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PREFACE

The notion of dialectic is a piece of intellectual currency which,
like the currency of cash, is more used than understood. Most of
those who use it are aware of it only in its more recent cultural
forms and are unfamiliar with its historical genesis among the
philosophers of ancient Greece. So although this book is a reworking
of a dissertation which was approved for the Cambridge PhD degree,
and engages in the range of scholarly debate which surrounds the
issues under discussion, I hope that it may reach a wider audience
than those who professionally rejoice under the title of ancient
philosopher.

To this end all quotations from the Greek have been translated
and all the key terms are transliterated; I append a glossary to
assist understanding of this aspect of the book. Fairness to the reader
and scholarly accuracy alike require that this should produce what
is in some places a spiny text. To attempt to smooth the rough
edges would have the effect of begging questions of interpretation,
as has happened too often with material of this sort.

My many debts to others are acknowledged in the text and the
bibliography. The dissertation was examined by Professor W. K. C.
Guthrie and Professor A. C. Lloyd, and I am grateful to them for
numerous helpful comments. My greatest debt is to Professor
G. E. L. Owen and Mr Renford Bambrough who have commented
on this work at various stages in its preparation. Both have greatly
aided my understanding of Aristotle by their writings and their oral
instruction; and I count it a privilege to have been able to learn
from these great Aristotelian exegetes. My interest in dialectic and
the Topics was first aroused by Owen. His work has continued to
suggest many lines of appsoach and to draw my attention to many
texts which have been useful in this study; and it has always served
as a model of Aristotelian interpretation. I owe to Bambrough an
appreciation of the help which the philosophical insights of
Wittgenstein and Wisdom can provide for the interpreter of Plato
and Aristotle. In his work he has performed the great service of
indicating the continuity between the concerns of these modern
thinkers and the philosophical tradition which they themselves do
little explicitly to recognise.
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PREFACE

I acknowledge with gratitude the decision of the Syndics of the
Cambridge University Press to undertake the publication of this
book and the unfailing help of their staff in producing it. I wish
particularly to thank Dr Jeremy Mynott for the sympathetic tact
which he has shown in prodding an unpunctual author, as well as
for useful advice on a number of points.

I dedicate this book to my mother and father, the ultimate causes
of its matter and form.

I

INTRODUCTION

Historical background

Aristotle’s official presentation of the theory of dialectic comes in
the Topics. This has been one of the more neglected of his works in
modern times. Previous generations have supplied the work with
good commentaries, among which those of Alexander and Pacius
are outstanding for the full exposition which each provides of the
sense of Aristotle’s words throughout the work. The most recent
full-scale commentary is that of Waitz, published a hundred and
thirty years ago, which also contains much valuable elucidation of
the text, particularly in the first and eighth books.

But Waitz’ work also marked a shift of scholarly interest away
from the Topics. The amount of space which his commentary
devotes to the Topics is only two thirds of that devoted to the
Posterior Analytics, despite the fact that the former work is more
than twice the length of the latter. While this is partly attributable
to the fact that the text of the Topics presents fewer problems than
that of most other Aristotelian works, it is also clear that Waitz felt
that the Topics had little to contribute to the understanding of the
core of Aristotle’s philosophy.*

From then until recent years there has been comparatively little
work on the book; and what there has been, has concerned itself
predominantly with the historical question of the place of the Topics
in the development of Aristotle’s logical theories. The general
tendency of this work has been to place the Topics at an early stage
in a development which takes Aristotle from an interest in classifica-
tion by genus and differentia by means of techniques which were
practised in the Academy, to the discovery of the syllogism and of a
theory of scientific method which is dependent on that discovery.
Solmsen has been the most prominent among those who have argued
a thesis of this sort, according to which the Topics represents an
early stage of Aristotle’s thought which was later to undergo revision
in the Analytics; but a number of others, such as Maier, Stocks, and
Ross, have also taken the view that the Topics antedates the
Analytics. A further considerable influence in favour of this view

1 ¢f. Organon, vol. 2, p. 439.




INTRODUCTION

has been the work of Hambruch,? who drew attention to a number
of similarities between theses found in the Topics and those found
in the Divisiones Aristoteleae, which he believed to represent
Academic doctrine,® and in Plato’s later works. It should be noted
that the attention of these scholars has been mainly directed towards
the theory of the syllogism; and their work has been thought to have
a bearing on the Topics because it embodies a double assumption
about the syllogism. The first is that the Topics presents a theory of
the syllogism which is clearly superseded by the theory of the Prior
Analytics. This assumption has recently been challenged by Braun,
who argues that the Topics presents a consistent account which does
not need supplementation from the Analytics.* But this assumption
has frequently been combined with a second, from which it ought
to be distinguished ; and this is that the theory of the Prior Analytics
is the natural end to which Aristotle’s logical theory tends, and that
a work from which it is absent is therefore ipso facto earlier than
one in which it is present.

The tendency of this historical work is well summarised by
Chroust when he says: ‘The Topics, for instance, is most certainly
affected by the dialectics of Plato’s late dialogues. Such a depend-
ence, however, in no way detracts from the achievements of Aristotle
who must still be credited with having progressed from (Platonic)
dialectics to (Aristotelian) syllogistics.”® The assumption implicit in
this remark is that the Topics represents a transitional stage in the
development of Aristotle’s logical thought, and that its chief value
lies in the insight it might afford us into the nature of this develop-
ment. It seems, then, that the studies of Aristotle’s development
have reinforced the tendency, which was already apparent in the
distribution of space in Waitz’ commentary, to regard the Topics as
peripheral to the main area of Aristotle’s philosophy.

There have been exceptions to this general pattern. Le Blond has
recognised the importance of dialectic in Aristotle’s theory of method
and in his practice, as also have E, Weil and G. E. L. Owen. These
scholars have stressed the importance which Aristotle assigns to
dialectic in his theory of the discovery of the first principles of
science; and they have also noted how his practice of prefacing the
treatment of a question by arguing both sides of the case on the
basis of current views conforms with this theoretical evaluation.
Recently there have appeared some studies which seek to interpret
the Topics as a work in its own right and not simply as intermediate

2 Logische Regeln der platonischen Schule in der aristotelischen Topik,
Berlin, 1904.

p. 33.

* Zur Einheit der aristotelischen ‘Topik’, Koln, 1959.

8 “The First Thirty Years of Modern Aristotelian Scholarship’, p. 55.
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between Platonic dialectic and Aristotelian syllogistic. There are the
studies of de Pater on the theory of definition in the Topics, and of
Braun on the unity of the Topics. The third Symposium Aristoteli-
cum was devoted to the Topics; and J. Brunschwig is in process of
producing a translation of the whole of the work, with a full intro-
duction and extensive notes, in the Budé Series.® Another develop-
ment of recent years which has made the study of the Topics easier
is the publication of a number of valuable studies on Aristotle’s
formal logic. Chief among these have been the studies of Patzig,
Ebbinghaus, and W. and M. Kneale, who have clarified both the
achievements and the limitations of Aristotle’s work in the Prior
Analytics and have therefore made it easier to assess the contribution
of the Topics to logical theory.”

T he aim and argument of this book

These recent developments should be effective in bringing the
Topics more to the attention of students of Aristotle and of Greek
philosophy in general. But despite their value, our understanding of
the Topics and of the place of dialectic in Aristotle’s thought remains
partial. Many of the recent studies have retained the assumption
that the chief interest in the study of the Topics lies in the light
which it may throw on works other than itself. While this is an
undeniably valuable area of study, it is nevertheless one that skirts
the question of the nature of the Topics as an exercise in its own
right.

My aim in this study is to examine afresh the position of dialectic
in Aristotle’s thought. I have concentrated on the theory of dialectic
because it seems to me that the importance of the use of dialectical
techniques in the practice of Aristotle’s investigations is sufficiently
well recognised. What still remains to be done is to establish the
position which dialectic occupies in Aristotle’s theory of the forms
of intellectual activity. I shall argue that dialectic occupies a distinct
and important position in this theory, and that Aristotle takes a
consistent view on this question throughout the various works in
which it is discussed. In this argument a crucial part will be played
by the distinction between the qualified and the unqualified forms 4
of an expression, and by the use to which Aristotle puts this distinc-
tion in his analysis of a number of central philosophical concepts.
I shall also argue that the Topics embodies a view of dialectic which
is based on this analysis, and that the character of the work can
only be properly appreciated when the importance of this analysis

8 Volume 1, covering the first four books, was published in 1967; at the time
of writing Volume 11, though promised, is still awaited.
Tcf. esp. W, & M. Kneale, The Development of Logic, pp. 37-8, 41-3.

3




INTRODUCTION

is'understood. I propose, then, to undertake a radical reconsideration
of the part played in Aristotle’s thought by his concept of dialectic
and by the Topics. The result will, I hope, be to make it clear that
the study of these matters has a central place in any study of
- Aristotle’s philosophy.

I am not directly concerned with questions of the relative
chronology of Aristotle’s works. I believe that before these questions
can be embarked upon, it is necessary to obtain an accurate assess-
ment of the absolute character of Aristotle’s doctrines, and that in
the case of dialectic this has not yet been done. Moreover, as I have
said, I believe that premature answers to questions of chronology
have assisted in keeping the Topics in the relative obscurity which
at present surrounds it. Indirectly, however, my work has some
bearing on the question of chronology, insofar as it argues that
Aristotle’s concept of dialectic as it is presented in the Topics is built
upon certain analyses which were developed by Aristotle himself
and are not to be found in the work of the Academy. Thus my
work challenges the assumption that the Topics shows an Aristotle
whose thought is as close to the world of the Academy as it is to the
world of his own mature philosophy.®

I shall ‘examine Aristotle’s concept of dialectic from three points
of view. In the next chapter I analyse the scattered remarks on
dialectic which are to be found in the Metaphysics. This is the work
which most comprehensively sets forth Aristotle’s views on the rela-
tions between the various forms of intellectual activity; and I argue
that the Metaphysics gives an account of the connection and distinc-
tion between dialectic and the sciences, including particularly the
universal science of ontology, which is both philosophically coherent
and consistent with what he says on this question in the logical
works. My analysis of these texts depends upon certain philosophical
theses which are examined and developed in the third chapter.
Here I advance an account of the relation between human faculties
and their objects which is, I maintain, of fundamental importance
to the understanding of wide areas of Aristotle’s thought and also of
considerable value in the adjudication between the rival claims of
conflicting metaphysical theories. I start with his brief but extremely
suggestive discussion of the nature of the object of wish in the
Nicomachean Ethics; and then I argue that it is possible to discern
parallel elements in his analysis of the intellectual faculties and
their objects. On the basis of the features of Aristotle’s thought

8 The assumption enjoys very wide currency. For a clear instance, cf. P. M.
Huby, ‘The Date of Aristotle’s Topics and its Treatment of the Theory of
Ideas’, p. 76: ‘It is clear that most of the terms used and the logical pre-
suppositions found in the Topics were already current in the Academy and
not Aristotle’s invention.’
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which I extract from these discussions, I argue that dialectic has a
special and most important place among the modes of studying the
world as Aristotle orders them. These results are confirmed by his
comments in the Topics on the nature of the enterprise on which he
is engaged. It emerges that his conception of dialectic, and the
metaphysical theory within which it is located, must be sharply
distinguished from the characteristic tendencies of Plato’s thinking.
In the final chapter I consider in detail certain features of the dis-

cussion of definition in the Topics. My argument here is that when

the views expressed in the Topics are compared with what Aristotle
has to say on the same issues in other works, and when the strategies

which govern the discussions are considered, the practice of the .

Topics conforms well with the theory of dialectic for which I have
argued in the preceding two chapters. The peculiar features of the
discussion of definition in the Topics are of the sort which would be
expected to occur in a work on dialectic as opposed to other modes
of intellectual enterprise.

The general outcome, then, of the three rather diverse investiga-
tions which form the three main chapters of this book, is a view of
the nature and function of dialectic which places it firmly in the
centre of the mature Aristotle’s thought. It may be helpful to
anticipate the detailed argument by giving a very abstract statement
of the concept of dialectic which will be set forth. _

Dialectic must be distinguished from the sciences in that it does
not work with any set view of reality. In this it is opposed both to
the many special sciences and to the universal science of ontology,
although it does share with the latter, against the special sciences,
lack of restrictedness as to the scope of its operations. But what

marks off the sciences from dialectic is that they embody a correct

view of reality: this is true both of the special sciences, each of
which has among its foundations an awareness of the real nature of
some particular department of what there is, and of the universal
science which takes as its basic concept Substance — the real nature
of Reality itself. Dialectic, by contrast, should not embody any view
of reality — neither a correct one, which would assimilate it to
scientific ontology and would also blunt its effectiveness, nor an

incorrect one, which will produce error in the sciences which dia-

lectic serves.

This account of the relation between dialectic, science, and reality
may be explained in terms of a more basic metaphysical doctrine of
the relation between human faculties and their objects. If we are to
.allow scope for the distinction between expert and inexpert use of
faculties, this can be done by saying that the objects of the expert’s
faculty are those things which really are what the objects of others’ ~
inexperts’ — faculties only seem to be. We must recognise that the

5
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INTRODUCTION

object of a faculty takes two forms: it can be qualified by reference

to the person or group for whom it is the object, or it can be free

from such qualification, absolute. Only in the latter case does it

, possess the universality which is the condition of science. But if we
are to give a satisfactory account of intellectual progress, both forms
of objects of faculties must be taken into account. For it is our
faculties that.are engaged in this progress; and any account of the
matter which ignores this will run into paradox. Accordingly the
notion of foundations of understanding must incorporate the distinc-
tion between the unqualified object of understanding and the object
of each person’s understanding. It is a contingent matter whether or
not this distinction is present in the case of any given person. But in
principle the distinction must be upheld as a basis for the difference
between expert and inexpert performances. The unqualified objects
of a faculty — and only these — are real: the objects which have to
be qualified by reference to a specific exercise of the faculty are not
real, although the exercises of the faculties which are directed to-
wards them are no less real for that. Science is concerned with the
real; and so its foundations must be without qualification more
intelligible than what is explained on the basis of them. But there
are other forms of intellectual exercise which accommodate uscs of
the human faculties which are other than expert; and these exercises
are concerned with the qualified objects of the faculties as well as
with the unqualified. One of these exercises is dialectic. It takes as
its foundations what is relatively more intelligible than what is to be
explained — relatively, that is, to the faculties of the audience of the
explanation. In this way dialectic is the essential tool in the pre-
liminary work which precedes the establishment of a complete
science.

We must start with the objects as each is presented to our indi-
vidual faculties, objects which will differ with the individuals who
apprehend them. The faculties are engaged scientifically when
these differences between individuals have been eliminated and the

Riglectic is the activity which effects the passage from the pre-
scientific to the scientific use of the faculties. For dialectic, unlik
the sciences, embraces both forms of the objects of faculties, and
this explains the crucial and unique part which dialectic has to play
in the investigation of things.

This is the thesis which I shall argue. It shows dialectic to play a
central part in Aristotle’s thought; and it is based on insights and
analyses which Aristotle originated.

object is the same for all faculties which are directed towards ite.>

e g s o —_— e —
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DIALECTIC AND THE WORKS OF
ARISTOTLE

One of Aristotle’s most important contributions to human thought
was the idea that demarcation lines can be drawn between the
different departments of expertise and that nothing is thereby
lessened in the expertise of each distinct expert. In this his opposition
to Plato is fundamental. For Plato believed that to know anything
in the fullest sense it is necessary to know everything; he thought
that any science or skill which is partial in its scope has only a
limited claim to the title not simply of universal science but of
science. He shows this belief not only in the Republic, where he
argues that dialectic is the highest form of intellectual activity and
is universal in its scope! but also in the late Philebus, where dialectic
is distinguished from other forms of intellectual activity in purity
and precision and also in having no particular subject-matter.?
Plato’s attitude in this matter is a particular instance of his more
general predilection for the one rather than the many. In the case’
of any plurality of instances, where each instance is partial in that
it differs from the other instances and thus does not exhaust the
nature of the collected whole of which the instances are part, Plato
attaches reality not to any of the particular instances but rather to
something which possesses all of the nature of which they possess a
part. So also with sciences and skills it is the universal science,
which is concerned not with some but with all the things that there
are, which alone has the claim to be called real science. Further,
Plato believed that all realities (the Forms) are joined by the Form
of Good to form a unified whole, and that the nature of science is
essentially linked to the nature of the reality which it studies;® and
so he concluded that the synoptic science which he called dialectic
was the science of realityy since it alone studies reality as it really is.
While Aristotle has many criticisms to make against Plato in the |
many contexts where Plato’s preference for the one against the
many manifests itself, it is his criticism of the Platonic notion of the
1 531d-534€, 537c. .
2 55d-59e; cf. 57b5~7, ‘different skills with different subject-matters’; cf.
also Soph. 257¢7-257d2.
3 cf. Timaeus 2gb-29c: ‘So it must be determined concerning the representa-

tion and its exemplar in the following way, that the accounts are of the
same character as the subjects which they expound.’

7
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unity of science which perhaps more than anything else shapes the
character of his philosophical method.* Since Aristotle takes over
the name ‘dialectic’ which Plato had used to characterise his notion
of science, and himself uses this same name for a particular form of
intellectual activity which is not to be equated with the whole of
intellectual activity, this makes the study of Aristotle’s concept of
dialectic particularly important if we wish to understdnd the nature
of the contrast between Plato and Aristotle in this respect. Just as
Plato and Aristotle are concerned with the same question when they
give their very different answers as to the nature of reality, so also
the very different accounts which the two philosophers give of the
nature and value of dialectic are nevertheless concerned to provide
answers to the same questions. In the case of both philosophers the

- problem from which they start is: To what extent can intellectual
i advance be achieved by the method of question and answer? The
/ question is put in compressed form purposely, because behind it lie

" suppositions which were rather different for each of the two philo-

pgoret o

sophers. For both of them it was a matter of experience that there
was pedagogic value in the question and answer debate,® and
equally both were aware that discipline had to be exercised in the
performance of such debates if dialectic were not to degenerate into
eristic.®. However, while for Plato it was axiomatic that intellectual
advance could be achieved by such debates if they were conducted
according to certain rules, for Aristotle the fact of the pedagogic
value and the existence of the safeguards did not in themselves
guarantee intellectual advance. Aristotle distinguished things which

are .more intelligible absolutely ffom things which are more intel-
ligible to-us,""and this distinction represents a recognition of two™
:* senses in which something can be said to increase our understanding.
- The explanation may contain elements which are absolutely more

intelligible than that which is to be explained, or elements which
are only more intelligible to some particular person or group of
people. Consequently Aristotle has the means of contrasting the
genuinely and absolutely explanatory with what people Cg’éi find
explanatory; and the complexity of the situation can be seen from
the fact that, according to the Aristotelian distinction between the
two forms of intelligibility, one could speak of someone’s, indced of
most people’s, understanding being advanced by explanations which
nonetheless are not genuinely explanatory. If this sounds para-
4 cf. G. E. L. Owen, The Platonism of Aristotle, pp. 139-45.
5 Plato Meno 80-6; Aristotle Top. Aa.
6 cf, G. Ryle, New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, pp. 55-8.
1 Ta gnorimétera haplos and ta gnorimatera hémin. This distinction is found
not only in the treatises but also in the fragments; cf. De Philosophia fr. 8

(Ross, Fragmenta, p. 76), where divine things are said to be ‘most clear in
their own nature but obscure and dim to us’.

8
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doxical, we should consider the case of the man who finds Demo-
critean reasoning for the existence of atoms more illuminating than
that of a modern physicist; it is reasonable to say of such a man
that the matter is explained to him by something other than the real
explanation.

The question, then, with which Aristotle, like Plato, is faced
when he considers the nature and value of dialectic is an ambiguous
one and one of which he recognises the ambiguity. Consequently
our comment on Aristotle’s answer will have to recognise this
ambiguity, and it will have to consider to which of the two possible -
interpretations of the sense of this question any answer which can
be extracted from Aristotle’s comments corresponds.

Metaphysics B and I': the problem of dialectic and its resolution

I start with a review of the evidence which the Metaphysics can
contribute on this question; for a consistent picture can be extracted
from all the remarks on dialectic in this work, and the Metaphysics,
of all Aristotle’s works, is that in which he discusses most compre-
hensively the relations between the different forms of intellectual -
activity.®

At Met. B1, gg5b18—27, he presents one of the problems (aporiai)
which must be examined before one can embark on the study of the
principles of beings:

Whether the study is concerned only with substance or also with the
essential attributes of substances; and in addition to these, concerning same
and other and similar and dissimilar and contrariety, and concerning prior
and posterior and all the other things of this sort which the dialecticians
try to examine basing their examination on plausible views alone, whose
job is it to study all these? — and in addition all the essential attributes of
these very things, and not only the nature of each of them but also indeed
whether one thing has one contrary.

We shall comment on this rambling text at length. Ross® regards
the passage as presenting a single aporia: he justifies this view by a
brief appeal to the fact that in the discussions of the difficulty in
Met T'2 the objects of the dialectician’s study — Same, Other etc. —
are treated as per se atfributes of being qua being. However, what-
ever the terms of the solution of the difficulty as it is presented in
I'2, it should nevertheless be noted that the dialecticians are
explicitly associated only with Same, Other etc.; and the suggestion

8 Here and in what follows\} u;g the expression ‘intellectual. activity’ to
cover practxc 1 and. ,Productxve ve skills as well as theoretical knowledge, as
Aristotle uses{dxanoza in Met. B1, 1025b2s; cf. EN Z2, 1139a1. "

9 Metaphysics, vol.'1, pp. 222, 224.

9



DIALECTIC AND THE WORKS OF ARISTOTLE

conveyed by the words ‘and in addition to these’ (l.20) is that the
dialecticians would not at least have described themselves as con-
cerned with the per se attributes of substances. The comment that
the dialecticians conduct their enquiries only on the basis of
plausible views is in full agreement with what Aristotle says else-
where about the nature of dialectic.'®

The, extended presentation of the aporia at Met. B2, 997a25-34,
proceeds entirely within terms of the distinction between substances
and their attributes. There is no mention of the things which were
said in Br to belong to the dialectician’s concern. The dilemma
proceeds on the assumption that the study whose nature is being
debated in Met. B conforms to the model of science which is estab-
lished in the Posterior Analytics, according to which (a) both the
subject and its attributes fall under the same science’ and (b)
demonstrative science (apodeixis) is not capable of establishing the
nature (ti esti) of anything.*® These criteria for being a science are
used in the development of the dilemma as follows: (i) the science
of ousia must study the attributes of ousia (by a), (ii) there can be no
science of ousia (by b) and therefore either no science of its attributes
or one which studies the attributes but not their subject (which
conflicts with @).* Qusia is the word which I have translated
‘substance’ in the passage of Met. B1 quoted above; but here I
leave the word transliterated since in what follows I shall discuss
the dangers of oversimplification which this translation brings.

Ross’s comment™ on this passage seriously underestimates the

10 Top, A1, 100a29-30; SE 2, 165b3—4.

11 An. Post. A7, 75b1; Met. B2, g97a19—20.

12 An. Post. B7, g2b35-8. These lines conclude a lengthy polemic against the
view that definitions can be demonstrated, which has occupied An. Post.
B3—7. The polemic is based on theses of Aristotle’s own devising, such as
that immediate connections are indemonstrable (93b21-8, cf. 72b18—20);
and so Bonitz (Metaphysica, ad. loc.) is wrong to describe Met. gg7ag1 as
expressing a generally held view. Rather, at this point Aristotle is working
with an endoxon of his own.

13 The version in Met. K1, 1059a29-34, uses the same considerations about
the nature of demonstrative science to develop the dilemma in a rather
different form. The argument first establishes that the study of the attri-
butes, being apodeictic, cannot also study the ousiai, and then argues that
(i) if wisdom (sophia) is apodeictic, it must be concerned with the attributes
and not the ousiai, (ii) if it is concerned with what is fundamental, it must
study the ousiai and not their attributes. The difference between the two
accounts is that in K1 the notion of apodeixis is slightly less central to the
dilemma than it is in Ba. Since the solution of this problem depends on
freeing the notion of a science from the rigid criteria which are imposed
by the model of apodeixis, the greater dominance of this model in the B2
version gives it the appearance of being a more finished presentation of
the problem.

14 Metaphysics, vol. 1, p. 231.
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nature of the difficulty. His solution is that ‘Wisdom defines sub-
stances and demonstrates their attributes’. He has perhaps been
misled by gg7a27-30, where the contrast between substances and
their attributes is illustrated by the contrast between certain mathe-
matical subjects — such as Lines and Planes — which are assumed for
the sake of the illustration to be substances, and their attributes.
But, even if we assume that such subjects are substances, the case of
these subjects and their attributes provides no more than an illus-
tration of the problematic case with which Aristotle is concerned,
viz. the case in which the subject of the supposed science is Sub-
stance itself (not things which are substances). In the case of lines,
what cannot be demonstrated is their substantiality; but this does
not prevent them from being a subject of demonstration in respect of
other things that are true of them (their attributes). But with Sub-
stance itself we seem to be dealing with a subject which is essentially
incapable of acting as a subject of demonstration. Aristotle’s theory
of demonstration incorporates an opposition between the notions of
substance and attribute which is exploited in the dilemma of Met.
Ba. If we suppose that, while the nature of Substance is indemon-
strable, nevertheless its attributes can be demonstrated, we are
ignoring this opposition or effectively supposing that among its
attributes are some which contradict the nature of their subject.-
This would be like supposing that among the attributes of lines
there are some which cannot be linear in character and that these -
are demonstrably true of their subject.

The solution to the problem of Met. Bi-2 is given in I'2. The
chapter opens with an analysis of the word ‘being’. This shows
it to be neither straightforwardly univocal nor straightforwardly
equivocal: rather, it must be analysed into a primary sense and into
secondary senses which can be explained only by reference to the
primary sense. In the primary sense the word is used of substances;
in the secondary senses it is used of things which are logically
parasitic on substances, for example by being qualifications or
productive of them. The primary sense of ‘being’ is univocal, and
it functions as a central core of meaning in all the various applica-
tions which occur according to the secondary senses.® Consequently
the multiplicity of the word’s senses does not prevent there being a
unitary study of all beings.*® This study covers not only being but
also Unity, which may differ in intension but is identical in exten-
sion to being,'” and also certain ‘species of unity’, such as Same and
Similar, which can be reduced to unity in some way not here
specified,’® and also the contraries of these species, such as Different,

18 1003b5~10.
17 y003b22—-33.

16 1003b11-16.
18 1003b33-7.
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Dissimilar, Unequal, since contraries fall under the same study.'®
At 1004a31-5 we have an explicit reference to the problem of Bi,
and from this point to 1004b26 the argument seeks to specify the
relation between dialectic and philosophy.?°

Both philosophy and dialectic are concerned with everything that
there is; and this explains why the objects of the dialectician’s con-
cern should also be proper objects of the philosopher’s concern as
attributes of beings in respect of their being. Just as subjects have
various® attributes in respect of their being numbers (oddness,
equality etc.), so also they have various attributes simply in respect
of their being things. These attributes are not restricted to any
determinate type of subject (as oddness is to numbers) but may be
true of anything.?* On the distinction between dialectic and philo-
sophy two points are made. Firstly, they differ in the results that
they can produce. Dialectic can only be tentative where philosophy
is scientific: that is, negatively dialectic can demolish claims to
knowledge?? but positively it is unable itself to produce knowledge.?®
Secondly, others who are concerned with the per se attributes of
beings (which are part of the philosopher’s concern) fail to practise
philosophy insofar as they have no appreciation of the nature of
ousia, which is prior to these attributes.?* These other thinkers are
not here called dialecticians; and it may, in any case, be doubted
whether it is legitimate to use a remark of Aristotle’s about dialec-
ticians as evidence for his views about dialectic. Against this, how-
ever, a comparison with gg5b20~7 makes it certain that the thinkers
who are castigated here are to be identified with those who are
there called ‘the dialecticians’.?® As to whether the practice of these
people is relevant to the question of Aristotle’s own ideas about
dialectic, the remark at Met. K3, 1061b7-10 ~ ‘dialectic and
sophistic are concerned with the attributes of things which are, but
not insofar as they are nor with what is to the extent to which it is’

19 1004a9-31. The other items mentioned in B1 as falling within the dia-
lectician’s concern are also included — ‘opposite’, 1004a20, ‘prior’ and
‘posterior’, 1005a16.

20 By ‘philosophy’ here and in the remainder of this chapter I mean the
activity which Aristotle calls ‘philosophia’ i.e. the activity which he is
attempting to describe and practise in the Metaphysics (cf. I'2, 1004ba21;
Ag, 992a33). I also sometimes use the expression ‘scientific ontology’ to
designate this activity, for reasons which I hope the context makes clear.

21 The relation of these attributes to their subjects is characterised in differ-
ent ways in different places. They are called pathé (1004b5), eidé
(1003b34), huparchonta (1005a14), sumbebékota (1061bg). These varia-
tions appear to be irrelevant to the present doctrine.

22 cf. SE 11, 172a17-27.

23 1004b22-6.

24 1004b8-10; on this text see pp. 15-16 below.

25 Compare 1004b3—4 with gg5b26-7.
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— strongly suggests that he would not draw any distinction between
talk about dialecticians and talk about dialectic. This suggestion is
strengthened when we see that immediately before, and in support
of, his characterisation of dialectic as equal in scope but unequal in
cognitive effect to philosophy Aristotle speaks of dialecticians
(1004b17,19). Generally, Aristotle is inclined to minimise the
difference between his own conception of the nature of a particular
form of intellectual activity and the conceptions of that form of
activity as revealed in his predecessors’ work.?

So when Aristotle speaks of an inadequacy on the part of those
who have previously considered the attributes of beings qua beings,
we may expect his comments on this inadequacy to reveal some-
thing positive about his conception of the proper nature of dialectic.
In I'2 Aristotle is concerned to show that (a) the activity of the
dialectician does not amount to philosophy, despite the dialecticians’
belief to the contrary, but (b) what the dialectician is concerned
with does form part of the philosopher’s concern. Both (a) and (b)
are necessary elements in Aristotle’s defence of his conception of the
universal study of Being against the main alternative contender for
this title, Plato’s conception of dialectic as the super-science. () is in
effect the statement of Aristotle’s opposition to the alternative
position, but (b) is necessary to preclude the charge that Aristotle
has ignored what is valuable in his opponents’ account and simply
set up an alternative of his own which may have as much, but not
necessarily any more, than the opposing account to recommend it.
In fact, Aristotle’s procedure here is an example of the method
which he uses in a wide variety of contexts — that of showing how
previous accounts of some matter have some value but also contain
some error, so that they cannot be accepted in toto: by this means
he prevents the continuance of these accounts as rivals to his own
by incorporating into his own account what is of value in them. In
the case of dialectic Aristotle argues that previous thinkers had a
correct idea as to which characters are as wide in extension as
being and should, therefore, fall within the study of everything that
there is. But he maintains that they had an inadequate notion of
being; and thus he is unable to allow that their activity should be
called philosophy, which, as the study of everything that there is,
depends fundamentally on a proper idea of what it is for anything
to be. With his demonstration that the analysis of the concepts -~
26 Thus in Phys. A (184b17, 186az20, 187a12) the Eleatics are denied the

title of ‘natural philosophers (phusikof)’ because they argued against the

possibility of motion, although it seems clear that they would have re-
garded themselves as engaged in the same kind of study as those whom

Aristotle is prepared to call ‘natural philosophers’. Aristotle counts as his

predecessors in a study those for whom the questions to be investigated,
even if not the answers, were the same as his own.
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same etc, — with which the dialecticians were concerned follows the
same pattern as the analysis of being (an analysis which Aristotle
originated), he is further able to show that a proper understanding
of these concepts was not available to those who supposed that the
activities of dialectic and philosophy were identical.

This argument, then, states that dialectic is a  non-scientific
activity which should not be confused with philosophy, although
some have been misled by the identity of scope between the two
activitles into making this confusion. The reason for their being so
misled was their failure to appreciate the nature and fundamental
character of ousia. From this we may infer that there is a proper
conception of dialectic, and a proper way to practise it, which does
not confuse it with philosophy, and that when dialectic is practised
properly no explicit account of the nature of being is necessary and
no particular view on this question should be taken. To the first of
these inferences it may be objected that the argument in I'2 no more
shows that there is a proper way of practising dialectic than argu-
ments at some future time for a science of e.g. predictive astronomy
would show that there is a proper way of practising astrology (i.e.
the art as it was conceived in ancient and mediaeval times): either
there is no proper way to practise astrology or the only proper way

is the method of predictive astronomy. Equally an account of the |

proper way to practise scientific ontology, so far from implying that
there is a proper way to practise dialectic, suggests rather that either
there is no proper way of practising dialectic or that the proper way
is that of scientific ontology. However, to attempt to reduce dialectic
to ontology is to make the same mistake as those whom Aristotle is
here attacking, who regarded the proper way of doing philosophy
as identical with the proper way of doing dialectic; and to argue
from the distinction between philosophy and dialectic that there is
no proper way of doing dialectic is to ignore the third way of univer-
sal activity mentioned here, sophistic, which is the sham member of
the trio and the counterpart of astrology. No emphasis is placed on
the distinction between dialectic and sophistic in Met. T'2, but his
characterisation of these two forms of activity recalls contexts where
they are emphatically distinguished.?” To the second of the infer-
ences above it may be objected that Aristotle’s words show rather
that it is important for the correct practice of dialectic that the
nature and primacy of ousia should be recognised, and not, as stated
above, that the dialectician should take no particular view on the
nature of ousia. But I should argue that this interpretation is akin
to that which reduces the proper practice of dialectic to the proper
practice of scientific ontology. The activity which recognises that

27e.g. SE 11, 171b6~9, where sophistic i3 emphatically asserted to be sham
dialectic. .
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the universal characters — same etc. — are attributes of Being qua
being and treats them in accordance with the analysis of Being
which reveals the primacy of substance, is none other than philo-
sophy; and so dialectic must be distinguished from philosophy
precisely in failing to embody this recognition. The distinction can
hardly reside simply in the tentative, as opposed to scientific,
character of dialectic, since there is no reason to suppose that, were
the dialectician in possession of the analysis of Being which guaran-
tees the scientific character of philosophy,? his activity would be
any less scientific than the philosopher’s. Rather, it is the failure Qf
his activity to reflect the presence of such an analysis which gives it
its non-scientific character.?® 7

On the other hand, if dialectic should not reflect the correct
ontological insights which characterise philosophy, still less should
it be burdened with some incorrect ontology, for example with the
Platonic ontology which, as I noted above,* is directly responsible
for what Aristotle believed to be Plato’s mistaken view of the nature
of dialectic. There is surely an allusion to this point in the remark
that the dialecticians ‘understand nothing about ousia’.** I remarked
earlier that care is needed in the translation of this word. The:
convention of translating it by ‘substance’ has good reason and
raises no problem in many passages of Aristotle. But it must be
borne in mind that the Aristotelian doctrine which is reflected in
his use of the word, itself represents a refinement of a more familiar
and primitive notion which is best seen in the translations ‘reality’
or ‘real being’. Other philosophers are credited with speaking about
‘reality’ but not about ‘substance’. Accordingly there are a number
of passages where it is more revealing to translate the word by
‘reality’ rather than by ‘substance’, although the latter translation
is not completely inappropriate.®? Such is the case with the present
remark. When Aristotle says of other philosophers that they have no
understanding of ousia, he is certainly saying that they have no
awareness of his own notion of substance. But to leave it at that
would be to obscure the connection between Aristotle’s own ideas
and those of other philosophers. He is also making the point that the
others lacked a proper notion of reality, something with which both
they and Aristotle are concerned. It is, of course, true that the
Academy, for example, had its own ideas about the nature of reality;

28 1003b12-16.

28 Met. K3, 1061bg—11, argues that dialectic and sophistic are not con-
cerned with things insofar as they are: only philosophy embodies this
concern.

30 pp, 7-8.

21 y004b10.

