28—9, P8 L)

77 In the Sophistical Refutations we find ‘what is not is because it is the object of
opinion’ {5, 167°1). In Greek the contradiction of the second example is sharper,
because we are obliged to accept ‘I do not know x* and ‘I do know x (that it is not
known) when x is the unknown.
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According to Aristotle, the same technique is applied in rhetoric
when what is likely only in a certain way is taken for likely without
qualification (Rhet. 2. 24, 14027 11.).7° By means of i it, onie can argue,
for example, that since unlikely events often do occur, the unlikely
is likely after all. It is also on this topos, Aristotle maintains, that
the infamous method of Corax and Tisias is based (1402%17-23):7°

If the accused is not open to the charge—for example, if a weakling is
tried for violent assault—the defence is that he was not likely to do such
a thing. But if he is open to the charge—that is, he is a strong man—the .
defence is still that he was not likely to do such a thing, since he could be
sure that people would think he was likely to do it. So too in other cases,
for the accused must either be open to the charge or not, but while both
seem likely, one is likely, the other not without qualification but in the way
described.

Aristotle’s solution, based on his treatment of the fallacy of secun-
dum quid in the Sophistical Refutatzons draws on one of the most
characteristic and distinctive parts of his philosophical method,
namely the distinction between the central, unqualified application
of a term and a range of related applications qualified in one re-
spect or another. Failure to keep apart qualified and unqualified,
or differently qualified, uses of a term is responsible both for deep
philosophical perplexities and, not always unrelated, confusions
deliberately induced by sophistry.

It is less clear to what extent the same sclution can be applied
to the techmque of argument by likelihood, however, It is a con-
spicuous feature of the dialectical fallacies discussed by Aristotle
that the contradiction the sophist aims to produce dissolves once
clarity about the equivocation between qualified and unqualified,
or differently qualified, uses of a term has been exposed. One then
sees that it is not the same thing that is asserted and denied by the
allegedly contradictory pair of propositions (SE 6, 168"11-12). To
be sure, opposed arguments from likelihood can be reconciled by
allowing, for example, that the suspect is likely to be guilty viewed
in a certain way, as satisfying a certain description, and at the same
time that he is likely to be innocent, regarded in another way, as
satisfying another description. But what is required is a decision

8
7 mapd 16 i drdds elwds, dAAE 1o einds.

" Cf. Plato, Phdr. 267 A, 273 B—c. Material concerning Corax and Tisias is col-
lected by Radermacher (ed.), Artium Seriptores, 28-35.



6o Study I

about whether, on balance, it is likely that the suspect is guilty or
mnocent. .

I think that Aristotle did take himself to be offering a solution
to this problem and, further, that it was at best a limited success.
For he appears to have supposed not only that these arguments
depend on a confusion of what is unqualifiedly likely with what is
likely only with a certain qualification, but that one of the opposed
likelihoods should prevail because, unlike the other, it really is likely
without qualification. This seems to be the point he intends to make
in ¢onnection with the first example he considers: the argument
which appears to show that, because many unlikely events do occur,
the unlikely will be likely. Atistotle replies (1402%13—16): ‘vet not
without qualification, but just as the trick [evxodarria] is effected
in eristic arguiments by not adding the “according to what” or “in
relation to what” or “how”, here it is by the likelihood being not
without qualification but in a certain respect likely.’

Now this case does seem to lend itself to a.solution like that of the
dialectical puzzles studied in the Sophistical Refutations. Once the
equivocation on which it depends is exposed, it becomes clear that
the conflict between the two likelihoods is only apparent, and there
is no difficulty seeing which is relevant to the present question. A
general, for example, could correctly judge that each of a series of
engagements planned to begin simultaneously is likely to succeed,
but, at the same time, regard it as unlikely that they will all succeed,
and so plan accordingly. The fact that it is likely that some likely
events will not occur dees not imply that there are among these
events some that are not likely. Notice, however, that it is not one
and the same event that is likely and unlikely or two conflicting
versions of one event which are each likely.

This solution already appears less satisfactory when applied to the
style of argument made famous by Corax and Tisias (1402%22—3).
On those-—surely more common—occasions on which the likely
behaviour of the bigger man as such should prevail in argument,
however, it is not clear that it owes its success in overriding or,
s0 to speak, trumping the opposed likelihood to the fact that it
is likely without qualification while the other is likely only with
qualification. Certainly this likelihood could be trumped in its turn
by others having to do with the temperament of either man, the
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state of his health, or any number of other factors.?® And there is no
reason to believe that the likelihood that should prevail, and that
vields the conclusion which is on balance likely on a given occasion,
does so because it is likely without qualification. Indeed, there may
be no such thing as an unqualified likelihood or an unqualifiedly
likely conclusion. In any case, it seems that the relations between
likelihoods in virtue of which. they override and are overridden by
one another do not turn on a difference between being qualified and
unqualified. L
Aristotle’s account appears to overlook this because it focuses on
a small number of examples that share a curious reflexive character
with some of the examples of the fallacy of secundum quid discussed
in the Sophistical Refutations. In all of them, the second, apparently
contradictory, proposition is produced by somehow taking the first
into account. It is the non-being of what is not and the being
unknown of what is unknown which are made the basis of the
arguments that the one és and the other @ known respectively.® It
is the very likelihood that the stronger man attacked that is the
basis for the argument that it is likely he did not and the fact
that a number of events are (merely) likely that is the ground for
the conclusion that it is likely that some of them will not occur.
The way in which one likelihood is dependent or parasitic on the
other may have made it easier to view it as somehow qualified
by comparison with the other. It is also striking that, because of
their reflexive character, all of these arguments are, if you will, pure
fallacies. That is to say, what makes them disreputable arguments,
s0 that anyone convinced by one of them has committed an error
of reasoning, and anyone who puts them forward without having
committed this error himself is guilty of deceit, is not sensitive to
contingent and alterable facts concerning the evidence available in
the circumstances of the argument. Within this lirnited sphere the
model of the dialectical fallacy of secundum quid may throw some
light on the misuse of likelihcod. To see the likelihood that the
stronger man did not attack in relation to the likelihood that he did,
on which it depends entirely—assuming there are no other known

% Notice that in Plato’s version of the infamous encounter between the weak man
and the strong man, the first is also brave, the second-also a coward (Phdr, 2773 B—C).

8 Cf also the arguments discussed in SE 23, e.g. the person who, having promised
to break an oath, fulfils an oath while breaking an oath, or the person who obeys an
order to disobey an order (180°34 ff.).
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factors—is to know which is the real and which the merely apparent
likelihood (cf. 1402%26-7).

But there is ample scope for sharp practice and. deceit outside
such pure cases by the deliberate suppression and selective presen-
tation of applicable likelihoods. In such cases the deceit consists in
a deliberate failure to make the best use of the evidence available;
though it uses arguments that would in other circumstances, where
less or different information is available, rightly be judged good or
reputable arguments, but here, in these circumstances, count as bad
arguments because better ones can be made. But, as we have seen,
this is not well described as a matter of deliberately confusing what
is likely only with a certain qualification with what 1s likely without
qualification. Nor does Aristotle’s account show an awareness of
the way in which argument from likelihood on both sides of a ques-
tion can, by bringing to light the likelihoods that bear on the issue
and the relations between them, help a deliberative body discover
the conclusion that is on balance likely.

But, I should like to suggest, the Analytics- 0r1ented section of
Rhetoric 2. 25 (1402°12—-140116), which is devoted to the solu-
tion {Adaes) or refutation of rhetorical arguments, does a better job
of accommodating these features of argument by likelihood and,
therefore, does represent an advance over what we have found in
the Topics-oriented account of 2. 24. Thus section begins abruptly
after the Topics-oriented account of refutation that occupies the first
half of the chapter, by observing that enthymemes arise from four
sources: likelihood, paradigm, token, and sign.®® It presupposes

8 On the grounds for dividing the chapter into Tepics- and Analytics-oriented
sections in this way see Solmsen, Entwicklung, 27—31. Why not compare the Ana-
{ytics-oriented account of refutation with the Topics-oriented account, which would
seem to be the most natural way to contrast the two approaches to argument? Because
the Topics-oriented account appears not to make contact with the same issues at all.
It begins by noting that refutation (Adais) is possible either by counter-syllegizing
(@rTiovdroyileatiar) or by bringing an objection (évoraais). There are, it continues,
four ways of objecting, and it cites the Topics, presumably 8. 10, though the four
kinds of objection there do not correspond to those menticned here. The advice
in the Rhetoric concerns ways of producing counter-examples to an opponent’s
contentions, but says nothing at all about how to challenge the cogency of his ar-
guments, even though this is, according to the Topics, the only true Adois (8. 10,
161°1-2, 14). Thus it says nothing about the distinctive vulnerabilities of rhetorical
argument and how to exploit them. What is more, it seems to be aware neither
of the kinds of conclusions distinctive of rhetoric—for the opponent is pictured
arguing for general principles—nor the fact, emphasized in the following Analyz-
ics-oriented section, that showing that the general principles that do figure in an
opponent’s argument are subject to exceptions is not sufficient (compare 1402°2—3
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the Analytics-oriented account of rhetorical argument at Rhetoric
I. 2, 1357°22-13582, and, like it, refers to Prior Analytics 2. 27
(1403%5)-—with the difference that paradigms are now treated as a
kind of enthymeme rather than a species of argument co-ordinate
with the enthymeme (cf. 1403%5—6). As we have already noted, the
aim of the Analytics-oriented discussion of refutation of Rhetoric
2. 25 is to determine whether and how each of the forms of rhetorical
argument distinguished by the Analytics-oriented account is open
to ohjection, and we have already had occasion to consider what it
says about arguments from signs. Aristotle begins his discussion of
argument from likelthood by noting that such arguments are always
open to a certain form of objection, since what is true only for the
most part is subject to exceptions, but he insists that this objection
is deceptive, producing an apparent and not a genuine refutation
(1402°20-1403%3).% It establishes only that the opposed argument
is not necessary, which is not sufficient ({xavds), as it is essential to
show that it is not likely (1402%24-35); though judges are some-
times swayed by objections of this kind, he insists, they should not
be (1402°30—4). His account of how to bring an adequate objection
is less than ideally perspicuous, however (1402°35-1403%1):%

An objection shows an argument to be unlikely if it states what is more
usually true [udddov ¢is émi 70 moAd]. T'his can be done either in respect of
time or in respect of the matters at issue, though it will be most effective if
in both ways, for if things are more often thus, this is more likely.

It is not easy to say what kind of procedure is envisaged here.
One way of refuting an argument from likelihood is to show that
the generalization on which it is based is not true for the most part.
There are occasions for such an objection, but arguments from like-
lihood are vulnerable to another kind of objection as well. As we
have already noted, two true for-the-most-part generalizations cor-
rectly applied to an instance falling under both of them can give rise
to arguments to conflicting conclusions. Recall the example already
mentioned which pits a likelihood based on a person's nationality

with "22~8). Has the Analytics-oriented section replaced part of its Topics-oriented
predecessor? If so, no traces survive. The plan announced at the beginning of the
chapter foresees neither the Analytics-oriented. section nor anything not covered in
the Topics-oriented section as we have it.

83 It is a mapaoyiouds (1402°26).
8 A lightly modified version of the Oxford translation of Rhys Roberts, revised
by J. Barnes.
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against one based on his profession. Such arguments need not all
be on a level with each other. One likelihood may override or, as
I put it earlier, trump the other. In this case, for example, the fact
that most members of the profession to which the person in ques-
tion belongs are unbelievers will, most likely, take precedence over
the fact that most of his fellow citizens are believers, though the
latter is no less true and could on another occasion be the basis of
an argument that won, and deserved to win, acceptance. Of course,
the same person may come under other generalizations in virtue of
satisfying other descriptions which may turn the tables yet again.
Now it seemns likely that Aristotle has in mind here the first kind
of objection, which directly challenges the principle put forward
as a likelihood by the opponent.®® But that he grasped and distin-
guished both kinds of objection is shown, I believe, by his account
of the refutation of enthymemes depending on paradigms, which,
he maintains, is the same as that of likelihoods (1403°5-6). As we
have already noted, this is because an argument by paradigm claims
nothing more for the general principle which it supports with an ex-
ample or examples before applying it to a further particular instance
than the for-the-most-part character enjoyed by the likelihood.
Unfortunately this does not emerge clearly from the text, where
something appears to have gone wrong. The solution favoured by
the most recent editor, R. Kassel, is a modified version of a sug-
gestion proposed by Gomperz, whose point of departure was an
account of the passage’s meaning advanced by Vahlen.® Accord-
ing to it, Aristotle describes two ways to oppose an argument by
example here. (1) One may grant that things are for the most part
as the opponent maintains, but show by means of one example that
they are not necessarily or always so. (2) Failing that, i.e. if one can
produce no counter-example and must therefore concede that the
opponent’s generalization is true without exception, there remains
only the objection that it does not apply in the present case. This
emerges clearly from the text printed by Kassel (1403%6-1 o):%

8 Cf Maier, Syllogistik, ii/1. 466 n. 1; Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 118-19.

8 (Cf Kassel, Der Text der aristotelischen Rhetorik, 143—4; T. Gomperz, ‘Beitriige
zur Writik und Erklarung griechischer Schriftsteller, 111, Sitzungsberichte Wien, 83
(1876), 3—37 at 3—4, repr. in id., Hellenika (Leipzig: Veit, 1912}, i. 236474 at 236-8.
. Vahlen, “Zur Kritik aristotelischer Schriften (Poetik und Rhetorik)’, Stitzungs-
berichte der Wiener Akademie, 38 (1861), 59-148 at 142—3, repr. in id., Gesammelte
philologische Schriften (Leipzig: Teubner, 1911), 1. 13—105 at gg-I1c0.
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Enthymemes depending on examples may be refuted in the same way as
likelihoods. If we have a single negative instance, the argument is refuted as
a necessity, even though the positive examples are more and more frequent.
Otherwise, we must contend that the present case is dissimilar, or that the
conditions are dissimilar, or that it is different in some way or other.®®

The problem is that, according to this view, Aristotle first recom-
mends a type of objection that he has just dismissed as apparent
rather than real when directed against an argument from likelihood.
As we have seen, to succeed in bringing an objection of this kind
is, so far, to have failed to produce a genuinely cogent objection.®
Yet if we are to believe Vahlen ef al., Aristotle treats this as the best
objection one can bring, and, rather than going on to describe‘a’
better objection as he did before, he proceeds to describe the ob-
jection which one is to fall back on in the event that one cannot
even bring an objection of this first, but inadequate, kind. Having
conceded that the opponent’s generalization—2Bs are A—which he
is now trying to apply to a further instance, say C, holds without
exception, one can only argue that C is not a B after all. But if one
is in a position to show that an opponent’s argument is perfectly
irrelevant, because the item at issue does not fall under the general-
ization exemplified by one’s paradigm, in at least some favourable
cases, this would be a vastly more cogent objection than one based
on a single exception to the proposition that Bs are (as a rule) A,
and would seem to be better used as an objection of first rather than
last resort. What is more, since the received text plainly goes on to
describe an objection against an argument based on a principle that
obtains only for the most part, Gomperz and Kassel are forced to
delete part of it.%°

It seems far more likely, then, that the received text, at least as
it is'usually understood, contains not more but less than Aristotle
wrote: a crucial part of the objection, corresponding to the gen-
uine objection to the argument from likelihood already discussed,

\ e , y " ;o . ¥ 3vosa A
oy otiTw, AdAuTar 6Tt olk drayxaior, €l xal 70 mAelw 7 wAcovdues [EAAws- ddv 3¢ kal 7d
TrAel’w KO.E TG‘- WAEDVU’.K’«S‘] Di:"TGJ, (e’dV TE IJ.T:’), ’LLEIXETEJOV T‘i é"rl. ’."6 'rrapav Oi‘jx S‘U.DlDV ﬁ OL)'X
Suotws 9 Swagopdy vé Twa éxet.

8 A modified version of J. Barnes’s revision of Rhys Roberts’s Oxford translation.

% Jn dialectic, where more is claimed for the principles established by induction,
asingle counter-instance is a sufficient objection (Top. 8. 2, 157°34-7; 8. 8, 160°1—3).

% ‘[These words: dAAws . . . ofrw] die vom Zusammenhang geforderte aus-
nahmslose Geltung der vom Gegner behaupteten Erfahrungsregel nicht ausdriicken
kénnen® (Kassel, Der Text, 144; cf. Gomperz, ‘Beitrige’, in Hellentka, 1. 237).
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has gone missing or been misunderstood.’” Taken in this way, the
passage explains that the refutation of arguments from paradigm is
like that of enthymemes from likelihood in that a single counter-
instance establishes that it is not necessary, while it requires tnore
and more frequent counter-instances to make a case that it is not
likely. Only at this point does Aristotle go on to describe a further
variety of objection, which we are to fall back on if we are unable
to bring an objection of the second, but first adequate, type just
mentioned: one should now attempt to show that the case at issue
differs in some way or other.