32 W, E. Charlton’s comments on this point are useful (dristotle’s Physics

Books I and 11, pp. 56—7).
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but the Academy lacked the Aristotelian notion of substance.
Accordingly Aristotle can say that they had no understanding of
reality, because they had no understanding of substance, which his
own analysis had shown to be fundamental to the notion of reality.
Consequently, although Aristotle’s explicit point in 1004b8-10 is
that previous thinkers were mistaken (because they had no notion
of reality — i.e. of substance), in supposing their dialectical activity
to be philosophical, his remarks hint at the further point that their
notiong of reality prevented their activities from being properly
dialectical.

It will be seen that in Met. I'2 there is no attempt to unravel the
problem of B2 in accordance with the terms in which it is there
developed: the notion of demonstrative science, which in B2 pro-
vides the grounds for the conflict of answers, recexves no mention in

investigate the pnnmples of reasoning,*® and goes on to call the
demand that if anything is to be established it must be demonstrated
a mark of lack of education.’* However, this short answer can be
supplemented when we remember the complexity of the meaning of
ousia to which I have referred — ‘reality’ and ‘substance’. The
Analytics is concerned with the notion of reality and argues that it
is impossible to demonstrate a thing’s definition — what it really is.
Met. I'2 employs the refined notion of reality, according to which
it characterises one type of being — substance ~ and argues that it is
by reference to substance that the being of all other types of thing
is to be explained. Further, the notion of substance provides the
explanation not only of the various modes of being which are
enjoyed by the different types of thing, but also of the nature of the
attributes of the things which are, insofar as they are (i.e. same,
other etc.). So that which cannot be treated by demonstrative science
according to the theory of science in the Posterior Analytics — ousia
— is argued in Met. I'2 to be that element in the notion of Being qua
being which makes it possible for there to be a science of Being and
its attributes at all. While there is no attempt in Met. I to counter
the arguments by which in the Analytics the incompatibility of ousia
and demonstrative science is urged, the emphasis on the central role
of ousia in the science of ontology does look like a direct challenge
to the argument with which the Analytics provides the opponent of
ontology in Met, B2. This impression is reinforced when we note
the pointed way in which the special attributes of Number qua
number, which are readily admitted together with their subject to
33 1005b5-8. 3% fooba5—18.
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be the subject-matter of a science in the Analytics, are introduced
as an illustration of the idea that it is also possible for that which is,
inspfar as it is, to have special attributes.®®

So on the basis of these passages in the Metaphysics we may say
that dialectic is concerned with everything that there is, but not
concerned with w is for anything to be. It is this ontological
neutrahty of dialectic which makes it a non-scientific activity. For

what is essential for scientific activity is an appreciation of some -

central concept which links all the particular items that fall within
and make up the science. In the case of the study of the things that
there are, the central concept is ousia; and it is this which dialectic
lacks.

Metaphysics A and M: Aristotle on Socratic and Platonic dialectic

We get further confirmation that this was Aristotle’s view of dialectic
from two passages in which the notion of dialectic is employed to
explain the origins of Plato’s ontology.

In Met. A6, 987b29g—33, he says that Plato differed from the
Pythagoreans in setting numbers apart from the objects which they
characterise ; he explains that both this feature of Platonism and the
introduction of Forms took place ‘because of enquiry by arguments
(for his predecessors took no part in dialectic)’. This is one of a
number of passages in the Metaphysics where the development of
Plato’s ontology is associated with his interest in arguments;*® and
as Ross observes,®” Aristotle was very probably influenced to make
this judgement by Phaedo 100a. The method which Plato describes
in this passage is that of enquiring into the truth of things by
arguments’;*® and although it is not here called dialectic, this
identification may surely be made.*® The method involves the use of
hypotheses, and after the description of its general character we are
given an application of it to the problem of proving the soul’s
indestructibility. The hypothesis chosen as most likely to lead to this
conclusion is that the Forms exist; and there commentators have
generally been content to leave the matter, simply regarding the
introduction of the Forms as an illustration, not an integral feature,
of the hypothetical method.*® However, examination of the text
does in fact suggest a closer connection between the Forms and the
hypothetical method. It must be remembered that the larger context

35 "2, 1004b10-17.

30 yo50b35, 1069226-8, 1084b23--5.

37 Metaphysics, vol. 1, pp. 172-3.

38 Phaedo gges.

39 Thus R. Robinson, Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, p. 70.

40 R, Robinson, p. 134: ‘The hypothesis chosen is the theory of Ideas’.
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for this passage is the need to investigate ‘the ground of generation
and destruction’** and this is reflected in the use of the word ‘ground
(aitia)’ at 100b8 and 100c6-7 to express the relationship between
hypothesis and whatever may be derived from it. Yet these passages,
especially 100¢6-7 - ‘do you accept a ground of this type?’ — suggest
that Plato tended to regard mention of the Forms as essential to the
sort of explanation which can be provided by the dialectical method.
In the absence of any explicit statement about the relationship
between the Forms and the method, there is no justification for
speaking of more than a tendency to connect the two. But at least
this much does seem justified, when we note that the Forms are
produced as one sort of ground for an assertion and as such are to
be set beside the other two sorts of ground (the mechanical sort
used by Socrates’ predecessors, and the Good) which have been
considered previously in the discussion.*> That this is how Aristotle
regarded the matter, which is my principal concern, is suggested by
the distinction, in his own theory of grounds (aitiaz), of the sort of
explanation which mentions the form of the subject from the sorts
of explanation which mention the purpose (cf. the Good in the
Phaedo) or the material constituents or the efficient cause of the
subject (cf. the modes of explanation which are rejected in the
Phaedo). G. E. L. Owen has noted the highly Platonic language
which Aristotle sometimes uses to characterise the formal cause in
expositions of the doctrine of the four causes;*® and this lends
further force to the suggestion that Aristotle’s theory arose out of
reflection on Plato’s work in the same field. If this is so, of all the
passages in which Plato discusses the nature of explanation Phaedo
96-100 is the one which most comprehensively foreshadows
Aristotle’s own theory.

We may say, then, that it is probable that Aristotle read Phaedo
100 as arguing that in addition to other sorts of explanation that
can be given there is one sort that involves an appeal to the Forms.
This is the sort of explanation that occurs when one considers some
matter by means of arguments (logoi); that is to say, it is the sort of
explanation that occurs when dialectic is employed. So, when
Aristotle says in Met. A6 that certain peculiar features of Plato’s
ontology are to be explained by his employment of (and his pre-
decessors’ failure to employ) dialectic, his comment should be
read against this background. What he says here accords with the
comments on dialectic in Met. I'2 which argued that although
there is indeed a connection between dialectic and ontology, failure

*1 g5eq. 42 96-99.

48 ‘Dialectic and Eristic in the Treatment of the Forms’, p. 124; Phys. Bs,
194b26-8, Met. A2, 1013226-8, describe the formal cause as ‘the form
and exemplar’.
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also to recognise the distinction between the two exercises will result
in poor dialectic and incorrect ontology. For a clearer indication of
how this is so we must turn to the more extended comments of
Met. My.

It will be useful to give in full the text of this complex passage:

1078b17 Socrates concerned himself with moral virtues and was the first
to attempt to give universal definitions of these (for of the
natural philosophers
20 Democritus only slightly touched on the matter, giving a sort of
definition of hot and cold, and before him the Pythagoreans at-
tached to numbers the definitions of a few things, for example of
opportunity, justice and marriage. But he had good reason to
look for the definition; for he sought to reason, and definition is
the foundation of pieces of reasoning; for
25 dialectic was not yet at that time sufficiently strong to be capable
of also examining contraries apart from the definition, and
whether the study of contraries is the same; for there are two
things which one would be right to ascribe to Socrates, inductive
arguments and universal definitions; for these are both con-
cerned with the
30 foundation of science). But Socrates did not make the universals
or the definitions separate: it was they who separated them.
(Met. M4, 1078b17-31)

Commentators on this passage have tended to concentrate on the
information which it provides about Socrates and the relationship
between his ideas and those of Plato, at the expense of what it has
to tell us about Aristotle’s ideas on dialectic, reasoning and defini-
tion. An exception is P. Wilpert who argues that consideration of
what is said in this passage should lead us to revise our ideas on
Aristotle’s valuation of dialectic. This study is a move in the right
direction, but more remains to be done on the elucidation of what
the passage has to tell us on this point.**

The main statement of the passage is clear; although Socrates
was the first to seek universal definitions of moral virtues, he did not
assign separate existence to the universals which he sought to define.
But the train of argument within the long bracket is by no means
clear; and of this the most difficult section, because it least obviously
contributes to the argument, is the remark about dialectic in lines
25-7.

Lines 19—25 expand the claim of line 19 about Socrates’ origin-
ality. He is contrasted with some of his predecessors in that while

44 Wilpert, ‘Aristoteles und die Dialektik’, is mainly concerned with Aris-
totle’s valuation of dialectic and with the relation between Aristotle’s own
contribution to the art and that of his predecessors. He has little to say on
the argument of Met. M4 as such.
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they in a limited sense (Democritus) or to a limited extent (the
Pythagoreans) engaged in definition, he practised definition as a
systematic response to his desire to reason. To justify this analysis
of Socrates’ motivation Aristotle appeals to the fact that definition
is fundamental to reasoning (sullogismos). Although the gram-
matical form of this statement about definition presents it as an
observation about Aristotle’s own doctrine** rather than as an

- explicit statement of Socratic theory, nevertheless the evidence of

Plato’s dialogues indicates that we should probably regard it as a
comment on Socrates’ reasons, and not just his motives, for being
concerned with definition.*®

The sentences which follow continue with the justification for the
original assertion that Socrates’ concern with definitions was reason-
able. In lines 25—7 we are told that in Socrates’ time dialectical skill
was not developed to the point that it was possible to study con-
traries independently of definitions. Although the connecting
particle in line 25 indicates that this comment is intended as an
explanation of the previous comments on the relationship between
reasoning and definition, it is not clear with what justification
Aristotle introduces dialectic at this point. Dialectic and reasoning
are not equivalent notions for Aristotle, since not all reasoning is
dialectical*” and dialectic does not consist entirely of reasoning.*®
Further, even if it turns out that the character of Socratic argument
is sufficiently similar to Aristotle’s notion of dialectic to justify his
using it in this analysis, there is still the difficulty that Aristotle’s
statement about dialectic appears to introduce a distinction — that
between the study of contraries and the study of definitions — which
is expressly said to be unavailable to the Socratic conception of
dialectic. So the transition in Aristotle’s argument from considera-
tions of reasoning to considerations of dialectic raises two problems:
(1) what sort of relation between dialectic and reasoning is being
presupposed, and (2) is Aristotle fair to the historical facts in his
comments here on the nature of dialectic?

The remarks in lines 27—9 have bearing on both these problems.
These lines credit Socrates with the practice of inductive arguments
and universal definition; and concern with the light which they

45 The words are not in oratio obliqua, and the statement does, of course,
represent Aristotle’s own view; cf. Met. Zg, 1034a30-2.

46 Meno 86d exhibits Socrates’ reluctance to consider the attributes of a
subject before establishing its definition.

47 Top. A1, 100a25-100b26, the dialectical syllogism is contrasted with other
forms of syllogism, viz. the apodeictic and the eristic; SE 2 contrasts
dialectical arguments with didactic, peirastic and eristic arguments, all of
which are syllogistic.

48 Top. Are distinguishes two forms of dialectical argument, one of which is
reasoning (sullogismos) and the other is induction (epagoge).
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throw on the historical Socrates has diverted attention away from
the question of their connection with the preceding argument.
Universal definition has already been mentioned and indeed it is
this feature of Socrates’ practice which occasions the whole of this
section of the argument; but the mention of induction is new.
Nevertheless, it is natural that Aristotle should speak of induction
after mentioning dialectic, since, as was noted above, dialectical
argument takes the two forms of reasoning (sullogismos) and
induction. This division of arguments is, moreover, peculiar to
dialectic. In the theory of scientific demonstration induction is
opposed to apodeictic syllogism, and the latter alone has a place
within scientific activity, although the importance of induction as a
preliminary to scientific activity is, of course, recognised.*® Since
Aristotle has already argued that definition was fundamental to
Socrates’ conception of reasoning, the latter’s concern with induc-
tion and definition accords with the pattern of dialectical argument
which Aristotle presents in Top. A12. So we can say in answer to
the first problem - what sort of relation between dialectic and
reasoning is being presupposed? — that Aristotle regards Socrates’
reasoning as dialectical reasoning and supports this by appealing to ’
the fact that Socrates used the two types of argument, induction and
syllogism, which are characteristic of dialectic alone.

However, this brings us to the second problem - is Aristotle
justified in explaining Socrates’ practice in reasoning by appeal to
features of dialectic which expressly did not characterise Socratic
argument, even if that manner of argument be allowed, because of
certain similarities between it and Aristotelian dialectic, the title of
dialectic? The evidence other than this passage for believing that
Aristotle considered Socrates a dialectician consists of a single
passage in the SE® which appeals to Socrates’ practice in question
and answer debate to support Aristotle’s choice of the matter which
he treats in the Topics and SE. But though this evidence is slight,
it is extremely important since the method of question and answer
is a fundamental feature of Aristotelian dialectic.? It is the fact
49 An. Post. A18, 81a39-b1 — ‘we learn either by induction or by demon-

stration’. 4n. Pr. B2g opens with the contrast between syllogism and

induction (68b1g-14), but then speaks of ‘the syllogism from induction’

(68b1s) and attempts to show that inductive arguments can be put in

syllogistic form. But as Aristotle recognises (68b27—g), this can only be

done where we have reviewed all the particulars and the induction is
perfect. Perfect induction, however, is not what Aristotle ordinarily means
by ‘induction’, nor is it the sort of induction which we see Socrates
practising. Ross (dAnalytics, pp. 486-7) is correct in calling this chapter
‘a tour de force’.
50 SE 34, 183b7-8.
51 Top. 8 1, 155b1-16. This is Aristotle’s justification for saying that peirastic
is a part of dialectic, SE 11, 171b3-6.
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that dialectic proceeds by asking questions rather than making

statements which distinguishes it from scientific demonstration.”?

Consequently Aristotle is justified in using the word ‘dialectic’ to

describe an activity of Socrates which shares a feature which is

fundamental to the activity of his own which the word designates.

It may be thought that this latter point is sufficient jystification
for the introduction of dialectic to the argument of Met. M4 and
that it is unnecessary for the explanation of the argument to appeal
to the exclusively dialectical character of induction. But this over-
looks the fact that Aristotle is trying to show how Socrates’ concern
with definitions was a natural result of his interest in argument; and
to do this he must refer not to the manner (i.e. question and answer)
in which Socrates conducted his arguments but rather to the forms
of argument which he practised. Aristotle nowhere suggests that it
would not be possible to put the premisses of the syllogisms of
scientific demonstration in question form,*® merely that to do so
would be to fail to recognise the essentially didactic nature of
scientific demonstration. On the other hand, he does insist, except in
An. Pr. Bag which, as I have noted,* tends to belie its own argu-
ment, that there is no room for induction in demonstration, So
independent considerations require us to follow Aristotle’s explicit
reasoning in Met. My in regarding the appeal to Socrates’ concern
with induction as responsible for the characterisation of his method
of argument as dialectical.

The final part of Aristotle’s argument for the reasonableness of
Socrates’ concern with definition comes in lines 2g-30 with the
statement that both induction and universal definition are funda-
mental to the securing of knowledge. Here Aristotle is alluding to
the doctrine, which is prominent throughout his works, that science
must start from certain elementary propositions which are its
foundations.®® The doctrine receives its main exposition in the
Posterior Analytics. Briefly, it says that there are certain starting-
points in any scientific enterprise which are essential preliminaries
to demonstration but are themselves indemonstrable, and that these
52 SE 10, 171b1—-2,

53 On this, cf. E. Kapp, Greek Foundations of Traditional Logic, especially
chapter one. Kapp’s argument is that the language which Aristotle uses to
expound his theory of syllogistic in the Prior Analytics shows clear traces
of an earlier logical theory, out of which the syllogistic grew, according
to which securing a proof essentially involved obtaining agreement to
premisses put in question form. While the general thesis may not be
acceptable, Kapp’s evidence supports the present point, that there would
be no loss in logical character if the premisses of scientific demonstration
were put in question form.

54 p, 21 n. 49 above.

55 ¢f, Bonitz Index 111b58-112a40 for a collection of passages where ‘arché’
bears this sense.
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starting-points are the common axioms®® and the existence of the
subject (e.g. number) of the science and the meanings of the words
which designate its attributes.” With the philosophical credentials
of this doctrine I am not here concerned. Aristotle devotes little
space to any critical examination of it;* and the difficulties which
it causes Aristotle in Met. I have been noted by J. R. Bambrough.*
The point which I do wish to make here is that what is said in lines
29-30 recalls the argument of Top. A2, 101236-101bg4, that one of
the uses to which dialectic may be put is the examination of the
foundations of each of the particular sciences. Such an examination
cannot be conducted within the discipline of any of the sciences
since this would be to ignore the fundamental character of the
foundations; otherwise there would be no need for foundations.
But dialectic is specially, if not uniquely,® suited to perform the
examination; for its scope is not restricted to some particular area
of study, and it is not, therefore, precluded from studying the
foundations of the sciences either by their being its foundations or
by being the study of some particular area other than that covered
by any given particular science and its foundations. Induction, as I
have already said, has no place within the particular demonstrative
science, and for this reason it cannot be ranked among the founda-
tions (archai) of the science. On the other hand, as G. E. L. Owen
has argued,® the procedure of basing the investigation of a problem
on a review of current views (endoxa), to which Aristotle alludes in
Top. A2 and which he uses so frequently at the beginning of his
investigations of particular problems, may reasonably be called
inductive. The assumption embodied in reviews of this type is that
each of the views represents part of the correct answer to the prob-
lem but not the whole of it; and so the passage from examination of
these views to acquisition of the true answer may be likened to the
passage from the particular to the universal. When we note that
Aristotle in lines 2g-g0 describes induction and universal definition
as ‘concerned with the foundation of science’ rather than ‘founda-
tions of science’, i.e. as external, though not irrelevant, to the
sciences, the probability that he is alluding to the sort of considera-
tion which is advanced in Top. Az, ie. to features of dialectical

56 An, Post. 76a38, 77a26—31.

57 76bg—22.

58 His reasons for maintaining it can be seen from the arguments in An. Post.
A3 and Arg-22 which use the idea of fixed starting-points of demonstra-
tion to show that scientific knowledge is not circular and is finite.

59 “Unanswerable Questions’, Aristotelian Society Supplementary Volume
XL, 1966, p. 165.

80 Top. 101ba — such an examination is ‘peculiar to or most appropriate to
dialectic’.

61 “Tithenai ta phainomena’ in Aristote Et Les Problémes De Méthode, p. 87.
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argument, is strengthened. Once again, then, we find confirmation
in general consideration of Aristotle’s theory of science for the
suggestion conveyed by the form of the argument, that the intro-
duction of the notion of dialectic is essential for Aristotle’s justifica-
tion of Socrates’ procedure.

7 It will be useful to summarise the results of this discussion by
presenting the argument of 1078b2g-30 in tabular form. The
premisses in square brackets arc not explicit in the text.
1078b2g—30 (1) Induction and universal definition are fundamental

to science.
b27-9 (2) Socrates practised both of these.
[(3) Dialectic explores the fundamentals of science.]
[(4) Dialectical argument takes the two forns of in-
duction and reasoning.]
b24-5 (5) Definition is fundamental to reasoning.
b24 (6) Socrates sought to reason.
b24-7 (7) Dialectic in Socrates’ time was unable to proceed
without concerning itself with definitions.
b23 .. (8) Socrates, with good reason, sought definitions. There is
a temptation to insert between (2) and (3) a further premiss —
‘Socrates practised dialectic’. But I have argued®® that any reasons
other than those contained in the premisses above for this insertion
are external to the structure of the argument. The argument can
stand without them; and they would simply reinforce the con-
clusion, which can in fact be derived from the stated premisses, that
the similarities between Socratic argument and Aristotelian dialectic
justify Aristotle’s application of theses which hold good of his
dialectic to an account of the genesis of Socratic argument.
Formulation of the argument shows how important are the three
premisses which mention dialectic. Only (7) is explicit in the text,
but I have argued that both (3)®® and (4)** represent basic Aris-
totelian doctrine on the nature of dialectic. The importation of these
two premisses into the body of the argument is essential ; for without
them premisses (1) and (2) would be otiose, and premiss (%) would
lack justification for its place in the argument. But if we remove
premisses (1), (2) and (7) from the argument and retain only
premisses (5) and (6), we are left with an argument which provides

Socrates not merely with good reason but with unassailably good
reason for being concerned with definition. This would be a travesty
of Aristotle’s argument, as is clear not only from the fact that
premiss (7) is in the text and clearly introduces some limitation on
the absolute validity of Socrates’ procedure, but also from the fact
that by talking of the ‘good reason’ for a move in a person’s argu-
ment here, as in many other passages, Aristotle intends to convey
62 pp. 21-2 above. 83 pp. 22—4 above.
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that there is a certain lack of support in Socrates’ premisses for the
conclusion which he draws from them.®®

As Aristotle represents it, it is possible to go a long way in the
justification of Socrates, but not all the way. We have to stop short
when we realise the inadequacy of the Socratic notion of dialectic,
an inadequacy which is revealed in his assumption that dialectical
reasoning necessarily concerns itself with definitions. Thus it is the
notion of dialectic which shows both the justification and the lack
of it for Socrates’ interests. If Socrates had not practised dialectic,
he would not have practised the two forms of argument, induction
and reasoning, which are essential to the acquisition of scientific

_knowledge; but if he had practised dialectic properly, he would not

have attempted to make definition the basis of his reasoning. As I
have said, if we wish to understand the opposition between Plato
and Aristotle in the theory of the organisation of scientific investiga-
tion, the contrast between their notions of dialectic is likely to prove
particularly helpful, because it is in their different assessments of
the nature and value of the question and answer debate — in the
difference of the postures which they assume on this common
ground — that we find the clearest indication of the more general
contrast. This is a statement of philosophical method, but it is one
which Aristotle would endorse; time and again Aristotle prefers to
use, albeit with the refinement which only his own analysis can
provide, a current philosophical term or expression rather than a
technical term of his own coinage, since by this means he can show
how his own analyses and ideas grew out of the general body of
ideas already in currency.®® In Met. My Aristotle uses the notion of
dialectic in this pivotal way to show how first the Socratic interest
in definition and then, as a consequence of it, the Platonic hypo-
statisation of the objects of definition arose from an imperfect
appreciation of the nature of dialectic.

Ross comments as follows on Aristotle’s remark that in Socrates’
time dialectic was not sufficiently developed to study contraries (ta
enantia) apart from the definition (fi esti) — ‘Aristotle means that
the procedure of which we have an instance in the Parmenides . . .

65 See J. M. Le Blond, Eulogos et L’'Argument de Convenance chez Aristote.
The uses of eulogos which he distinguishes as ‘emploi & défaut d’une
certitude’, ‘emploi dialectique’ and ‘emploi pratique’ all share the feature
of indicating that the reasons for saying something are not absolutely
conclusive.

66 Aristotle generally follows the sound advice which he gives at Top. Ba,
110a16—19, ‘one should follow the masses in the nomenclature which one
uses for things, but one should not follow them over what sorts of things
are and what are not of the kind in question’. For an application of this
advice to the analysis of Justice, see J. R. Bambrough, New Essays on
Plato and Aristotle, pp. 166-7.
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where the consequence of contrary hypotheses, “if one is”, *“if many
are”, are studied without any definition of one or many having
been agreed upon, was not yet a well-recognised mode of discussion
in Socrates’ time as it afterwards became’.®” There are a number of
objections to this interpretation. Firstly the procedure followed in
the Parmenides is markedly similar to the method of argument
which Zeno apparently practised, that of drawing contrary con-
clusions from a single hypothesis the meaning of which he confessedly

did not understand.®® Zeno’s practice, on this interpretation of it,

fits Aristotle’s comment at 1078b25-6 as well as does the procedure

of the Parmenides, if we construe the comment in the way in which

Ross does. Since Zeno’s practice was available in Socrates’ time,

Ross’s interpretation requires Aristotle’s comment to be false.

Secondly, although this interpretation may seem to derive support

from Parmenides’ comment at Parmenides 135c8-195d1 that

Socrates should undergo training before he attempts ‘to mark off

(horizesthai) a Beautiful and Just and Good and each one of the

Forms’, a comment which seems to be an injunction against always

putting definition first, nevertheless there is some reason to believe

that ‘horizesthai’ here does not simply mean ‘define’ in the sense of
marking essential rather than non-essential attributes, which is the
contrast which Aristotle intends in Met. My4. This comment looks
like an echo of such passages as Phaedo 65d and Republic 475e—
476a, where Plato is concerned to emphasise the distinctness of each

Form from the others rather than to define them. In view of this,

I should prefer to translate ‘horizesthai’ here by ‘distinguish’ rather

than ‘define’.®® It seerns, then, that it is wrong to see an allusion to

the procedure of the Parmenides in Aristotle’s comment at
1078b25-6. It is very probable that the dialectical excrcise in the

Parmenides had a considerable influence on Aristotle when he came

to devise his own theory of dialectic, as G. Ryle has recently

argued.” For in the Parmenides we find reasoning which purposely
lacks any established ontological basis’™ and uses those common
concepts which Aristotle calls the attributes of Being qua being —

87 Metaphysics, vol. 11, p. 422, ad 1078bas.

68 For Zeno's method, cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, 4 History of Greek Philosophy,
vol. 2, p. 82, and the reports of Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empiricus
that in his Sophisies Aristotle called Zeno the inventor of dialectic
(Sophistes fr. 1, Ross, Aristotelis Fragmenta Selecta, p. 15); and for his
attitude to the hypothesis, cf. the report in Simplicius, In Phys. 97.12,
99.13, that according to Eudemus Zeno claimed that he did not under-
stand what a plurality (of units) was because he did not understand what
a unit was.

¢ W. G. Runciman, ‘Plato’s Parmenides’, pp. 113-15, also notes the diffi-
culty in translating ‘horizesthai’ here by ‘define’. See also R. Robinson,
Plato’s Earlier Dialectic, pp. 54—5.

70 Plato’s Progress, pp. 109, 140—-2. 71 136b7--8.
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same, other etc.; and so we find a form of reasqning which conforms
closely to Aristotle’s description of dialectic in Met. 2. Qn the
other hand, no special emphasis is placed in the Parmenides on
these features of the exercise; and it would be fair to say that this
work contains a practical example, but no theoretical justification
of the practice, of what is developed by Aristotle as the theory of
dialectic.

There is a further objection to Ross’s interpretation of 1078b25-6,
the force of which is strengthened if we read the passage un-
influenced by the Parmenides. When Aristotle speaks of.what can
be studied by dialectic independently of definitions — which I have
translated ‘contraries’ (line 26) — it is natural to understand this as
‘contrary things’ or ‘contrary predicates’, not ‘contrary proposi-
tions’. In the great majority of its occurrences the word enantios
designates the former;™ and Aristotle has a different anfl.mo?:
specialised vocabulary to describe the contrariety of propositions.
Where enantios is used of the latter, the language in the context
usually makes it clear that it is this sort of contraric_:ty VthCh is
being considered. An argument in the De Interpretatione is parti-
cularly revealing.”* Here Aristotle maintains that it is a mistake to
regard beliefs or propositions as contrary just because they are about
contrary things: ‘the good is good’ and ‘the bad is bad” are about
contrary things but are not themselves contrary Pro’posm'ons. In
presenting this argument he uses ‘contrary (enantzo..c) by itself to
designate contrary things:™ where contrariety of belief or proposi-
tion is being considered, this is clearly signalled by the language of
the argument.”™ A further indication that in the Meta phy.fl.cs passage
Aristotle is not thinking of contrary propositions is supplied by the
next clause — ‘and whether the study of contraries is the same’ -
where he is clearly thinking of contrary things. Since only one of
two contrary propositions can be true, only one can be an object of
study and knowledge.”

72 of, Bonitz, Index, 246b21-247b38. Only 247a21-31 give examples of
contrary propositions, 10 lines out of 141. .

73 Kataphasis, apophasis, antiphasis: this type of opposition is distinguished
from that of enantiotés in Cat. 10, Top. B8.

74 De Int. 14, 23227—23b7.

76 23by, 6. ]

76 The remarks about ‘the belief of the contrary’ in 23234 a{xd 36 might
seem to provide an exception to this. But the argument requires th?.t the
contrary’ here designates not the proposition — ‘every man is unjust’ — but
the predicate ‘unjust’. Were this not so, Aristotle would be begging th.e
question under consideration, which is preci.sely whether such a proposi-
tion or belief is the contrary of ‘every man is just’. . o

17 of, also the comparison with sensation in respect of t}'xelr both l_xsmg of
contraries’ at Top. A1o, 104a15, 81, 156b11. Sensation has things, not
propositions, as its objects.
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It would be wrong to overstress this point. There are some passages
where Aristotle shows little concern to distinguish contrary things
from contrary propositions. Thus in Rhet. A1, 1355a19-38, in the
course of a comparison between rhetoric and dialectic, it is said that
both are concerned to reason towards contrary conclusions (ta
enantic) and that, despite this, in both types of exercise there is a
natural bias towards.what is true and right. Here we have an
assimjlation between the two forms of contrariety; and at later
stages of the present argument I shall note further areas where the
distinction is blurred.” But the point which I want to insist on here
is that it is unnatural to construe, with Ross, the mention of
‘contraries’ in 1078b26 as specifically referring to contrary proposi-
tions.

It is clear that if Aristotle should be understood as speaking about
contrary things at this point, the distinction which he draws here
between the study of the definition (¢1 esti) and of contraries is closely
related to that which we have already found him drawing in his
comments on dialectic in Met. B and I'. Although contrariety is
only one of the concepts with which the dialectician is said in
Met. B1 to be concerned, at Met. I'2, 1004a1—2, and K3, 1061a-
10-15, and 1061bg4—6, we find the attributes of being qua being
described generally as ‘contraries’ or ‘contrarieties of what is’. So
we should be justified in seeing in the ‘contraries’ at Met. My,
1078b26, a reference to all the concepts which are said in Met. B-T"
to be objects of the dialectician’s concern. We saw that in Met. B
and I' Aristotle resolves a dilemma about the relationship between
dialectic and ontology by distinguishing two ways in which the
common attributes of beings can be treated — either as attributes of
beings, which is the way in which ontology treats them, or simply
as general attributes without regard to that of which they are essen-
tially attributes, which is the way in which dialectic treats them.
This solution confronts the dilemma, as it was developed in Ba,
rather obliquely; for the dilemma is developed in terms of the
contrast between definition (¢ esti) and attributes, whereas it is the
contrast between ousia and attributes which provides the tools for
the solution in I'2. I have already argued™ that Aristotle’s solution
is not as oblique as it first appears; for part of the meaning of the
word ‘ousia’ is ‘reality’ and in this sense the notions of ousia and
ti esti — ie. the real nature of the subject, which is aimed at in
definition — are connected, while the other part of the meaning of
‘ousia’, that of ‘substance’, is invoked to show that ontology has a
central subject-matter with a definite nature of its own. The
importance of the remarks on dialectic in Met, A6 and My, and

78 See p. 30; but for reinforcement of the present point, see pp. 40-1.
79 pp. 16—17 above.
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especially the latter, is that they show how an undeveloped notion
of dialectic, which regarded the search for definition as essential to
the practice of dialectic, gave rise, in the Platonic developments of
ontological theory which grew from reflection on Socratic practice
in argument, to what Aristotle believed to be the false ontology of
the Forms. In all probability it was this example of the damage to a
science (that of ontology) which can result when the nature of the
question and answer debate is mistaken, which led Aristotle to
require that the connections between dialectic and the scientific
notions of ousia and ti esti be severed. For Aristotle conceived the
value of dialectic as essentially residing in its prescientific nature, in
its ability to debate any particular thesis without the constriction
which adherence to any given doctrine would inevitably impose.
The comment in Met. M4 that in dialectic the study of contraries
is not inseparable from the study of definitions makes more intel-
ligible the characterisation in K3 (1061bg) of dialectic as the study
of attributes of beings but not qua attributes of beings: such a study
does not require that those who practise it should adopt any parti-
cular attitude towards reality. The recognition that dialectic is not
bound to concern itself with definitions is an essential preliminary
to the analysis of I'2 which shows that awareness of the priority of
ousia, the concept which Aristotle develops in I'2 to outflank the
dilemma of B2 on definition, is not essential for dialectic as it is for
ontology.

The addition of the words ‘and whether the study of contraries is
the same’ is puzzling, since it appears that in them we have a specific
example of a dialectical proposition®® placed coordinate with general
remarks on dialectic. Accordingly Maier®! athetised it, and although
Ross®? retained it, he offered no explanation of its place in the
argument. The proposition appears frequently in the Topics and
elsewhere as an example of a dialectical proposition;® and it is on
occasion positively endorsed by Aristotle as an endoxon on which
to base an argument.®* However, there are two considerations which
make its mention in Met. M4 more reasonable than at first sight
appears. Firstly, the proposition that the study of contraries is the
same is given in Top. A14, 105b23—4, as an example of a ‘logical’
proposition. This is one of the three sorts of proposition with which
dialectic operates. But while the other two sorts, the ethical and
physical, also fall within the scope of other forms of intellectual
activity than dialectic, there is no study within Aristotle’s scheme

80 cf. Top. A14, 105b23—4.

81 Die Syllogistik des Aristoteles it 2, p. 168 n. 4.
82 Metaphysics, vol. 2, p. 422.

83 cf, Bonitz, Index 246a13-18.

st e.g. EN K1, 1129a13; De An. I'3, 427b5.
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which treats such propositions as the one given here as an example
of a logical proposition. Accordingly, commentators have accepted
Waitz’ argument® that we should see a reference to dialectic when
Aristotle uses the word ‘logical (logikos)’.%® ‘Logical’ propositions
fall exclusively within the province of dialectic.®” Secondly, the
origin of the view that the study of contraries is the same is very
probably the argument in the Hippias Minor that the expert is the
man who is most able to produce both the right and the wrong
answer.®® Although Aristotle strongly contests the argument of the
Hippias Minor that this thesis applies to the case of moral exper-
tise,® his frequent use of it in other contexts, where it is not open to
the same objections, indicates the considerable influence whizh it
had on him. This endoxon, then, is one that typically falls within
the province of dialectic and is also clearly associated with Socrates;
and so it becomes more understandable that Aristotle should men-
tion it when commenting on the relationship between Socrates’
method of argument and his own notion of dialectic. When Aristotle
discusses in Met. B and I' the relationship between dialectic and
ontology, he mentions not only the contraries themselves (same,
other, etc.) but also their attributes, by which he clearly means
theses about them. In Bi, he asks whose task it is to investigate not
only the nature of each of the dialectician’s objects but also whether
each thing has one contrary, i.e. the per se attributes of these
objects;®® and in I'2 he replies that it falls to the ontologist to
examine not only the nature of each of these objects but also their
attributes, e.g. whether each thing has one contrary.®* The fact that
there is a mention also in Met. M4 of a particular thesis about the
dialectician’s objects (a thesis which, I have argued, there is good
reason to mention in the argument of that passage) confirms my
argument®? that there is a close connection between what Aristotle
says about dialectic in M4 and what he says in B2 and I'2, where
there is also a mention of such particular theses.

85 Organon, vol. 2, pp. 353—5.

868 ¢f. Ross, Physics, p. 540, ad 202a21; G. E. L. Owen, ‘Logic and meta-
physics in some earlier works of Aristotle’, p. 167 n. 3.

87 ¢f. also An. Post. A7, 75b12—14, which gives the proposition that the study
of contraries is the same as an example of the sort of general proposition
which cannot be treated by any of the special sciences. An. Post. A1,
77226-35, associates such general propositions with dialectic.

88 366c—36ga; cf. also Rep. 333e—334a.

8 On this, see N. Gulley, The Philosophy of Socrates, pp. 136~7. Gulley
ignores the attack on the thesis in Met. A2g, 1025a1-13, where Aristotle
uses the distinction, vital to his conception of the distinctive character of
moral knowledge, between the senses of ‘false’ in which a man may be
said to be false and in which a thing or a statement may be said to be
false.

90 9g95b25~7. 91 y004b1-8.
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The Organon on dialectic and the foundations of the sciences

The passages which we have examined in the Metaphysics tell a
clear and consistent story. They show the distinction between
Aristotle’s concept of dialectic and that of his predecessors, as well
as indicating his notion of its importance in the theory of the forms
of intellectual activity. It is now necessary to examine other works,
in particular the Organon, to see whether they present a picture of
the role of dialectic which conforms with that in the Metaphysics.
This question has assumed greater importance since G. E. L. Owen’s
justly influential article ‘Logic and metaphysics in some earlier
works of Aristotle’, where it is argued that Aristotle develops in
Metaphysics T, B, Z a concept of a universal science of ontology
which is missing from some of his other works and in particular
from the Organon.®®

The Topics says very little which bears explicitly on the relation
between dialectic and other activities. The most important passage
is A2, 101a34~bg. The whole chapter discusses the variety of ways
in which a work on dialectic can be useful,®* one of which is ‘in
relation to the philosophical sciences’. This is explained in 1012345,
where Aristotle says that ability to argue both sides of a case will
increase the ease with which we can sift the truth from what is false.
In 101a36-bg he goes on to argue that dialectic enables us to
examine the foundations (archai) of each science; this cannot be
done by the science itself since it must always reason from, and
not to, its own foundations. When Aristotle begins this argument
with the words ‘a further use is in relation to the primary items in
each science’, it looks as if a new use for dialectic is being intro-
duced. Indeed on the surface it appears that different points are
made under the headings of ‘the philosophical sciences’ and ‘the
primary items in each science’. However, the fact that no such
distinction is indicated in the preliminary account of the uses in
101a26-8 should put us on guard against this interpretation, and it
is clear from what Aristotle says and practises elsewhere that in
101234—-101bg he is making a single point. Arguing both sides of the
case is a practice which forms the prelude to many of Aristotle’s
discussions throughout the corpus of his works; perhaps the most
thorough example is Met. B, but it is a constant feature of his

93 ¢f, p. 176: ‘But no such science is in view in the Organon’. The point is
repeated in his The Platonism of Aristotle, p. 146: ‘Dialectic is quietly
demoted to one department of its old province so as to leave room for the
new giant’ (viz. ontology).

94 101225-6.

95 cf. B1, g95a24-995b4; the debate is a necessary preliminary to the secur-
ing of a proper understanding of the subject.
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method and is used in all contexts. The important point is that this
debating of the difficulties generally precedes the discussion of the
most fundamental concepts which are used in the work in question
rather than the discussion of the less important concepts, and so it is
fair to say that it is used to treat the foundations rather than what is
built upon them. This is one indication of the conriection between
lines 34-6 and 36 ff. A second is that it is in its use of views (endoxa)
and of the method of question and answer that dialectic is distin-
guished from the particular sciences, which are didactic rather than
interrogatory and take their start not from views but from premisses
which are true and primary;®® and it is just this feature of dialectic
which makes it able to debate both sides of the case, regardless of
which, if either, is the correct side.®” So once again®® we fird run-
ning through the whole passage 101a34-bg the closely connected
notions of debating both sides of the case,®® arguing from endoxic
views,!®® and being critical’*! rather than didactic.

What Aristotle says here about the value of dialectic in investi-
gating the foundations of the sciences is confirmed by what he says
in An. Pr. Ago. This chapter comments briefly on the means of
securing a plentiful supply of premisses, which is the precondition of
being able to produce demonstrations.'®? Although Aristotle’s advice
here is very brief and abstract, he refers us for a precise account to
the work on dialectic.2°® Ross comments!®* that the reference is to
the Topics and particularly to A14. However, while it is true that
Top. A14 discusses the selection of premisses, the discussion is
extremely brief and could hardly be called ‘a precise working
through’ of the question.1® Ross further comments: ‘It is, of course,
only the selection of the premisses of dialectical reasoning that is
discussed in the Topics; the nature of the premisses of scientific
reasoning is discussed in the Posterior Analytics’. But Aristotle does
not make any such restriction in 46a28-30; rather, the reference to
the work on dialectic is clearly intended to cover the selection of
both types of premiss mentioned in 4n. Pr. Ago, those of dialectical
and those of apodeictic syllogisms.'®® As for the Posterior Analytics,
it is not the nature of the premisses of scientific reasoning which is
at issue in An. Pr. Ago but the means of their discovery. On this
latter question An. Post. is silent except in Big, where Aristotle
discusses the means by which we reach awareness of the foundations
96 Top. A1, 100a29~100b22; SE 2, 165b1—4.

97 SE 11, 172a15-21; dialectic can work with any proposition or its negation
but in the demonstrative sciences such licence would spell anarchy, there-

fore one can proceed by question and answer in dialectic but not in the
demonstrative sciences.

98 cf. p. 29 above. 9 101235. 100 yo1br.
101 101b3. 102 46a17-27. 103 46a28-30.
10¢ Analytics, p. 396. 108 47, Pr. 46a2g. 106 ¢f, 46a8-10.

32

THE ORGANON ON DIALECTIC

of the sciences and the character of the awareness which we can
have of them.?®” There is no mention of dialectic in this chapter,
and it is perhaps this which inclines Ross to restrict the scope of
Aristotle’s remarks in An. Pr. Ago, 46a28-30. Nevertheless, this
apparent discrepancy can be accounted for by the difference of
interest between An. Post. B1g and An. Pr. Ago. In An. Post. Big
Aristotle is concerned with the nature of the faculty which appre-
hends the first principles of the sciences, and with the relation
between this faculty and other cognitive faculties which stimulate
it to activity. He argues that the first principles are apprehended by
intuitive reason (nous) and that the faculty which enables us to
start on the road to the apprehension of them is sensation;'*® and
he traces out the steps (viz. memory and experience) by which the
passage from the use of the one faculty to that of the other is
effected. In all this the main emphasis is on the psychological ques-
tion of how the cognitive apparatus which every individual possesses
can be developed to the point at which the rare and privileged
apprehension of the first principles can be obtained.*® On the other
hand, while An. Pr. Ago shares many of the ideas of An. Post.
Bi1g,*° it goes beyond An. Post. B1g in recognising that there are
techniques for organising the data of experience into such a form
that they can be used as starting-points in demonstration. These
techniques are examined in the work on dialectic;"'* and by alluding
to them, An. Pr. Ago supplements the psychological discussion of
An. Post. B1g by mentioning the sort of logical procedure which
must be employed if we are to harness our cognitive faculties to t.he
task of discovering the first principles. There is no reason to restrict
the reference in An. Pr. A3o to the single chapter (Top. A14) in
which Aristotle explicitly comments on the selection of premisses.
Aristotle says at Top. A13, 105a25-6, that it is possible to reduce
three of the four tools (organa) which supply us with syllogisms ~
viz..the detection of ambiguity, the discovery of differences, and
consideration of similarities — to the fourth, the securing of pre-
misses; each of these three lines of enquiry will provide us with
starting points for reasoning. Since these four tools form the s'ubj_ect
matter of Top. A13-18_and considerations of ambiguity, similarity,
and difference play a large part in the topics which follow in Top.
B-H, there is no reason to restrict the reference in An. Pr. Ago to
the single chapter of the Topics.

107 9g9b17-19.

108 y00a3—13, 100b13—16.

109 ggb22-30. .

10 eg. that experience (empeiria) is necessary for the apprehension of the
first principles; 46a17~22, cf. 100a4-9.

111 46a28-30.
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There are several passages in Top. ® where a connection between
dialectic and philosophy is indicated. At Top. ©1, 155b1-16,
Aristotle says that finding the right topic from which to attack the
opposing thesis is a concern shared by both the dialectician and the
philosopher, but that arranging the tactics of the questioning is of
concern only to the dialectician; the philosopher is not interested in
securing the agreement of his opponent. Top. O14, 163bg—16,
recomgends that the dialectician should have a variety of argu-
ments against each thesis. Among other benefits, this is of value in
philosophical enquiry, where it is important to be able to see the
consequences of alternative hypotheses. Another passage in the same
vein is SE 16, 17525-12, which mentions two ways in which ability
to answer well in debating contests is useful to the philosopher —
because it develops in him a sense of the dangers of ambiguity, and
because practice in avoiding fallacious reasoning at the nands of
others makes it the less likely that he will succumb to it in his private
deliberations. It would be wrong to understand the term ‘philosophy’
in these passages as bearing the hardened sense of Met. B-T", where
it designates an activity which is both scientific and universal in
scope. There are numerous passages in Aristotle’s works where the
term means no more than positive intellectual enquiry.’*? The
passages in the Topics and SE indicate that dialectic does have
power to assist us in disciplines which positively pursue the truth, in
spite of the fact that dialectic is essentially neutral with regard to
the truth in any matter and is concerned rather to test the merits of
both sides of a case without finally pronouncing on which side has
the greater merit. Among the disciplines which do positively pursue
the truth is the universal science which is called ‘philosophy” in the
Metaphysics.

But rather more important than these passages, which do not give
any very substantial information on the part which dialectic can
play in scientific enquiry, is Top. 03, 158a31-158b4. This is the
opening section of a chapter in which Aristotle provides hints on
how to attack certain theses which do not easily admit of attack.
Throughout the chapter there is considerable emphasis on the
importance of obtaining definitions from one’s opponent in order to
facilitate the attack on his thesis.’*® At 158b1~4 and 158bg5-159a2
there is special stress on the importance of obtaining definitions
when one is faced with a thesis which deals with what is primary
and fundamental. It is clear particularly from 158a36—7, ‘for it is
impossible to demonstrate something if one does not start from the
special foundations and link one’s reasoning in a chain until one

112 Some references are given in Bonitz, Index 821a8-20.
113 158a37-158bg, 17, 21, 158b24-159a2.
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reaches what is at the end’,"** that in this chapter Aristotle is con-
scious of the same ideal of scientific reasoning as that which lies
behind his remarks in Top. A2, 101a34~101b4. This ideal is that
expounded in the Posterior Analytics, according to which each
discrete science has its fundamental elements which must be
assumed as a condition of the science and cannot be proved by the
science. In Top. ©3 Aristotle regards the examination .Of these
fundamental elements as falling within the scope of dialectic, albeit
as one of its more difficult tasks; and so what Aristotle says here
confirms what he says rather more forcefully in Top. A2 about the
value of dialectic in examining those parts of the structure of any
science — its foundations — which cannot be examined within the
discipline of the science itself.

It may be thought that Aristotle’s insistence in :To.p.'93 on the
important part which definition can play in dialectic is inconsistent
with what I argued® to be his position in the Metaphysics, that it
is a mark of the distinction between dialectic and ontology that the
former is not, as the latter is, concerned with the definition or
nature of the subjects which it treats. This objection could be.
strengthened by appealing to the fact that one of the forms of
proposition which dialectic has to consider is that which states a
definition,!*® and that the whole of Top. Z and much of Top. H is
devoted to advising the dialectician on how to deal with definitions.
Nevertheless, this objection fails for two reasons. Firstly, proposi-
tions which state definitions are only one of the four forms of
proposition which the dialectician treats; and all Fhat is said in t.he
Metaphysics is that the dialectician, by contrast w1t.h_the ontologist,
need not put definition first if he is to pursue his activity properly.**
Secondly, and rather more important, the dialectician works not on
the definition but on definitions. In Top. O2, 158a14-21, questions
of the form ‘what is a man?’ are not allowed a place in dialectic,
on the grounds that they do not admit of the answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’.
To be admissible as dialectical such questions must be put in the
form ‘is biped footed animal the definition of a man?’.**8 It is, then,
the testing of particular proposed definitions, and not the search for

114 These remarks are integral to the argument of this section of the text,
since they support the claim in 158a35-6 that proofs al?ot.xt t'hings which
are essentially furthest from the foundations are sophistic in character
unless they start from what is fundamental and work through all the
intermediate steps until the least fundamental is reached; they cannot be
regarded as a later insertion into the text.

118 pp. 25, 29 above.

116 Top. A4, 101b19-25. .

117 of, Met. M4, 1078b25-6, ‘dialectic was not yet. . .capable of also examin-
ing contraries apart from the definition’; K3, 1061b7-10.

118 Top, A4, 101b26-34.
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t_he definition, which constitutes the dialectician’s interest in defini-
tion. It is certainly true that the definition must be capable of being
actually proposed by some particular person and cannot be known
to be the definition until it has been so proposed and has passed
 the sorts of test which are prescribed in the Topics. But there remains
an essential difference between the activity which works from actual
examples of definitions and is thereby restricted in its examination
of the definition of the subject to the examples of definitions
actually current, dialectic, and the activity which is not so restricted
but is free to consider any possible definition with a view to securing
the definition, ontology. If we imagine a situation in scholarship in
which the commentator were restricted to the examination of only
the existing interpretations of a passage, or even were allowed to
add further interpretations of his own devising, but were prohibited

from choosing from among these interpretations the correct inter-

pretation, we have an analogy with the limited powers of dialectic
in the treatment of definition. Again, there is a similarity between
the distinction between dialectic and ontology which I am here
arguing for and the distinction which is developed in EN T'2—3
between deliberation and choice; without the deliberation and the
reasons for action which it provides there can be no choice of action,
but nonetheless the choice is something distinct from the deliberation
which is its precondition. Similarly, the testing of proposed defi-
nitions, which is the task of dialectic, provides reasons for choosing
the definition, but the act of choosing is something distinct from
the testing which necessarily precedes it. This is not to deny the
value of the dialectical treatment of definition. The requirement
that discussion of definitions should proceed in terms of questions
with ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers imposes a discipline which may well be
lacking from the inevitably more open-ended discussion of ‘questions
of the form ‘what is X?°. This is a feature of the dialectical exercise
which goes back to Socrates.’*? J. R. Bambrough has rightly empha-
sised the dangers of expecting that a border-line question, as are so
many of the questions which occupy philosophers, can have a simple
‘yes’ or ‘no’ as its answer,'?® and John Wisdom has noted the
important use of the ‘what is X?’ question by someone who is ‘on
the point of modifying an old concept, of developing a related but
new concept’.’?* But an important preliminary to the philosophical
119 ¢f, Plato Protagoras 334c—335a, where Socrates declares his dislike of the
sort of long answer which Protagoras had given in 334a—334c, and his
preference for the short answers, most of them simply ‘yes’ or ‘no’, which
Protagoras had given in 332-3.
120 ‘Unanswerable Questions’, p. 160.
121 “Tolerance’, in Paradox and Discovery, p. 145. Although Wisdom does

not mention Aristotle here, his remarks fit Aristotle very aptly; cf. e.g.
his procedure in the De Anima, where he starts by asking what the soul
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examinations of which Bambrough and Wisdom speak is to deter-
mine that the question is not one to which a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’
answer can be given or that it is necessary to modify the old concept;
and these points are best determined by the dialectical procedure
which works with the current concepts and requires ‘yes’ or ‘no’
answers to questions about them.

One noteworthy feature of the passages which I have been dis-
cussing is that they are all concerned to emphasise the similarity,
rather than the distinction, between dialectic and philosophy. Yet,
as we have seen, it is a matter of fundamental disagreement between
Plato and Aristotle that there is this distinction. For Plato, the
dialectician and the philosopher are identical,!** whereas Aristotle,
in the Topics no less than in the Metaphysics, rejects this identifica-
tion. But it is in the Metaphysics, rather than in the Topics, that
the distinction is emphasised. If, as has been often asserted, the
Topics is an early work, we would expect Aristotle to be more
vociferous in his opposition to Plato than in liis agreement with him,
and thus to place more emphasis on the distinction between dia-
lectic and philosophy. For it is generally when one’s awareness of
some defect in the work of predecessors is most recent that one
most openly and insistently shows hostility towards that work; and
although they have not made explicit appeal to this criterion, it is
nevertheless notable that many accounts of Aristotle’s development
have assigned thc earlier date to those works which are more
critical of Plato and the later to those which are less hostile in
tone.2?® If, then, we can accept this criterion for ordering the works
— a criterion the value of which is confirmed, although not stated,
by the results of those who have investigated problems of ordering —
it follows that the lack of emphasis in the Topics on the distinction
between dialectic and philosophy suggests that the work should not
be regarded, as it so often is, as one of Aristotle’s earliest works.
This is, no doubt, a rather subjective consideration; and I place no
great emphasis on it, since my concern is not with questions of the
relative chronology of Aristotle’s works. But it should be mentioned
as a counter to the opposite assumption, that similarities between

is (A1, 402a23-Y), examines the views of others on the question (A2-5),
and returns to ask the original question and give his own revolutionary

answer in Bi1-3.

122 §o ph. 253c—253€.

123 .. the Eudemian Ethics, which allows less sense to the claim that there
can be a general study of the Good, is dated earlier than the Nico-
machean, which is not so hostile to this claim; W. K. C. Guthrie in “The
Development of Aristotle’s Theology’ argues that the De Caelo, which in
the main explains the motion of the universe in terms solely of the
natural motions of its components, is earlier than AMet. A, where we find
a reversion to the Platonic idea that the motion of the natural world is to
be explained by some first cause which transcends nature.
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Academic doctrines and those which are found in the Topics indi-
cate an early date for the Topics.2?* _

The texts which I have examined are in agreement with the
account of dialectic which is given in the Metaphysics, in two ways:
(1) in not limiting the scope of dialectic to any particular depart-
ment of reality,’*® (2) in making plausible views. (endoxa) the
starting-point in dialectic.'?® But we also saw that a cardinal feature
of the account of dialectic in the Metaphysics was the view that
there ‘are certain things — same, other etc. — with which the dia-
lectician is characteristically concerned; and this is a feature which
receives no special emphasis in the descriptions of dialectic, in its
relation to philosophy, in the Topics.

In fact, the concepts which are mentioned at Met. B1, gg5ba1—2,
are all prominent in the Topics. Questions about whether two
things are the same or other are said to fall under the same heading
as questions about definition'?” and are treated in Top. Hi—2; and
in Top. Ay we are given an analysis of the senses of ‘same’. The
notions of similarity and contrariety provide topics in the discussions
of accident, genus, property, and definition.?® The investigation of
similarities is also mentioned as one of the tools for securing
premisses;'*® and if we may accept the identification of Dissimilarity
and Difference, then investigation of dissimilarities is also to be
included among the tools.!® Priority and Posteriority play an

12¢ Hambruch’s essay, Logische Regeln der platonischen Schule in der
aristotelischen Topik, has been very influential in this direction. Although
Hambruch did suppose that his work supported an early dating (p. 32),
his main thesis was that the Topics is particularly valuable for the
interpretation of Academic logical theories. For two recent examples of
the inference from similarity of doctrine to an early dating, cf. L. Elders
on p. 136 and E. de Strycker on p. 141 of Aristotle on Dialectic, ed.
G. E. L. Owen.

125 Top. 101bg—4; Met. 1004b1g—20.

126 Top. 100330, 101b1; Met. g95bayg, 1004b25-6. 127 Top. As, 102a6—10,

128 Similarity ~ Bio, 114b25-36, 115215-24; A6, 127b26-128a12; Ey,
136b33—~137a7; E8, 138a30-138b26; H3, 153b36-154a11. Contrariety —
By; B8, 113ba7-114a6; A3, 123bi-124a9; E6, 135b7-16; Zg, 147231~
147b2s; H3, 153226—153b24.

129 Top. A13, 105a25.

120 Top. 105a24. At Met. I3, 1o54h23—7, Difference is distinguished from
Otherness, which has earlier been assimilated to Dissimilarity (1054b14),
on the ground that we must specify the respect in which two things are
different but need not do this when we say that two things are other.
The account of Difference in Top. A16 incorporates this point; but at
Top. D4, 12521~4, where it is also recognised, otherness is nevertheless
said to be the genus of difference. In any case, if Met. I3 is thought to
tell against the identification of Dissimilarity and Difference in the
Topics, it tells in favour of an identification of Dissimilarity and Other-
ness, and Otherness, as we have seen, is certainly something which
concerns the dialectician.
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important part in the discussions of property and definition.*®* So
Aristotle’s practice in the Topics does not belie his general comment
in the Metaphysics that such general concepts as same, other etc.
fall within the province of dialectic.

However, it is also true that no special emphasis is placed in the
Topics on the use of these concepts in dialectic. We find a practical,
rather than a theoretical, demonstration of their importance. For
the theory we must turn to the discussions of dialectic in SE g and
11. In these chapters Aristotle is trying to determine which refuta-
tions should be regarded as sophistical and which enquiry is respon-
sible for investigating them. His answer to both questions involves
the notion of dialectic. Aristotle distinguishes false refutations which
deal with a topic within some particular science and use the
premisses peculiar to that science, from those which deal with mat-
ters not peculiar to any particular science or deal with matters
peculiar to a particular science but do not use the premisses peculiar
to the science. Thus a refutation of a thesis about the incommensur-
ability of the diagonal and the side, be it true or false, is nevertheless
not a sophistical refutation provided that it uses only considerations
peculiar to the science in question, in this case geox‘netzy.“2 By
contrast, an argument which uses Zeno’s arguments against the
possibility of motion to support an injunction against walking after
a meal, although about a medical matter, would not be a medical
but rather a sophistical refutation, because it employs considerations
which can be applied in a wider area than medicine alone.!’® A
further form of sophistical refutation is that which deals with a
matter which does not fall under any science at all; in this form of
refutation general arguments are used about a general matter (not
about a specific matter, as in the other form of sophistical refuta-
tion).*** Since it is a characteristic of dialectic, in contrast to the
particular sciences, to lack any special subject-matter, Aristotle can
say that only the false refutations which aim at, but fall short of,
being dialectical are sophistical refutations.!® )

Aristotle rejects the suggestion that there could be any skill which
treated all false refutations:**® to admit such polymathy would run

181 B3, 131a12~26; 74, 142a22~-142b1g. o

132 SE g, 170a23—34; I1, 171b12~16, 171b37~9. This form of paralogism is
also distinguished from the sophistical at Top. A1, 10125-17.

133 §F 11, 172a8-9. o

4 ef, 11, 171b8-12: ‘one type of eristic and sophistic reasoning is that
which appears to reason on matters where dialectic tests. . .anf! (scil. the
other is) all those cases of false reasoning (paralogismoi) which do not
conform with the particular line of enquiry but seem to belong to the
skill’,

136 g, 170a34-9; 11, 171b34-7.

136 g 170220—4.
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quite counter to his notion of specialist and antonomous expertises.
Consequently he delimits the class of refutations which can be
called sophistical; and he does this by exploiting two aspects of the
notion of dialectic. Firstly, dialectic is a skilful activity;**" and so he
is as justified in describing sophistical refutations as deviations from
the norm of competent dialectic, as he is in deprecdting the poor
performance which is represented by false (but not sophistical)
refutations within any of the special sciences. Secondly, dialectic
cannot be ranked simply coordinate with the special sciences,
despite the fact that it is like them in being an activity which requires
skill, since unlike them it has no special subject-matter.**® It is for
this reason that Aristotle can describe as sophistical the false
refutations which apply general considerations to the subject-
matter of a special science: the possibility of such refutations arises
from the fact that dialectic has no special subject-matter. On the
other hand, dialectic is a skill distinct from that in each of the
special sciences; so it can be maintained that sophistical refutations,
for all their use of general considerations, do constitute a special
class of refutations. In fact, the two types of sophistical refutations
can be assimilated, since the general considerations which are mis-
applied to the special sciences in the one type, are just those which

" are proper to dialectic. Because dialectic is both a skill and of general

application, Aristotle is able to use the notion of dialectic to locate
a genuine class of sophistical refutations.

So sophistical refutations are those which masquerade as dia-
lectical, and it is the task of the dialectician to study them.**® In his
account in SE 11 of the contrast between dialectic and the special
sciences Aristotle describes the objects with which dialectic is
concerned as ‘common (ta koina)’ as opposed to the objects which
are special to each of the special sciences.’*® The contrast is amplified
as follows:

Now since there are many things which are identical whatever they are
predicated of but are not such as to be of a natural kind — rather, they are
like negatives — while others are not like this but are specialised, it is
possible by means of the former things to conduct examinations in any
area and for there to be an art of this — one which is unlike those which
give demonstrative proof.141

137 11, 172a34-6.

138 g  170a33~9; 11, 172a11—15, 36—40.

139 g, 170b5—11; 11, 172b5-8.

140 11, 172a32; cf. An. Post. A11, 77a226-35.

141 y1, 172a36-40. Translators (e.g. Pickard-Cambridge, Forster) tend to
read the first two lines as speaking of identical principles rather than
things; but their versions are not able to accommodate convincingly the
subsequent reference to kinds and negatives,
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The particular importance of these remarks lies in their description
of the dialectician’s ‘common objects’ as things or predicates and
not as propositions: Aristotle regards it as meaningful, although
incorrect, to speak of them as ‘kinds’. Although the word ‘negative
(apophasis)’ is most commonly used to mean the negation of a
proposition, on occasion it is used of negative predicates. Thus when
Aristotle says that the Platonists did not admit Forms of negatives,
he means that they would not recognise such Forms as Not-Man.'*?
So in this use of the word, ‘negatives’ are negations of kinds; and
like the kinds they are not propositions but rather things or predi-
cates. I have argued that in the Metaphysics Aristotle consistently
represents the dialectician’s objects as things or predicates.’*®
Although it is not said in SE 11 what these ‘common things’ are,
there is no reason to suppose that they are not the same as those
associated with the dialectician in the Metaphysics since, as we have
seen, these are all prominent in the Topics. So SE 11 provides
evidence that the doctrine of common dialectical objects is not
peculiar to the Metaphysics but has its place in the Organon also.

.

Dialectic and the study of everything

An important premiss to Aristotle’s argument in SE g and 11 is that.
there is no science which investigates everything. At the beginning
of chapter g he says:

As for the number of factors by which persons are refuted, one should not
try to grasp this without a science of everything there is. But this does not
belong to a single skill; for the sciences are perhaps unlimited in number,
so that clearly the demonstrative proofs are too. (170a20-3)

It is the denial that there is a single science of all things which leads
Aristotle to restrict the field of refutations which can be called
sophistical to those which attempt to employ dialectical tech-
niques.’** At 172ag-15, in support of his comment that false
refutations which relate to the subject-matter of a special science
may nevertheless be sophistical refutations, Aristotle notes that the
dialectician has no definite subject-matter and goes on, ‘for neither
is it the case that everything falls within some single kind, nor, if
this were the case, could existing things fall under the same founda-
tions’. There seems, then, to be no room in SE g and 11 for the
universal science of ontology which Aristotle argues for in the

142 Met. My, 1079a7-10; for the sense of ‘negative (apophasis)’ here, cf. Peri
Ideon frg (Ross, Fragmenta, p. 123, = Alexander In Metaphysica
80.15—21), where Aristotle exemplifies a negative with the predicate
‘not-man’.

143 pp. 27-8 above. 144 170234-9.
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Metaphysics; and since the account of dialectic in the SE is in
agreement with what is said on the subject in the Topics, G. E. L.
Owen has argued™*® that the account of dialectic in the Organon
represents an earlier stratum in Aristotle’s thought which cannot be
incorporated in entirety into the later stage which is represented by
Met. I', B, Z with its account of the universal science: Owen’s
main thesis is that (1) in the Metaphysics the possibility of a univer-
sal sciénce depends on the analysis of ‘being” which shows it to be,
although not univocal, nevertheless not equivocal but rather a word
with a primary sense (that of ‘substance’) and also secondary senses
which must be explained in terms of the primary sense, and (2) in
certain other works, and also in parts of the Metaphysics, Aristotle
either shows no awareness of the possibility of this tertium between
univocity and equivocity or fails to apply it to ‘being’. A conse-
quence of failure to apply what Owen calls the concept of focal
meaning to the analysis of ‘being’ will be a denial of the possibility
of a universal science, and Owen finds such a denial at EE A8,
1217bgs, as well as at SE g, 170a20-3, and 11, 172a13-15.
Nevertheless, there are reasons. for supposing that the opposition
between what Aristotle says in these passages and what he says in
Met. T, E, Z is not as great as Owen thinks. In Met. K1 Aristotle
contrasts the special sciences with the universal science in that while
they study some particular part of what there is, some circum-
scribed kind of thing, the universal science studies what there is
quite generally, without any such limitation or qualification.’*®
Later in the same chapter he identifies this general ontology with
theology, the study of unchanging substance, and rationalises this
identification with the remark that the study of unchanging sub-
stance is primary and universal in the sense that it is primary.*
Behind this problematic description of ontology lie some difficulties
and doctrine which are material to the present question. At EE A8,
1218a1-15, Aristotle argues that where we have a series in which
one member is prior and others posterior, we cannot allow that all
the members share a common characteristic which is distinct from
any of them, since that distinct characteristic would then be prior
to all the members of the series and thus would claim the primacy
which was originally assigned to the primary member. This argu-
ment lies behind the comment in Mez. B3, 9g9ga6-10, that there can
be no distinct universal which covers such series as those of numbers
or shapes or, generally, any group in which there are prior and
posterior members. It is also to be detected in the remark at EE Ha,
1236a23-5, ‘In every case persons seek what is primary, but because
the universal is primary they assume that the primary is universal;
145 I “Logic and Metaphysics in Some Earlier Works of Aristotle’. =
146 1025b8-10. 147 10262293 2.

42

DIALECTIC AND THE STUDY OF EVERYTHING

but this is an error’. This comment comes in Aristotle’s analysis of
the complexity of the concept of friendship, which Owen argues is
a case of focal meaning which the Eudemian Ethics does recognise.
It is clear that it is derived from the argument of EE A8 that the
primacy of the universal (an endoxon which in these contexts
Aristotle allows to stand for the sake of argument ad hominem)
excludes any claim to primacy which may be made for something

“which falls under that universal.
" In these contexts Aristotle uses these theses polemically to exploit

difficulties in rival accounts, such as Plato’s,'*® where he feels that
the difference between the universal and the paradigm case has not
been clearly appreciated. The universal, if it is conceived as cover-
ing all the members of the series, cannot be identified with the
primary member: for if it were, it would not cover all members of
the series to the same degree. Yet only if this identity does obtain
can the primacy claimed for the universal be reconciled to that
claimed for the first member of the series. In other contexts, where
Aristotle is not so concerned to exploit difficulties in the Platonic
ontology, he shows the same concern for the dangers of confusing
the universal and the primary case. At De 4n. B3, 414b20-415213,
Aristotle says that the forms of soul, like the forms of géometrical
shapes, constitute a series with prior and posterior members, and
that in the case of such series any common definition which might
fit all the members would fail to indicate the distinct nature of each
of them. Accordingly, instead of looking for a common definition
we should try to give an individual definition of each of the mem-
bers of the series and also to show how they are ordered in the
series.!® He offers a similar analysis of the definition of the citizen
at Pol. T'1, 1275a33~1275b21. The kinds of constitution form a
series,® and so also do the kinds of citizen.?®* So we should not
expect that the most satisfactory definition of one of these kinds
will also be the one which best fits the others.?** These comments on
the definition of the complex concepts of soul and citizen are a
practical application of the arguments about separate universals
and series which are found in EE A8, He, and Met. Bg; and the
similarity between the analysis of soul in De An. Bg and the analysis
of being in Met. I'2 is recognised by Owen.** The notion of a series
is also prominent in Aristotle’s account in the Metaphysics of the
position of universal ontology in the system of scientific activities.
At Met. I'2, 1004a2—9, he says:

148 of, Peri Ideon fr.4 (Ross, Fragmenta, p. 126 = Alexander In Meta-
physica 85.18-86.10). This matter will be discussed in chapter 3, especi-
ally pp. 94—103 below.

149 414bg2—4. 130 1275a35~1275b3.

152 1275233~8, b5-7. 153 p. 173.
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There are as many parts of philosophy as there are substances; so some
must be primary and others of them next in order. For Being falls directly
into kinds; and so the sciences also will follow these. For the philesopher
is like the person named after mathematics; for this too has parts, and
there is a primary science and a secondary one and others successively
within mathematics. ;

This idea of a series of sciences lies behind the description in Met.
E1 of theology as first among the studies of substances.'™

This, then, is the background against which Aristotle’s character-
isation of theology as ‘universal in the sense that it is primary’
“should be read. Aristotle is not here contradicting his assertion in
the EE that the primary form in the series does not, as a universal
does, cover all the other forms. He is rather saying that insofar as it
is permissible to call the primary form universal, theology can, as
the primary form of science, be called universal. But the sort of
universality which characterises the primary case is not the sort of
universality which is possessed by the attribute which all the cases,
primary and otherwise, share, Thus whenever someone has a certain
amount of money or possessions, however small, we may speak of
his wealth, but we can speak of wealth only where the amount is
sizeable and exceptional. What is common to all the cases of posses-
sion is not the characteristic of being wealth but that of being
someone’s wealth, and so in this sense wealth is not the universal
characteristic. On the other hand, what unifies all these dissimilar
cases of possession is their approximation to, and in some cases
realisation of, the common standard of wealth, and without this
standard they would not constitute a genuine group which could
meaningfully be said to have a universal characteristic; in this sense
it is the primary case, the standard, which is universal. In the
passages which I have been examining Aristotle’s argument is, in

154 Physics is called second philosophy at Met. 11, 1037a15.

It will be seen that I do not accept the argument of Jaeger (d4ristotle,
pp. 216—10) that Met. E1 represents a conflation of two views of philo-
sophy — as gencral ontology and as the study of the highest form of
substance — which were originally distinct and which Aristotle has not
fully succeeded in welding together. Certainly the objects of theology
(theologiké), which are primary among substances, are only a sub-class of
all substances, the primacy of which is appealed to when Aristotle
describes his notion of a general ontology; but I believe that it could be
shown that not only is philosophy the study of everything in general but
of substance in particular, but also, and more definitely, it is the study of
substances in general but of unchanging substance in particular. How-
ever, this point does not affect the present thesis. What is important is
that Aristotle felt that the two views of philosophy were not incompatible,
and justified this with the expression ‘universal in the sense that it is
primary’; and this Jaeger does accept (p. 218). See also G. Patzig,
‘Theologie und Ontologie in der “Metaphysik” des Aristotles’, p. 196.
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effect, that certain concepts — Friendship, Soul, Citizen, .Shape,
Being, Philosophy — have a complexity such that their unity can
only be preserved by their possessing some central element to .whlch,
like a standard case, reference must be made when we explain how
the other elements belong to the same concept. This primary element
is universal in the sense in which Wealth is. But Aristotle usually
means by ‘universal’ the common characteristic of 2 number of
instances: this is what he calls the ‘one over many’ — Man, for
example, as opposed to individual men. In this sense t}_xe umyexsal
is Being Someone’s Wealth rather than Wealth. Acc9rdmgly in EE
H2 he distinguishes the primary case from the u:}xversal, and in
Met. E1 he expressly speaks of the sort of universality possessed by
the primary case.'®® )

It is notable that in the passages where Owen detects a failure to
apply the notion of focal meaning to the concept of Being, .and a
consequent failure to appreciate the possibility of a umve_rsal
science, the argument is directed against the idea that all beings
belong to the same genus. This is particularly clear in the argument
of SE 11, 172a11-15, that dialectic cannot be a science because
what falls within its scope, i.e. everything, does not belong to a
single genus or fall under the same basic principles.'® However,
the idea that all the things which fall under a complex concept such
as that of Being share the same characteristic is, as we have seen,
one which Aristotle also resolutely opposes in those passages wh}ch
do show awareness of the possibilities for analysis which the notion
of focal meaning provides. Further, in those passages which do
seem quite uncompromisingly to deny the possibility of a universal
science closer examination of the text makes us hesitate. Thus,. at
Met. Ag, gg2b18-19, he says: “The whole enterprise ?f searching
for the elements of things which are cannot be achieved unless
persons make distinctions, since things are said to “be” in many
senses.’” Here it is important to note the qualification. It is essential
to Aristotle’s concept of a universal science that the variety of the
senses of ‘being’ should be appreciated; and the. Phllosopher who
attempted to prosecute such a science without giving any account
of this variety of senses would be a target for the sort of attack on
universal definition which is found at De An. B3 and Pol. I'r and
which underlies the account of the nature of universal science in
Met. T' and E. Owen’s argument can claim most support from EE
A8, 1217b33-5, where Aristotle argues from the var.iety of _t.hfa senses
of ‘being’ to the impossibility of any science of being: this is more

165 The nature and importance of this distinction is further discussed in

chapter 3, pp. 64—7 below. .
166 cf, An. P,oxt. By, g2big-14: ‘Being is not the real nature of anything;

for what is is not a genus.’
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radical than the argument in Met. Ag, where what is rejected is the
possibility of a science of being which is innocent of this variety of
senses. The argument here against the science of being is an offshoot
of a more detailed argument against the science of goodness. In this
more detailed argument Aristotle charges the philosopher who
attempts the general study of goodness not only with the over-
simplification involved in ignoring the ambiguities which differences
of category import'®” but also with ignoring the difference between
types of goodness which fall in the same category.l®® It appears,
then, that in EE A8 Aristotle delivers a rebuke against those who
fail to appreciate the complexity of the subject which they propose
to study, of which only one part exploits the ambiguities which the
doctrine of categories reveals and which are argued in the Meta-
physics not to be fatal to the enterprise of a general science of being.
The attack is directed against all forms of over-simplification where-
by failure to appreciate the complex nature of some subject of study
is reflected in failure to appreciate that there are many ways of
studying that subject; these studies need to be distinguished and
articulated just as much as do the elements in the subject itself.
This brings us to a more general point. I have argueci that for
Aristotle the concept of philosophy shares the complexity of the
concepts of being, soul etc. and is to be analysed in the same way,
i.e. as containing a central and primary element which unifies all
the other elements in the complex. First philosophy is not the whole
of philosophy; and to suppose that studies other than first philosophy
cannot be philosophies is to make the mistake of those who do not
allow that cases of other forms of friendship than the primary form
are cases of friendship at all,’® or that it is possible to be a citizen
under any form of constitution other than the primary form. In
fact the other forms of philosophy have their own spheres of opera-
tiqn, and what they say within these spheres is no less true for not
be-mg an assertion made by first philosophy. Physics is concerned
with its subjects not in respect of their being but in respect of their
motion;!® and although it is true that mathematics assumes certain
things to be true of sensible, moving bodies which are not true of
them in respect of their being sensible and moving, nevertheless the
subjects which mathematics studies are real and what it says about
them is true.’®* So we must not misunderstand what Aristotle says
about the universality of first philosophy as meaning that there is
no room for other forms of philosophy which investigate matters

157 1217b26-35.