His remarks here are, to be sure, little more than a hint. But
since the concession that prepares the way for the last-mentioned
objection grants only that the opponent’s generalization does obtain
for the most part, showing that the item in contention is somehow
different need not involve showing that it does not, after all, fall
under the subject term of the general principle illustrated by the
paradigm. It can also be done by discovering a feature that shows
that it is, or is likely to be, one of the exceptions. It is in this
direction, I suggest, that Aristotle’s injunction to ‘contend that the
present case is dissimilar, or that the conditions are dissimilar, or
that it is different in some way or other' seems to point. One can,
for example, grant that wars against neighbours are as a rule a bad
idea, but argue that Athens should go to war with Thebes all the
same because this war has another feature; for example, perhaps it
would be a war against a power that is preparing aggression, which

" wars are as a rule better undertaken sooner rather than later. Unlike
the alternative embodied in Kassel’s text, this does do justice to the
concessive structure of the argument.

If this is right, the Analytics-oriented account of objection in
Rhetoric 2. 25 contains, as the Topics-oriented treatment of topoi of
the apparent enthymeme in the preceding chapter did not, a clear
recognition that it is possible to combat an opponent’s argument
from likelihood without impugning the likelihood on which it de-
pends. It is puzzling why Aristotle mentions this kind of objection
first in connection with argument by paradigrm—assuming that the
conjectural interpretation of 1402°35-1403%1 above is correct—but
it is plainly no less applicable to argument from likelihood. The
objection described in the discussion of objection to likelihood and

" See appendiﬁ A to this study for suggestions about how the text is to be restored
or understood to bring out the required meaning.

Avristotle 67

identified as the first legitimate objection in the account of en-
thymemes based on paradigm corresponds roughly to the picture
of defective argument by likelihood in Rietoric 2. 24 by unmasking
a would-be likelihood as merely apparent, albeit in a very different
way. But the second accepts the likelihood on which the opponent’s
argument depends and aims instead to show that, all the same,
the argument should not prevail in the present case. In this way,
it also does more justice to the deliberative character of rhetorical
argument by showing how the conclusion that is on balance most
reputable or is best supported by the evidence can emerge from de-
bate in which opposed considerations are pitted against each other,

Note, however, that if the Topics-oriented treatment of likelihood
in Rhetoric 2. 24 1s, like the treatment of signs in the same chapter,
a case of the topical framework somehow hindering or failing to ac-
commodate a proper appreciation of rhetorical argument, the new
approach to likelihood in the Analytics-oriented section of 2. 25 is
not, like the new Aralytics-oriented account of sign-argument, a
case of relaxing or loosening the standards of reputable argument.
For what we find is not the admission of a new class of reputable
arguments by likelihood, previously excluded or not explicitly ack-
nowledged, but an improved understanding of the conditions that
determine the value of arguments that had been recognized as rep-
utable enthymemes all along.

(d) The impact of the categorical syllogism

We have seen how the dialectical system expounded in the earlier
and more extensive Topics-oriented sections of the Rhetoric failed to
do justice to forms of argument prominent in rhetoric. And I have
argued that we find, albeit only in the form of a sketch, a better ap-
proach in the later Analytics-oriented insertions, which combines a
deeper understanding of argument by likelihood with a recognition
of the legitimacy of deductively invalid but reputable argument by
signs. On the basis of this, I suggested that Aristotle underwent a
change of attitude the result of which was less a reclassification of
argument types than a clearer recognition of the important legiti-
mate uses of forms of argument that had previously received atten-
tion only as means of deception, and an improved understanding
of how their value is to be assessed. But so far we have used ori-
entation towards the Prior Analyties as a control, in order to ask
whether passages we know to be later because of their reliance on
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the categorical sylogistic are different in other ways as well, The
question I wish to pursue now is whether, apart from serving as a
witness to developments in Aristotle’s views about rhetorical argu-
ment, the discovery of the categorical syllogistic and its application
to the field of rhetoric entered more directly into them:.

All the cautions stated before remain in effect. The categorical
syllogistic was neither a necessary nor a suflicient condition for the
changes for which I have argued. Although Aristotle was not in a
position, before the invention of the categorical syllogistic, to give
the kind of answer to the question when and in virtue of what an ar-
gument is valid that a formal logical theory makes possible, he had
a conception of deductive validity, revealed in the definition of the
syllogism. He was therefore able to relax the requirement for de-
ductive validity or not, as he saw fit. As we have already noted, there
are some hints that he did so in the definition of the enthymeme at
Rhetoric 1. 2, 1356°15—17. And he could have continued to insist
on deductive validity after the development of the categorical syl-
logistic. None the less, I should like to suggest that there 15 a set of
closely related characteristics of the topical method that set it apart
from the categorical syllogistic that may have made the latter better
suited to accommodate non-deductive inferences by signs and thus
may, in co-operation with other factors, have pointed the way to
a better understanding of their power to play a reputable part in
argument. At all events, they helped determine the form that this
accommodation took, and consideration of themn will help us better
understand the development that Aristotle’s thinking underwent
for this reason at least. .

The theory of the categorical syllogistic expounded in the Prior
Analytics aims to give a precise formal account of valid argument—a
task that had not been formulated, let alone attempted and accom-
plished, before. Every syllogistic mood has two premisses in each
of which two terms, represented by variables, are related by one
of four predicative relations, the logical constants of the system.
The self-evident validity of the perfect moods 1s made the basis of
rigorous proofs of the validity of the remaining moods, a process
which Aristotle calls perfection. That the system of moods is ad-
equate or complete is what Aristotle attempts to establish by means
of the famous completeness proof of Prior Analytics 1. 23. There
he argues that every syllogism, i.e. every argument satisfying the
definition of the syllogism, is, or is composed of steps that are, in
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one of the moods, so that the validity of every syllogism is in effect
secured by the perfect syllogisms of the first figure via the reduction
of the imperfect moods to the perfect. On the strength of this re-
sult, Aristotle claims that every syllogism can be analysed into one
of the moods of the figures, and explains how to do this in order to
confirm, from another point of view, the completeness he claims for
his system (A=n. pr. 1. 32, 47°2 fI.). Because the categorical syllogis-
tic provides an exclusive, and within its limits exhaustive, system
of types or forms of valid argument, it makes possible a new kind
of answer to the question when and in virtue of what an argument
is valid. Tt is valid if and because it is formally valid, and it is for-
mally valid if analysis reveals that it belongs to one of the moods of
the categorical syllogistic. This was an extraordinarily impressive
achievement, never mind that the categorical conception of logical
form ensures that the limits within which Aristotle’s results obtain
are, as we can see but he did not, excessively narrow.

The method on offer in the Topics presents a very different pic-
ture. It is.a system of invention, whose object in the first instance
is to collect and arrange points of departure for the discovery of ar-
guments. This is no less true of the Sophistical Refutations; it too is
organized as a method of invention, though in this case of fallacious
arguments. Yet, as we have seen, Aristotle seems to have supposed
that, by and large, arguments can be roughly organized into kinds
of valid and invalid argument under heads provided by the topoi,
and this is as close as he comes to answering the question which
arguments are valid and why. By comparison with the answer oi-
fered by the categorical syllogistic, it is extremely rough around the
edges. As Aristotle acknowledges, not every argument to which a
topos of genuine syllogisms or enthymemes gives rise is itself a gen-
uine syllogism or enthymeme; nor, though he may not have noticed
this, is every argument that satisfies the description corresponding
to a topos of apparent syllogisms invalid. Which arguments are and
why is not a question the topical system can answer; before the
categorical syllogistic there is a sense in which Aristotle may not
have had the conception of a systematic answer to this question.

Nevertheless, the features with reference to which the topical
system distinguishes kinds of argument, rough as they may be,
are, in a broad sense whose boundaries are hard to draw, formal.
Like the moods of the categorical syllogism, many of the topoi
can be applied repeatedly to new content to yield arguments which
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belong to the same kind in virtue of sharing the same form. Perhaps
in the context of dialectic or would-be dialectic, where syllogisms
are the only legitimate means of argument (apart from induction),
there is a rough coincidence between the arguments produced in
accordance with a topos of merely apparent syllogisms, the class of
arguments characterized by the broadly formal defect described in
that topos, and the intention to deceive by means of it. In this way
an enquiry of the kind pursued in the Sophistical Refutations, into a
method for the invention of deceptive arguments, can also serve the
other purposes identified by Aristotle, which, though ultimately
more important to him, are secondary from the point of view of
the method’s organization, i.e. to identify and expose the—usually
deliberate—bad reasoning in the arguments of others and to help us
guard against unintentional errors of reasoning in our own thinking
(cf. SE 16, 175%5 1.).7* But when conditions change, as we have seen
they do in rhetoric, a system of kinds of this type will no longer serve
even as a rough guide to good and bad argument. As we have seen,
argumments suffering from the defects catalogued in the Sophistical
Refutations, and known to do so both by their authors and those to
whom they are offered, may be reputable none the less. And when
they fail to be, it will be for reasons other than these defects.

It may be that the new level of precision and clarity that the
categorical syllogistic brought to questions about which arguments
are valid and why also helped bring the issue of the relation be-
tween an argurnent’s validity and its legitimate claim to influence
rational judgement into sharper focus, making it harder to avoid
the question whether the latter extends further than the former.?
According to this suggestion, the roughness and imprecision of the
topical framework would have made it easier to imagine that the
diminished rigour and stringency characteristic of rhetorical argu-
ment could somehow be accommodated by making a few adjust-
ments to the topical framework taken over from dialectic without
abandoning its division of arguments into good and bad kinds on
broadly formal lines—perhaps by means of an increased reliance
on the for-the-most-part.

9 Knowledge of sophistical argument is an essential part of the dialectician’s
knowledge (Rhet. 1. 1, 1355"29~33; SE 9, 170°36-8, "8—11; 11, 172%5-8; 34, 183"1).
Knowledge of how fallacies arise enables us to confront and solve them {(SE 16,
175%17—109; cf. Top. 1. 18, 108°26—37).

9 Cf Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 38-9.

Aristotle 71

But whether or not the categorical syllogistic contributed to a
change in the direction of greater receptivity towards invalid argu-
ment from signs by making this kind of illusion harder to sustain,
it had the advantage of being unburdened by the assumptions char-
acteristic of the topical method of invention which led Aristotle to
attend to formally defective argument almost exclusively in con-
texts that presuppose an intention to deceive and to study them
there only as means to this end. And Aristotle exploited its nar-
rower focus on the formal conditions of validity to disentangle the
question of an argument’s validity from the intentions with which
arguments of its form are used in the sphere of dialectical and so-
phistical argument. He used the theory of the categorical syllogism
to help characterize the types of argument distinctive of rhetoric:
the paradigm, two types of sign, the token, and the likelihood. It
seems that his purpose was now not only to draw attention to the
formal defects of some of them, *but by so doing, to prepare the
way for a better understanding of the considerations not captured
by syllogistic analysis on which depends their power to afford non-
conclusive but reputable considerations for a conclusion. Every-
thing said in Topics-oriented passages about how these defects can
be made to serve deceptive ends remains true, but the connection
between these means and these ends that is presupposed in every
Topics-oriented discussion of signs is explicitly severed. The ef-
fect of this approach, I suggest, is to direct attention away from
the form of the argument, construed generously, and towards the
broader context constituted by the argumentative circumstances in
which it is used. Common to the Arnalytics-oriented discussions of
likelihoods and signs is the recognition that the value of evidence
advanced in reputable argument is not determined solely by the
form of the argument and the truth of the premisses. The power
of invalid argument from signs to render a conclusion reputable
depends on the other evidence that can be put forward in favour of
the conclusion. The value of an argument from likelihood depends
not only on the truth of its premisses, e.g. that C is a B and that Bs
are for the most part 4, but also on other likelihoods that can be
brought'to bear on the case.

If the argument of this study is correct, while studying rhetorical
argument on the basis of the loosely formal system of the Topics
and Sophistical Refutations, Aristotle remained attached to the idea
that there was a broadly formal answer to the question what makes
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an argument a good one, but abandoned it when he had a rigorously
formal logic to work with. In striking contrast to the Topics-oriented
‘account of Rhetoric 2. 23—4, the Analytics-inspired system does
not distinguish kinds of genuine and merely apparent enthymemes
at all. Instead it describes only kinds of reputable or potentially
reputable argument.®* The task of sorting the reputable from the
non- or.disreputable members of these kinds no longer depends,
even roughly, on a formal feature they share as members of a kind.
But to the extent that this new approach better accommodates the
special features of reputable argument of the type employed by
rhetoric, it realizes an intention that Aristotle had had all along.

5. Sign vs. Demonstration in Aristotle

Although Aristotle developed the theory of the sign that is ex-
pounded in the Prior Analytics and the Analytics-inspired sections
of the Rhetoric with rhetorical argument primarily in view, as we
have already noted, argument from signs is not confined to rhetoric
(cf. An. pr. 2. 23, 68°9~14). Before leaving Aristotle behind, I want
to touch on a feature of his conception of signs that emerges from
this broader use that will be of ¢onsiderable importance in the
studies to follow, ' :

Within the class of signs—broadly so called—Aristotle distin-
guishes between those that furnish conclusive evidence, which he
calls ‘tokens’, and those which furnish only inconclusive evidence,
for which he reserves the term ‘sign’ in a narrower sense. But as we
have seen, the distinction between ‘sign’ and “token’ is not observed
in Aristotle’s usage. It has already been put aside when he turns to
physiognomics in Prior Analytics 2. 27. For it is plain that the signs
with which physiognomics is concerned—and Aristotle speaks only
of 'signs’ here—are meant to furnish conclusive evidence and give
rise to valid syllogisms in Barbara in the way characteristic of to-
kens (cf. 7032 f1.). This is not an accident, however. The charac-
teristic shared by both varieties of sign is more inportant to the
characterization of signs as they are used in physicgnomics than
any differences between them. Signs furnish evidence. With their

% Perhaps the formulation of the definition of the sign in 4#n. pr. 2. 27——the sign
is a premiss that tends or is such as to be {BodAerar elvar) necessary or reputable
(&v8ofos)—leaves room for the influence of these circumstances. See n. 16 above.
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aid, we resolve questions of fact, whether the solution is conclusive
or—in the old-fashioned sense of the term—probable. And it is the
evidential function of signs that allows him to oppose argument
from signs to demonstrations.

Demonstration (dmddefis) is the most estimable form of syllogism
because of its distinctive episteric function: a demonstration is
a syllogism by grasping which one has knowledge (a svAoyiouds
émeoryuovicds) (An. post. 1. 2, 71°18). Knowledge, in turn, Aristotle
describes as the condition produced by the grasp of a demonstration
in this way (EN 6. 3, 1139°31—2). But by knowledge (émcar#un)—in
this context at least—Aristotle has in mind something more than
justified true belief. We know something without qualification; he
explains, only when (1) we grasp the cause because of which it is
as it 1s, and (2) it is not capable of being otherwise (A4n. post. 1. 2,
71%9-16). .

The effect of these restrictions'is to place demonstration firmly
on the theoretical or high side of the distinction I drew earlier,
The second restricts the subject-matter of knowledge and its in-
strument, demonstration, to the necessary and unalterable nature
of things, so that it has no application to contingent matters of fact.
The first assigns to demonstration an explanatory task; if a demon-
stration is to produce knowledge satisfying this requirement, not
only must 1t put the person who grasps it in a state of justified
certitude, it must also give rise to understanding. This in turn re-
quires that, beyond establishing its conclusion by means of a valid
argument from true premisses, it must exhibit that conclusion as
the consequence of appropriate first principles which are necessary
and both self-explanatory and explanatory of the truth at issue.
To this end, Aristotle requires that demonstration must be from
premisses that are true, primary, immediate, better known than,
prior to, and causes of the conclusion (1. 2, 71°20—2; ¢f. Top..1. 1,
100°27-8). And it is principally by satisfying these restrictions on
its premisses that a syllogism qualifies as a demonstration.