158 1217b35-41.

159 EE He, 1236a26—30.

100 Met. K3, 1061b6-7, cf. Met. M3, 1077b22-7.
161 Met. M3, 1078a28-30.
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which do not fall within the province of first philosophy.*®* If we
find Aristotle denying that there is any science which studies every-
thing, his denial is to be understood in the context of this analysis
of the relation between the forms of philosophy.

Aristotle is careful in the Metaphysics to describe first philosophy
as the study of that which is in respect of its being. This is a universal
study, since it is true of everything that it is. But the attribute of
Being is not the only attribute which things possess, and the
Metaphysics argues that the study of these further attributes belongs
not to first philosophy but to the other forms of philosophy. On two
occasions Aristotle rejects the idea that physics is first philosophy
on the grounds that not everything is capable of being moved or
producing movement.?®® These passages show Aristotle rejecting the
claim of physics to the title of first philosophy on the grounds that
physics is not, as first philosophy must be, the study of everything.
But the notion of ‘the study of everything’ needs to be analysed.
Aristotle recognises the ambiguity of the word ‘thing’ as between
the subject and its attributes — i.e. the difference in sense when we
speak of the things that there are and when we speak of the things
that are true of these things.®* Aristotle has at hand the conceptual
tools for analysing ‘the study of everything’ as either (1) ‘the study
of something about everything’, or (2) ‘the study of everything about
something’, or (3) ‘the study of everything about everything’. I have
argued that of these possible interpretations the first represents
Aristotle’s conception of the universal science, since it is his view
that this science studies some particular aspect of everything — viz.
their being. By contrast, (2) approximates to Aristotle’s conception
of a special science which exhaustively studies the attributes of some
particular part of reality. But in the Metaphysics the limitations of
this conception of a special science are repeatedly exploited,'*® and
awareness of this limitation is reflected in the characterisation, in

162 ¢f, De An. A1, 403229-403b16, where there is a discussion of the variety
of ways in which the properties of the soul can be investigated. The
manner in which first philosophy approaches the matter is only one
among many possibilities (403b15-16).

168 Met. E1, 1026a27-30; PA-A1, 641234-641b10.

164 Met, 71, 1028230—1; An. Post. A4, 73b5-8. Both these passages point to
a difference in the senses of ‘be’ according to which subjects and attri-
butes are said to ‘be’.

165 T think here particularly of the frequently expressed difficulties in Met. r
about this conception of a science (cf. pp. 16-17 above), and of the
picture of the special sciences which is presented in Met. M3 according
to which the validity of each of the special sciences depends on their
concentrating on some aspect of their subject which is necessarily ignored
by the other sciences which treat the same subject. Thus, although arith-
metic treats Man as something indivisible and geometry treats him as
something divisible, both approaches are correct (1078a21-31),
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Met. E1, of these special sciences as other than primary. I have
argued that (3) is a misinterpretation of what Aristotle means by
the universal science. But it is a misinterpretation which is easily
put on the expression ‘the study of everything’.’®® I maintain that
in rejecting the conception of a ‘science of all the things that are’
in SE 9, 170a21, and of a ‘single science of whdt is’.in EE A8,
1217b35, Aristotle is rejecting the conception of a universal science
whieh would see it as the study of everything about everything; and
I have emphasised the words in the quotations to show how natural
it is that in both these passages he should reject a universal science
given that in both of them he is anxious to emphasise the variety of
the special sciences. For this variety must be appreciated if we are
to understand both the privileged position, and the limitations to
the privilege of that position, which Aristotle claims for first philo-
sophy among the sciences. I conclude that in those passages where
Aristotle rejects the possibility of the study of everything he is
rejecting (3) and in those passages where he accepts the possibility of
such a study he is accepting (1), and that the difference between the
two types of passage is indicated by details of language in them. It
seems to me that Owen has not allowed for the difference between
(1) and (3) when he argues for an inconsistency between Met. T,
E, Z on the one hand and the EE and the Organon on the other.

It is natural that Aristotle should consider interpretation (3) in
those passages where the possibility of the study of everything is
rejected. In both SE g, 11 and EE A8 he is concerned with the
notion of dialectic, either positively, as in SE, where he speaks of
his own notion of dialectic, or negatively, as in EE, where he wishes

* to combat a notion of dialectic which is Platonic and false,®” Dia-
lectic is indeed concerned with everything about everything, as first

philosophy is not; but the price which it pays for this universality is
that, unlike first philosophy, it is not scientific in character. The
universality of dialectic is opposed to the universality of first philo-
sophy in the same way in which, in our example above, the
universality of the notion of Wealth is opposed to that of the notion
of Someone’s Wealth. First philosophy is restricted, in its study of
everything, to that characteristic — Being — which everything shares:
by contrast, there is no question which is closed to dialectic.
Accordingly, although it is true that first philosophy examines those
common axioms, such as the principle of non-contradiction, which

166 Tt is naturally suggested by P.4. A1, 641b1, ‘so natural philosophy would
be concerned with everything’.

167 ¢f. 1217b20—4, where the positing of Ideas, including that of Good, is
characterised as ‘logical (logikds)’: this means that Aristotle saw the
Ideas as arising from the practice of dialectic (see p. 30 above) and,
moreover, from the poor practice of it (see pp. 15-16 above).
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because of their generality cannot form the subject-matter of any
special science but are of concern to the dialectician,® it is dialectic
alone that can examine the special foundations of each science.’®®
This is the value which dialectic uniquely possesses, and it is a
value which is not superseded by the different value possessed by
first philosophy. However, the sort of universality which characterises
dialectic prevents it from being scientific. The wealth possessed by
the individuals each of whom has his own wealth may well differ
for each individual and can only be described as common to all of
them in the sense in which not being a man is common to such
different things as horses, tables, numbers etc. Aristotle alludes to
this when he says that the subject-matter of dialectic is not of any
definite nature but is rather to be compared to negatives.” Through-
out his works, in the Organon and the Metaphysics alike, Aristotle
presents a consistent picture of the relationship between dialectic
and science and of the respective values of each.

Summary: Aristotle and Plato on dialectic and science

I opened this chapter with a comment on the fundamental opposi-
tion between Plato and Aristotle on the question of ‘the unity of
science, and I suggested that the nature of the opposition between
the two philosophers was likely to be most clearly shown in their
differing evaluations of the common activity of dialectic. In this
chapter I have been concerned not so much with the details of the
practice of the question and answer debate, which is most fully
discussed in Top. ©, as with the location of dialectic in Aristotle’s.
system of the forms of expertise. This has required an examination -
of a number of passages, mainly in the Metaphysics and the
Organon, where the relations between dialectic, the special sciences,
and the universal science are discussed. I have argued that the
notion of substance (ousia) which he develops out of the more
primitive notion of the nature (¢ esti) supplies the tool by which in
the Metaphysics Aristotle is able to distinguish the universal science
both from the special sciences and from dialectic. Aristotle uses the
notion of substance to break the dilemma of Met. Be, which con-
fronted the idea of a universal science with the difficulty that essence
(i.e. that aspect of ousia in which the word is interchangeable with
‘t; esti’) falls outside the scope of scientific proof. He shows that
ousia in the sense of ‘substance’ which he himself discovered by
analysis, is an essential element in the explanation of anything which
is said to be; and thus he vindicates its claim to be the subject-
168 Met, I'g; An. Post. A11, 77226-35.

169 Top. A2, 101a34—101bg; cf, An. Pr. A30, discussed pp. 32-3 above.

170 SE 11, 172a36-8.
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matter of a science. In the case of dialectic the notion of ousia
operates less directly. It provides, as I have said, a focus of unity
for the concept of being; and this concept in turn constitutes a sub-
ject with attributes, and one from which its attributes are notionally
isolable. The possibility of this isolation provides Aristotle with his
characterisation of dialectic as an activity which is concerned with

_the characteristics which things possess simply in virtue of being

things but not with the being in virtue of which these characteristics
are possessed. When he examines Plato’s ontology, he uses this
conception of dialectic to show that Plato was misled into devising
an incorrect ontology by an incorrect notion of dialectic..For Plato
conceived dialectic as essentially involving a search for definitions,
and he regarded it as a scientific activity: From this it followed that
he regarded the objects of the dialectical “science — the definitions —
as separate entities; and Aristotle would allow this as a reasonable
step for Plato to make, since he too regarded the object of the
universal science — Substance — as a separate entity.?™ But Aristotle
maintains that dialectic does not involve the search for definitions;
and in doing this he undermines one of the main props of the theory
of Forms.1™ .

Aristotle preserves the Platonic idea of dialectic as unrestricted in
its scope. On the other hand this lack of restriction is for Aristotle
an indication of the unscientific character of dialectic, whereas for
Plato it had been an indication that dialectic was the only true
science. This opposition between the philosophers derives from
Aristotle’s analysis of the concept of philosophy as a complex in
which the genuinely universal element also has a particular form
and only partially covers the other elements. Aristotle is able by
means of his category distinction between subject and attribute to
unravel the ambiguity in the notion of the study of everything and
so to make the distinction, which is lacking to Plato, between
ontology, which studies everything in the respect in which all things
constitute a unity, and dialectic, which does not as an intellectual
activity have such a structure as to reflect any unity in the subjects
which it treats. To be sure, Plato had attempted with the Form of
Good to confer unity on the subjects of his dialectic; but the attempt
was bound to founder on objections derived from the complexity
of the concept of being, or from (what is simply the same point,
cast in the linguistic mode) the ambiguity of the word ‘being’, in
the absence of the sort of analysis which Aristotle provides in Met.
T2.

Nevertheless Plato was correct in his assessment of the need for

1711 Not, of course, the universal ~ Substance — but the instances (substances)
which fall under the universal, cf. Met. Z3, 1029a28.
172 Met, A6, M4.
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such a unifying element; and accordingly, where Aristotle finds
such an element in the notion of substance, he makes this the basis
of his own universal science. His dialectic, on the other hand, follows
its Platonic forbear in being completely unrestricted in scope and
also in its lack of any unifying element; but Aristotle recognises, as
Plato did not, both the absence and the need for the absence of
such an element in dialectic. For just as dialectic is an activity
which precedes the special sciences and provides the means of
investigating their foundations which they are unable themselves to
provide, so also it precedes the universal science of ontology; it
should not be hampered in its operation by the acceptance of any
particular ontological thesis, an acceptance which is necessary
within the science of ontology as it is within any science.!™ In his
own investigations in ontology Aristotle makes dialectic do double
service. It provides the means of attacking Plato’s ontology. That
this is so is clear not only from the many examples in the Topics of
arguments against the theory of Forms, but also from EE AS,
1217b16-19, and Met. Mg, 1080ag—11, which refer us to another
work or department of enquiry for a fuller treatment of the theory
of Forms. In both passages the enquiry referred to is described as
‘more logical’, which is generally accepted by commentators as
designating dialectic;'™* and that the reference is indeed to dialectic
is made irresistible by the comment in EE A8, that this enquiry
contains ‘arguments which are at the same time both destructive
and general’.r™ It also provides him with the means to lay the
foundations of his own exercise in ontology: the remarks in Met.
B1, gg5a24—995bg, which introduce the examination of difficulties
which is a necessary preliminary to the establishment of the founda-
tions of ontology, indicate clearly that a dialectical exercise is to
follow. So in order to preserve the cardinal value of dialectic in this
respect, Aristotle must correct Plato and free dialectic from ontology.
I have argued that just such an interpretation of the nature of
dialectic is to be found in the comments of Met. I'2 and Mg on the
independence of dialectic from concern with substance (ousia) or the
nature (ti esti) of things.

A final way in which the superiority of Aristotle’s tools of analysis
shows itself when the theories of Plato and Aristotle on dialectic are
compared, lies in the difference between the manner in which each
supposes dialectic to be of value in scientific enquiry. Aristotle regards
each science as essentially resting on its own foundations, which are

118 cf, SE 11, 172a15-21.

174 cf, p. 30 above.

175 of, G. E. L. Owen, The Platonism of Aristotle, p. 145: ‘Aristotle came to
think that dialectic itself was competent to undermine the Theory of
Forms.’
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objectively and universally valid in such a way that it is meaning-

less to suggest that in addition to these there might be other

foundations which are the foundations. At the same time, however,
he is able, by means of his distinction between that which is more
intelligible absolutely and that which is more intelligible to us, to
allow that there are foundations which are other than the founda-
tions. For it is the nature of foundations to exceed that of which

" they are foundations in intelligibility ; and so the distinction between

the absolute and the relative forms of intelligibility will be reflected
in a distinction between absolute and relative forms of foundations.
Accordingly, Aristotle can say both that dialectic is concerned with
the foundations of science,'’® and that dialectic and science are
essentially opposed, in that the former can never get beyond the
method of question and answer while the latter is essentially
didactic.}”” Plato lacked the distinction between the two modes of
being more intelligible and the corresponding distinction between
the two modes of being a foundation. Consequently he regarded it
as the job of dialectic to concern itself with both sorts of foundation.
Although Plato distinguished in the Republic between the passage
which leads up to the first principle and that which leads down
from it, he regarded it as the function of dialectic to effect both
these passages.'”® The distinction between the upward and down-
ward paths had a strong influence on Aristotle’s concepiion of
science. But he is also aware of the difficulty involved in assigning
the dual role to dialectic which Plato had given it; and he solves the
difficulty by means of his distinction between the two forms of
intelligibility.!®

Aristotle regards it as the job of dialectic to proceed from
foundations to the foundations. In science the foundations are first
and can only be argued from. In dialectic the foundations are
argued to, from foundations which are not the foundations. One of
the more important achievements of Aristotle’s theory of the forms
of intellectual exercise is to disarm the apparent paradox in this.

176 Top. A2, 101a34—101bg; O3, 158a31-158b4. For further discussion of
this, see pp. 68-73, 89—93 below.

177 §E 2, 165b3; 11, 172a15-21. .

178 Rep. 511b; dialectic proceeds ‘up to the unhypothetical first principle of
everything’ and then ‘descends to the conclusion’,

.19 At EN A4, 1095a32-1095b4, he notes that Plato debated whether

investigation should proceed to or from the foundations. There is no hint
that Plato resolved his doubts on this matter. Aristotle’s own solution
uses the distinction between the two forms of intelligibility.
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In the previous chapter I supported my analysis of Aristotle’s ideas
about dialectic by appealing to certain philosophical distinctions.
To elucidate Aristotle’s remarks about dialectic and definition, I
emphasised the distinction between definitions and the definition;
and I relied on an analogous distinction between foundations and
the foundations of a science to characterise the role of dialectic in
this area. I also argued that an important element in Aristotle’s
distinction between dialectic and first philosophy is that each
possesses a different sort of universality, and that it is essential to
appreciate this if we are to assess the contributions which each
activity has to make to our understanding of things. Clearly all of
these points require closer philosophical scrutiny; and. this I shall
attempt in the present chapter. At the same time it is important to
establish that the analyses in question are of an Aristotelian charac-
ter, if we are to be justified in using them to elucidate his concept of
dialectic. Accordingly I shall examine at length a passage in the
Nicomachean Ethics. The subject-matter of the passage is not
dialectical (although its method is); but I shall argue that it provides
a metaphysical theory of very wide application.

The philosophical insights of Wittgenstein, Wisdom and
Bambrough have helped me to find this theory in the work of
Aristotle. I hope that, once found, it will not continue to elude
commentators on Aristotle, as it has done so far. The theory pro-
vides analytic support for the theses which were used in chapter
two. Moreover it can be applied to the exploration of concepts
which are central to dialectic, and it was so applied by Aristotle.
So after exploring the general theory, we shall return to a direct
examination of Aristotl€’s concept of dialectic armed with tools,
which have been further tested.

The object of wish

In his paper ‘Mace, Moore, and Wittgenstein’* Wisdom, developing
a point from Mace, gives a brief but extremely suggestive analysis
of the statement ‘It’s amusing’ and of the conditions which surround

1 Paradox and Discovery (Oxford, 1965), pp. 148-66.
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the upholding or challenging of a claim that something is amusing.?
He notes that the question of whether something is amusing is not
the same as a question about one’s own feelings of amusement, nor
again the same as a question about the reactions of amusement in
the audience at large. To report one’s own feelings or the general

_reaction_of the audience is not sufficient if one wishes to decide .

whether something is amusing. On the other hand (and here T go

"beyond what Wisdom says in this place)® a question about whether

something is amusing is essentially a question about feelings and
reactions of amusement. It is not the case that the feelings and
reactions of amusement are irrelevant to the settling of the question;
-rather, there is nothing more to use in settling the question than the
feelings and reactions of oneself and the rest of the audience and
other people who, though not present at the event, could be
imagined to be so. I do not mean by this to restore to the question
the subjectivity which Wisdom hoped to remove. The effect of
Wisdom’s observations is to show that in addition to observing
people’s feelings, one needs reasons if one is to support the claim
that something is amusing. Nevertheless, the reasons are reasons for
being amused and to be amused is to feel amused. So the question
is about people’s feelings of amusement, but not about the feelings
of any particular person or group of people at any particular time.
If we allow that there is a right answer to the question, we may say
that it is about the feelings of the expert in these matters, provided
that we recognise that being an expert is defined by- the ability
regularly to get the right answer to such questions. But there is value
in introducing the notion of the expert here. For it serves as a
corrective to the plausible but wrong accounts of the nature of the
question, Such wrong accounts are those which reduce the question
whether something is amusing to (a) ‘It makes me laugh’, or (b) ‘It
makes the majority laugh’, or again (c) ‘It seems amusing to me’,
or (d) ‘It seems amusing to the majority’, or again (e) ‘It has certain
qualities which make it amusing even though it may never provoke
any laughter or feelings of amusement in anyone’.

All these reductions illuminate certain aspects of the matter at
the expense of obscuring others. They are distinct reductions, each
apparently opposed to the others; and since between them they
seem to represent all the possible interpretations of what it is to be
amusing, there is the temptation, which is of great persistence in
philosophy, to suppose that one of them must be the correct inter-
pretation. Aristotle, like Wisdom, is continually steering us from
this temptation when he shows that none of the reductions is satis-
factory by itself, but if we take them all together and analyse the

2 pp. 148-9.
3 But see his Philosophy and Psychoanalysis (Oxford, 1953), pp. 106-7.
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relations between them, we can see how the apparent conflict
between these accounts can be removed and then how each of them
has something to contribute to the true account of the matter. One
of the clearest statements in Aristotle’s works of this general view of
the nature of philosophical method is at EE Ha, 1245b13-18: ‘we
must accept the reasoning which will both best explain to us the
views held about these matters and will resolve the difficuities and
contradictions; and we will achieve this if we show that the conflict-
ing views are held with good reason. For such reasoning will most
closely accord with the agreed facts; and it will allow the conflicting
views to be retained if analysis can show that each is partly true and
partly false’. The words translated ‘agreed facts’ (ta phainomena)
are the same as those used in a more familiar passage on method to
mark the views of common sense in contrast to the philosophers’
paradoxes.* There, as has been well argued by Owen,® Aristotle’s
point is to contrast Socrates’ view that one cannot act against one’s
better judgement, with the recognition by common sense that one
can so act. In our EE passage the force of the expression is the same.
Here Aristotle commends the account which recognises and absorbs
the conflicting views on the matter under investigation, and which
at the same time does not conflict with obvious truths. Fhe emphasis
is on the need to eliminate the sense of difficulty which is felt when
we are faced with the various conflicting accounts of the matter.
This should be done by removing the element of falsity from each
account; and we shall then be left with an account which embodies
the correct elements in each of the conflicting accounts. For this
reason Aristotle says that the conflicting views will be retained; but
he will remove the sense of conflict, which arose from the fact that
each account has some but not all of the elements of the true
account.

The analysis of the object of wish (to bouléton) in EN T4 pro-
vides a clear and illuminating example of the type of metaphysical
analysis which is indicated in the programme of EE Hz. Since I
shall discuss this passage in detail, it will be useful to translate it in
full:

I have said that wish is for the end. To some it seems to be for the good,
to others for what appears good. For those who say that the good is the
object of wish, it follows that what is wished by the person who chooses
wrongly is not an object of wish (since if it is an object of wish, it will
also be good; whereas in the case proposed it was bad). For those, on the

1 EN. H2, 1145b28. Cf. EE Hi, 1235231, where this translation is even
more clearly preferable to the rendering ‘observed facts’ (e.g. H. Rackham,

Eudemian Ethics, London, 1935, p. 365).
5 “Tithenai Ta Phainomena’ in Aristote et Les Problémes de Mcéthode

(Louvain-Paris, 1961), pp. 85-6;
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other hand, who say that what appears good is the object of wish, it
follows that there is no natural object of wish but what it seems to each
person to be; but different things appear thus to different persons, and it
may be that these things are contrary. If these consequences are unsatis-
factory, we should say that the good is without qualification and in truth
the object of wish, while what appears good is the object of each person’s
wish — and that the true object of wish is the object of the good man’s,
while whatever it chances to be is the object of the bad man’s. So also in
the case of bodies, what is truly healthy is so to those in good condition,
while other things are healthy to the ill; and so on with things that are
bitter, sweet, hot, heavy, and each of the others. The good man judges each
correctly, and in each case what appears to him is truly so. For there are
fine and pleasant things special to each condition; and perhaps the most
distinctive mark of the good man is that he sees in each case what is true —
he is like a standard measure of them. But among the mass of people error
seems to come about through pleasure; for it appears to be the good, when

it is not. So they choose the pleasant as being the good, and they shun pain 1

as the bad.

In this passage Aristotle notes two plausible answers to the problem
of the nature of the object of wish - ‘the good’ and ‘the apparent
good’. But although these two answers seem between them to
exhaust all the possibilities, each brings paradoxical consequences.
For if we say that the good is the object of wish, this brings with it
the consequence that the man who wishes something other than the
good does not wish at all. That this is paradoxical can bz readily
seen from the fact that, if we accept the consequencé, we are
tempted to describe his act of wishing in inverted commas, so that
he is said not to wish something other than the good but to ‘wish’
something other than the good. On the other hand, if we say that
the apparent good is the object of wish, this brings with it the
consequence that, since different people may have different views
of what is the good, there is no such thing as the object of wish, but
rather there are potentially as many objects of wish as there are
people who exercise the faculty. The paradox in this consists in the
fact that ‘the apparent good’ was given as the answer to a question
about the object of wish; but as an answer it shows that the question
was misconceived. For the question was about the object of wish,
and the effect of the answer is to deny that there is such a thing.
The consequences of both the answers — ‘the good’ and ‘the
apparent good’ — are unacceptable, if we want to be able to say both
that all cases of wishing really are cases of wishing and that not all
cases of wishing are directed towards the proper object of wish.
Here, then, we have a dilemma in which both the answers bring
intolerable consequences and yet between them seem to exhaust all
the possibilities. The situation and Aristotle’s remedy for it are of
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the sort which are described in EE Ha. By means of a logical device
he is able to show that, although there is indeed a conflict between
the two unacceptable answers, elements can be extracted from each
to produce an answer which does not generate intolerable conse-
quences. Each answer has some contribution to make to the correct
answer; but because each exaggerates its correct insight to the point
of ignoring the correct insight which the other embodies, neither
is in itself acceptable,

Aristotle distinguishes the unqualified object of wish (to haplas
bouléton) from the object of someone’s wish (to hekasto: bouléton).
While it is undeniable that each person wishes that which he wishes
(it is because the man who says the good is the object of wish is
forced to deny this, that his account must be rejected), there is no
reason why that which an individual wishes should coincide with
the object of wish. The object of the individual’s wish may or may
not coincide with the object of wish; and in fact the two do coincide
in the case of the object of the good man’s wish and only in this
case. Thus the good man, or moral expert, is the standard by refer-
ence to whose act of wishing we may determine the nature of the
object of wish. In the case of all other acts of wishing, observation
only informs us of the nature of the object of someone’s wish.

Aristotle illuminates the point by contrasting the man of sound
health with the sick man. The health of the former is enhanced by
what really is healthy and he tastes as sweet what really is sweet;
whereas the latter’s health is enhanced by what is healthy only for
him and he tastes as sweet what is sweet only to him. What he finds
healthy, or tastes as sweet, is not in fact healthy or sweet. Certainly
what the sick man tastes as sweet is sweet to the sick man; but we
can only say that something is sweet without adding such qualifica-
tions, if it is tasted as sweet by the man who is the standard in these
matters, the healthy man. We should also note that in the latter case
we say that it is really sweet or a true case of sweetness:® to be a case
of real or genuine sweetness is to satisfy the judgement of the expert
in these matters.” Further illumination could be gained from a
comparison, which Aristotle does not make in this connection, with
the case of shooting. Shooting and targets are essentially correlative;
without the one the other eannot exist.® But only some shots hit the
target; and of those which have failed to hit it we may say that

6 cf, 1113223, 27.

7111322933,

8 T exclude from the title of ‘shooting’ the activity of simply letting the gun
go off with no attempt to aim at a target. The reason why such an activity
is not allowed to be an instance of shooting — or if so, only marginally and
with reservations — is precisely that shooting essentially involves aiming at
targets.
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while they were intended to be directed at the target, they were in
fact directed at what they hit, which was therefore their target.®
Two points should be noted. Firstly, although I have spoken of
the expert both in the case of wishing and in the case of tasting
sweetness, I do not mean to convey by this that Aristotle necessarily
thought it an exclusive or rare accomplishment for-a person so to
exercise a faculty that the object of Ais faculty should coincide with
“the object of the faculty.’® Aristotle’s use, within a single passage,
of the singular to characterise the man whose wish is rightly
directed!® and the plural to characterise those whose taste of sweet-
ness is correct® might be thought to indicate that he considers the
former form of expertise to be rare and the latter to be common.
But nothing turns on this question of numbers. The important
distinction is between the successful and the unsuccessful exercise of
a faculty. Secondly, it may be thought that the example of the con-
trast between the man in sound and the man in poor physical condi-
tion is not fully parallel to the contrast between the man in sound
and the man in poor moral condition. For in the former case what
promotes the health of the sick man is good for him and does not
merely seem good to him; whereas in the latter case the mistaken
object of wish is not something which is good for him but only
something which seems good to him. Elsewhere Aristotle shows
himself aware of this distinction among the ways in which an
attribute can be qualified. At EN Hiz, 1152b29-32, he distinguishes
among wrong pleasures those which are ‘while bad without qualifi-
cation, not bad for someone but preferable for him’ from those
which are ‘not even pleasures, but only apparently so’. In the first
of these types of qualified pleasures the qualification is made in
terms of the interest of some individual; some experiences are
pleasant for a particular individual but not for people in general.
The second type of qualified pleasures must be qualified by reference
to the judgement of the particular individual who thinks that he
finds pleasure in them; of these we can only say that they seem
pleasant to someone, not that the are pleasant tout court. I am not
here concerned with this distinction as it effects the analysis of
Pleasure; I introduce it simply to show that Aristotle is aware of the
distinction between the two manners of being qualified which seem
to be conflated in EN I'4. There is no attempt to distinguish them

91 have treated this example more fully in my ‘Aristotle on Relativism’,
pp. 199-201. See also G. E. M. Anscombe, ‘The Intentionality of
Sensation’, p. 167.

10 In what follows I use the word ‘faculty’ to cover all human functions and
activities which we may speak of as directed towards some object outside
themselves, Thus the word will cover such diverse activities as knowing,
wishing, shooting.

11 1113225, 29. 12 1113226,
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in T'4 because Aristotle’s purpose in this chapter is simply to show
how the distinction between the qualified and unqualified use of a
term can solve the problem about the object of wish.

The distinction qualified/unqualified which we have seen
Aristotle use in his analysis of the object of wish is also used by him
in the analysis of other central ethical concepts. Thus he appeals to
this distinction when he comments on pleasure,’® the object of
friendship,** the terrible,' the voluntary.’® He argues that in the
case of all these concepts we must recognise a complexity of such a
kind that under them fall both straightforward instances which
stand in need of no further explanation in order to count as
instances of the particular concept and instances which do need
some explicit qualification if they are to count as instances at all.
However, of all the places in the two Ethics in which this distinction
is used, EN T'4 with its analysis of the object of wish is the most
illuminating because of the demonstration which it provides of the
value of this distinction in unravelling the difficulties left by those
whose accounts do not incorporate this distinction. Later I shall
argue that the metaphysical theory which is presented in EN 174
and alluded to in the discussions of certain concepts elsewhere in -
the Ethics is also applied in Aristotle’s analysis of certain concepts
which are central to his notion of dialectic, and that the character
of Aristotle’s work on dialectic reflects this metaphysical theory in
the same way in which the character of his work on ethics does.
Before turning to dialectic, however, it will be useful to consider
more fully the general nature of this metaphysical theory.

Something should be said here about my use of the word ‘meta-
physical’. What is usually understood as falling under the heading
‘Aristotle’s metaphysics’ is the discussion of sensible and non-
sensible substance which occurs principally in the Metaphysics and
the Physics. 1 prefer to classify such discussion under the heading of
‘ontology’, and to appropriate the name ‘metaphysics’ for discus-
sions which are concerned with the ultimate grounds of justification
for various classes of proposition. I agree with philosophers who
argue that discussion of the former kind should be construed as a
variant idiom of what is more perspicuously expressed in the latter
kind of talk.)” Be that as it may, the sources for the Aristotelian
metaphysical theory which I shall be examining lie not so much in

18 EN Hiz, 1152b27-33; K5, 1176a15-22.

14 EN 2, 1155b18-27; 85, 1157b25-8.

15 FE 11, 1228b18-30.

16 ENIT'1, 1110218-19. )

17 Cf. John Wisdom, ‘The Metamorphosis of Metaphysics’ in Paradox and
Discovery (Oxford, 1965), pp. 57-81, esp. pp. 71-5; Renford Bambrough,
‘Principia Metaphysica’, Philosophy 39 (1964), 101-3.
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the Metaphysics as in a more scattered series of passages, chief
among which is EN T'4. Aristotle has a view of the relation between
human faculties and their objects which is of very general applica-
tion. I believe that the importance and scope of his theory of this
matter has been underestimated and neglected, and that it is essen-
tial to attend to the varied contexts in which the theory is presented,
if we are to have a proper understanding of Aristotle’s metaphysics.
One effect of this will be a better grasp of the connection between
his ideas and those of more recent philosophers whose metaphysical
discussion is not carried on in the idiom of ontology.

Aristotle’s central insight in the account of wishing is his appre-

ciation that although the faculty and its objects are correlative, each....

element _can independently follow its own logical pattern.: Wish is

~directed towards the good, and each person’s wish is directed to-

wards that which he thinks to be the good. These two assertions
represent the views of the two opposing parties, and Aristotle accepts
them both. But Aristotle indicates his disagreement with both
parties when he says that it is possible for the wish of some particular
person, viz. the good man, to be directed towards the good, but that
the wish of people other than the good man are not directed to-
wards the good. Thus he argues that all cases of wishing really are
cases of wishing but that not all are directed towards that which
really is the good. One might similarly argue that although all acts
of describing are essentially directed towards the producing of
descriptions, some acts of describing produce not descriptions but
misdescriptions; but nonetheless, acts of describing which produce
misdescriptions really are acts of describing. For were this not so,
we would be unable to produce an account of the nature of mis-
description which showed it to be a deviation from the norm of
description rather than something positive itself. Similarly, were it
not the case that the act of wishing which is directed towards the
apparent rather than the real good really is an act of wishing, we
would not be justified in calling its object the apparent good; for
that which is not really an act of wishing must really be something
else, and that something else will have its own object, something
other than the good, with a real nature of its own. If we suppose in
the case of faculties and their objects that where one of the two
elements is qualified as real or apparent the other must be qualified
in the same way, we lose the value of these qualifications for the
analysis of the relation between faculties and their objects. This
value lies in the means provided by these qualifications for distin-
guishing between successful or proper exercises of a faculty and the
mere exercise of the faculty.

It is this distinction which is obliterated by each of the two
opposing views and preserved in Aristotle’s account alone. The
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view which maintains that the object of wish is the good only allows
that successful exercise of a faculty should qualify as exercise; and
the view which maintains that the object of wish is the apparent
good represents all exercise of the faculty as successful exercise.
The obliteration of this distinction is indicative of a distortion on
the part of both parties of such a concept as Object-of-Wish. The
expression ‘object of wish’ designates a unitary concept, a fact
which is more clearly indicated by the single word Greek expression
bouléton than in the English translations; and it is a feature of the
views which Aristotle attacks that they attempt to drive a wque
between the two elements of such a concept by focusing attention
on one of the elements at the expense of the other. Those who make
the successful exercise of a faculty the condition of its being an
exercise of that faculty at all are so concerned with the objects of
the faculty that they forget that the objects are objects of that
faculty. Those, on the other hand, who regard every exercise of the
faculty as equally valid are so concerned with the .faculty itself tl.lat
they forget that correlative to the faculty are objects whose being
is logically inseparable from that of the faculty. To revert to the
example of shooting and targets, one can say of Fhe former thlnl'iers
that they treat the targets as if they could exist without the shooting,
and of the latter that they suppose that shooting can exist w1§hout
targets. The correct account recognises that targets are.loglcallyj
inseparable from shooting and that neither should be considered or
explained in isolation from the other. R ,
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It is tempting, but incorrect, to diagnose such expressions as ‘object
of wish’ as simply ambiguous between the two (supposed) senses
‘what ought to be wished’ and ‘what is wished’.’® 1f tl_lis ambiguity
really were present, Aristotle’s argument agamst his opponents
would fail; for the one — he who maintains that the object of wish
is the good — could claim that he is talking about what ?ught to .be
wished, while the other — he who maintains that t.he object of w1s¥1
is the apparent good — could claim that he is talking about what is
wished. In the face of theSe claims Aristotle’s analysis of the situation
as one in which a fundamental conflict between two answers to Fhe
same question can only be resolved by adopting a via media which
offers an answer distinct from either, would be ill-founded. In fact
Aristotle’s analysis has precisely the effect of expelling the tempta-
tion to see such an ambiguity here. It is, of course, true that there

18 Alternatively, in terms of ‘wishing for’ the two senses would b.ecome‘ ‘wha’,t
is wished for’ and ‘what is wished’: this is how W.F. R. Hardie, Aristotle’s
Ethical Theory, pp. 168-9, diagnoses the ambiguity.
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may be a difference between that which any particular person
actually wishes and that which ought to be wished, and Aristotle
recognises this difference with his distinction between the unquali-
fied and qualified object of wish. But he argues that what ought to
be wished by any person at all is the same; it is something objective
and common to all wishing subjects. That this is so is shown by our
readiness to say that what everybody really wishes is' the same
(although individuals may mistakenly think that their wishes are
private and personal). The object of wish, then, is what ought to be
wished, and as such it is not open to any qualification which may
arise from the variety to be found among the subjects who exercise
the faculty of wish. But when we consider what is actually wished
by the various individuals who exercise the faculty, qualification is
necessary in those cases where they actually wish something other
than that which ought to be wished. These are precisely the cases in
which Aristotle finds the notion of the qualified object of wish
iindispensable; for it is in these cases that we must say that what
they actually wish is not the object of wish but the object of their
wish. So Aristotle’s account recognises and absorbs the distinction
between what ought to be wished and what is wished. Moreover it
shows that the metaphysical importance of the distinction lies solely
in its being able to make clear that where the distinction is relevant,
this can be achieved by adding to the expression ‘object of wish’ a
qualification which is not needed where it is not relevant. But the
central case of wishing an object is that done by the good man,
whose wishing is such as to measure up to the value of the object of
the faculty. He wishes as he ought to and what ought to be wished:
others do not wish as they ought to, and for this reason the objects
of their wishes are other than what ought to be wished.