In the course of pursuing the implications of this account, Aris-
totle contrasts properly demonstrative syllogisms with those pro-
ceeding through signs on two occasions (1. 6, 75%33—4; 2. 17, 9g°3).
The context of the first is his claim that demonstrations must pro-
ceed from premisses (and reach conclusions) that are necessary and
predicate attributes per se of their subjects (1. 6, 74%5—12; cf. 1. 4,
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73°21—-3).%° Aristotle wants to connect this claim about the matter
of demonstration, so to speak, with his requirement that it explain
its conclusion by deducing it from the cause because of which it
obtains. Very roughly, his point here is that demonstration can
perform its explanatory function only if it is confined to necessary
truths in the way he requires. On his view, one has knowledge in the
richer sense that embraces the understanding of why a truth obtains
when an attribute is grasped as belonging to the essential charac-
ter of the subject or as a necessary consequence of that character
(i.e. a per se accident, cf. 1.7, 75"1). This is not possible when one
grasps merely that it follows validly, granted true but contingent
premisses, but only if, in additien, one sees it as a consequence of
necessities imposed by the nature of things. Thus, if one is to have
knowledge of something, strictly speaking, one must grasp that it
is so and why it could not be otherwise.

Notoriously, Aristotle relaxes this requirement by allowing de-
monstrations from premisses which state that an attribute which,
though it belongs by nature, belongs for the most part only and
not necessarily (cf. An. pr. 1. 13, 32°5—22; An. post. 1. 30, 87°19—
27; 2. 12, 96"°8-19), but if the large issues raised by this varia-
tion in Aristotle’s view are put to one side, it is clear that his
point here is that arguments which rely at any stage on contin-
gently true propositions—propositions which though true could be
false—cannot produce knowledge of the right kind.%® They may
lead validly from true premisses to true conclusions, indeed they
may even arrive at conclusions which are necessarily true, but the
necessary truth of those conclusions will not be established by the
argument; it will be established by the argument only if it proceeds
from necessarily true premisses. -

It is in support of this point that Aristotle refers to signs. We
shall, he says, fail to grasp why the conclusion holds as a necessary
truth (even when it is one) in arguments that rely on incidental

% Though Aristotle holds that these two features coincide, there are some dif-
ficulties about just how and why. Cf. ]. Barnes (trans.), Aristotle’s Posterior Anatytics,
znd edn. {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), ad 74%5—12, p. 126.

? On for-the-most-part premisses ¢f. Lloyd, ‘Demonstration in Aristotle’; M.
Mignucci, ‘“‘Q¢ émi 76 moAd” et nécessaire dans la conception aristotélicienne de la
science’, in Berti (ed.), Aristotle on Science, 173-203; G. Striker, ‘Notwendigkeit
mit Liicken: Aristoteles {iber die Kontingenz der Naturvorgiinge’, Neue Hefte fiir
Philosophie, 24—5 (1085), 146—64; L. Judson, ‘Chance and “Always or for the Most
Part” in Aristotle’, in id. (ed.), Aristotle’s Physics: A Collection of Essays (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1901}, 73-99.
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truths just as we do with syllogisms through signs (75%31—4).%7 Syl-
logisms through signs are offered as an instance of arguments that
fail to qualify as demonstrations because, though valid, they rely
on premisses which are only incidentally true. e does not mean
that all such arguments are from signs nor even, though this is less
obvious, that all arguments from signs are from contingently true
premisses. Rather his point is that signs do not require necessarily
true premisses to discharge their epistemic function.of furnishing
evidence from which a conclusion that resolves a question can be
inferred. )
Having necessarily trye premisses is only a necessary condition
for being a demonstration. This is clear from Posterior Amnalytics
t. 13, where Aristotle discusses an argument that fails to be demon-
strative despite satisfying many of the requirements and standing
in a very close relation to an argument that is a demonstration.
Aristotle does not himself apply the term ‘sign’ to this argument,
instead describing it as an argument from what is more familiar
{yvwprudirepov) rather than from the cause (78°27—9, ®12). But com-
mentators have traditionally understood it as a sign-inference.®®
Suppose the conclusion to be demonstrated is that the planets do
not twinkle. If all that is near (in the appropriate sense) does not
twinkle, and the planets are near, a syllogism in Barbara can be con-
structed deducing the required conclusion about the planets from
their nearness. Let us call this argument ‘Syllogism I’. Supposing
all other requirements are satisfied, Syllogism I is a demonstration
because its premisses explain its conclusion. Its middle term (near-
ness) is the cause because of which the major term (not-twinkling)
belongs to the subject term of the conclusion (the planets) (cf. 2. z,
90°6-7; 16, 98"19 fI.). [t explains why, at the same time it shows that,
the planets do not twinkle, for it is because they possess the first at-
tribute that they possess the second. But suppose that the major
premuss converts, i.e. not only does the predicate, not-twinkling,

7 ‘Incidental’ does not always mean contingent, but it does here {cf. 75%20-2).

% Cf Themistius, In an. post. 28. 16—=z9. 3 Wallies (cf. 6. 25; 17. 22-7; 37. 811}
Philoponus, In an. post. 97. 2o ff. Wallies (cf. 170. 27 f1.); implicitly in the Suda, s.v
dmddeifis, i. 294. 18 ff. Adler; by the Oxford translator, G. R. G. Mure, in W. D. Ross
{ed.), The Works of Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1928), i. 75%3 n. 3,
and Ross, Aristotle, 5thedn. (London: Methuen, 1949), 41; Barnes (trans.), Posterior
Analytics, 254. For more information about the commentators from a different point
of view, see now D. Morrison, ‘Phileponus and Simplicius on Tekmeriodic Proof’,
in E. Kessler et al. (eds.), Method and Order in Renaissance Philosophy of Nature:
The Aristotle Commentary Tradition (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1997), 1—22.
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belong to all to which the subject term, being-near, belongs, but
conversely, being-near belongs to all to which not-twinkling be-
longs. Then another valid syllogism in Barbara can be constructed
by taking the converted major premiss and conclusion of Syllog-
ism I as premisses and its minor premiss as conclusion (Syllog-
ism II). Less formally, that the planets are near can be deduced
from the more familiar fact that they do not twinkle (taken together
with the fact that being near belongs to all to which not-twinkling
belongs).?” The middle term of Syllogism I1, not-twinkling, is not
the cause but the consequence of being near, however. Thus, Syl-
logism 11 reverses the order proper to demonstration and infers
cause from effect. The result is a syllogism that does not qualify as
a demonstration, in the strictest sense, because it merely establishes
without explaining its conclusion. Syllogism I1 falls short by failing
to proceed from premisses that are prior to, more knowable than,
and causes of the conclusion (1. 2, 71°21-2). In Aristotelian terms,
it is a syllogism of the that (v6 érc), whereas a demonstration, in the
strictest sense, is of the because as well (76 8idr1) (78°36-"3; cf. 2. 8,
03°36—7; 16, 98°19 f.)."*°

The characteristic of signs that permits them to figure in a con-
trast with demonstrations, then, is that they furnish evidence in
a syllogism to a conclusion that adds to our stock of knowledge
that. To this end, a sign must be somehow clearer or more familiar
than the conclusion of which it is a sign—this is what is meant by
saying that it furnishes evidence for it—but it need not, and typi-
cally will not, explain the conclusion, though it may sometimes be
explained by it.

Aristotle may have this point in mind when he adverts to signs

9 The two syllogisms can be represented as follows:
C =planets; B=not-twinkling; A =being near
Syllogism I Syllogism IT
BaA AaC AaB BaC
BaC AaC

o The grammatical parallel between ‘syllogisms of the that’ and ‘syllogisms of
the because’ in Aristotle’s account of demenstration is misleading, The that is the
conclusion of a syllogism, but the because is not the conclusion of an Aristotelian
demonstration. A demonstration is a syllogism of the because as a whole, because it
exhibits its conclusion as a necessary consequence of the causes because of which it
obtains. Cf. G. Patzig, ‘Erkenntnisgriinde, Realgriinde und Erklirungen (zu Anal.
Post. A 13, in Berti (ed.), Aristotle on Science, 141-56 at 143—4; repr. in G. Patzig,
Gesammelte Schriften (3 vols.; Gottingen: Wallstein, 10036}, iil. 125—40.
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for the second time in Posterior Analytics at 2. 177. His point of
departure here is the question whether it is possible to demonstrate
that an attribute belongs to its subject by means of more than one
middle term. Before going on to consider a number of complicating
considerations, he answers that, if one demonstrates not by a sign
or incidentally—i.e. demonstrates in the strictest sense—then it is
not possible, but if one does, 1t is possible (99"1—3). Since the ques-
tion concerns alternative demonstrations of the same attribute, the
argument by signs here cannot be the simple inversion of explanans
and explanandum envisaged in 1. 13. But imagine a demonstration
showing that 4 belengs to C via the middle term B, which is the
cause because of which Cs are 4. 4 could be the cause of a further
attribute D, coextensive with it, or B could be the common cause
of A and the coextensive D. It would then be possible to infer that
A belongs to C via the middle term D as well as via B. This new
syllogism via D, though no less valid than the other, would not be
2 demonstration in the strictest sense because D is not the cause
because of which 4 belongs to C. But though not the cause of 4,
D could well be a sign of it.