To get a better understanding of this important point, it will be
useful to consider the concept of Taste. The analysis of this concept
illustrates Aristotle’s metaphysical theory in a way which is perhaps
more accessible to the English rcader than is the case with the
examples, such as the object of wish, with which Aristotle works.
As in the case of the object of wish, so also with taste one finds a
dispute between the extreme realist, who regards taste as something
not necessarily possessed by everyone but confined to those who
show excellence and expertise, and the extreme relativist, who
regards taste as something possessed, and possessed in equal degree,
by everyone. The realist denies that the man whose taste is bad has
taste at all, and is driven to the extreme of regarding the expression
‘bad taste’ as a contradiction; the relativist asserts that the man
whose taste is bad does have taste, and is driven to the extreme of
not recognising any grounds for valuing taste as good or bad. Here
again it is tempting to diagnose as the cause of the dispute an
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ambiguity in the word ‘taste’, of such a kind that in one use, that
on which the realist exclusively concentrates, it means ‘good judge-
ment’, while in another use, that on which the relativist exclusively
concentrates, it means simply ‘the exercise of judgement’.?® This
appeal to the ambiguity of ‘taste’ may easily allow the dispute to
dissolve under the excuse of exaggeration and neglect on the part
of both parties. According to this account, the contradiction between
‘bad taste is not taste’ — the assertion of the realist — and ‘taste may
be bad’ — the assertion of the relativist — is only apparent; for if we
recognise the ambiguity of ‘taste’, we can see that it is not the case
that the realist denies and the relatlvxst asserts the same attribute of
the same subject, viz. ‘taste’ of ‘bad taste’. Similarly, one may allow
a dispute as to whether grass grows on banks to dissolve as only an
apparent disagreement, when it is realised that the disputant who
challenged the assertion was in fact meaning by ‘bank’ the place
where money is changed.

But this account, in turn, is misleading. We may accept that the
contradiction between the two assertions ‘bad taste is not taste’ and
‘taste may be bad’ is indeed only apparent, since both assertions are
in fact true. But it would be a mistake to deduce from this that the
accounts of taste of which each of these assertions is an expression
are acceptable. That neither is acceptable is readily seen from the
fact that each denies a true assertion which the other makes. By
contrast, we would be able to accept an account which followed the
lines of Aristotle’s account of the object of wish, since this would
not be open to the objection that it denies something which is true.
Such an account would accommodate both the assertions about
taste by making taste (unqualified) something that may, but need
not, ‘coincide with qualified taste, i.e. with taste qualified as some-
one’s taste or bad taste. Accordingly, there are cases of taste where
it is not necessary to add any qualification, cases which come up to
the common standard of excellence; this was denied by the relativist
when he argued that all cases are necessanly qualified by reference
to their owner and that no case has a greater claim to the title of
‘taste’ than any other. But also we must allow that there are cases
of bad taste and that the expression ‘bad taste’ is not self-contra-
dictory; this was denied by the realist when he argued that only

19 It would be possible for those who urge this account to appeal to the
distinction in the Oxford English Dictionary between senses m 7 and m 8
of ‘Taste’. He could point to mr 7 — ‘the fact or condition of liking or
preferring somethmg, inclination, liking for’ — as the sense which the
relativist intends by ‘taste’, and to m 8 — ‘the sense of what is appropnate,
harmomous, or beautiful; esp. the discernment and appreclauon of the
beautiful in nature or art; spec. the faculty of perceiving and enjoying
what is excellent in art, llterature and the like’ — as the sense which the
realist intends by ‘taste‘,
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cases of good taste can qualify as cases of taste at all. Insofar as
characterisation of the word ‘taste’ as simply ambiguous suggests
that it is possible to isolate two distinct senses which the word can
bear in its various occurrences, the analysis of taste which follows
the pattern of Aristotle’s analysis of the object of wish tells against
the characterisation. For in the case of typically ambiguous words,
such as ‘bank’, the distinct types of object which the word covers in

‘its various senses all have a fully justified claim to be designated by

that ‘word. But in the case of ‘taste’, ‘object of wish’ and other
words or expressions which I shall examine later in this chapter, we
must distinguish between objects which have a fully justified claim
to be designated by the word and objects which, have a tenuous
claim, a claim which can only be justified if we add the necessary
qualification when we use the word to describe them. This is what
is brought out by the Aristotelian analysis and missed by the types
of analysis with which it is contrasted. This analysis suggests that
instead of describing the words as ambiguous, we would be less
likely to mislead if we were to describe them as used with varying
degrees of justification to cover not only the central cases but also
peripheral cases which can only be justified as cases at all by refer-
ring to the central cases.?®

Universality

In chapter two I commented briefly on the relation between central
and peripheral cases when I discussed the types of universality
which Aristotle claims for ontology and dialectic respectively.?* I
argued that ontology should be regarded as universal in the way in
which Wealth is, while dialectic should be regarded as universal in
the way in which Being Someone’s Wealth is. Aristotle finds it
necessary when characterising ontology as universal to qualify this
universality by adding ‘in the sense that it is primary’; and I main-
tained that this qualification is necessary because Aristotle realises
that he is using the notion of universality in a way which is opposed
to its normal use — a use whereby a character is universal if it can be
shown to apply fully and equally to a number of distinct instances.
That which is universal as primary cannot so apply to all the
instances which it covers, since it applies to some instances fully but

20 This suggestion recalls the analysis of such words as ‘being’ and ‘medical’
which Aristotle gives at Met. 1"2, 1003233—1003b10, and which formed an
important element in G. E. L. Owen’s thesis (examined on pp. 42-9
above) that Aristotle’s concept of a universal dialectic aaiedates the
general science proposed in the Metaphysics. For doubt as to whether
such an analysis reveals ambiguity in these words, see J. Hintikka, Time
and Necessity (Oxford, 1973), pp. 21~5.

21 pp. 445 above.
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to others only in an extended and qualified way. I shall argue that in
extending the notion of universality in this way Aristotle does not
distort the notion as it is found in its more familiar form; rather
he develops features of the notion which it always possessed and
which justify his extension of it when he seeks to apply it in the case
of certain complex concepts.

This extended notion, and the contrast between it and the more
simple notion from which it is developed, gain illumination when
considered in connection with the concepts which I have bee_n
discussing — taste, object of wish etc. Within the concept of taste it
might seem that what is universal is being someone’s taste, i:e. the
form of taste which is possessed by all subjects who have their own
taste, be it good or bad. It is, after all, true of all cases of taste,
including the cases of bad taste, that they are cases of taste; and for
this reason we are inclined to see as the universal element in taste
what is common to all cases of taste, the fact that they are some-
one’s taste. But equally, and contrarily, one can argue that what is
common to all cases of taste is that they are cases of taste, not cases
of someone’s taste. For the qualification introduced by saying that
the taste is that of some particular individual has the effect of
distinguishing the various instances of taste; its effect is to diversify
rather than to unify these instances. But the universal is essentially
that element in the collection of the instances which unifies them,
and this consideration points to the location of the universal element
not in being someone’s taste but in taste. However, we have alreqdy
seen that taste, as opposed to his own taste, is not something which
is necessarily possessed by each individual who has his own taste. It
is, rather, something the possession of which is restricted to the
expert;*? consequently it does not cover all the cases for which we
are seeking the unifying element and which are covered by the
concept of being someone’s taste.?® For this reason, as I noted above,
Taste fails to fulfil one of the requirements for being the universal
element. On the other hand, the notion of the universal as the one
over the many is itself derived from the more basic notion of the
universal as that element in things which must be apprehended if
we are to understand and explain the particular instances which it
covers. This second notion of the universal is the dominant one in
Plato’s theory of Forms; for the Forms are primarily objects of
knowledge and only secondarily universals in the sense of being
common characteristics. This is clear particularly from.the hesitation

22 For the implications of the use of the word ‘expert’ here, see p. 58
above. o
28 The complexity here is closely related to that noted by J. L. I}us:tm in
arguments for the existence of universals; see ‘Are There A Priori Con-

cepts?’, Philosophical Papers (Oxford, 1961), pp. 2-5.
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which is felt at Parm. 130c about allowing that there are Forms
of such things as a Man or Fire; for these would be used as stock
examples by the modern philosopher who appealed to the distinc-
tion between common characteristics and the individuals which
share them, in order to expound the theory of universals.

Aristotle too, for all his disagreement with Plato op the ontology
of universals, regards the universal as that on which the mind must
focus if we are to understand things.?* According to this notion of
the urtiversal it is the object of the expert’s attention and something
the apprehension of which underpins the expert’s claim for the
objective truth of his own comments as against the subjectivity
which attends the comments of those who do not have access to
these objects. This line of argument clearly points to taste, rather
than being someonc’s taste, as the universal. For it is the expert’s
taste which alone can be called taste, and only experts can be relied
upon to agree in matters of taste; for insofar as those for whom
expertise is claimed disagree, precisely is the claim for their expertise
made subject to doubt. The idea that the taste of experts is essen-
tially one provides essential support for the claim that objectivity
is possible in matters of taste; and the demand that objective
judgement should be possible provides the basic impetus in the
search for universals. So to designate taste as the universal element
in all the cases of being someone’s taste, despite the fact that not all
these are cases of taste, is no abuse of the notion of the universal.
Taste is the only genuinely unifying element in the whole collection
of instances of taste. This is shown by the fact that if we wish to
argue that there can be objectivity in matters of taste, i.e. that
rational progress towards unanimity of judgement is in principle
possible, we must appeal to the ndtion of expert taste, which is the
only form of taste which has an unqualified claim to the name.

The same analysis holds when we consider the universal element
in the case of the object of wish. What is public and common to a
number of different acts of wishing is that they are directed to the
same object. If the object of my wish differs from the object of
wish, this means that my act of wishing is something private and
individual and that its object is not universal. When it is necessary,
in speaking of the object of an exercise of the faculty, to introduce a
qualification and speak of it as the object of someone’s wish, this
indicates a specification and individuation of the object; but in those
cases where the qualification is not necessary, i.e. where the faculty
is directed towards the object of wish, we have an object which is
common to all wishing subjects and one which, even though it may
not be actually be wished by them, is potentially open to all of then.

24 Met. Z15, 1039b27~1040a7; An. Post. A2y, 86a3~-10.
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As T noted above,*® we are inclined to say of anyone who exercises
the faculty of wish that what he really wisl:nes is the gf>od, ie. ‘the
object of wish which is the same for all sub]ects..So it is the object
of wish which is common to a number of distinct instances a{ld
which makes it possible for objectivity to be attained in the exercise
of the faculty of wish; and for these reasons it does not put excessive
strain on language to call it universal. o L

It can be argued to be primary in all the senses of' primary which
Aristotle recognises. The notion of the object of wish is a necessary
part of the notion of being the object of someone’s wish, since the
latter is distinguished from the former by its appearing to be w'hat
the former really is. This corresponds to Aristotle’s notion of !oglcal
priority.?¢ Similarly, we can only say what re.all)'r is the o!:)]ect of
anyone’s wish if we know what the object of wish is; and this corre-
sponds to Aristotle’s notions of epistemological and ontolqgu.:al
priority.?” It should cause no surprise that the§e criteria for priority
are satisfied by the object of wish. For Aristotle’s argument in
Met. Z1 is designed to support the claim that substance is reality,
and the argument derives its main weight from the fact that sub-
stance is prior to other types of existing things in t'he various ways
given above. Evidently, then, these forms of priority ate ma‘rks of
reality; and since the object of wish is contrasted with tl.le.ob_]ect of
someone’s wish as reality is contrasted with appearance, it is nafurz}l
that the object of wish should be prior in these ways to the m_dl-
vidual objects of wish. I conclude, then, that the expression which
Aristotle uses to describe the place of theology among the sciences —
‘universal in the sense that it is primary’ — can apply equally to the
sort of universality which the object of wish possesses among the
various objects of various persons’ wishes. ) ,

I have tried to bring out the philosophical va.lue. of Arl'stotles
analysis of the ‘object of wish’. It is an analysis which avoids the

_pitfalls both of extreme realism and of extreme relativism by keep-

ing in proper perspective the parts played poth by the fa(.:ultxes
themselves and by their objects in the exercise of the faculties. It
shares with realism the property of maintaining that correlative to
the faculty there is an object which is logically ind_ependent of any
particular exercise of the faculty, and so of upholding the existence
of objective grounds for according different value to ‘dfffgrent
instances of the exercise of the faculty. It shares with relativism t.!xe
recognition that the faculty itself is essentially connected with its
objects and that accordingly attention must be focussed on the

26 p, 62. ) . . . £

26 See Met. Z1, 1028a34-6; M2, 1077b4~11, — x is logically prior to y if the
definition of y must contain the definition of x.

27 Met. Zi1, 1028a31~4, 1028a36-1028ba.
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qualit).r of the subject who exercises the faculty if we are to place a
valuation on the judgement which issues from the exercise of the
facul.ty'. But Aristotle’s analysis corrects the two extreme accounts
by giving due recognition to elements in the situation which each
had ignored. It thereby both resolves the difficulty which had pro-
duced the two conflicting accounts, and avoids the, paradoxes to
which each of these accounts had given rise. : '

2

On being more intelligible

Arist.otle.’s analysis of the object of wish is capable of very wide
application; and I want now to examine how he extends it to certain
concepts which play a prominent part in his account of dialectic.
I.have‘ already argued that the way to understand the notion of
(%1ale-ct1c itself and its relation to other forms of intellectual activity
lies in applying this sort of analysis to the whole concept of intel-
lectual activity. I wish now to reinforce the earlier argument by
showxp_g that certain specific concepts which Aristotle uses in his
exposition of the nature and practice of dialectic in the Topics and
SE: also conform to this pattern of analysis and are clearly shown by
Aristotle to do so.

When }}e_comments on method in science Aristotle frequently
draws a distinction between what is more intelligible absolutely and
what is more intelligible o us.?* We have already seen that this
contrast appears in the De Philosophia,*® and in the treatises it
appears in a wide variety of contexts.® Aristotle appears to be in
some doubt as to what is to be regarded as more intelligible in either
of these two ways, since he says in some places that the more general
and upiversal is more intelligible absolutely and the less general is
more 1{1telligible to us,** but in others that the particular is more
intelligible absolutely and the more general is more intelligible to
us.>? However, he consistently maintains that the proper course in

28 T.a gnérimé.teran haplos and ta gnérimiteron hémin. The justification for
th1§ translation of ‘gnérimon’ will appear in the analysis which follows.
Aristotle also speaks of men as ‘gnérimoi’; and in political contexts this
may best be translated ‘notable’. But I maintain that in dialectical contexts
(e.g. Top. A1, 100b23; A10, 104210) a gnérimos is so called paronymously
from the gnérima which he understands; so here the word should be
translated ‘man of understanding’. Similar considerations of paronymy
govern the translation of ‘endoxon’ and ‘endoxos’ (see pp. 77-85 below)

20 Fr. 8 (Rgss, Fragmenta); cf. p. 8 above. .

30 See Bonitz, Ind;x 159a33—8. Bonitz does not record the important occur-
;Z?g\i of the distinction at Top. Z4, 141226-142a21, which is discussed

81 4An. Post. A2, 71b33~72as5. :

32 Phy.r. A1, 184216-184b14, esp. 184a23~4, ‘so one should progress from
universal to particular things’.
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conducting an investigation is to start from what is more intelligible
to us, but less intelligible absolutely, and proceed to what is more
intelligible absolutely, but (before we start the investigation) less
intelligible to us.®® This distinction between forms of greater intel-
ligibility has received little emphasis from commentators on Aris-
totle’s theory of scientific method, and this is probably due to the
fact that in most of the passages where the distinction is used
Aristotle gives no indication of the philosophical problems and
disputes which may have lain behind it. However, since we find in
the Ethics a discussion — that of the object of wish in EN I'4 -
which shows the value of this distinction in resolving problems about
one ethical concept and which, therefore, helps us to appreciate its
force when Aristotle uses it in connection with other, less fully
explored, ethical concepts, we may expect that in some context
Aristotle will provide a similarly illuminating demonstration of its
value in connection with intellectual concepts. This expectation is
increased when we notice that in a number of passages Aristotle
indicates a connection between the logic of Good and that of
Intelligible.®

In fact the expectation is fulfilled by the discussion of intelligibility
at Top. Z4, 141a26-142a16. The topic of intelligibility is the first to
be discussed among those which consider whether a proposed
definition is the definition at all, as opposed to whether the defi-
nition has been presented well;*® and together with the topic of
priority, with which it is closely connected,® it occupies the whole
of Z4. The discussion opens with the argument that the definition
must contain elements which are more intelligible than the
definiendum. For such a definition is clearly better than one which
does not contain more intelligible elements, since the purpose of
definition is to instruct; and because the essence of each subject is
single, so must its definition be single. Consequently there is no
room for variations in degree among definitions, and we can allow
only the best definition to be the definition.”’ But at this point
Aristotle introduces the distinction between that which is more
intelligible absolutely and that which is more intelligible to us. He
notes that although the prior is more intelligible absolutely than the
posterior, we may find the”posterior more intelligible, for the reason
that the posterior is more accessible to sense experience.®® Accord-
ingly, the earlier argument about the intelligibility of the elements
of the definition must be refined to accommodate this distinction,

33 De An. Bo, 413a11; Met. Z3, 1029b3—-12.

34 Met. 73, 1029b5~8. At EN A4, 1095b2-8, the distinction between the two
forms of intelligibility is applied to a problem of method in ethics.

88 141223~5. 36 141a26, 141b6, 142a17.

37 141226~141b2. 38 141b3—14.
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and this Aristotle does in 141b15~142a16. He allows that although
the definition which contains elements which are prior is better
absolutely than one which does not, one should present to opponents
who do not find the prior more intelligible a definition which con-
tains elements which are more intelligible to them.®® This follows
from the premiss that the purpose of definition is .to instruct, a
premiss which in the opening argument was used to support the
claim that the elements of the definition must be more intelligible
than the definiendum. However, Aristotle reasserts the conclusion of
the opening argument, that there can be only one real definition of
each subject,*® and he provides some arguments for this which use
the distinction between the two forms of intelligibility.** Neverthe-
less, he concludes his analysis by noting that just as in matters of
the body there is a difference between the absolutely healthy, which
gives health to those who are sound physically, and the relatively
healthy, which gives health only to those who deviate from the
norm of physical fitness, so also in matters of the mind there is a
difference between that which is intelligible to those who are sound
mentally — the absolutely intelligible — and that which is intelligible
to those who deviate from the norm of mental fitness. We must take
account of this difference when we present definitions and must
consider it in relation to our opponents, just as (although Aristotle
does not explicitly make this point) in matters of medicine we must
take into account the physical state of the patient when we advise
him on what will promote his health.*?

In all this discussion there is no reference to the views of others.
But the remarks which close the section indicate that the distinction
between the two forms of intelligibility, although in all probability
an Aristotelian discovery since there is no evidence for any other
provenance, reflects a distinction which must to some extent have
made itself felt in current debate on the problems of definition.
Aristotle says that ‘we must make precise each of these distinctions
and use them in our dialectic to the best advantage; and agreement
that the definition has been refuted will be most readily secured if
the account’ (scil. that of one’s opponent) ‘contains elements that are
more intelligible neither absolutely nor to us’.** The mention here
of the ease with which agreement can be secured to the refutation of
definitions which contain elements which are prior in neither of the
two ways strongly suggests that Aristotle found in current dialectic
a situation in which some people required that the elements of the
definition be more intelligible in one of the two ways, while others
required that they be more intelligible in the other way. Here we
should remember the comment of EN A4, 1095a32-1095b1, that
39 141b15-22.
42 142a9-13.

40 141b22—142a9.
43 142a12~16.
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Plato debated whether investigation should proceed to or from the
first principles; this comment is immediately followed by the distinc-
tion between the two forms of intelligibility, and it suggests that
Plato was aware of the sort of problem which Aristotle uses the
distinction to resolve. However, although Aristotle does not in Top.
Z4 appeal explicitly to the difficulties resulting from the theories of
others which the distinction can resolve, the construction of the
argument of the chapter allows us to extract easily a dilemma of
the same form as that which provides the starting-point for the
analysis of the object of wish in EN I'.

Once again we can construct two analyses of the role of intel-
ligibility in definition; and these analyses will lead their proponents
into the paradoxical extremes of either realism or relativism. One
party to the debate maintains that the subject of definition is the
essence and that this is single, and so does not allow that anything
can be a definition if it does not provide the essence. The other
party maintains that the purpose of definition is to instruct us about
the nature of the subject, and so he allows as a definition anything
which in fact does so instruct us. The former position moves to
extreme realism when it is forced to deny the title of definition to
an account which does in fact instruct us about the nature of the
subject; and yet the assertion that the definition must provide the
essence had been supported by the argument that the elements of
the essence are more intelligible than the subject and thus such as
to be instructive about its nature.** In this way the extreme realist
overreaches himself. So also does the extreme relativist who embraces
the consequences of the alternative account of definitions. For he is
forced to discount the grounds for distinguishing in merit one
instructive account of the subject’s nature from any other. Since
such grounds derive from the fidelity with which the subject is
portrayed, relativism is forced to admit accounts without concern
for the subject’s nature and, in its most extreme form, to deny that
the subject has one. Here too, then, the focus of excessive attention
on one part of the notion of being instructive about the subject’s
nature has eliminated consideration of the other part of that notion.

So we have a situation similar to that in which the two conflicting
accounts of the object 6f wish were found to be unsatisfactory. In
both cases the positions of the realist and the relativist are extreme
because they obliterate the distinction between the performance of
an exercise and the successful or skilful performance of that exercise;
for the realist only successful performance counts as performance at
all, and the relativist excludes the possibility of any performance
being more successful than any other.

In resolving the problem of definitions the distinction between

44 141b25-34.
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the :}bsolute and the relative, i.e. between the unqualified and the
qualified uses of the expression ‘more intelligible’, is employed.
Aristf)tlfa’s account preserves the requirement, on which both the
conflicting accounts were based, that the definition should be in-
structive. On the other hand, Aristotle argues that although it is
indeed the case that the definition must contain elements which are
absolutely more intelligible than the definiendum, we may say that
the expression which contains clements which someone finds more
intelligible is a definition for him."s By his distinction between the
unqualified and the qualified uses of the expression ‘more intel-
ligible’ Aristotle is able to introduce a similar distinction into the
uses of the words ‘definition’ and ‘instructive’, so that the true
insights v_v}_lich are present in the accounts of both the realist and
the relativist are not lost. For the former appreciated the absolute
ant.i unconditional nature of the definition; and this is reflected in
Aristotle’s argument that the definition must contain elements which
are unconditionally more intelligible than the definiendum. The
latter appreciated that the notions of instruction and intelligibility
necessarily involve the notion of a person who will be instructed
and will understand; and this is reflected in Aristotle’s argument
t.hz}t not only is that which is intelligible in a qualified way intel-
ligible to someone — the man of unsound mental disposition — but
also that which is intelligible in an unqualified way is intelligible
to someone ~ the man of sound mental disposition.*8

';[‘his last point is of great importance, since it shows how
Arlst.otle’s analysis differs from the other two. Aristotle argues that
de§p1te the diversity which can infect the object of the faculty — in
this case, the object of understanding —~ when reference is made to
the subject who ecxercises it, there is nevertheless one case of the
exercise of the faculty when reference to the subject is possible but
not necessary. This is the case where the subject who exercises the
faculty of understanding is the man of sound mental disposition. In
ethical matters the moral expert is the man who recognises a given
property in what really has the property, and in medical matters
the man of sound physical disposition finds healthy what really is
so;*" and likewise where understanding is concerned, it is the man
of sound mental disposition who finds more intelligible that which
really is so. Because what he finds more intelligible really is so, it is
not necessary to qualify the objects of his understanding as objects
45 cf, 141b19, 23.
46 142a0—-11.
47 For' a clear statement of the relation between appearance and reality in

ethical matters, cf. EN K5, 1176a15~16, ‘evidently in all such cases what

appears to the good man is’. This expresses forcefully Aristotle’s belief

tl:;t reality (einai) and appearance (phainesthai) do not exclude each
other,
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of his understanding, although such qualification is necessary when
we comment on the objects of anyone else’s understanding. This is
the point which Aristotle makes against the relativist. But although
it is not necessary to qualify the objects of the mentally sound
man’s understanding, it is possible so to qualify them. This is the
point which he makes against the realist. For the realist who lacks
the distinction between the two forms of intelligibility supposes that
any claim for intelligibility other than for absolute intelligibility
cannot be allowed; and so he excludes the possibility of mentioning
the subject for whom the absolutely more intelligible is more intel-
ligible, lest the absoluteness of its greater intelligibility be infringed
by referring the intelligibility to a particular person or group of
people. If we are to understand Aristotle’s analysis of the matter, it
is crucial to appreciate that, for all the realism which undoubtedly
characterises his account,®® he disagrees with the extreme realist in
maintaining that the absolutely intelligible is intelligible to a parti-
cular group of people, and that the definition is one which will be
instructive to this group. It is because Aristotle does not regard the
categories of absolute and relative as incompatible that the purely
relative definition, which contains elements which must be qualified
as more intelligible to someone and which must itself be qualified
as a definition ad hominem, is still allowed to be a definition.

So we may sum up the argument of Top. Z4 by saying that the
definition — the proper or real definition — is that which proceeds in
terms of the absolutely more intelligible and provides us with the
unqualified object of understanding; but an account which proceeds
in terms of what is more intelligible only to some particular person
or group of people and provides them with objects only of their
understanding, is not to be denied the title of definition, albeit
definition qualified by reference to those whom it instructs.

Other logico-dialectical concepts

I should argue that the argument of Top. Z4 is invaluable for the
understanding not only of the distinction between the two forms of
intelligibility but also of a whole range of concepts which Aristotle
uses in his theory of scientific method. Of all the passages where
Aristotle uses the distinction between the two forms of intelligibility,
it is Top. Z4 which shows most clearly the problems which he uses
the distinction to resolve; and this chapter also helps us to under-
stand the purpose of the distinction when it is applied to other
concepts related to that of intelligibility. At Met. K5, 1062a2-11,

48 The definition is that which expresses the real nature of the definiendum,
141b22-5,
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30-1, Aristotle distinguishes absolute demonstration from demon-
stration ad hominem,*® and uses the distinction to show that it is
possible to demonstrate something which the rules of demonstration
show to be indemonstrable. Similarly at SE 8, 170a12~19, a distinc-
tion is drawn between syllogisms and refutations which have to be
qualified by reference to the man against whom they are directed
and those which do not need this qualification. ' ’

Quite generally the distinction is fundamental to the philosophy
of logic. For such concepts as proof, argument, inference, all contain
a reference to the subjects who exercise or experience these things.
The study of logic seeks to free these concepts from their dependence
on the subjects and to establish theses about them which are
objectively and universally valid; and only if it can achieve this do
we allow that the study of logic is a skilful activity. However, despite
this claim for objectivity which logic must make if it is to be counted
as a skill, it must not be forgotten that the concepts with which it
deals cannot lose the reference which they essentially contain to
subjects, It is impossible for something to be a proof if it is such
that it could be conceived not to be convincing to anyone. This does
not mean that to be counted as proof it must convince some actually
existing person, only that there must be some conceivable person
who would be convinced; and this conceivable person is, once
again, the expert in matters of logic. Aristotle was well aware of
this. He applies to the logical concepts of demonstration and
syllogism the distinction between absolute and relative which, as we
have seen, underlies a general metaphysical theory which expresses
this awareness. Moreover an important part is played in the theory
of syllogism by the notion of being obvious. The validity of the
imperfect syllogisms — those in the second and third figures — is
demonstrated by reducing them to the syllogisms of the first figure,
the perfection of which consists precisely in the fact that we can
readily see the necessity which characterises their inferences.®

Nevertheless, when he presents his theory of inference in the
Prior Analytics Aristotle is mainly concerned to stress the absolute
validity of the theses which he argues; and this is what we should
expect in a work which seeks to present a logical theory of objective
and universal validity. If we wish to find due weight given to the
subjective element in the logical concepts, we must turn to Aris-
totle’s comments on dialectic and rhetoric; for these are activities

19 ‘A podeixis haplos’ and ‘pros tonde’; cf. Met. A5, 1015b6—9, ‘if he has
demonstrated haplos’.

50 cf. An. Pr. A1, 24b22a—4, ‘I call a syllogism perfect if it requires nothing
other than the premisses in order for the necessity to be obvious’. G. Patzig
makes this point well in his analysis of the distinction between perfect and
imperfect inferences, in Die Aristotelische Syllogistik, pp. 56--8.
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which essentially involve other actual people, while the concepts of
pure logic contain a reference only to an ideal cognitive sub]t?ct.
This theoretical distinction between the forms of subjectivity which
charaeterise the use of logical concepts in dialectic and in pure logic
should not obscure the fact that in practice the observation of the
reactions of actual people is an indispensable aid to the ca!culanon
of the reactions of an ideal person. I propose now to examine some
of the passages which indicate Aristotle’s recognition of the impor-
tance of the part played by the subjective category in some of the
central concepts of dialectic.

It is natural that Aristotle should emphasise the importance of the
cognitive subject when he discusses the concepts of dialectic; for, as
he says at Top. ©1, 155b10, ‘all this sort of thing is relative to
another person’. The dialectical exercise necessarily involves two
people; and from this it follows that in recommending that 'the
dialectician employ certain concepts Aristotle must draw attention
to the subjective element in these concepts. In dialectic, success 1s
achieved when one has secured the agreement of a particular oppo-
nent.’! To secure this agreement one must produce a sense of con-
viction, but one must produce it in a particular person; and while it
may be true that a sense of conviction is most likely ta be produced
by that which is really convincing, there is no guarantee that any
individual will be convinced by this. Pure logic is not concerned
with the vagaries of the individual's reaction, and indeed in its
search for objectivity it is positively prohibited from considering the
individual as such. But dialectic is necessarily concerned with the
individual and his logical reactions, since in the practice of dialectic
it is only with individuals that one can deal.

Nevertheless, Aristotle recognises that it is impossible to consider
the varying reactions of all individuals. As he says at SE g, 1'7ob5—.8,
the list which he has given of the sources of apparent refutations will
give us a grasp of those which ‘appear not to anyone but to such-
and-such persons (tois toioisde); for all the factors which mak‘e them
apparent to chance persons are indeterminate for an investxgator".
In this context Aristotle is arguing that the concept of dialectic
imposes limit and order on what would otherwise be a formless

51 This view of the nature of dialectic is implicit in almost every page of the
Topics, to such an extent that Aristotle does not feel tl}e need to m:i\ke
explicit comment on it. But for a particularly clear indication that.secur:mg
the agreement of a particular opponent is essential to the dialectical
exercise, cf. the homonymy topics: Top. B3, 110a23-110b15, where the
need for agreement is indicated at 110a33, 37, 110b3, and the reference
to a particular opponent is given at 110a27; and .To?. ZIO,.I48323;—
148b22, where the need to note the linguistic disuncuons.w.hlc}.x one’s
opponent makes, and to exploit his failures to make these distinctions, is
repeatedly emphasised.

75



OBJECTS AND FACULTIES

mass of sophistic material.® Therefore Waitz supposes that the
contrast between persons mentioned in this passage is one between
dialecticians and the rest.”® But this interpretation, which is anyway
implausible since dialecticians, as such, would seem the group least
likely to be taken in by apparent argument, is excluded by com-
parison with a parallel comment in the Rhetoric. Here Aristotle is
examining the central concept of rhetoric, the persuasive;** and
after noting that what is persuasive is essentially persuasive to some-
one, he continues:

No art considers the individual. For example medicine considers what is
healthy not for Socrates or Callias but for such-and-such a person or
persons (tois toioisde), since this is a matter of art whereas the individual
is indefinite and unknowable. Nor will rhetoric consider what is plausible
(endoxon) to an individual, such as Socrates or Hippias, but what is so to
such-and-such people, as does dialectic. For this too does not reason from
chance views (Rhet. A2, 1356b30-6).

This passage throws valuable light on dialectic in a number of ways
which will be discussed later. For our present purpose it establishes,
against Waitz’ interpretation, that the meaning of ‘fois totoisde’ in
both passages is ‘such-and-such persons’; and this gives us important
information on the aims of dialecticians. For it is clear that in
Rhet. A2 Aristotle is contrasting the art which pays attention to the
views of each individual, however eccentric these views be, with
that which organises and selects certain views as typical and specially
relevant to the subject under consideration. The marked similarities
of language between what he says in this chapter and in SE g,
coupled with the fact that there is an explicit reference to dialectic,
show that in both chapters the theory of art is the same.

Both SE g and Rhet. A2 show a full recognition of the fact that
the concepts of the persuasive and the apparent syllogism, which
form respectively part of the province of rhetoric and dialectic, are
essentially relative concepts. The persuasive must persuade someone,
and the apparent syllogism must appear to someone to be a

which haveé been discussed in this chapter, a

fm, 1n which case they are designated by an unqualified use of the
CorrEsponding expression: the object of wish is the object of some-

52 SE 170a34—9, 170b8-11, 172b5-8. I have commented on this idea on
PpP- 39—40 above. :

53 Aristotelis Organon, vol. 2, p. 546.

5¢ To pithanon. For this as the central concept of rhetoric, see Rhet. A1,
1355b8-17; A2, 1355b25-34, ‘so let rhetoric be a faculty for considering
in each case what can be persuasive’.
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one’s wish. In the case of these two concepts, however, Aristotle
contrasts.his position with that of the extreme relativist by maintain-
ing not that the concept should be studied in. its. absolu.te and un-
qualified form, but that it should be studied. in its qualified form; §
qualified by reference not to random individuals but to types of
individual which are selected as specially relevant. The study of
apparent syllogisms must be organised on the basis of some selection
among the varieties of ways in which people may bg deceived ; and
it is this organisation and selection which makes this study an art.
A science must study a concept in its absolute form in order to
achieve the objectivity and universality which must charactense a
science. For only in this form does it relate to an object which is not
dependent on the varying perspectives of the indiv1dual§ who view
it; and science must remove these distortions of perspective. On the
other hand, the arts — dialectic, rhetoric, medicine — are con.cemed I
with the individual perspectives as well as with that which is seen
through, and distorted by, them. But the arts too .seek to achu.zve
universality and objectivity; and they can do this, in a way which
is different from that of the sciences and which reflects their nature
as arts, by abstracting from the total of individual perspectives those *
which are of special interest for some reason. The reasons will vary,
but we may broadly distinguish two types: the views or reactions
may be interesting because they are those of the majority, or they
may be interesting because they come from some specxallyiwell-
qualified individual or group.®® However, the. important point at
present is that Aristotle regards it as characteristic of an art that it
should indeed consider the reactions of different people, in which it
is contrasted with the sciences, but it should not consider them
indiscriminately and without abstracting from the all the available
reactions, in which it is contrasted with the absence of art.

—_—

Endoxa

The notion of the apparent syllogism is rather marginal to the main
area of dialectic; for its place is in sophistic, which is an offshoot of
dialectic.’® But a notion which is central to dialectic is that of the
endoxon. Aristotle defines the dialectical syllogism as one which
takes its start from endoxa, in contrast to the demonstrative syllogism
which takes its start from what is primary and true.’” The translation
of endoxon presents difficulties. Pickard-Cambridge® renders it
‘opinions that are generally accepted’, whereas Tricot® renders it

85 Top. A1, 100b21-3, discussed p. 79 below.

58 SE 2, 165b7-8; 11, 171b34~7; Rhet. A1, 1355b15-21.
87 Top. A1, 100a27-30; SE 2, 165b1—4.

58 Oxford Translation. 59 Topiques.

77



OBJECTS AND FACULTIES

‘prémisses probables’. The most useful discussion is that of Le
Blond® who recognises that the word bears both of these senses, and
argues that they can be combined into a single coherent notion. Le
Blond, however, makes no mention of the distinction, which is
drawn at Top. Os5, 159b1, between the unqualified and qualified
endoxon, and 1 shall argue that this distinction is of great impor-
tance in understanding the notion. ' '
Le Blond first isolates the sense of ‘probabilitié intrinséque

oquctlve’. But it is doubtful whether the notion of objective prob:
ability should be regarded as one of the main components of the
sense of the word. The only passage in Aristotle which seems to
point to this sense is An. Pr. Bej, where a probability (etkos) is
defined as ‘an endoxic premiss’ and said to be what people know to
happen (or not to happen) for the most part,** and a sign is defined
as .‘a demonstrative premiss which is either necessary or endoxic’.%?
Aristotle devotes very little space to consideration of the status of
‘what happens for the most part’; and it must remain uncertain to
what extent he would have been able to distinguish the objectively
pr(_)bable from what most people believe will happen. That is to say,
it is not clear that he envisaged a situation in which there could be
a probability of something’s happening although this probability
was not recognised by the majority of people.®® But even if we
regard this as an open question, in An. Pr. B2y it is the word ‘eikos’
rather than ‘endoxos’ which expresses the notion of probability. If
the two words were equivalent in meaning, Aristotle’s comment that
an eikos is an endoxic premiss would have no explanatory force.
When he also says here that the eikos is what they know to happen
for the most part, this further suggests that Aristotle uses ‘endoxos’
here to indicate a reference to people’s views. The evidence, then,
for a sense of ‘endoxos’ in which it means ‘objectively probable’ is
slender. If we take the basic sense of the word as ‘representative of
.f;omepr;e’s- view’, as we shall find it to be in other passages, we can
interpret its occurrence in An. Pr. B2y as an extension of this. But it
would not be possible to regard ‘representative of someone’s view’ as
an extension of a more basic sense of ‘objectively probable’, since
such probabilities exist independently of the views which people
may hold about them.

_ It has been necessary to devote some attention to this interpreta-
tion of the meaning of ‘endoxos’ because of the influence which
An. Pr. B27 has exerted on interpreters of the Topics. But in the

80 Logique Et Méthode Chez Aristote, pp. 9—16.

81 v0a2-6.

62 70a6~7.

63 Comp?.r; the converse view (dAn. Post. A3o; Met. B2, 1027a20-6) that
what is improbable cannot be studied.
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Topics itself there is no passage in which one is inclined to interpret
the word in this way, and the main discussions of the notion tell
against this interpretation. At Top. A1, 1oob21-3,\endoxic premisses\
are characterised as ones which ‘seem to all or tG most or to the’
savants (sophoi), and of these either to all or to most or to the most
understanding (gnérimoi) and view-holding (endoxoi)’.** This
characterisation is repeated at the beginning of the discussion of
dialectical questions in Top. A10.°® There, however, Aristotle adds
the qualification that the question must not be paradoxical; for a
question which represents a view of the savants will not find accept-
ance if this view conflicts with the views of the many.®® Examples of
such paradoxical views are Antisthenes’ view that contradiction is
impossible or Heraclitus’ view that everything is in motion; and they
have their place in dialectic, but as theses — starting-points to be
defended against the questioner,*” not as questions to be used in the
attack and defence of the starting-points.%® It is, of course, essential
that paradoxical views should not be totally dcbarred from dialectic,
since they form an important part of the aporiai which must be
examined as a preliminary to the construction of a science and
which essentially fall within the province of dialectic. But it is *
important to use them carefully within the dialectical gxercise.

A number of other important points are made in Top. Aro-I1
about the sorts of endoxic statement which may be used in dialectic.
A question which everyone would agree in answering in the
affirmative or negative cannot be allowed to be dialectical,*® nor
can such” questions as ‘should ‘we honour the gods or not’ or ‘is
snow white or not?’.” Dialectical questions are concerned with
matters about which there is difficulty and dispute; and questions to
which all would agree the answer clearly do not belong to this class,
while questions of the second rejected type are such, Aristotle main-
tains, as to be answered by punishment or the use of the senses and
not by argument. It is the presence of an argument to support them
or of a reputation for philosophical skill on the part of their pro-
ponents, which justifies the admission to dialectic of the paradoxical
61 I construe ‘endoxos’, used of a man, as paronymously related to ‘endoxon’,

as I have argued {(p. 68, n. 28 above) ‘gnérimos’ to be related to gnérimon’.

The present passage comfirms the earlier claim. Note that there are very

few contexts in which ‘endoxos’ is used of a man.

5 104a8-10.

06 yoq4a10-12.

67 That this is what Aristotle means by ‘thesis’ in the context of dialectic is
clear from Top. ©3, 15923-6, where the original position is distinguished
from points subsequently introduced to defend it; cf. Waitz, Organon
vol. 2, ad loc. and also on An. Post. 72a15.

68 Top, A11, 104b18-28.

99 y04a4-8.

70 105a3-9.
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theses;™ and Aristotle is quite ready to admit as dialectical questions
those which contain the views of experts in various skills.” Generally,
Aristotle maintains that dialectic must concern itself with matters
where there is aporia, the difficulty being caused either by the exist-
ence of conflicting arguments about the particular problem or by
the lack of a satisfactory explanation of the matter.”®

Nevertheless some problems remain after the discussion in Top.

" Aro-11. Firstly, there seems to be an inconsistency when Aristotle

says both that matters which are universally agreed cannot form the
subject-matter of dialectic™ and that a question which is endoxic
to all may be dialectical.” Secondly, despite what was said above
about the position of the paradox in dialectic, we may still feel
some doubt about the ban on offering paradoxes as dialectical ques-
tions which Aristotle imposes at 104a10-12. The discussion of endoxa

~in Top. B5 throws light on both these points. In this chapter Aristotle

is concerned with the strategy which should be adopted by the
answerer in dialectical exercises which are conducted not in a
contentious spirit but for the sake of testing and examining the
views on some question.”® He has already said that the aim of the
questioner is ‘so to lead the argument on as to make the answerer
say the most implausible {adoxon) of the things that follow neces-
sarily from the thesis’, and that of the answerer is ‘that the impos-
sibility or paradox should seem to follow not through him but
through the thesis’.”” In ©5 he expands this advice. He argues that
whatever is endoxon or adoxon may be so either without qualifica-
tion or in a way which is qualified by reference to some person: this
person may be the defender of the thesis or someone else.” If the
thesis which the answerer is upholding is endoxon, the questioner
must prove a conclusion which is adoxon, and vice versa;™ and the
qualification or lack of it which attaches to the answerer’s endoxon

71 yo4b19-28.

2 104215, 33~7.

73 yog4b12—-17: ‘[dialectical] problems are both those for which there are
pieces of contrary reasoning (the difficulty is whether it is so or not,
because there are persuasive arguments on both sides), and those about
which we do not have an argument, since they are important and we find
it hard to present the explanation’; Rhet. A2, 1356b37: ‘[dialectic reasons]
from what needs argument’,

74 10424-8, 104b3—5.

73 100b21, 104a9.

78 1509a25-37. This passage is important both for the originality which
Aristotle claims for his treatment of the non-contentious form of dialectic
and as evidence against those commentators who do not recognise a
distinction between serious dialectic and contentious eristic. For a strong
argument for the importance of this distinction, see G. E. L. Owen,
‘Dialectic and Eristic in the Treatment of the Forms’, pp. 103—7.

77 04, 159a18~22. 78 159a39—-159b1. 7 159bg—6.
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must similarly attach to the questioner’s adoxop.“ Ip .serious dia-
lectic it is important to be clear about whose views, if indeed _they
are those of any particular person, are being exan.nned. Accordingly
Aristotle requires that the examination of a thesis of, for exa’unple,
Heraclitus should not ignore the fact that it is Heraclitus’ view
which is under discussion: the answerer must not allow that some-
thing is endoxon unless it accords with the \./it?ws of Heraclitus, and
in doing this he is allowed the licence of imagmmg w.hat the author of
the particular thesis would say as well as being required to reproduce
what he actually does say.®* It is interesting to find Aristotle requir-
ing of the serious dialectician this fidelity in representing the views
of others, because the quality of Aristotle’s practice in the dlalectlf:al
examinations of the views of his predecessors and contemporaries,
which he conducts so frequently in his works, is of immense impor-
tance to the historian of earlier Greek philosophy. W. K. C. Gl}th!’l&
has argued against Cherniss and J. B. McDiarmid that A.rlstotle
shows a sound historical sense when he comments on the views of
the Presocratics:#? and we would expect Aristotle’s practice to show
this if he is following the recommendations which he makes in
Top. O5. _ )
The value of the requirement that we should consxst'ently main-
tain the qualifications which attach to an etldeOTI, i.e. that we
should not forget whose view is being examined, is clear. When
Plato and Aristotle argue against Heraclitus’ theory of constant flux
that it entails the impossibility of Heraclitus’ own tht.zsxs being true,5?
their procedure is consistent with the recomme.ndanor} of Top. €.95:
they use Heraclitus’ own views to argue for a view which Heraclitus
would not wish to accept, that is, they start from a qualified
endoxon and argue for a qualified adoxon. But if the notion of the
qualified endoxon is clear, that of the unqual{ﬁed endoxon is less so.
Alexander argues that Aristotle means the views of everyone or of
the majority when he speaks of unqualified endoxa: these do nc;:
need to be qualified as do those of some par'ncular person.
Alexander’s suggestion is plausible both because Aristotle dOf:S allow
such endoxa as dialectical in Top. A1 and A10 and because in other
contexts Aristotle clearly intends to indicate this type of universality
when he speaks of the unqualifiedly such.-and-§uch. Thus at De
Caelo A4, 311a15-29, the unqualifiedly weighty is that which sinks

80 159b16-17, 25-9.

81 15gb27-35. ) )

82 ‘gristode as a Historian of Philosophy'; A History Of Greek Philosophy,
vol. 1, pp. 41-3.

83 Plato Theaet. 183a—183b; Aristotle Met. '8, 1012b13—18. These are
examples of what J. L. Mackie, ‘Self-Refutation — A Formal Analysis’,
pp. 196-7, calls ‘operational’ self-refutation.

84 In Topica 549.22—5.
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beneath everything, and it is contrasted with that which sinks
bene?.th only some things and is therefore not weighty without
qualification. But I have already argued®® that in a number of cases
where Aristotle finds it valuable to distinguish between the absolute
and the qualified forms of a concept the type of universality which
he regards as attaching to the concept in its absolute form is differ-
ent from that which in the De Caelo attaches to the absolute heavy.
One 9f these cases is the concept of intelligibility, as is clear from
the suggestion at Top. Z4, 142a9-10, that the absolutely intelligible
may not be intelligible to everyone. Since the notion of being moré
intelligible plays a prominent part in the discussion of endoxa in
Top. B5,% it would be reasonable to expect that a similar complexity
?ttac}}es to the concept of endoxon as attaches to the concepts of
intelligibility and the object of wish which also are applied both
with and without qualification.

_Unfortunately, in the absence of a discussion of the conflict of
views which can be resolved by using the distinction between the
qualified and the unqualified uses of the expression, it is not possible
to prove that the distinction has the same force in the case of the
concept of the endoxic as it has in the case of those concepts about
whxc}} t'here is such a conflict of views. Nevertheless, I should argue
that it is wrong to reduce ‘the unqualifiedly endoxic’ to ‘the view
of any particular person or group of people’, which Alexander does
when he interprets it as ‘the views of all or of the majority’. I have
noted that there is a difficulty in allowing that a view which every-
b.ody shares can have a place in dialectic, since dialectic is essen-
tially concerned with matters about which there is difficulty and
conflict of views.®” A view which is universally accepted could not
form a subject for dialectical debate; and yet it is precisely the
enc'loxxc character of various subjects of dialectical debate which
Anstotle discusses in Top. ©s5. Aristotle frequently speaks of ques-
tions on which there is conflict between the views of the savants and
the ordinary mass of people.®® But it is not clear that the views of
the savants have any less claim to be called views simpliciter than
do those of the mass, particularly in view of the fact that Aristotle
readily allows that the views of experts in the various skills can be
pro.duced as dialectical questions.®® The second difficulty which I
noticed as arising from the discussion of Top. Aro-11 is that it

83 pp. 64—7 above. .

86 159b8~15 — the premisses must be more endoxic and more intelligible
than the conclusion.

87 p. 8o above.

88 Top. A11, 104bg—5; SE 12, 173222-3.

80 Top. Axo., 104a14—15. At EE A3, 1215a1~4, Aristotle says that only the
savents’ views on happiness nced be considered: the views of the mass can
be ignored, since the latter is insufficiently experienced in reasoning.
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might be thought that the ban on presenting the paradoxical views
of the savants, except as initial theses, is unreasonable; for it seems
to preclude the sort of ad hominem examination which is recom-
mended in Top. 05, 159b25-35, where the particular authorship of
the views from which the examination starts is not ignored in the
examination itself. However, if we interpret ‘unqualifiedly endoxon’
as meaning ‘plausible’ and ‘endoxon for so-and-so’ as meaning
‘the view of some particular person’,*® these difficulties can be
resolved. As for the second, something may be a paradox, despite
the fact that it is the view of someone and not paradoxical to him.
But in case this be thought to make the notion of paradox dependent
on the views of all or the majority, it must be stressed that the view
of the many may not be plausible because of difficulties which are
appreciated only by a few experts. Light is also thrown on the first
difficulty when we realise that it is not the same thing to be a view
which is held by everyone or by the majority and to be uncondition-
ally plausible. If the plausibility of the view is to be established
unconditionally, an examination must be conducted which will
confirm everyone or the majority as having justification for accept-
ing this view. So a view which is endoxic to all or to the majority
may still not be unqualifiedly endoxic, if there is reason for doubting
its ability to survive examination; and it may, therefore, be suitable
for inclusion within the conduct of the dialectical exercise.

I am not suggesting that Aristotle is attempting with his notion of
the unqualifiedly endoxic to divorce the notion of plausibility from
the subjects — the people and groups who have their own views — to
whom it is essentially related. Rather, I maintain that with this
notion he is attempting to allow for a distinction between the area
of dialectical debate in which we recognise the distinct authorship of
the various views and adhere to the limitations which this imposes
on the discussion, and the area where we are concerned with the
absolute plausibility of the thesis under discussion. Both forms of
debate have their value. I have already commented on the value of
considering a thesis in terms of what its author would accept rather
than in terms of what someone else might accept.®* But it is equally
important, if not more so, to discover whether a thesis is acceptable
at all; and to do this we Tust go beyond the views of any particular
person and consider the absolute plausibility, unqualified by refer-
ence to this person, of his thesis by examining its consequences. At
SE 3, 165b14, Aristotle says that it is one of the five aims of the
eristic disputant to force the answerer to say something paradoxical;
and there is nothing to suggest that this aim, like the other four

90 There is no reason why the ‘definedly endoxic’ should be defined by
reference to an individual rather than a group of people.
91 p, 81 above.
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there mentioned, is not also shared by serious dialectic. When he
discusses the attempts to produce paradox in SE 12, he says that one
of the means used by the eristic questioner is to play off the views of
the many against those of the savants; and he recommends that we
combat this tactic by showing that we have not been forced to utter
the paradox because of the questioner’s own argument.®* From this
we may infer that Aristotle regarded it as genuinely reprehensible
that one should be forced by proper means to utter a paradox. The
same idea is to be seen at Top. 04, 159a22—4, when he follows his
comment that the answerer must atternpt to show that any paradox
which he may utter is forced on him by the position which he has
undertaken to defend, with the words ‘for there may be a distinction
between the errors of positing the wrong thing in the first place and,
having posited it, of not protecting it properly’. Although we should
recognise that paradoxical consequences are liable to arise from a
paradoxical thesis and that the fact that the thesis is paradoxical
lessens the blame which attaches to the uttering of these paradoxical
consequences, the uttering of paradox at any stage is ultimately
unacceptable.

In the discussion of topics in the body of the Topics Aristotle
frequently appeals to what seems to be so. This category is worked
into the discussion most systematically in the treatment of the
a fortiori arguments, as is particularly clear at Top. Bio, 115a6-14.
Here Aristotle presents a number of topics, of which the following is
typical: ‘if that which has the greater appearance of being an
attribute of the subject is not in fact an attribute of it, nor will that
which has the lesser appearance of being an attribute be one’.?
When Aristotle speaks in these, and many other passages of the
Topics, of what seems to be so, there is no indication of any specific
reference for the views to which he appeals. The a fortior: argu-
ments are presented in terms of the absolutely plausible. This does
not exclude the possibility of their being applied to situations in
which the relatively plausible is being examined: here the discussion
would be confined to what is or would be acceptable or unacceptable
to some particular person. Nevertheless, these are no more than
applications of a general rule about what is plausible. The general
rule is concerned with the concept of the plausible; and this is
indeed related to subjects but not any particular subject.

It is possible, if we remember the conflict of views which precedes

82 172b29-35.

93 115a8-10. The mention of seeming in the a fortiori topics of Top. Bio is
striking when one compares them with the related topics of Top. E8 and
Hs; Top. A6, 127b26~7, makes it clear, as does Top. Bio, that in a for-
tiori arguments the variation of degree essentially relates to the rcadiness
of people to accept one attribution more readily than another.
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Aristotle’s use of the distinction between the absolute and the relative
to analyse the object of wish and the object of understanding, to
reconstruct the sort of difficulty which may have prompted him to
distinguish the absolutely from the relatively plausible. On the one 71
hand there is the reﬁtliy\:h; he recognises that to be plausible is
essentially to be plausible~o someone, but goes to the extreme of
reducing the notion of plausibility to that of being someone’s view.
This makes it impossible for him to compare the views which are
held, in respect of their plausibility. On the other hand there is the
realist, who recognises that to be plausible is not to be plausible to
any given person; but his treatment of the plausible errs in ignoring
the particular authorship of the views which are actually hel.d.
Aristotle steers his way between these two extremes. He is a realist
to the extent of recognising that there are some views — those which
are propounded by the man who fails to use his senses or neec!s
punishment — which do not need to be considered because. of their
absolute implausibility. He further agrees with the realist in recog-
nising the concept of absolute plausibility, and in recognising that
this concept is essential to dialectic insofar as the final aim in dia-
lectic is to force one’s opponent to say something as implausible
(absolutely) as possible.®* But he agrees with the relativist in recog-
nising the need to start from the views which are already available
and to observe carefully, as we examine them, the peculiar character
of each.

The plausible, like the object of wish and the other concepts t}lat
we have been examining in this review of Aristotle’s metaphysical
theory, can take an absolute form: in this form it is not defined by
reference to any given person or group. But the way for us to
approach it is through an examination of the relative forms \s{hlch
it also assumes. Only by studying the actual reactions of subjects,
the ways in which people’s faculties are actually exercised on their
objects, can we sift the better from the worse exercises of the facu!ty 3
and this is how we can come to realise how the faculty and its object
ought to be related.

T he nature of the discussion of ethics

This leads us to a further aspect of Aristotle’s metaphysical theory,
the dynamic one which examines how progress occurs in ethical .and
intellectual matters. He uses the distinction between the qualified
and unqualified forms of concepts to illuminate this. I shall argue
that the metaphysical analysis is important to a proper understand-
ing of what he says about the nature of his enterprise in the works

ot Top, O4, 159218--20.
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on ethics and dialectic: moreover, when the purpose of these works
is grasped, the static analysis of their central concepts which has
been given above is confirmed.

In EN A3 and Bz Aristotle makes a number of important points
about the method to be pursued in a work of the type on which he
is embarking. Firstly, he warns us against expecting that the discus-
sion of ethical problems will be characterised by the degree of
precision (akribeia) that is to be expected in other forms of discus-
sion.?s The notion of precision which Aristotle appeals to here is
one by which greater precision is a function of being more simple
and less in need of support from a number of additional items. This
is clear from Met. A2, ¢82a25-8, where he says: ‘most precise
among the sciences are those especially that treat primary things;
for those which are built from fewer things are more precise than
those where the definitions invelve additional items, as is arithmetic
than geometry’. The contrast between the greater precision of ‘the
sciences which deal with the clementary, and the lesser precision of

" those which deal with the complexes built up from these elements

by extension,®® is in turn connected with the distinction between
the unqualified and the qualified. The link between the precise and
the simple is clear from Met. M3, 1078ag-11, — ‘the more it is
concerned with things which are prior in definition and more simple,
the more precise it is (this is what simplicity is)’. Two further texts
clearly bring out the connection between the qualified and the
complex. At EN I14, 1148a10-11, Aristotle contrasts the incontinent
man ‘said without qualification’ and ‘said by addition’; and at
Met. 74, ro30a28~34, he contrasts substances, which have essences
without qualification, with things in other categories, which have
essences only by extension or abstraction.” In both cases Aristotle
intends by this contrast to distinguish the case in which the name
applies without any need of further explanation, with the case in
which such explanation and qualification is necessary.

Aristotle’s reason for saying that precision beyond a certain
degree is not to be expected in ethics is that (a) any general account
is bound to obscure the variations in obligation that arise from the
varieties of circumstance attending the performance of any action,’®
while (b) the particular account will have to be so hedged with
qualifications if it is to fit the particular case (as the general account
does not), that it will inevitably lack the simplicity which Aristotle
regards as characteristic of precision.?” This does not mean that
there is not in each set of circumstances a right answer to the ques-

93 1094b11-27; 1103b34~1104aT10.
96 See also An. Post. A27, 87a31—7.
97 1030a33: ‘adding and subtracting’.

98 1094b14-19. 9% [10425-10.
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tion of how one should act. Aristotle is cofivinced that there is a
right answer, and that this is achieved by the man who exer(_:ises
phronésis and acts in accordance with the right reason.'® But in a
work which treats generally of ethics the discussion cannot fully
reflect the complexity of the particular cases; and accordin-gly
Aristotle says that the account which he will present in the Nico-
machean Ethics can only be a rough and outline account.

Two further features of Aristotle’s conception of method in the
treatment of ethics are important. Firstly, he insists that his purpose }

1

is unlike that of a theoretical investigation. In a practical subject f ;

H
i

such as ethics the aim is not to know but to do;*** and his discussion i

is not intended to instruct us on the nature of virtue, but to show
us how to live well. Secondly, the audience at which Aristotle’s |
discussion is aimed is limited in number. There must be some dis-(
position to listen to reason in matters of conduct, and this excludesl
from the number of those capable of benefiting from Aristotle’s
discussion the young, who are excessively dominated by emotion and \
inexperienced in life, and others, young not in years but in charac- |
ter, who also allow excessive play to their emotions.?*? Aristotle |
justifies this second point at EN A4, 1095b2-13, by saying that we |
must start from what we understand and move towards what 15!
absolutely intelligible: so in ethics the student must have a character \
such that he has a correct view of the moral truth, in order that |
|

then he can be brought to an appreciation of the reasons for its
being the truth.

I should argue that there is a close connection between these
comments on the nature of a work on ethics and the analysis of
certain central ethical concepts for which Aristotle uses the distinc-
tion between the unqualified and the qualified. At EN E1, 1129bg—
6, after distinguishing the simply good from what is good for some-
one, he says ‘men pray for and pursue the former, but this is wrong;
they should pray that things good without qualification should be
good also for them, but should choose things good for them’. It 1s
no accident that Aristotle’s comment here on the effect which the
distinction between the unqualified and the qualified good should
have on our manner of conduct, accords so well with his comment
on the effect which the same distinction between intelligibles should
have on our manner of learning. For we have already seen that the
distinction is put to the same use, and resolves the same sorts of
problems, in the case of both concepts. We must start from where
we already are — from what we find good and from what we under-
stand — if we wish to advance to the chosen territory of the abso--\
lutely good and the absolutely intelligible. The absolutely good is
100 y103bg2, 1144a6-9, 1144b21-8.

101 y304b26-31. 102 yog5a2—13.
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that which is found to be good by the man who sees the truth in
moral matters. The object of his wish is what we must focus atten-
tion on if we are to get the right answer to moral problems. But
because Aristotle’s aim in ethics is to instruct people'on how to live,
he cannot ignore the various objects of actual wishes; and this
means that he cannot concentrate exclusively on the absolute and
unqualified objects of the various faculties. I argued above that one
of the applications of the distinction between the unqualified and
the qualified is to mark the distinction between the simple and the
complex, and that this distinction in turn is connected with that
between more and less precise forms of enquiry. In EN Ag and Bz
the treatment of ethics is said to lack precision; and in terms of the
distinction between the unqualified and the qualified forms of a
concept, this will mean that the writer on ethics will have to concern
himself with instances in which the concept is qualified as well as
with the concept in its absolute form, which is the form in which it
is conceived by the moral expert. This is as one would expect, in
view of Aristotle’s belief that in order to instruct people on how to
live well one must start frorm what they understand and, from this
basis, produce in them an understanding of what is intelligible irf an
“unqualified way. :

It follows that the analysis which Aristotle provides of such con-
cepts as the object of wish, pleasure, the object of friendship, has an
importance which goes beyond the solution of problems associated
with these particular concepts. This analysis follows the sort of

* pattern which we should expect from Aristotle’s general comments
on the nature of ethical philosophy; and to understand this is
valuable for our general understanding of what Aristotle is about in
his works on ethics. Here, once again, Aristotle’s position should be
represented as a via media which avoids two undesirable extremes.
On the one hand, there is the extreme realist view of ethics, which
would require that concepts should be considered only in their
absolute form. This view would demand that the writer on ethics
should ignore, as irrelevant to a work on how to live well, the quali-
fied forms in which these concepts are understood by those whose
lives are less than completely satisfactory. On the othér hand, there
is the extreme relativist view, which would require that the writer
on ethics should make no attempt to discriminate between the
completely satisfactory life and that which fails to come up to this
standard. Aristotle avoids both these extremes;!°® and this is a
feature not only of his analysis of certain particular concepts in

103 For an indication of Aristotle’s opposition to both these views, compare
the discussion of Socrates’ dictum that no-one does wrong knowingly
(EN T's, 1113b3—14), where it is objected that since this leaves no room
for assigning blame to actions, it also leaves no room for assigning praise.
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ethics but of his whole conception of the manner in which a treatise
on ethics should be executed.

The nature of the discussion of dialectic

Aristotle’s comments on the character of his treatment of dialecti.c
in the Topics bear a considerable similarity to his comments on his
treatment of ethics in the Nicomachean Ethics. At Top. Ax,
101a18-24, he says that his aim in writing a work on -dialectic .is not -
to give a precise account but only to provide an outline description
of the various matters which he will treat, since this is sufficient for
a work of this character. The similarity between this comment on
the treatment of dialectic and the comments on the treatment of
ethics is striking. In both cases Aristotle says that he will avoid the
precise account,* and elects to provide an outline acc?unt,“’5 as is
demanded by the nature of the subject matter. A difference bt?-
tween the comments in the two works is that in the Topics there is
no discussion, as there is in the Nicomachean Ethics, of the reasons
why the account should be only an outline one. There is no mention
in Top. A1 of such considerations as the variety of circumstances
which arise in the exercise of the art of dialectic, considerations to
which Aristotle appeals in EN A3 and B2 to support his comments
on the treatment of ethical problems. Nevertheless I believe that it
can be shown that the same sort of considerations underlie these
comments in both works. But first I want to examine in more detail
the similarities between Aristotle’s general comments on the treat-
ment of dialectic and those on the treatment of ethics.

In a number of further passages in the Topics Aristotle repeats
the comment of Top. A1 that precision beyond a certain degree is
not to be expected in a work on dialectic. At Top. H3, 1 53a11-15,
he says about the ensuing discussion on the means of establishing a
definition: ‘It falls to another enterprise to explain with precision
both what a definition is and how one should define; but now i
suffices for our present need to say just that there can be reasoning
for a definition and essence.’ In a similar vein are those passages in
the Topics and the Analytics which describe the treatment (?f a
question in the work on dialectic as ‘in accordance with opinion
and the corresponding treatment in the work on the syllogism as
‘in accordance with truth’. We find a striking case of a pair of
passages from different works which use this distinction to cross-
refer to each other: a remark at Top. 813, 162b31-3, that the nature
of question-begging argument ‘has been stated in the {1r{alytuf5
according to truth, and is now to be stated according to opinion’, is

10¢ Top. A1, 1o1a21; EN A3, 1094b13.
108 Top. A1, 101a22; EN B2, 110421.
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answered at An. Pr. Bi16, 65a35-7, with ‘begging the point at issue
is, in demonstrations, when things are so in truth, but in dialectical
affairs when they are so in opinion’. The reasons for drawing this
distinction vary according to context.!®® Thus in Top. ©13 the
treatment is described as ‘in accordance with opinion’ because he
intends to examine the ways in which someone might bs taken to
beg the question. The language of the chapter’® shows that
Aristotle’s concern here is as much with whether the question is
judged to be begged as with whether it actually is begged; but in An.
Pr. B16 there is no mention of these potentially subjective considera-
tions. Elsewhere, as in An. Pr. Ago and 4n. Post. A1g, the dialectical
treatment of a question is described as ‘in accordance with opinion’
because the premisses from which dialectical reasoning works
represent no more than views. ,

But although Aristotle’s reasons for designating the dialectical
treatment in this way vary in different contexts, the general charac-
ter of the contrast between the treatment of a question in accord-
ance with opinion and with truth is the same. He is contrasting the
treatment which is concerned with the truth of the matter, with
the treatment which is concerned rather with the ways in which
people are prepared to accept some account of the matter. The
need to pay attention to the reactions of people and not simply to
the question itself inevitably lessens the universal and absolute
character of what can be said, since it requires that we should take
account of the differences in reaction which may be exhibited by
the various people. This point has been fully discussed: its impor-

- tance here is that the contrast which Aristotle draws between the
* treatments in accordance with opinion and with truth throws light

on his comments in Top. A1 about the imprecise character of the
discussion of dialectic which is to follow. I have argued that in the
Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle’s reason for saying that the treatment

.will not be precise is that the variety of circumstances which must
~be considered when we determine how to act in each particular case

mflke it impossible to give a general account which is not hedged
with qualifications. In dialectic also we find the same variety of

- circumstances and the same need to appreciate that any general
- comments that may be made on the practice of dialectic will need

to be qualified by reference to the particular circumstances of that
practice.

We saw that it was an important feature of Aristotle’s view of his
treatment of ethics that he conceived his aim as the production not
of knowledge of how one should act but of correct action, and that
108 Further instances are supplied by Top. A14, 105b30-1; dn. Pr. Ago

46a8-10; An. Post. A1g, 81b18-23. ’ ’ 3
107 Especially at 162b34—6, 163a4~7.
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connected with this was his belief that the audience which can
benefit from his discussion is necessarily limited to those who start
with a suitable moral disposition.’*® Similar views to these are to be
found in Aristotle’s comments on dialectic. In Top. Ag he compares
dialectic with rhetoric and medicine, and says that in the case of all
three faculties the possession of skill is marked by the ability to
work successfully with suitable materials: not all materials are
suitable, and it is not required of the man who exercises these
faculties that he should be able to achieve success with just any
materials. The same point is made about rhetoric at Rhet. Ar,
1355b10-14, where the comparison with medicine is once again
introduced. Rhetoric is limited in the possibility of what it can
achieve, and we cannot require that the man who possesses the skill
should be persuasive in all circumstances. It is sufficient that he
should do what can be done with the materials available, just as it
is possible for the doctor to show his skill with the incurable even
though he cannot cure them.

In a number of passages in the Topics Aristotle shows how the
dialectician should pay attention to the materials with which he
works. At Top. A12, 105a16-19, and 82, 157218-21, he recommends
the use of induction against the many and of syllogisth against the
expert in dialectic. At Top. ©14, 164a12-164b7, he distinguishes the
various procedures one should follow in gymnastic dialectic accord-
ing to the age and experience of one’s opponent, and goes on to
justify the distinction by reference to the general aims of this form
of dialectic; and at Top. ©14, 164b8~15, he warns those who seek
to be trained in dialectic to avoid chance dialectical encounters, on
the grounds that these are likely to be conducted in a contentious
spirit and be unsatisfactory as pieces of argument.!® All these
passages, then, provide instances in which the dialectician is recom-
mended to pay attention to the character of his opponent. Another
way in which the dialectician should recognise qualifications which
must be imposed on the purely logical character of the reasoning by
circumnstances external to it, is discussed in Top. O11, 161b34~1622a8.
Here Aristotle argues that when one assigns praise or blame to an
argument one should pay attention not only to the argument itself
but also to the nature of the problem with which it is concerned.
The fact that problems can be easier or more difficult means that an- .
argument which would in itself be censurable may nevertheless be

108 For a further indication of the connection between these two beliefs,
of. EN Kg, 1179a35-1179b16, where Aristotle says that the aim in ethics
is the production of correct living, and that while a limited number of
naturally gifted men will be stimulated to this by argument, with the
majority argument is useless and some other means must be found.

109 cf, 164b13, and ©5, 159a25-36, discussed on pp. 8o—1 above,
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laudable in view of the difficulty of the problem; and vice versa
the argument may be in itself laudable, but censurable in view of
the fact that there are clearer means of proof available. It is striking
that Aristotle says of the proofs of the more difficult problems ‘if he
wrests his conclusion from premisses which are as endoxic as possible,
his dialectic is good’.**® This comment recalls the genéral remark of
Top. Ag that dialectical skill consists in doing one’s best with the
available materials. In Top. @11 we see a clear application of this
general principle. So these are two ways in which we may have to
qualify the absolute character of the dialectical argument — by
reference to the other people involved in the dialectical exercise, or
to the nature of the problem with which we are dealing.

I argued that in Aristotle’s general comments on the character of
his treatment of ethical problems there is a connection between the
three features: the description of the treatment as imprecise, the
requirement that the audience be naturally gifted, and the insistence
that his aim is to produce correct action and not theoretical know-
ledge. I should similarly argue that there is a connection between
these three features in his comments on the treatment of dialectic,
although less space is devoted to methodological discussion in the
Topics than in the Nicomachean Ethics and so both these features
themselves and the connection between them are less clear in the
former work. Aristotle is aware that the conditions of the exercise
of dialectical skill are such that, although the dialectician is indeed
required to argue his case by purely logical means,'** he must at the
same time not ignore the various ways in which circumstances
which are external to his argument can affect its character. In
dialectic one is required to convince, by logical means, actual people
of the truth of some particular assertion. This is not the same as the
ideal of pure logic, which is to free the conditions of proof from
dependence on the variations which may be imposed by the audience
or the problems treated. Dialectic must be sensitive to these varia-
tions; and the work which seeks to produce dialectical skill in its
audience is inevitably reduced in its precision because the situations
with which it is concerned may be qualified by these variations.

We have seen that Aristotle analyses such central concepts of
dialectic as the intelligible and the endoxic in a way which parallels

" his analysis of the object of wish and other central ethical concepts.

Moreover this latter analysis conforms with his theory of method in
ethics: as we read at EN I81, rr2gb4—6, we must choose what is

110 161bg4-8.