This can be illustrated by an example used by Aristotle at Post.
an. 2. 8, 9g3°36 f1."°* The interposition of the Earth (B) is the cause
because of which the moon (C) is eclipsed (4). But it is also the case
that, when the moon is in eclipse, it is unable to produce a shadow
when it 1s full and there is nothing visible between us and it (D).
That the moon is in eclipse can be inferred no better from the fact
that it is undergoing interposition by the Earth (B) than from the
fact that it casts no shadow ([0). But whereas the latter, though well
suited to serve as a sign of the eclipse by furnishing evidence for it,
does not explain it, the former explains the eclipse, without being
able to serve as a sign of it."**

Aristotle’s contrast between demonstrations and inferences
through signs depends on a distinctive conception of the highest
purposes to which inference can be put that sets his position apart
from others. An Aristotelian demonstration explains by embodying

! Cf. Ross (ed.), Analytics, 660.

** The contrast that concerns us is stated clearly and without the complications
imposed by the syllogistic framework of the Posterior Analytics in On Divination
by Dreams. Aristotle begins his enquiry by asking whether the dreams for which
predif:tive power is claimed are signs or causes of the events they predict (or merely
coin_c1de with them irregularly) (462°26 f£.). Cf. P. ]. van der Eijk {trans.), Aristoteles:
De insomniis, De divinatione per somnmuwn (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1994), 264-8.
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or exhibiting an explanation. Other views that we shall examine
continue to connect demonstration with explanation but assign
demonstration the task of deducing an explanation or part of one
from evidence.

APPENDIX A
The Text of Rhetoric, 2. 25, 1403°6—10

Below is the text as it appears in Kassel’s edition of the Rketoric and three
proposals to restore or reinterpret the received text so that it yields the
meaning which I argued it originally had. The restoration Solmsen pro-
poses has the passage distinguish neatly between a first, inadequate form
of objection like the merely apparent objection to an argument from like-
lihood based on an exception to the opponent’s general principle, and two
genuine forms of objection, one of which we are to fall back on if the first
is not possible. Maier’s understanding of the passage is the same, but he
atternpts to make it yield the desired meaning by ingenious if sornewhat
strained repunctuation. His solution has the disadvantage of only allud-
ing to the second but first adequate objection in the sequence. By means
of simpler and less strained repunctuation, Striker's solution, which was
suggested to me in conversation, is able to read the passage so that it
clearly mentions all three forms of objection, as in Sclmsen’s version,
but without the need for a restoration. Other solutions may well be pos-
sible.

Kassel:

hY 5] Ay ’ € » 7 1 1 3 I3 27 A LA v
wpds 8¢ 1a mapabeayparddy 4 adry Adows kal T4 elkérar dav Te yap Exwpey {&)
11 0y otitey, AdwTae, 7t olk dvayxaiov, el kol T4 wActe 4 mAcovdias [dAkws
NS ; . : y 3 , o wow y
ddv 8¢ xai 7o mhelw kal T4 mAcovdris] offrw, (4dv Te pif), poxerdor 7 ST T
mapdv ody Suowor 7 oly duoims 7 dadopdy yé Tva éyer.
Enthymemes depending on examples may be refuted in the same way as
likelihoods. If we have a single negative instance, the argument is refuted as
4 necessity, even though the positive examples are more and more frequent.
Otherwise, we must contend that the present case is dissimilar, or that the
conditions are dissimilar, or that it is different in some way or other. (trans.
Rhys Roberts, rev. J. Barnes, lightly modified)

Solmsen, Entwicklung, 29 n. 2:
e s re ¢ / Y Vo A
mpbs 8¢ 16, mepaderyuaTddn 4 atiry Mo kel 74 elxdra- v Te ydp dxoper (&)
3 13 rs o k] > s ¢ -~ Al s > b h Is
7 0By olirw, Addvrar, 87i otk drayxaior, {{kavds §¢ hubhjoerar), e kal 76 mhelw
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5 mAcovdkes GAAws” dav B€ Ta wAelw wal Td wAeovdiis obTw, payerdov 7§ & To
mapov oly Guowov 7 oly Spoiws 1) Sagopdy vé Twwa éye.

Enthymemes depending on examples may be refuted in the same way as
likelihoods. If we have one thing that is not so, it is refuted as a necessity,
but it will be refuted adequately if matters are more and more often the
other way (i.e. not so}. But if most things on most occasions are so, we
must contend that the present case 1s dissimilar or that the conditions are
dissimilar, or that it is different in some way or other.

Maier, Syllogistik, iia. 466 n. 1:

mpos 8¢ Ta mapadaypuarddn f abry Adaw kal vd elkbrar ddv Te yip éxmuer T,
ody ofirw Addurac, 61 [=because] odi dvayrcaiov, € kol 76 wAciow 7 wAcovdis
GAAws éav 8¢ Td mAelw ket Td wAeovdris olTw, payerdov ¥ STi TO wmapdy ody
Spotov 1 oty Suolws § Sradopdr yé Twa Eyer.

Roughly: Enthymemes depending on exarnples may be refuted in the same
way as likelihoods. If we have a single objection against the paradigm-based
enthymeme, it is not refuted in this Wway, viz. because it is not necessary
even though the positive examples are more and more frequent. But if the
positive examples are more and more {requent we must contend that the
present case is dissimilar, or that the conditions are dissimilar, or that it is
different in some way or other.

Striker:

mpds B¢ T4 mapadeyparwdn 7 adry Ao kal 76 elkérar édv re yap éywper
(&) 70 0By obrew, AAvTar, 7e obr dvaywatov, &dv e wal T¢ wAelw 1§ mAcovdis,
GAws ddv 8¢ Td mAelw xal rd wAeovdris ofrw, payeréov 7 STi T6 wapdy ody
Suotov 7 oly Spoiws 7 Swadopdy yé Twa éyet.

Enthymemes depending on examples may be refuted in the same way as
likelihoods. If we have one thing that is not so, it is refuted as a necessity,
and if most things on more occasions are also not so, it is refuted in the
other way. But if most things on most occasions are so, we must contend
that the present case is dissimilar or that the conditions are dissimilar, or
that it is different in some way or other.

APPENDIX B

‘Were There Other Developments
in Aristotle’s Rhetorical Theory?

As I noted earlier, the view that Aristotle’s attitude towards invalid in-
ference by signs changed is part of a more comprehensive developmental
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theory originally propesed by Friedrich Solmsen. In this appendix I wish
briefly to consider how closely it may be related to other parts of Solmsen’s
theory. But first I should explain that my account does not emphasize the
same factors that Solmsen did in the explanation of Aristotle’s change of
attitude towards sign-inference and other forms of argument. As a result,
it reaches somewhat different conclusions about the kind of change that
took place. Solmsen notes only that Aristotle is led by his logic to reject
the invalid forms in his Topics-oriented phase, but later moved by a con-
cern with the practical needs of the orator, so that he embraces two very
different conceptions of the enthymeme at different times." And he views
the change from the one to the other as part of a gradual transition from a
stricter, Platonic conception of argument to a more receptive attitude to-
wards rhetoric as actually practised, which allowed Aristotle to incorporate
elements from rhetoric and sophistic in a new synthesis whose last phase
occurred at a time when the new forms of argument it recognizes could be
analysed from the point of view of categorical syllogistic.'*

But the practical needs of the orator to which Solmsen appeals could
be of either or both of two kinds. An orator might persuade people more
effeétively by sacrificing standards of good argument. Though his motives
for such a step might be unscrupulous, they need not be. He could still have
the best interests of his auditors in mind, but judge that their intellectual
deficiencies made it prudent to employ less rigorous arguments than he
otherwise would have. But we can also imagine an orator or a rhetorical
theorist who adopts more relaxed standards of argument because he be-
lieves that only in this way is rhetoric able to do justice to matters that
do not lend themselves to resolution by means of conclusive argument,
but require a decision based on the best and most reputable considerations
available all the same. This would not be a matter of betraying or sacrific-
ing intellectual standards, but of adapting them to suit the nature of the
matters that rhetoric must tackle. Without denying that motives of the first
kind figured in Aristotle’s reflections—there are indications that they did
{1355%24; 1157°3—4)—I have emphasized factors of the second kind, while,
I suspect, Solmsen had considerations of the first kind in mind.