111 of, the prohibition at Top. Bs, 112a7~11, on introducing into one’s
argument matters which are logically irrelevant. Further texts which tell
in the same direction are considered by G. E. L. Owen in ‘Dialectic and
Eristic in the Treatment of the Forms’, p. 107.
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good for us and pray that this may also be good without qualifica-
tion. He goes on to draw a parallel between intellectual and moral
progress at Met. Z3, 1029b5-8: ‘the task is, as in the case of actions
to make out of what is good for each man the completely good good
for each man, so to make out of what is more intelligible to him the
naturally more intelligible more intelligible to him’. Just as in
ethics if we must proceed from the qualified to the unqualified good,
this necessarily lessens the precision which a treatment of the matter
can possess, so also in dialectic the nature of the concepts which are
to be treated lessens the precision which Aristotle’s discussion can
possess. Commentators have sometimes understood Aristotle’s refer-
ences to the fact that the treatment in the Topics is imprecise or ‘in
accordance with opinion’ as meaning that the Topics presents an
unnecessarily rough account of matters which are in principle -
treatable in a less slovenly way and which are so treated in the
Analytics. Thus Cherniss says of Top. H3, which refers the reader
to a work other than the Topics for a ‘precise’ investigation of
definition, that ‘the stress put upon the necessity of assumption a.nd
the respondent’s consent rather implies that a strict examination
would show such demonstration to be impossible’.*? Cherniss sup-
poses that the ‘strict examination’ is to be found in the Posterior
Analytics. Against this I should argue that the Topics and the
Posterior Analytics are concerned with different, though related,
questions. If the treatment in the Topics is less precise than the
related discussion in the Posterior Analytics,*® this is because in the
Topics Aristotle is concerned with such concepts as intelligibility not
only in their absolute form, as he is in the Analytics, but also in their
qualified form, as he is not in the Analytics. In the Topics he elects
to treat these concepts in their full complexity; and it is for this
reason that the treatment in the Topics is imprecise.

But the imprecision is not something which it would be desirable
to eliminate. As is clear from Met. 73, 1o2gbg-r2, intellectual
advance occurs when, starting from what we find intelligible, we
come to find intelligible that which is so without qualification. This
means that the discussion of the technique by which intellectual
advance is produced must recognise intelligibility in both of. its
forms, the qualified as well as the unqualified; and since dialectic is
this technique,** recognition of these two forms of intelligibility is
essential in dialectic. That this means that the treatment of dialectic

112 4ristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy, vol. 1, p. 34 n. 28.

118 Cherniss’ identification of the reference should be accepted. He follows
Solmsen (Die Entwicklung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorik., p- 151
n. 2), who argues against the attempt of Maier (Die S).Jllogmxk des
Aristoteles, i, pt. 2, p. 78 n. 3) to argue that the reference is to Top. Z.

114 of, Top. A2, 101a34-101b4g, and the discussion on pp. 31-52 above.
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will be imprecise does not impair the value of the treatment. As in

' ethics so also in dialectic there is a right procedure in each instance;

but in both cases the general account cannot fully reflect the com-
plexity of the particular circumstances and cannot, therefore, be
more than a rough and outline guide. But to attempt to represent
the Topics as an unsuccessful exercise in pure logic; i.e. as a first
draft on the Analytics, or again as a manual of instruction on how
to wina debate at all costs, is to make the same sort of mistake as
occurs when people attempt to identify the object of wish either
with the good or with the apparent good. In the case of the object
of wish each of the identifications, though not altogether unhelpful,
nevertheless represents an attempt to reduce the concept to another
concept which is related to it but distinct from it. Similarly, the
attempts to interpret Aristotle’s discussion of dialectic in the Topics,
which have so dominated modern commentary on the work, as if it
were concerned solely with the argument itself or solely with the
reactions of people to the argument represent attempts to reduce
the work to another type of enterprise from which it is essentially
distinct. The Topics is sui generis. Its purpose and character is
different from that of the other Aristotelian works with which it has
been so readily compared.

Platonic metaphysics: Topics .8 and Parmenides 133-134

All through this exploration of Aristotle’s metaphysical theory we
have not mentioned Plato. Yet his views on the relation between
faculties and their objects are an essential ingredient in the inheri-
tance of problems which Aristotle’s theory secks to resolve, They
also play a crucial part in Plato’s own favoured metaphysical theory,
the theory of Forms. Earlier in this study I compared the two
philosophers’ ideas on the relation between dialectic and* other
intellectual enterprise; I maintained that the differences in these
ideas are not to be minimised and that they reflect deep differences
in ontological theory. Now that we have examined Aristotle’s meta-
physical theory on which his ideas about the intellectual enterprises
are based, we must do the same for its Platonic precursor, albeit
more briefly. This will complete the review of the theoretical basis

‘of Aristotelian dialectic.

In one of the topics which Aristotle says can be used against those
who maintain the theory of Forms, he exploits the distinction be-
tween the real and the apparent.'*® The first part of the topic notes
that when we define an appetite (orexis), we must mention the
appearance of that towards which it is directed. Thus, the definition
of wish as ‘appetite for the good’ is open to the objection that the

113 Top. 28, 146b36-147a11.
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appetites of the various individuals who exercise a wish are not
necessarily directed towards the good but only towards what seems
good to them.**® The second part of the topic shows how this con-
sideration can be turned against one who maintains the theory of
Forms. If he accepts that the definition should mention appearance,
then it is possible to use the Platonic endoxon that Forms are corre-
lative with Forms to show that his admission entails that there is a
Form of the Apparent Good. However, in their metaphysics the
Platonists make a radical distinction between the apparent and the
real; and since they would regard the object of definition as the
Form, and Forms are correlative with each other, their acceptance
of the need to mention appearance in the definition is inconsistent
with their metaphysics.*’

Little attention has been devoted by the commentators to this
argument; and of those who have noticed it, the majority have not
regarded it as revealing a serious difficulty in the theory of Forms.**®
An exception is G. E. L. Owen,*'® who argues that Plato’s view of
the Forms as standard samples provides Aristotle with his justifica-
tion for maintaining here that the Platonist could not allow that
there is a Form of the Apparent Good, since something which has a
character only apparently, and not really, cannot serve a’s a standard
sample of that character. But the argument gains in importance
when it is considered in the light of the Aristotelian analyses of
central ethical and dialectical concepts which we have been
examining; and this aspect of it has largely been ignored by others.

Although Aristotle’s examples of the way in which the topic may
be used both use proposed definitions of appetites, the topic may be
applied in all the cases where Aristotle uses the distinction between
the qualified and unqualified forms of a concept to analyse the
relation between a faculty and its objects.’?® In requiring that the
definition of wish should mention the apparent good, he is making
the same point as that which he makes against the extreme realist
in EN I'4: a particular exercise of the faculty of wish is no less real
as an act of wish for being directed towards that which is not the
real object of the faculty.?® We saw that the extreme realist’s view
that all acts of wishing ate necessarily directed towards the object

118 146b36~14725.

117 147a5-11.

118 Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy, vol. 1, p. 8,
p. 282 n. 189. During, ‘Aristotle’s Use Of Examples In The Topics’,
p. 216, calls it ‘a good example of sophistical argumentation’.

119 ‘Dialectic And Eristic In The Treatment Of The Forms’, pp. 118-19. .

120 Aristotle indicates at 146b37 — ‘and in all the other cases where it
applies’ — that the uscfulness of the topic is not restricted to problems
about appetites.

121 cf, pp. 60—1 above.
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of wish gave rise to the paradoxical consequence that the man who
wishes wrongly did not wish at all; and it was in order to avoid this
paradox and to preserve what was valuable in the realist position
that Aristotle introduced his distinction between the unqualified and
the qualified object of wish, a distinction which lessened the gulf
between appearance and reality. In Top. Z8 we see the extreme

_realist clearly identified with the adherent of the theory of Forms;

and°we learn how adherence to this theory must lead him to the
assertion of paradox. The argument in Top. Z8 shows that the

" Platonist cannot both maintain the theory of Forms and allow that

the definition should mention what appears. EN I'4 and Top. Z8
present what is essentially the same objection against the same

* theory, although the Ethics emphasises the difficulties which this

theory affords to the notion of wish and the Topics emphasises the

difficulties for the notion of the object of wish. But for the historian

the Topics contributes the valuable information that the authors of
the theory included the Platonists.

The argument in Top. Z8 is markedly similar to the final argu-
ment against the Forms in Plato’s Parmenides.*® That argument
also turns on the relation between faculties and their objects, and it
too employs a thesis about the logic of correlatives. The interpreta-
tion of the force of the arguments in the Parmenides against the
theory of Forms as it is presented in earlier dialogues, and of Plato’s
purpose in producing these arguments, has, of course, been a point
of major controversy in Platonic scholarship during the past century.
Critical reaction to the arguments as a whole has ranged from those
who maintain that they have no damaging effect on the theory and
that they trade on misinterpretations of the theory,'*s to those who
find in at least some of the arguments clear indication that Plato
was modifying or abandoning some of his earlier position. Probably
the most common opinion now is that the arguments do exploit
serious weaknesses in the earlier theory, although the full serious-
ness of the difficulties may not have been grasped by Plato himself ;***
and the tendency of my analysis of one of the arguments will be in
support of this opinion. But most of the discussion has touched on
this particular argument only slightly. It has concentrated on the
regress arguments,*®® despite the fact that Plato signals the argument
about knowledge as a very great difficulty’?® and clearly an attack
on the status of the Forms as objects of knowledge subverts Plato’s
122 133b-134e.

128 For example, Cherniss, “The Relation of the Timaeus to Plato’s Later
Dialogues’; Peck, ‘Plato’s Parmenides: some suggestions for its interpre-
tation’.

12¢ G, E, L. Owen, ‘A Proof in the Peri Ideon’, p. 105; C. Strang, ‘Plato

and the Third Man’.
123 132a-133a. 126 yg3h.
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metaphysical theory even more fundamentally than the other'
attacks on aspects of their nature. ! '

The argument moves from the premisses that Forms are objects -
of knowledge and are distinct from the things which participate in
them, to the conclusion that they are not objects of our knowledge.
Tt makes crucial use of the endoxon which is also used in Top. Z8 -
that Forms are correlative with each other and that a Form is not
correlative with something other than a Form. A consequence of this
endoxon is that the many instances which participate in the Form,
being distinct from it, are not correlative with the Form but must
rather be correlative with each other.1?” The thesis is illustrated with
the case of Master and Slave: here each Form will be correlative
with the other and with nothing else, and each particular master
with a particular slave and vice versa. If we apply the thesis to
knowledge and its objects, then Knowledge (the Form) is of Reality
(the Forms); and this holds both of Knowledge in general, which
has Reality in general as its object, and of the special sciences, each
of which has a part of Reality as its object.”*® On the other hand,
someone’s knowledge — in general, our knowledge - is something
which participates in the Form of Knowledge (or in one of the
Forms of the special sciences). Such knowledge, therefore, cannot be
of the Forms: it must be of the instances which participate in and
are distinct from the Forms. The latter alone are objects of Know-
ledge, but not of our knowledge.*?* Moreover the distinction between
Forms and particulars is not simply one between the general and
the specific. The Knowledge that is the Form exceeds In precision
the instances of knowledge that participate in it, as with every Form
and its instances. It follows, by the endoxon once again, that whereas
the objects of precise Knowledge (the Form) are the most precise
things (the Forms), both our knowledge and its objects are imprecise
things.*%°

This conclusion conflicts, of course, with cherished Platonic
theories about the power of the human soul, by dialectic and recol-
lection, to become aware of the Forms. But just this makes this
argument a serious difficulty for Plato, provided that its premisses
are his and the reasqping is valid. We may briefly consider two
objections which have been raised against the reasoning.’** Firstly,
it has been claimed that the argument ignores the relation between
a Form and the things which participate in it. On the contrary, the
argument recognises this relation but insists that the things so related

127 133c-133d: 128 134a3-7.

129 y34a9—134c2. 130 y34c-134€.

131 One or other of these objections appear in Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism
of Plato and the Academy, vol. 1, p. 282; Runciman, ‘Plato’s Parmenides’,
p. 98; Vlastos, ‘The Third Man Argument in the Parmenides’, p. 346.
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are distinct: it is concerned with a different relation, which I have
called ‘correlation’ and which it declares not to hold between, for
example, a particular master and the Form Slave. Secondly, insofar
as the argument contrasts Knowledge and our knowledge in respect
of their precision and that of the objects which each has, it has been
regarded as just one more example of a difficulty which exploits a
view of Forms as both being and having a given character (the

" “self-predication assumption’). If this is so, our argument loses the

special interest which I believe it to have. A full discussion of this
point would take us too far afield. But it is not at all clear how the
self-predication assumption is to be interpreted in the case of such
a concept as object of knowledge. In fact it is plausible to say that
such a thing is (predicatively) an object of knowledge. Moreover, if
we wish to distinguish between general and paradigm forms of the
concepts of knowledge and its objects, the argument can be divided
into two parts — 134a-134b and 134c-134d — each of which will
promote the undesired conclusion that such objects cannot be objects
of the knowledge of one of us.

The theory of Forms

The crux of the matter lies in the endoxon about correlatives. What
we have in the Parmenides argument is an application of a general
logical principle which is advanced by Plato in the Republic.*®*
The principle is endorsed in a context where the distinction between
Forms and particulars is not at all in view. The context also contains
Plato’s statement of the principle of non-contradiction,*® which is
likewise free from commitment to any ontology. But, as I shall
maintain, both this and the principle of correlatives are powerful
influences in the devising of the theory of Forms; and for this reason
it is particularly damaging when the Parmenides shows how the
principle of correlatives can be turned against the theory.

The logical principle states that two correlative things must each
be similarly qualified or unqualified. Thus thirst simply is a desire
for drink simply; but if we qualify the thirst and consider, for
example, a great thirst, the drink to which the thirst is related must
also be qualified as a great amount of drink.*** In this passage we
also find the example of knowledge and its correlate — a study;**®
as with thirst and drink, knowledge and study must both be qualified
or unqualified,’3¢
132 1v, 438. 123 1v, 436. 184 437e.

135 Thus I translate ‘mathéma’. Plato is uncertain here how to characterise
the object of knowledge (438¢7-8). In its characterisation of this object
the Parmenides makes perfectly fair use of the epistemological component

of the theory of Forms.
136 438c6—438dg.
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Two features of the language used in this passage should be
noted. The first concerns the use of ‘autos’ — best translated here as
‘in itself’ or ‘as such’ — to designate the unqualified form of each
concept under discussion. Now although, as I have said, the distinc- -
tion between Forms and particulars is not in view here, it is note-
worthy that the use of ‘autos’ with a general term is one of Plato’s
devices for marking off 2 Form from its related particulars. The
most likely explanation of this use is that it functions in the same
way as such modern typographical devices as underlinings: by
coupling ‘autos’ with a word Plato wishes to concentrate our atten-
tion on what is signified by that word alone.’®” The theory of Forms
uses this device to show that each Form is simple in nature, an
object whose nature is exhaustively indicated by the particular
name used: particulars, by contrast, are many other things in addi-
tion to what is signified by any general term by which they may be
called.’®® The function of ‘autos’ in the context of this theory, then,
is to mark an abstraction which occurs in the nature of things.
While this aim is not a feature of the argument about correlatives in
Republic 1v, this discussion too is concerned to mark off, as an
abstraction, the unqualified form of a concept from the qualified
forms. :

The second striking feature of the language is the use of ‘haplos’
- ‘without qualification’ — to mark the distinction between the
general and the specific forms of such a concept as knowledge. At
438e6-8 Plato says that if we specify certain objects of knowledge as
medical, this causes ‘it no longer to be called without qualification
knowledge but, with the addition of the particular qualification,
medical knowledge’. We have examined the crucial use which
Aristotle makes of the distinction between the qualified and the
unqualified in his analysis of the relation between faculties and
their objects. That analysis seeks to correct what Aristotle perceives
to be a defect in Plato’s metaphysics; and the first indication that
the defect is built into the theory of Forms comes in the argument
in the Parmenides. This argument, in turn, relies on a principle
which the Republic presents in language which will figure promi-
nently in later stages_of the debate. These two linguistic features
make it the more likely that the later arguments will expose serious
difficulties in the theory of Forms. But to confirm this, we must
briefly review the theory itself.

If we survey the comparatively few passages in which Plato
comments on the distinctions between Forms and particulars, the

1877 follow G. E. L. Owen, ‘Dialectic and Eristic in the Treatment of the
Forms’, p. 115.

138 Some texts which suggest this clearly are Crat. 439d3-5; Phaedo 100c;
Rep. 476a.
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single most emphasised point is that contrary Forms are quite dis-
tinct from one another. Phenomenal particulars are marked by the
copresence of contraries, but with Forms this is not s0.2*® Plato
makes this point a number of times by saying that the Form X,
unlike the particulars of type X, cannot take as predicate the
character corresponding to the Form which is contfary to X.'*
This leaves it unclear whether the relation between the word ‘X’
and the Form is that of a name or a description, although it may be
taken to lend some force to the former interpretation. But this is an
issue which we can leave undecided as, I maintain, it is left open in
the Parmenides argument.

The function of Forms is to resolve difficulties in our understand-
ing of things.'** Plato takes the stance of the realist and seeks to
maintain, against relativists and sceptics who would query it, that
the ground for distinguishing expert from inexpert judgement is the
degree to which each has insight into the objective nature of things.
The terms in which the debate is conducted revolve around the
ability to discriminate between contraries. Because the relativists
maintained that there could be no such ability,*? Plato’s reply is to
explore the epistemic conditions for grasping the real basis of the
distinction between contraries.

Not only in general terms but also in detail Plato’s Forms are
designed to counter the relativist’s theses. The latter exploited the
qualifications that can attach to contrary things in respect of varia-
tions over time, differences of part or aspect, relations with other
things, and the various persons involved. Thus the same thing can
be shown to be both good and bad — and likewise for other contrary
predicates — if these predicates are indexed by rcference to these
types of factor. It should be noted that one factor which is absent
from such indexing is a reference to the different views that different
persons may take of the same thing. If this were present, it would
beg the question in favour of relativism: as it is, reference to the
types of factors which are mentioned is intended to support an
argument from which relativism can be deduced.

Plato’s response is to acknowledge that the relativist’s examples
correctly report the facts with which he is familiar, but to maintain
that these are not all the facts relevant to the case and therefore to
challenge the relativist’s conclusion. Access to the Forms supplies us
with the necessary extra facts. As a direct counter to the relativist’s
139 Phaedo 74b—74c, 102¢-103¢c; Symp. 211a; Rep. 476a, 479a—479¢, 525d—

526a; Parm. 129.

140 For example, Phaedo 103b, Parm. 12gb.
141 This has been realised by philosophers from Aristotle, Met. M4, 1078b12~

17, to J. L. Austin, ‘Are There 4 Priori Concepts?’, pp. 2—5.

142 A valuable text is Dissoi Logoi 1—3 (Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker, vol. 2, pp. 405-11); see G. Ryle, Plato’s Progress, p. 214.
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exploitation of the qualifications that can attach to contraries in a
context, Forms are specified as free from temporal variation, simple
in nature, not relative to different things,** and not relative to
different persons. Once more, it is to be noted that the last heading
is better not interpreted as denying that the same Form may be
viewed differently by different persons. No text requires to be inter-
preted thus;*** and it would have the effect of begging the case in
favour of realism. !

This contrast between Forms and particulars can best be repre-
sented as a distinction between context-free and context-dependent
cases of concepts. For example, we distinguish the claim that some-
thing is good (simply) or one (simply) from the claim that it is a.
good F (e.g. man, thief) or one F (page, book). In this idiom
context-free uses of words, when these are properly construed,
designate only Forms, while the references of the context-dependent
uses will be particulars. Now the principle of non-contradiction as
stated in Republic 1v makes allowance for the qualifications which
need to be added in the case of context-dependent uses of contrary
words. To this extent Plato shows that the relativist’s examples are |
compatible with metaphysical realism: a statement which uses a
context-dependent word is still true or false.!*® But evidently he
feels that this is so only because the context-dependent uses of words
derive their meanings from the context-free uses, and that it can be
grasped to be so only by one who is aware of those things — the
Forms — which by their nature are not liable to the variations
imposed by context.

This is the basis of his argument that it is of the nature of Forms
to be objects of knowledge and of the nature of particulars to be
objects of belief.**¢ Instead of realising that it is possible to distin-
guish an expert from an inexpert view of things whether those
things are context-free or context-dependent, Plato assigns the
former things to be the objects of the expert’s understanding and
the latter to be objects of inexpert (misjunderstanding. Now we can
attach to particulars the type of qualification that mentions the

143 Since some Forms, e.g. Master and Knowledge, evidently are relative,
there is a problem which we cannot explore here. See Aristotle, Peri
Idedn, fr. 5 (Ross) and the discussion by G. E. L. Owen, ‘A Proof in the
Peri Ideon’. But even so such Forms are invariant (tenselessly) in their
relations,

1# Many commentators, most recently D. Gallop, Plato Phaedo, pp. 122-3,
fail to perceive how radically this interpretation of such texts as Phaedo
74b differs from the available alternatives.

145 C. Kirwan, ‘Plato and relativity’, pp. 119~-20, is to be commended for
bringing Rep. 1v into the discussion of the theory f Forms but, in my
view, underestimates its importance.

146 Rep. v, 479.
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person in whose view something has a certain character. For Plato’s
argument has sought to show, as a conclusion and not as a premiss,
that realism depends on the existence of the Forms and that those
who are unaware of them are committed to metaphysical relativism.,

In this way the qualifications and lack of them which attach
respectively to particulars and Forms are given a:metaphysical
interpretation. The objects of a person’s inexpert belief are now
qualifigd as objects of his belief: they are the world as it seems to
him. By contrast, the Forms are not subject to qualifications. So they
are not such as to seem to anyone. Once the interpretation of being
qualified and unqualified is extended in this way, we can show how
the principle of correlatives, as presented in Republic 1v, operates
upon the situation. As sets of beliefs vary from person to person so
does the world as it seems to each. Here, then, a subject’s under-
standing is qualified to the extent to which the object of his under-
standing is qualified. But expert understanding, or knowledge, is
not something that varies from person to person. Such understand-

" ing is not qualified by reference to its human subject: no more, in

Plato’s theory, are its objects — the Forms — subject to qualification.

Thus we see how Plato’s search for the foundations of realist
metaphysics moves by stages to a position which applies the principle
of correlatives to knowledge and its objects. While this principle is
first presented without reference to the theory of Forms, it nonethe-
less employs tools of analysis that are used in drawing the distinction
between Forms and particulars. This is what makes its application
in the Parmenides, as well as in Top. Z8, both effective and justified.
For these arguments point up the consequences of applying the
principle to the relation between human faculties and their objects.
They show that insofar as each person’s faculty is subject to the
qualification of being his, its object cannot be the object of the
faculty: moreover, if some exercise of the faculty may be counted an
unqualified exercise in virtue of its expertness, its object cannot be
something other than the object of the faculty. In terms of the
distinction between Forms and particulars, this makes it incoherent
to assert, as Plato does in the Republic,*" that the expert recognises
the distinctness of the two, while the inexpert confuse them.

We have explored in detail Aristotle’s analysis of the relation
between faculties and their objects, and have shown how he is able
to assert, against Plato, that what appears to the good man is so.
His procedure is to reconsider Plato’s principle of correlatives. He
works with the contrasts between the unqualified and the qualified,

‘the general and the particular, the simple and the complex. All this
“goes back to the discussion in Republic 1v. But Aristotle revises the

147y, 476c4-476d3.
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application of these contrasts across the cc_)rrelations,. so that he can
say that the object of wish is at the same time the object of the good
man’s wish.**® My purpose in the preceding pages has been to
examine the continuity of these discussions, from the consx‘d‘eratxons
which animate the theory of Forms, through the exposition and
criticism of that theory by Plato, to Aristotle’s examination and
reformulation of the realist position. o

The immense importance and originality of Plato’s work in this
area has been justly recognised. Aristotle’s equally important contri-
bution has tended to be overlooked. This is unfortunate, since
Aristotle has the additional merit of being correct. What is also
crucial to grasp is the large set of consequences, as to the nature of
intellectual investigation and in particular of dialectic, that follow
from the Aristotelian metaphysical analysis. Then we shall see how
very much his own is his concept of dialectic.

148 See pp. 60-1 above.
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Hitherto we have been considering the theoretical basis of Aristotle’s
dialectic. On the basis of comments in the Topics and in other
works we have determined the function and scope of dialectic in
relation to other types of enterprise. We also saw that the Topics
declares itself to be a work which will proceed conformably with
this notion of dialectic’s nature.! In pursuing these ideas we have
noticed a number of detailed ways in which the treatment in the
Topics corroborates the general statements about dialectic. For
example, it reflects the interest in the common predicates which are
said in the Metaphysics to fall within the scope of dialectic; and it
agrees with that work in recognising both the connection and the
difference between dialectic and universal ontology with respect to
the discovery of the foundations of knowledge.? A number of the
key notions i dialectic, such as those of being more intelligible or
endoxic, are analysed in the Topics according to the general theory
which lies behind the work.®

This is still a theoretical characterisation of dialectic and of the
Topics. I maintain that as such it has an importance and an interest
independently of the extent to which it is reflected in practice in
the detailed discussions in the Topics. But it is clearly valuable to
consider this latter issue; and, for the sake of illustration, I propose
to examine certain features of Aristotle’s treatment of definition in
the Topics. According to the theory of statements in this work, each
statement expresses one of four possible relations between the things
for which its subject and predicate terms stand.* One of these rela-
tions is that of being a definition; and the treatment of such state-
ments occupies Top. Z—-H, which is slightly less than a quarter of
the whole work and represents a considerably larger space than the
discussion of any of the other three types of statement.®

We shall be examining three issues in the material that occupies

1 See pp. 89~94 above. 2 Chapter two above.

3 pp. 68-85 above. tTop. Ag, 101b17—36.

5 It has been examined by W. A. de Pater, in Les Togpiques d’ Aristote et la
Dialectique Platonicienne. In my view the greatest value of this, at times
rather episodic work, lies in its analysis of the notion of a topic (chapter
two).
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Top. Z-H, which 1 have selected for two reasons. Firstly, they
form part of important areas of problems in Aristotle’s theory of
definition and receive attention in other works besides the Topics:
the discussions in the Topics make a useful contribution to the
general interpretation of Aristotle’s views on these matters. Secondly,
the special character of the discussions in the Topics can be shown
by such an examination to conform to the pattern of dialectical
analysis which has been argued for in the earlier parts of this investi-
gation. For we have seen that the nature of dialectic is determined
by the fact that it employs certain concepts which, as Aristotle’s
analysis shows, possess a double type of universality; these are the
type of universality which characterises the concept in its central
and primary form, and the type which characterises it in all its
forms, peripheral as well as central.® It was the distinction between
these two forms of universality which was the basis for the analysis
of the relation between dialectic and science. But we must also
recognise that these concepts are unitary, despite their complexity,
and that to fragment them is to make the mistake of those whose
analyses of them Aristotle opposes in EN I'4. Consequently, we
might expect that in the detailed treatment in the Topics Aristotle’s
concern is not exclusively either with the concepts in their absolute
form or with them in their qualified forms, but rather with the
connection between these two forms. I believe that this emerges
clearly in the discussion of problems of definition in Top. Z-H
which we are about to examine. Aristotle conducts these discussions
against the background of current practice; but at the same time he
is conscious of an ideal of definition, and uses insights derived from
it, which was not fully available to those whose practice is reflected
in the discussions. But this ideal works unobtrusively in the Topics.
The effect of the discussions is to reinforce it obliquely, by showing
the consequences of ignoring it in terms which would be readily
intelligible to those who do not fully appreciate it.

Genus, differentia and essence

In Top. As a definition is-defined as ‘a set of words (logos) which
indicates the essence (ti én einai)’.’ In the previous chapter®
Aristotle had asserted that definitions indicate the essence: he
thereby distinguishes them from properties which are like definitions
in indicating characteristics possessed exclusively by the subject.
The claim that definitions indicate the essence of the subject is not
further justified or discussed in Top. A. But in Ajs there is some
discussion, although no justification, of the claim that the definition

¢ See pp. 64~7 above . 7 101b38. 8 A4, 101b19-23.
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must be of more than one word. Aristotle allows that single word
, identifications, of such forms as ‘X is ¥’ or ‘X is the same as 1, are
§ ‘definitory’; but he will not allow that they are definitions.® The
reason for this concession is that the tactics which are useful in
dealing with expressions of this form will also, but to a limited
extent, be useful in dealing with definitions; the extent islimited,
because whereas refutation of the claim that X is the same as 7'
constitutes refutation of the claim that ¥ is the definition of X,
establishing that X is the same as ¥ is not equivalent to establishing
that 7 is the definition of X.»* In Top. Ay Aristotle states that
identity in its most readily agreed form, i.e. numerical identity, may
hold between a subject and its property or between a subject and
its accident,”® or in a more fundamental way it may hold between
‘what is designated by two names or by a name and an expression
the meanings of which, in each case, are the same.’® The identity,
then, which holds between what is designated by the name and the
defining expression is only one of the forms which numerical
identity may take. So when Aristotle says in Top. As that the
manoeuvres appropriate for dealing with claims of the form ‘X is
the same as 1 only partially coincide with those appropriate for
dealing with definitions, his remarks are consistent with the analysis
of the forms of identity which he offers in Top. A7.
These two basic assumptions about the character of definitions in
the statement of Top. A —_that they must be expressions of more

N than one word, and that they must indicate the essence — are

reflééted in the discussion of Top. Z-H, where once again they are
unquestioned assumptions. That the definition must be a logos and
not a single word is assumed in the statement of the first condition
for adequate definitions in the introduction to the book;** and it is
indicative of the basic nature of this assumption that we do not
find a topic which attacks proposed definitions for consisting only of
single words.* The same uncompromising attitude can be seen in
the strictures of Top. Z11, 148b33-149ay, on definitions which have
the same number of words as the expressions designating the subject
of the definition. Such definitions take the form ‘X¥Z is the

? 102a2-17.

10 y02ar1-17; cf. Top. He, 152b36-153a5.

11 y03a27-31. 12 103a23-7.

18 The logos must be true of that of which the name is true, Z1, 139a25-7.

14 Some examples of single word definitions occur at Z2, 139b33—4, 140a4—5:
“The Earth is a Nurse’, ‘The Eye is Brow-Shaded’. These definitions are
here attacked for their obscurity. It is not in fact clear that the examples
given here are intended to be complete definitions; but even if they are,
the very obvious degree of poetic licence which characterises them makes
it unlikely that they had a serious place in the intellectual environment
from which Aristotle’s reflections on definition arose.
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definition of ABC’, so that there is a one—one correspondence be-
tween the linguistic elements in the subject and in the definition.
Aristotle rejects such definitions on the very ground that they simply
substitute a single word for each word in the expression which
designates the subject, instead of substituting an expression for the
single word.® In works other than the Topics Aristotle frequently
expresses the requirement that the definition must be an expression
which contains more than one word.

Similarly, the requirement that the definition indicate the essence
(i én einai) is an unargued premiss to the discussion in Top. Z-H.2®
Elsewhere in Aristotle’s works the axiomatic character of this
requirement can be seen. Thus, at Met. Z4, 1030a6-7, he says that
a thing has an essence only if the expression which describes its
nature is a definition. This statement follows an analysis which has
rejected the claim of certain things (compounds of items fromr
more than one category) to have essences, on the grounds of linguistic
considerations concerning the descriptions of their natures. The
‘names’ of such compounds do not, strictly, name anything as such
but rather assert one thing of another; and 1030a6— is a recapitula-
tion rather than a fresh deduction from the preceding argument.
As a statement it is of great importance to the understanding of the
strategy adopted by Aristotle in his investigation of the principles of
beings in Met. Z-H ; for the premiss that the nature of definition is
a mirror in language of the hature of essence lies behind the detailed
attention which Aristotle devotes to questions of definition in Z4~6,
10-12, 15, 17, and Ha-g3. Similarly there are many places in the
Analytics where he connects the notions of definition and essence.’’
In the body of the discussion of definition in Top. Z-H the expres-
sion ‘ti én einai’ appears a number of times: Z4, 141b24-5; Zs5,
143a17-19, Z8, 146bg2; H3, 153a14-22; 154a32. These passages
contain ideas which will be considered in the following pages. Their
effect is to connect the notion of essence with such related notions
as that of genus and differentia. The discussion at Top. Hg is parti-
cularly important, since here the assertion that the definition is a
‘set of words which shows the thing’s essence’ forms the first step in
the controversial argument that it is possible to establish a defini-
tion.*® But in themselves these passages leave unresolved the question

15 149a1—4: ‘No more names have been uttered now than before, whereas
the definer should replace names by phrases’.

18 Z1, 139a32~4: ‘He has not defined and has not expressed the essence of
the thing being defined’; Z4, 141a24~5: ‘Consider whether he has defined
and has expressed the essence or not.’

17 e.g. An. Post. A22, 82b37—9; B6, g2a7, 9; B8, 93a19.

18 The controversy is too large a question to enter into here. Different com-
mentators have argued that the argument in Top. H3 shows the Topics to
be an earlier work than the Posterior Analytics (e.g. Maier, Die Syllogistik
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of what Aristotle supposed to be the relation between his conception
of essence and the more familiar notion of definition.

A further idea which we must rank among the assumptions which
underlie the treatment of definition in the Topics is (1) that the
predicates which make up the logos of the subject should answer
the question ‘what is it?’!® and (2) that these predicates can be
classified into two types — genus and differentia. The status of these
assumptions, however, is more problematic than that of those dis-
cussed above; there are difficulties both about each of them and
about their combination. In this complex of ideas the element
which appears most frequently and which we can assert with most
confidence to be basic to the discussion of definition is that which
regards the genus as predicated ‘as part of the nature’. For this
there is ample evidence. Thus at Aj, 102a31—2, the genus is defined
as ‘that which is predicated of a number of specifically differing
things as part of their nature’.?® This idea is also integral to the
account of the doctrine of categories in Top. Ag. When we are
presented with any item, whatever its category, to give the name
either of the subject or of its genus is to indicate its nature.2! As to
the differentia, while at Top. A4, 101b18-19, questions relating to
it are said to fall under the same head as those relating to the genus,
and at H3, 153a17-18, and Hj, 154a27-8, no difficulty is expressed
about speaking of differentiae as ‘predicated as part of the nature’,
nevertheless at A6, 1282209, it is said to be the view only of some
that the differentia is predicated of the species as part of its nature.
In this passage of A6 Aristotle recommends that those who maintain

des Aristoteles, vol. m.2, p. 78 n. 3) or a work of essentially less serious

intent than the Posterior Analytics (e.g. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of
Plato and the Academy, p. 34 n. 28). Both arguments rely on the fact that
in An. Post. B6 an argument for the establishing of definitions which is
apparently the same as that of Top. H3 is rejected as a petitio principii.
The brief answer to this is that in An. Post. B6 Aristotle rejects a form of
proof which contains as one of its premisses a definition of Definition, and
compares such a form of proof with the proof which would attempt to
establish a syllogism by presenting the definition of Syllogism as one of
the premisses (92a11-1g9). But he is not arguing that it is impossible to
establish a syllogism; and equally, the fact that petitio principii is possible
on the part of those who attempt to establish definitions does not mean
that all attempts to establish definitions are doomed to commit this fallacy.
A comparison of An. Post. 92a7—9 with Top. 153218~20 shows that the

argument in An. Post. contains, as that in the Topics does not, a mention
of the definition of Definition.
12 Top. H3, 153216~17: they are predicated of the subject ‘as part of its
nature (ti esti)’.
20 cf. further Top. A18, 108b22-3; Ar, 120b21-g9; A6, 129b2y-31; Es,
132a10-13; 25, 142b2s—g.
103b35—7. One of the results of the argument of this chapter is to exclude
the claims of any item in a category other than that of the subject to be
the genus of the subject.

2
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this view of the differentia should be confronted with the following
comments: it is more suitable to offer the genus than the differentia
in reply to questions about the nature of the subject, and further-
more whereas the differentia always qualifies the genus, the con-
verse is not the case. This comment recalls A2, 122b16-17, whic.h
says ‘no differentia indicates a nature (¢ esti) but r?.ther some quali-
fied thing (poion ti)’ in justification of an objection against those
who offer a differentia as a genus. In the same vein are the rem.arks
at 76, 144a18-19, ‘the differentia is felt to indicat.e some qualified
thing’, and at 144a20-2, ‘see whether the differentia indicates some
individual thing rather some qualified thing; for every differentia is
felt to show some qualified thing’.