‘With this difference of emphasis noted, I think that there is much to be
said for some of the other developments Solmsen believed he had found
and, mutatis mutandis, the big picture to which they belong, roughly an
intellectual development from youthful idealism untempered by experi-
ence to a more mature understanding of the ways of the world. In the
most important of these, and the one that would have involved the most
dramatic change, an early austere or puritanical conception of rhetoric,
from which appeals to the emotions had been excluded, yielded to a more
relaxed view that found a place for such appeals as well as argument. The

93 Entwicklung, 22—3. 4 Ibid. 26—7, 226-9.
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evidence for this development is furnished by apparently contrasting at-
titudes towards appeals to emotion displayed in the first two chapters of
the Rhetoric that we have already noticed: 1. 1 appears to condemn such
appeals, while 1. 2 treats them along with argument and the presentation
of the speaker’s character as one of the three pisteis, or ways of imparting
conviction, that constitute the art of rhetoric. But as we also noted earlier,
it is harder to make a case for changes of this kind than for a change in
Aristotle’s views about argurment, because we lose the control provided by
the categorical syllogistic. If these other developments took place at all,
they did so before its discovery and application to the field of rhetorical ar-+
gument. The treatment of ermotion and character is integrated in the earlier
account of argument, which is based on the distinction between sources of
argument that are common to all disciplines, the topoi, and those consist-
ing of premisses and opinions borrowed by rhetoric from more substantive
disciplines, the €8y, for as we shall see, some of the premisses and opinions
used to invent arguments do double duty as bases for the presentation of
the speaker’s character. a

What is more, critics of this part of Solmsen’s position have plausi-
bly explained how Aristotle could, without contradiction, have said harsh
things about appeals to the emotions in Rheforic 1. 1 and accepted such
appeals along with the presentation of a speaker’s character and argument
as legitimate means of persuasion in 1. 2, According to this approach, the
point of the polemic of 1. 1 is to criticize contemporary rhetoricians for
devoting themselves entirely to the means of rousing emotions and issues
of style and arrangement at the expense of argument. But once argument
has been restored to the place of central importance, it was now possible
for Aristotle to find a place for appeals to the emotions and the presentation
of the speaker’s character as well.’®s

But Solmsen’s case depends not only on the contrasting attitudes dis-
played in the first two chapters of the Rhetoric, but also on apparent dis-
crepancies in the terminology they use to express those attitudes. Aris-
totle’s condemnation of his contemporaries for ignoring the enthymeme
in favour of appeals to the emotions in Rhetoric 1. 1 is compatible with
granting them a place, albeit a minor one, as appendages (mpoofijxai) in
rhetoric (1354"14). But it is harder to reconcile the way in which 5. 1 ap-
pears to confine the term wioris to argument and to regard only wiores,

25 Cf. Burnyeat, ‘Enthymeme’, 1o n. 26; Cooper, ‘Ethical-political Theory’, 194—
5 with n. 3; Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 37 ff., proposes to resolve the tension between
the two chapters by viewing the first as Aristotle’s sketch of an ideal rhetoric which
could serve in a well-governed community, while in the second he goes on to take
account of the less than ideal conditions in which rhetoric must actually be practised.
Cf. J. Sprute, ‘Aristotle and the Legitimacy of Rhetoric’, in D. J. Furley and A.
Nehamas (eds.), Essays on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, 117—28. The tensions between the
two chapters are strongly emphasized by Brunschwig, Topiques, pp. xcix ff.
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so understood, as artistic (éreyvor) with the recognition of wieres of argu-
ment, affect, and emotion in 1. 2, all three of which are now called artistic
because they are products of the orator’s rhetorical method and opposed
to the inartificial wiores, e.g witnesses, contracts, testimony extracted by
torture, that the orator finds rather than makes (1. 1, 1354°13-18, ®16—22,
1355°3-14; 2, 1355%35 £1.)."*¢

To be sure, Rhetoric 1. 1, 1355°3 ff., which begins with the remark that
the artistic method (% évrexvos uéfobos) is concerned with niorew, appar-
ently pauses to observe that the enthymeme is only the chief or principal
mwigrs (*7—8).""7 But this observation clearly interrupts Aristotle’s train of
thought, whose peint is plainly to equate the wiores studied by the rhetor-
ical art with the enthymeme, characterized here as a rhetorical syllogism.
Solmsen took the intrusive remark to be a later addition by Aristotle him-
self; Kassel prefers to view it as the work of an alien hand.™®

Understood in this way as a clash in Aristotle’s technical terminology,
the problem was a cause for concern before the appearance of Entwick-
lungsgeschichte. F. Marx concluded that the remarks in the first chapter
that presuppose mioreis must be enthymemes could not be the work of
Aristotle, but must instead be due to a peculiarly unintelligent editor.**?
Hints of a developmental explanation make their first appearance in en-
quiries whose primary focus is still on questions of composition. Thus A.
Kantelhardt believed that both conceptions of the wloTews are Aristotle’s,
but that they belong to two different versions of the Rhetoric clumsily
joined by an unskilied editor, now playing a much-reduced but still perni-
cious part.”'® It was Kantelharde who first noticed that the Rhetoric draws
on two conceptions of the syllogism, one characteristic of the Topics, the
other characteristic of the Prior Analytics, and that these belong to dif-
ferent periods in Aristotle’s career. But he does not seem to have noticed
that reliance on the categorical syllogistic is confined to a pair of brief pas-
sages, and he had little to say about what might be behind the difference
in outlook regarding argument or the non-argumentative pisteis that he

w6 Cf Solmsen, Entwickiung, 209; cf. 25 n. 2, 221 n. 4.

7 ‘Since it i1s clear that the artistic method concerns pisteis, and a pistis is a
demonstration of a kind . . . and rhetorical demonstration is an enthymeme [and
this is to speak without qualification the chief pistis [xvpidraror rdv miorewr], and
the enthymeme is a syllogism of a kind . . ° 198 Entwicklung, z21 n. 4.

9 ‘Aristoteles’ Rhetorik’, Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der kgl. sichsischen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig, phil..hist. Classe, 5z (1g00), 241—328 at
28¢; photographically reproduced in Stark (ed.), Rhetorika.

e Cf Kantelhardt, De Aristotelis rhetoricis, 38-40; K. Barwick defends a simi-
lar view, according to which our Rhetoric is the result of joining two versions,
but believes Aristotle was responsible. Cf ‘Die Gliederung der rhetorischen Téyy
und die horazische Epistula ad Pisones’, Hermes, 57 (1922), 1-62 at 16—17; ‘Die
“Rhetorik ad Alexandrum” und Anaximenes, Alkidamas, Isokrates, Aristoteles und
die Theodekteia’, Philologus, 110 (1966), 212—45 at 242—§.
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detects, presumably because he was mainly concerned to enlist changes
in Aristotle’s views in support of his theory about the composition of the
Rhetoric.

It must have seemed to Solmsen, then a student of Jaeger, that the
Rhetoric cried out for study from a developmental perspective which would
invert the relation that had hitherto prevailed between issues of intellectual
development and questions about the composition of the work. But if we
do decide to regard a change in attitude towards appeals to emotion of this
kind as plausible, I suggest that it should be with a difference in emphasis
analogous to the one that I proposed in connection with invalid argument.
by signs. For it is important to remember that, according to Aristotle, the
effect of emotion is not only to interfere with or distort judgement; as we
know from his ethical works, being properly affected can play an important
part in making the right judgement or taking the right view of a situation.”**
Thus, if a rhetoric that makes a place for appeals to the emotions is more
practically efficacious than one that does not, it need not be because it is
less principled. ) .

If Aristotle’s attitude towards appeals to the emotions did change in this
way, much of the case against Solmsen could be accepted by a defender
of his theory. For accounts of how apparently discordant passages in the
Rhetoric can be viewed as parts of a unified whole may perhaps also explain
how, by viewing them in this way himself, Aristotle could have let these
passages stand after the elaboration of his mature theory. For Aristotle’s
change in attitude would not have called for him to repudiate completely
his earlier criticisms of other rhetorical theorists for their single-minded
concentration on emotion at the expense of argument, though it would have
required revisions that made it clear that, in their place, emotional appeals
can be a legitimate part of rhetoric. If this is right, it is not necessary to
view the remark about emotion in Rhetoric 1. 2, viz. that ‘we say it is with
emotion alone that contemporary rhetoricians have concerned themselves’,
either as perfectly consistent with all that has gone before in 1. 1 or the
desperate effort of an editor to paper over a glaring contradiction.’™® It
might instead be an indication how we are now to understand the criticisms
of 1. 1. Of course, the discrepancy in the use of pistis and other discrepancies
would have to have been eliminated if the Rhetoric had been reworked by
Aristotle with a view to publication as his last word on the subject. But the
Rhetoric does not satisfy this description any more than do the other works
of Aristotle that have come down to us.*'?

""" The kind of view I mean to reject is taken by Barwick when he speaks of
Aristotle making concessions to vulgar rhetoric, ‘Die “Rhetorik ad Alexandrum””’,
23, Y2 So Kantelhardt, De Aristotelis rhetoricis, 40 with n. 1.

" What kind of book was able to tolerate so many discrepancies or even con-
tradictions? Solmsen suggests that it may never have been Aristotle’s intention to

make of the Rheioric a consistent intellectual whole; the practical usefulness of
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None of this is to say that Entwicklungsgeschichte or Solmsen’s version of
it have all the answers. | have dwelt on the proposed change in Aristotle’s
attitude towards emotional appeals because, like the proposed change in
attitude towards invalid inference by signs, it makes sense when viewed as
the result of continued reflection on a set of problems which brought to
light defects in earlier solutions and inspired new attempts to improve on
them. This already sets these proposals apart from those contributions to
Entevicklungsgeschichte in which the quasi-mechanical operation of an inner
law of psychic development drives Aristotle’s thought irresistibly forward
by degrees from Platonndhe to Platonferne. And it has another important
consequence. I have suggested that the two developments in question do
lend support to each other by showing that Aristotle’s thinking about
rhetoric did evolve over time, by exhibiting certain suggestive similarities
with each other, and by leaving traces in a work that was apparently updated
from time to time without being completely reworked in the light of its
author’s latest discoveries. But they are independent of one another; each
responds in its own way to separate problems, and could have taken place
without the other.

I suspect that some of the characteristic faults of Entwicklungsgeschichte
did prevent Sclmsen from recognizing this as clearly as he should have.
For along with a penchant for resorting to developmental explanations for
features of the Rhetoric that can be explained as well or better in other ways,
his theory exhibits a tendency to exaggerate the relation between develop-
ments in different areas. Thus Solmsen supposes not only that Aristotle
held at different times the different views about non-argumentative means
of persuasion described above and that there were Topics- and Analyt-
ics-oriented phases in his conception of rhetorical argument, but that there
was a third intermediate phase in his thought about argument simultanecus
with the second, more receptive, view of non-argumentative means of per-
suasion. At this stage a purely dialectical conception that draws only on
the (common) topoi vields to the hybrid conception of rhetorical argument
that draws on both the topoi and the premisses and opinions borrewed
from substantive disciplines and designated €87,

Solmsen’s reason is the admittedly peculiar way in which the discussion
of the three pisteis is structured. The €8y turn out to be widely acknow-
ledged truths about the good and the bad, the noble and the ignoble, and the

the parts meant more to him than thoroughgeing scientific precision (Entwicklung,
225; of. Sprute, Enthymemtheorie, 146, 190). Barwick suggests that it was a lecture
manuscript to which Aristotle made additions over time {‘Die “Rhetorik ad Alexan-
drum”’, z45). But it is not necessary to take as definite a view as Barwick about the
type of book the Rhetoric was in order to view it as an unpublished manuscript that
grew and was altered over time, not a definitive version meant for the public. And
this clears the way for viewing seme of the difficulties it presents as due to changes
in Aristotle’s views.
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just and the unjust, which are the defining concerns of the three genres of
oratory Aristotle distinguishes: deliberative, epideictic, and forensic (1. 3,
1358%20 ff.). And the treatment of the three genres which occupies most
of what is left of book 1 is roughly organized into sets of €8y, now called
premisses and opinions (2. 1, 1377°18; 2. 18, 1391"23-6), belonging to each
genre (deliberative: 1. 5-8; epideictic: 1. 9; forensic: 1. 10—14). Aristotle
appends his treatments of the two non-argumentative pisteis, ethos and
pathos, here.

Since received views about virtue and vice, the noble and the base ex-
ploited as premisses by orators charged to praise or blame are part of :
the knowledge on which they draw, in a different way, in the presen-
tation of character as well, part of the second pistis, ethos, can also be
brought within this frame: the same items serve as topoi of very different
kinds of artistic effect (1. g, 1366°23-8; cf. 2. 1, 1378%16). The third pis-
tis, concerning emotion, cannot be made to fit quite so easily, and the
chapters dedicated to it are sandwiched uncomfortably between a brief
cross-reference to the discussion of virtues and vices (137816) and the
fuller discussion of different types of character from another point of view
to which Rhetoric 2. 12—17 are devoted. The discussion of argument re-
sumes in 2. 18, and only in 2. 23 does Aristotle take up the (common)
topot, fulfilling the plan implied by the distinction between the topoi and
the €3y in Rhetoric 1. 2.

If the pisteis apart from argument are a later addition to the dialecti-
cally oriented rhetoric announced i Rhetoric 1. 1, so it seems are the
opinions and premisses of the three oratorical genres with which they
are connected and the hybrid conception of rhetoric to which the three
genres belong.”'* But though this may be right, the evidence—a num-
ber of not very deeply embedded cross- and back-references—will also
support an alternative explanation, according to which the hybrid con-
ception was Aristotle’s original view and the new material concerning the
non-argumentative pisteis was inserted in its present place in the Rhetoric
because of the dual use of some of the opinions and premisses.”’s My
aim here, however, Is not to attempt a complete reassessment of Solm-
sen’s theory, but rather, by indicating where its strengths and weaknesses
lie, to suggest that the development in Aristotle’s conception of rhetor-
ical argument which has been the principal object of our concern does
fit well with other plausible developments in Aristotle’s thinking about
rhetoric, while at the same time reaffirming that it is ultimately indepen-
dent of them. Whatever other merits or faults may belong to his theory,
Solmsen deserves high praise for directing attention to the hard evidence

' Entwicklung, 222-5.
s Cf. Barwick, ‘Die Gliederung’, 16-18; ‘Ddie “Rhetorik ad Alexandrum™’,
239-42.
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for change furnished by the appearance on the scene of Aristotle's for-
mal logical theory and making it the point of departure for his further
enquiries.’™®

S Cf. O. Primavesi, Die aristotelische Topik: Ein Interpretationsmodell und seine
Erprobung am Beispeil von Topik B (Munich: Beck, 1996), 6o.

STUDY II

Rationalism, Empiricism, and
Scepticism: Sextus Empiricus’
T'reatment of Sign-inference

THE most extensive and wide-ranging discussion of signs to have
come down to us, and at the same time the discussion that gives
the most prominence to signification, is found in Sextus Empi-
ricus (PH 2. 97-133; M. 8. 141~299). This faathfully reflects the
prominence accorded to signs in the framework Sextus adopts in
order to classify and expound dogmatic positions in epistemology
before subjecting them to sceptical scrutiny. Potential objects of
knowledge are divided into two classes by this framework. The
first comprises phenomena or evident matters {dowduera, mpddnia,
érapyq), i.e. truths that can be known immediately without being
inferred from other truths, typically because they are accessible to
direct perceptual observation, but perhaps in other ways as well.
To the second belong non-evident matters (déyAa), which lie be-
vond the reach of direct apprehension. Knowledge of these, when
possible at all, must rest on grounds or evidence afforded by other
truths. These in turn must be grasped immediately as evident truths
or inferred from other truths themselves, with the result that every-
thing we know is known either because grasped immediately as an
evident truth or ultimately on the strength of truths apprehended
in this way. According to Sextus, knowledge of evident matters is
treated by the philosophers in their theories of the criterion, while
the transition (puerdfSaois) from the evident by means of which non-
evident matters are apprehended is discussed under the head of
signs and demonstrations (oqyueia, dmodeifes) (M. 7. 24-6; cf. 396;
8. 140, 319; PH 2. 96).

The question naturally arises whether Sextus is night to treat
this division of epistemic labour as undisputed common ground