But there are a number of passages that seem to tell in the oppo-
site direction. At Z6, 145a3—-12, Aristotle rejects the idea that an
affection (pathos) can be a differentia, with the following comment:
‘every affection, as it increases in degree, di§lodges a thing from its
being, whereas the differentia is not like this; for the d_lﬂerenn?, is
felt rather to conserve that of which it is the differentia, and it is
simply impossible for there to be each thing without its own
differentia, — if it is not footed, it will not be a man’. Similarly at
T4, 132b35-133a5, those who offer as a property of a Subject what
is in fact its differentia, are attacked on the grounds that the
differentia ‘' ‘contributes to the essence (ti én einai)’, which the
property must not do. But while these passages provide evidence .for
a connection between the concept of differentia and those of being
(ousia) and essence they do not provide the link between the
differentia and the nature (¢i esti) with which I am now concerned.
Indeed two passages in Top. B which in conjunction tell in favour
of a link between differentia and essence tell against a link between
the differentia and the nature. The topic at E3, 132a10-21, requires
that the property-expression should include an eleme?nt which
expresses the nature of the subject, and it says that this element
should be the genus. But the topic at K3, 131b37-132ag, requires
that the property-expression should not ‘show the essence’, since
then it would be a definition. So of the two elements in the deﬁnf-
tion — genus and differentia — it must be the differentia which 1s

inadmissible in the property-expression and, therefore, not part of ,

the nature.
To turn now to the connection between genus/differentia and
definition (rather than between genus/differentia a:nfi essence or
nature), the evidence is implicit rather than explicit, and such
explicit evidence as exists is of a rather.equivoca.l nature. Top. 21
urges us to examine whether the definition contains mention of the
subject’s proper genus, on the following groupds:\‘,h? who defines
must place the thing in a genus and add the differentiae; for of the
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things in the definition the genus is felt most to indicate the being
of the thing defined’ (139a28-31). Here the words ‘is felt’ qualify
the injunction; since it is fundamental to Aristotle’s theory that the
definition should express the essence of the subject, the qualification
must relate to doubts about the suitability of the genus to do this

.« and thus about its suitability for a place in the definition.?? A com-

,

“- ment in Z4 is similarly qualified: ‘ given that he who defines properly

must -define by genus and differentiae and these are among the
things that are without qualification more intelligible than and prior
to the species’ (141b25-8). This comment is advanced in support of
the proposition that definitions which employ concepts which are
more intelligible and prior to us can express the essence of the
- subject only if the concepts are also more intelligible and prior
absolutely.2® Tt is tempting to interpret it as simply asserting that a
--proper definition should employ those concepts — that is, the appro-
priate genus and differentia — which are prior and more intelligible.
But this interpretation telescopes Aristotle’s argument. Rather,
-Aristotle says that (1) he who defines ‘properly (kalés)!? should give
the genus and differentia, and (2) these are prior and more intel-
ligible. (2) needs to be proved, and this is done at 141b28-34. When
(2) has been established, it certainly follows that definition must be
by genus and differentia. But (1) stands in the text as a premiss to
the argument, and it is a mistake to read it as having the same
meaning as the conclusion, The clue to the force of (1) lies in the
word ‘properly’: this word indicates that we have to do here with
considerations of the manner of presenting the definition rather
than of the substance of the definition. Both Top. B and Z contain
topics ‘for doing it properly’;?* and it is clear from Ez2, 12g9b24~9,
and E4, 132a22-6, that these topics are unable positively to estab-
lish that a given property or definition is true of the subject, and
can only establish that it passes one of the tests which might have
disqualified its claim.?® In effect, then, what Aristotle says at Z4,
14tb25~7, is that a definition composed of genus and differentia is
well formed. But the considerations which relate to the correct form
of the definition are not the same as those which relate to whether
the definition has expressed the essence of the subject.?® So this text

22 Note also similar qualifications at 139a27; cf. Zs, 142b2a.

23 The general metaphysical significance of the ideas in this passage has
been discussed on pp. 68-74 above.

24 Bo—g, Za-3.

25 In Book E the typical formula at the conclusion of these topics is: ‘the
property would hold properly in this respect’. Although the topics that
establish in an unqualified way that the property or definition holds also
establish that it holds properly, they are distinguished from the topics for
doing it properly (132a24~6).

26 cf, the distinction at Top. 24, 141a23—5.
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does not enable one to say with confidence that it is a basic premiss
to Aristotle’s view of definition in the Topics that the definition
should be composed of genus and differentia. It suggests rather that
Atristotle felt it necessary to prove the point. )

Undeniably the genus/differentia model of definition plays an
extremely important part in Top. Z~H. Aristotle uses it in Z4 to
show the detailed application of his thesis that the elements of the
definition must be prior and more intelligible absolutely than the’
subject. Z5 is devoted to consideration of the genus, as is Z6 to the.
differentia; and in Hg and 5 this model of definition plays a crucial
part in the argument that it is possible to establish the definition.*”
But it is also true that some of the topics do not follow this model;*®
and the frequent use of the model is probably to be explained in °
terms of the intellectual background against which Aristotle’s com-
ments on the strategy for treating definitions are set, rather than as -
a consequence of the use to which he puts the model in the argu-
ments of Top. Z4 and H3.2® That there was indeed such a back-
ground is clear from such remarks as those at P4 A2, 642b5-6,
‘some people grasp the particular by dividing the genus into two
differentiae’ and at Met. H6, 10452202, ‘it is clear that those who
proceed to define and speak in this customary way cannot explain
and resolve the difficulty’, which refers back to the discussion in
Met. Z12 of definitions by genus and differentia.®® These ideas
appear in a number of texts in Plato. At Philebus 12e there is a
contrast between the unity of .the genus and the contrariety and
difference (diaphorotés) which is found in its parts; and at Sophist
253d he speaks of the dialectician’s ability to see ‘many forms,
different from one another, contained by one form external to
them’. But the text which most clearly shows these ideas is Politicus
28ga7-285b6: ‘

The right course is firstly, whenever one at first sees that many things are
linked, not to turn away until one detects in this all the differentiae which
reside in species, and secondly, whenever various dissimilarities are seen in
masses of things, not to be capable of being put off and stopping until one
has secured within a single similarity all that belongs there and surrounded
it with the being of some genus.

The details of the recommendations in this passage are very debat-
able; but it is at least clear that they make use of the trio genus/

27 It is further used at Z7, 146a33-5; Z8, 146b20-35; Z11, 149a14-28;
Z12, 149220-37.

28 The topics of Z13, which will be examined on pp. 11417 below.

29 For further indication of a background of inherited practices, see the
comment on differentiae at Top. A18, 108b4—6, ‘we customarily use the
differentiae peculiar to each thing to mark off the special definition of
each thing’s being’. 80 cf, 1037b27-30.
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differentia/species. Speusippus too, if we accept the commentators’
identification of the target of Aristotle’s attack at An. Post. Brg,
g7a6—22, closely linked the notions of definition and difference.”
Nevertheless, these passages do not indicate that the various
notions which occur in them — essence, genus, differentia — had
been brought into a systematic relationship. Indeed the very
obscurity of the passages in the later dialogues where Plato discusses
method, suggests that he had no very clear idea of the model which

~ he is trying to describe; and the discrepancies in Aristotle’s various

comments on the differentia in the Topics point in the same direc-

.tion. It is now time to draw the strands together and consider what

the Topics reveals about Aristotle’s own contribution to the clarifica-
tion of these notions about definition.

The definition must be an expression of more than one word and
must indicate the essence. The genus is predicated as part of the
nature of the subject, and the differentia indicates the essence. On
the other hand, it is less certain that the definition should contain
genus and differentia, or that being predicated as part of the nature
and indicating the essence are equivalent notions. The two expres-
sions “ti esti’ and ‘ti én einai’ are frequently used interchangeably
to mean ‘essential nature’.3? But the first of these two expressions is
one which Aristotle has inherited from previous thinkers,*® whereas
the second is in all probability his own coinage.** Much controversy
surrounds the meaning and purpose of the Aristotelian expression.
I should conjecture that his purpose in substituting the novel formula
for the conventional ‘#i esti’ is to avoid paradoxes of the third-man
type which arise when universals are hypostasised: ‘a man moves’
may carry the suggestion that universals are subject to change,
whereas ‘for there to be a man is for it to move’ does not.** But my
concern is not so much to interpret the expressions ‘i esti’ and ‘ti én
einai’ as to emphasise the novelty of the latter in contrast to the
former.

The background from which Aristotle takes the former expression
also appears to provide the idea that the genus is the main indicator
of the nature of the definiendum. We should note that he uses

81 ¢f, fr. g1a—g1e (Lang).

32 ¢f e.g., Met. Z4 and Zs where the same considerations are adduced to
show that “ti esti’ (1030a17-18) and ‘#i én einai’ (1031a7-11) are expres-
sions of complex meaning: they attach primarily to substances and only
derivatively to things in other categories; An. Post. B6, g2a6-10.

33 For Plato, cf. Rep. 524c1t, Theaet. 146c4.

ss of. P. T. Geach and G. E. M. Anscombe, Three Philosophers, pp. 24-6.
Alexander (In Topica 42.20~2) and Diogenes Laertius (v1.3) attribute the
expression “ti én’ to Antisthenes; but Alexander indicates that the addition
of ‘einai’ is Aristotle’s.

35 cf. the arguments against the Forms at Top. 137b3-8, 148a14-22.
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‘partake’ (metechein) to describe the relation of species to genus but
not that of species to differentia.®® This is the technical term used in
the theory of Forms to describe the relation between something and
the real element in things of that kind. Moreover in the Academy
the word ‘eidos’ connoted not only ‘species’ in the theory of division
but also ‘reality’ in the ontological theory. Since ‘genos’ shared with
‘eidos’ the sense of ‘kind’, it would be natural that when the ques-
tion of the real element in the species came to be considered, the
notion of reality which attached to ‘eidos’ should be extended to
‘genos’. This would explain why the genus, but not the differentia,
was predicated as part of the subject’s nature. This same background
also provides the idea that definition should be by genus and
differentia. But it seems that Aristotle did not find in previous
theories of definition any attempt to relate the two elements in the
picture — the notion that the genus indicates the nature of the
subject, and the idea that the definition should be composed of
genus and differentia. This failure to relate the two elements reflects
a failure to reconcile two impulses which lie behind the search for
definitions. The desire to discover the nature of the definiendum
will produce something like the theory of division, which attempts
to reveal the ways in which the subject is connected with and also
distinguished from other subjects. On the other hand, the desire to
discover the real nature of the subject brings into play questions of
ontology; and these may not be easily accommodated to the model
of definition which commends itself from the purely heuristic point
of view,

I believe that this is the situation which confronted Aristotle
when he considered the nature of definition. His reaction was to
forge his own conception of the essential nature, the novelty of
which he signals with the outlandish formula ‘ti én einai’, and to
link this conception firmly with the notion of the differentia which
had occupied an uneasy position in the accounts of his predecessors.
This becomes particularly clear in the argument of Top. Z4,
141226-142a16, which combines a strongly realist view of definition
with a concern for the genus/differentia model. In this argument
Aristotle starts from the premiss that the definition must express the
essence of the subject and that this essence is single,*” and argues
that there can only be one definition of each subject. A further
premiss to the argument is that the elements of the definition must
be prior to and more intelligible than the definiendum, since the
purpose of definition is to increase the understanding;*® and by an
argument which we have already examined, he deduces that the

36 Top. A1, 121212, 30.
37 141435 for this, cf. also Top. Z1o, 148b14-16.
38 y41227-30.
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elements of the definition must be prior and more intelligible abso-
lutely. He then argues that the genus and differentia are prior and
more intelligible absolutely than the subject;*® and from this he
concludes that the definition of the subject — i.e. the real and unique
definition — must contain its genus and differentia. The effect of this
argument, which is essentially Aristotelian in character, is:to cement
the links, which others had indicated but not fully developed,
between the genus/differentia model of definition on the one hand
and, on the other, the requirement that the definition should express
‘the essence of the subject. For Aristotle argues that only if the
definition contains the genus and the differentia, can it indicate the
essence of the subject.

It is worth pausing for a moment to consider Aristotle’s handling
of these questions in the Topics, in the light of the general theory of
dialectic which we examined earlier. We saw that because dialectic,
unlike the sciences, is able to handle what is intelligible not only
absolutely but also with reference to particular persons, it alone can
make the connection between the concepts of these two kinds. Its
concerns are limited neither to the absolute truth of the matter
under consideration nor to the views held by persons on the matter:
it embraces both of these and thus has the unique function of taking
us from the latter to the former. Aristotle’s comments in the Topics
on definitions by genus and differentia conform with this pattern.
I‘jor his procedure is to combine, over the various topics, considera-
tions derived from what I have called ‘the background’ with con-
siderations which are original to his own analysis. The resulting
theoretical prescriptions for dialectical practice are very much in
the character of the exercise as Aristotle conceives it to be.

The uniqueness of the definition: lists, parts and wholes

Despite.the space and care which Aristotle devotes in the Topics to
.developing the theory of definition by genus and differentia, this
model of definition does not entirely dominate the treatment in

«_ Top. Z. Chapter Z13 is given over to the examination of other

!(inds of definition, and it opens as follows: ‘Consider also whether
in giving a definition of something he has defined these things or
what is from these things or this thing with this thing’. The latter
part of this sentence alludes in general terms to the formulae in
which such definitions are expressed ; but we shculd not follow those
translators who render these allusions in the formal mode and
thereby make Aristotle concerned exclusively with the words of the
definition, rather than with the things which such definitions present.
For in this chapter, and in the associated contexts which we shall

39 141b27-34.
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examine, he has some substantive points to make about things; and

considerations of language are invoked to this end.

Definitions of the first kind mentioned — these things — are of the
form ‘X is ¥ and 2’; and against them Aristotle develops topics
which consider the following kinds of case. He notes the possibility
of a situation in which one person has the characteristic 7' (but not
2) and another person has the characteristic £ (but not 1) and thus
the two collectively would possess the characteristic X’ which neither
possesses individually. For example, if Justice is defined as Temper-
ance And Courage, we may have a situation in which one man is
temperate but not courageous, and another is courageous but not
temperate; and so the two would between them be just, although
neither as an individual possesses the attribute.*® If the paradoxical
nature of this situation may be mitigated by considering the case in
which the joint wealth of two people exceeds the personal wealth of
either, we can imagine the situation in which one person has the
characteristic 7 and the contrary characteristic to {, while the other
person has the characteristic £ and the contrary characteristic to 7.
Here the paradox is stronger; for if we accept that from the defini-
tion ‘X is ¥ and 2’ follows the definition ‘The Contrary of X is
The Contrary of ¥ And The Contrary of Z’, the two peéople would
collectively possess both the characteristic X and the characteristic
contrary to X.*! As for the move from the definition of X to that of
the contrary of X, Aristotle argues elsewhere that the definitions of
contrary subjects should themselves be contrary.*? It should not be
supposed that this move is evidence that Aristotle was unaware that
the negation of a conjunction is equivalent to the negation of at
least one, but not necessarily both, of the conjuncts. For he is
concerned here not with the contradictory but with the contrary of
the conjunction; and it is the contradictory of the conjunction
which is the counterpart of the negation in the modern truth-
functional rule.*®

Aristotle sums up his comments on the ways of attacking defini-’
tions given in the form these things by noting that such definitions.
provide a conjunction of the parts of the subject rather than an’'
account of the whole, ang thus can be attacked by means of those
considerations which show the whole to be something more than
merely the conjunction of the parts.** The purpose of the whole/
40 y50a3—7. 11 150ag—14.

42 Top. 79, 147a31-3; H3, 153226-9.

43 This is precisely the distinction between the cases envisaged in 150247
and in 150ag-14. For the general distinction between contrary and contra-
dictory statements cf. De Int. 7.

41 150a15-21; the grammatical connection with the preceding remarks makes
it clear that these lines provide not a new line of attack but rather a
generalisation of those already introduced.
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part distinction is to indicate the unity of what can also be regarded
as to some extent plural and would be regarded as simply plural in
the absence of appreciation of the whole. The two men who are
conjoined in the examples of 150a3~15 are simply plural and thus
are not parts of anything; and yet they must be treated as parts
if they can collectively fall under the subject X which is defined as
Y And 2.

Simijlarly, Aristotle’s treatment of definitions of the form what is
from these things proceeds entirely within the terms of the whole/
part distinction. The only example of such a definition which is
given in this section is that of Shamelessness as From Courage And
False Belief;*® and it is clear from this example that, despite the
apparent similarity between the topics at 150b22-6 and at Zig4,
151a20-6, definitions of this form do not mention the fact that the
parts which are conjoined by ‘and’ are organised to form a whole,
but only suggest this by the use of ‘from’. Definitions in this form
may be attacked if (1) the parts are such as to be incapable of
constituting a unity,*® (2) the primary location*’ of the parts does
not coincide with that of the whole,*® (3) the parts are co-extensive
in duration with the whole,’® (4) there are variations in value be-
tween the parts and the whole,*® (5) the whole is synonymous with
any of the parts.®*

Of definitions in the form this thing with this thing Aristotle
says, firstly, that such definitions are reducible to cither of the two
forms which have already been considered, and accordingly, should
such a reduction be allowed by one’s opponent, the topics which
have already been discussed will be serviceable.®? Alternatively,
attention should be directed to whether the two elements which are
conjoined in the definition (1) can occur in the same bearer, (2) can
occur in the same place,® (3) can occur at the same time,*® (4) are
related to the same end as each other,* (5) are related to the same
end as the subject.®” These various means of attacking definitions in

45 150b3. 48 150a23-5.

47j.e. the prime bearer of the characteristic, cf. Top. A5, 126a3-16; Met.
Aag, 1023224—5.

48 y50a26—33. 49 150a33—6.

50 150a36-150b18; difficulties are expressed about the validity of this parti-
cular rule, but my concern here is with the general character of the topics
which may be used against this form of definition, rather than with the
details of them.

51 150b1g—21; cf. Met. A4, 1070b4~10, where the fact that no element is
the same as that which is compounded from the elements is used to show
that there cannot be universal elements; the identity which Aristotle is
speaking of is identity of type, and so the principle to which he appeals in
Met. A4 is the same as that appealed to in Top. Z13.

52 y50b27-32. 58 150b35-6. 84 y50b36.

55 y50b36, 56 15122-6. 57 151a6—13.
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this form are derived from an analysis of the senses of ‘with’;®* and
after presenting the various topics which are based on this analysis,
Aristotle observes that some definitions of the form this thing with
this thing do not use ‘with’ in any of the senses which this analysis
has revealed, but indicate a relation which would be properly
expressed by ‘through’.®® Such definitions can be attacked on the
grounds that they simply fail to express what they intend.®

In the Topics there is only an implicit contrast between definitions
of the types which are investigated in Z13 and those which give the
genus and differentia and occupy the major part of the discussion
in Z-H. But in other works we find this same contrast made explicit
and turned to important use in the theory of definition. At Met. B3,
998a21—-9g8b14, Aristotle debates the two sides to the problem of
Bi1, gg5b27—9, ‘whether the principles and elements are the genera
or the constituents into which each thing is divided’. In gg8a21-
g98b11 the contrast between the two sides in this debate is presented
in terms of the contrast between the constituent parts into which a
thing can be analysed and the universals by means of which a thing
is defined. But at gg8b11—14 there is a shift in the terms of the
contrast, with a consequent hardening of the aporia. Aristotle
appeals to the requirement that there can only be one formula
which expresses the essence of each subject — a requirement which
we have already seen him using in Top. Z4 in his proof that the
definition must contain elements which are prior and more intel-

ligible absolutely. From this he argues that we cannot allow the title |

of definition to both of the accounts — that which gives the con-
stituent parts, and that which gives the generic universals —, and
consequently that only one of these two types of thing can be
principles (archai). In gg8a21-9g8br1 the contrast was between the
claims of the constituent parts and of the elements of the definition
to be principles; but in gg8b11—14 this becomes a contrast between
two types of definition. A somewhat similar contrast is found at

De An. A1, 4o3a25-403b1g, where Aristotle distinguishes the two .

types of definition which may be given of such a thing as a House —
‘a shelter which prevents destruction by wind, storm and heat’ and
‘stones, bricks and wood’. Here he presents the contrast in terms of
the distinction between matter and form; but there is in fact a close
connection between the problem as it is expressed in De An. A1 and
in Met. Bg. This is clear from the discussion of this problem in
Met. Zio-11. In these chapters Aristotle works together into a
single discussion of the problem of the elements of the definition,

58 cf. 150b33. 59 151a14—~1Q.

6o cf, Top. B3, 110b8-15; Z2, 139b28-31, for the recommendation that
where our opponent uses an ambiguous word, we should disprove his claim
by showing that it holds in none of the senses of the word.
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both consideration of the constituent parts of the definiendum and
consideration of the relation between material and formal parts in
the nature of the subject.®!

These texts from works other than the Topics show that the
opposition between two types of definition which is implicit in the
Topics is explicit in other works and forms the starting point for the
fundamental discussions of the theory of definition which are found
in thpse works. They also show that the predominant attention
devoted in the Topics to the genus/differentia model of definition
is a reflection of the same attitude as appears in the assumption of
Met. Bg® that definition, as opposed to other ways of describing
the nature of a thing, proceeds in terms of the universals under
which the subject falls. In fact, the contrast between the two types
of definition appears to go back at least to the Theaetetus, where
there is a distinction between a logos which enumerates the parts of
the subject and one which gives the mark by which the subject
differs from all else.*?

It should be noted that in Top. Z Aristotle refrains from using
the argument that cach subject can only have one definition, as a
means of attacking definitions which are given in the forms dis-
cussed in Top. Z13. It seems clear that this line of attack was open
to him. Now there is indeed a sense of ‘part (meros)’ in which the
genus and differentia are parts of the species® and a sense of ‘from
(ek)’ in which the species is compounded from the differentia (and
also, presumably, the genus);®® and thus it might be thought that
the topics of Z13, which are mainly concerned with the whole/part
relation, could be applied to genus/differentia definitions. Neverthe-
less Aristotle distinguishes the senses of the words ‘part’ and ‘from
something’ in which they describe the relations between genus,
differentia and species, from other senses in which these relations
would not correctly be so described.® Since the examples considered
in Top. Z13 involve things which are parts or compounds in some
sense other than that in which the genus, differentia and species are,
the uniqueness requirement for definitions would rule out the pos-
sibility of the co-existence of a definition by genus and differentia
and a definition by a conjunction of constituent parts. But there is
no mention of this requirement in this connection; and I should

61 1034b20~32, 1036b21-32.

62 gg8by4-6.

63 g01c~210d; cf. also the discussion which follows the account of Socrates’
dream (202-206), with its application of the problem of the relation
between part and whole to the case of the constituent elements of the
definition.

64 Met. A25, 1023b22-4.

85 Met. D24, 1023235-6.

86 Met. Aay4, 1023a36-7; A25, 1023b24-5.
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argue that this is an indication of Aristotle’s purpose in the Topics,
which is to provide the disputant with such ammunition as will
enable him to thrive in argument as it is currently practised. While
this purpose does not preclude Aristotle from introducing concepts
which have only been fully refined by his own analysis, yet it will
result in the exclusion of arguments which have the effect of remov-
ing whole areas of propositions from the realm of permitted dis-
course: this would be the effect if the uniqueness requirement for
definitions were enforced as a general principle for ordering the
topics.

If we wish to determine the relation between the forms, of
definition considered in Top. Z13 and those which give the genus
and differentia, the synonymity topic is of importance. This states
the requirement that the whole and part should not be synonymous,
and concludes from this that definitions which are of the form
considered in Z13 should not contain elements which are synony-
mous with the definiendum.®” Alexander® illustrates the topic with
an example in which the genus is defined by a conjunction of its
species. I have already noted that in Met. A25 Aristotle allows a
sense in which the genus and differentia are parts of the species and
another sense in which the species is part of the genus;% and this
seems to confirm Alexander’s interpretation. But this interpretation
overlooks the implications of the fact that the genus and the species
are synonymous.™ If this topic is to be interpreted as applicable to
the genus/differentia/species model of definition, its effect would
be to exclude all mention of the genus in the definition, since the
genus is synonymous with the species and yet, as a part, could not
be so. So I conclude that this topic is not intended to cover the
genus/differentia model of definition, and that the fact that this
thesis about parts and wholes does not cover this model shows that
caution must be exercised when we say that the genus and species
are related in this way.

This conclusion is not at variance with the analysis of Met. Azs.
In Met A Aristotle is mainly concerned to mark off the various
ways in which words may be used. The uses thus marked off are all
legitimate uses; but the circumstances in which the words may be
employed in their various usages may well be a matter for further
analysis. Thus, at Met. A7, 1017222-30, there is a mention of the
variety of uses which characterise the word ‘being’ according to the
different categories; but for a full account of how the word is
properly used in each of the categories we must look further than
Met. Ay. Similar caution must be exercised over the comments in
Met A2s about the use of the word ‘part’ in connection with

88 In Topica 490.6.
10 Top. A3, 123227-9; A6, 127bs5-7.
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universals. We may allow a sense to the assertion that a universal
has parts either (a) because we recognise that a definite number of
universals fall under it in such a way as between them to exhaust
its extension, or {b) because we recognise that it can be analysed into
more general universals which in combination define its nature
alone. But if we accept this, we must also recognise the danger
inherent in each of the two grounds for our assertion. These dangers

" are, in the case of (a), that the genus may be seen as an entity which

exists in its own right and to which, because it is a whole, the parts
are subordinate, and in the case of (b), that the species is seen as no
more than a conjunction of the more general universals into which
it can be dissolved by analysis. Aristotle regards these consequences
as dangerous because of his conviction that it is in terms of the
infimae species that the world is presented to our understanding:
the individual is indefinable and unknowable,™ and the more generic
the universal, the more remote it is from reality.”® This position is
threatened by the misapprehensions which can accompany either
of the grounds (a) or (b) for asserting that universals have parts; and
for this reason we must be cautious about saying that universals
have parts. When he denies at Top. Z13, 150b1g—21, that the part
can be synonymous with the whole, Aristotle is implicitly denying
that the relations between genus and species should be described as
those between parts and wholes. So although the synonymity topic
is not intended to cover definitions of the genus/differentia model,
it carries an implication for the theoretical basis of this model of
definition.

Aristotle’s comments on definitions in the form these things™ have
a further general bearing on his theory of definition. When we
combine the observations of 150a15-21 on parts and wholes, with
the particular lines of attack which are given in 150a2-14, as the
structure of the whole section requires us to do, we can draw the
conclusion that is implicit in the text: the ‘subjects’ (person 4 and
person B) which can satisfy the criteria demanded by such defini-
tions are not wholes with characteristics distinct from those of their
parts (person A, person B). There is no guarantee that such ‘sub-
jects’ possess any definite characteristics, since in some cases they
possess both some characteristic and its contrary; and even in the
case of the joint possession of a mina™ it could be argued that, just
as each possesses half a mina, so each lacks half a mina (i.e. the half
which the other contributes to the joint fund), and so jointly they
both possess and fail to possess a mina. Thus statements which

71 Met. Z15, 1039b27—40a7.

72 This is particularly clear in the argument of Met. Z12 that the most
specific differentia is that which indicates the essence.

73 y50a2-21. 74 150a8—9.
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contain such multiple subjects offend the principle of non-
contradiction, acceptance of which is argued in Met. I'4 to be basic
to meaningful discourse; and elsewhere Aristotle makes similar
strictures on statements with multiple subjects.” However, defini-
tions which are given in the form these things do nothing to prevent
the substitution of the names of two distinct subjects for the name
of the definiendum. But if the possibility of such substitution is not
prevented, there will remain no justification for the claim that
statements with multiple subjects are not unitary, since the notion
of the unitary statement depends on that of the unitary term™ and
this notion in turn depends on that of the unity of the definien-
dum.” .

It is important to be clear about the logical order of these theses:
It may be objected, against the argument which I have developed
from Aristotle’s tactics in Top. Z13, that the principle of -non-
contradiction renders illegitimate any substitution of a plurality of
things for the subject term in a statement: therefore Aristotle is not
justified in offering persons A and B as ‘a thing’, and no significant
point could be made via such malpractice. In a modern formal.
language, which would express a definition with such a formula as
[ (x) (Fx—>Gx.Hx), the semantics of quantification would preclude
a plural substitution for the variable.

But this objection mistakes the relation between definitions and
the principle of non-contradiction. Formal languages depend on
both for the proper use of quantification within them; and Aristotle
relies heavily on the notion of definition to support the principle.™
So at the most fundamental level the function of definitions is to
provide us with unitary subjects of discourse. Aristotle is justified
in using parts of logic which depend upon the fulfilment of this
requirement, to show that certain kinds of definition are inadequate
to their essential function.

One of the effects of the analysis in Met. Z1o-12 of the aporiai
which surround the notion of definition is to make it clear that the
ideas about definition which are implicit in the dilemma of Met. B3,
998a21-998b14, stand in need of development. On the one hand, it
is wrong to suppose that the definition should not contain mention
of the constituent parts of the subject, although we must be clear
about what the relevant constituent parts are.” On the other hand,

758 SE 14, 176a12-13: ‘discourse is demolished’, of the demand that such
questions as ‘Are Koriskos and Kallias at home?’ should be answered
“Yes’ or ‘No’; De Int. 8, 18a18-27, statements such as ‘a man and a horse
are white’ are neither true nor false.

76 De Int. 11, 20b12-15.

77 Compare De Int. 20b15~19 with Met. Z12, 1037b12-18.

78 Met. I'4, 1006a28-1007b18.

79 Met. Z10-11.
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it is wrong to regard the genus and differentia as parts which in
conjunction constitute the definition, since the unity which must
characterise the definition will not result from such a conjunction.®®
In other words, Aristotle agrees with the thinkers of Met. Bs,
998b4-8, in not allowing that the enumeration of copstituent parts
can constitute a definition; but he criticises them for (a) treating the
elements of the definition as if they were constituent parts and (b)
excluding from the elements of the definition (because they regard
them merely as constituent parts) that which is essential to the
nature of the definiendum. Despite their desire to escape from the
notion of the whole as the sum of its parts, they are unable to do so,
and the penalty which they pay for their failure is that they are
forced to exclude from their definitions elements of the nature of
the definiendum which are in fact essential to it. It is interesting to
compare another argument from the discussion of definition in
Met. 7 where opponents’ aspirations are shown to misfire in a
similar way. In Met. Z15, Aristotle uses his thesis that individuals
are indefinable to show that Plato’s Forms cannot be objects of
definition.? The Forms were, of course, postulated as objects of
definition because Plato shared Aristotle’s belief that individuals are
indefinable. But by arguing that the Forms are as much individuals
as the individuals which Plato regarded as indefinable, Aristotle
shows that they lack precisely that characteristic — being objects of
definition — which justifies their existence.

In the Metaphysics Aristotle uses the notions of matter and form,
potentiality and actuality, to reinforce his conviction that the
elements in the definition must fit together in such a way that the
unity of the defined subject is not infringed.** In these discussions
Aristotle tends to start from theses about the characteristics which
must be possessed by the subject and to argue from these to con-
clusions about the nature of definition. Thus, in Met. Z12 he argues
that the differentia should be divided by its own differentiae be-
cause only thus can the unity of the defined subject be preserved .’
Not all the discussions in Met. Z follow this pattern: in the first
part of Zg4, for example, Aristotle uses considerations about the
nature of definition to throw light on the notion of essence.®
Generally, however, Aristotle argues from the facts of ontology to
the correct way of reflecting them in language rather than vice
versa. But in the Topics there is a suggestion of the reverse direction
of argument. Top. Z13 provides two tests of a linguistic nature

80 Met. Z12. 81 1040a28-1040b4.

82 Met. Z12, H6. 83 1038ag—15.

84 102gb13—1030a28; cf. the concluding words of the section, ‘now one
should consider how one should talk about each thing, but not to a greater
extent than how it is with that thing’.
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which point in the same direction as the ontological arguments of
Met. Z. Firstly, the synonymity topic®® carries an implicit warning
against regarding the elements of the definition as parts of a whole.
Synonymity provides a linguistic test of whether the elements of the
definition are parts of a whole (the definiendum). In Top. Z13
Aristotle uses it to test definitions which provide a conjunction of
the parts of the subject; but its use can be extended to show that no
definition which is simply a conjunction of parts can be satisfactory.
For the definition must contain the genus, which ¢ synonymous
with the species. Secondly, the paradoxes which can be shown to
result from definitions of the form these things®® provide a linguistic
indication of the need to ensure that the elements of the definition

cannot exist in isolation from each other. An account of the relation

between the elements of the definition must be provided which will
indicate that the strictest unity obtains between them. We find such
an account in Met. Z12 and H6, where the elements are said to be
related as matter to form and potential to actual. But it is in Top.
Z 13 that the dangers of failing to provide this account become most
apparent, when Aristotle shows that without it there is no check on
the number of things which can combine to form a ‘subject’ which
falls under the definition.

The unity of the dcfinition: the threat of repetition

Similar considerations of method, as well as the same substantive
issues in the theory of definition, arise in connection with the prob-
lems which surround repetition in statements. This phenomenon is
discussed, always obscurely, in certain texts outside the Topics; but
the contribution of Top. Z to the issue has received little attention.

In Top. Z3, 140bay-141a14, Aristotle examines the ways in which
a definition can be attacked on the ground that it contains a repeti-
tion.?” This fault in definition is one form of the more general fault
of including more in the definition than is necessary;* and the
examination of this general fault falls in turn under the more
general heading of topics which examine whether the definition is
‘proper’.%® The fault of repetition, then, is one that relates to the
linguistic form of the definition rather than to its success in indicat-
ing the subject’s essence.®®

The topic opens with an argument that such definitions as ‘Desire
is an appetite for the pleasant’ are faulty because they generate
repetition.” However, this argument is countered by consideration

85 150b1g—21. 86 150a2—-14.

87 ‘Saying the same thing more than once’.

80 Z1, 139b12-18, 90 cf, p. 110 above.
91 140b27-31.

88 cf, 73, 140a24.
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of the case of the (unquestionably acceptable) definition of a Man
as ‘a biped footed animal’.?? Finally, certain obviously repetitive
definitions are considered.®®* My interest is with the first part of this
discussion — 140b27-141a6. The repetition is generated from the
proposed definition of Desire by using the proposition that desire is
for the pleasant: if that which is the same as Desire (i.e. the pro-
posed definition ~ an appetite for the pleasant) is also for the
pleasant, then the definition of Desire will become ‘appetite for the
pleasant for the pleasant’.

The argument is compressed, but it can be given more fully as
follows. If X is always 4 and if 7% is the definition of X, then (a)
on every occasion X4 can be substituted for X, and (b) on every
occasion ¥'Z can be substituted for X, and consequently (c) on every
occasion YZA can be substituted for Y. Therefore (by ¢) the
definition of X can be expressed-as ¥'JA. But in the example con-
sidered in 140b27-31 the same symbol must be used for the 4 and
the 7 of our proof form; and thus in this case we derive the defini-
tion of X as Y¥2. The example in 140b31-4 follows an exactly
parallel course. Here for 4 (which equals ¥) read ‘biped’, for &
read ‘footed animal’, and for ¥<Z read ‘biped footed animal’: by
making the substitutions of (a) and (b) we derive as a definition of
Man: ‘biped biped footed animal’. The purpose of this parallel
example is to show how the moves which produced apparent para-
dox in the case of the definition of Desire as ‘appetite for the
pleasant’ do not produce real paradox, since the same manoeuvres
can be produced on the definition of Man as ‘biped footed animal’
and this latter definition is undoubtedly well-formed.**

But Aristotle is not content to rely simply on this argument from
the parallel case; he secks to show the false assumption in the
manoeuvres which produced the apparent paradox. His comment
is that in these cases we encounter nothing worse than repetition of
the same word, whereas what is to be censured is the repeated
making of the same predication.” He says that in the case of the
definition of a Man ‘biped is said concerning a biped footed animal’,
and comments that this is not the same as predicating the same
thing of the same subject a second time. His reason for this appears
to be that in the former case, the second occurrence of ‘biped’
merely repeats what is already in the predicate: in our symbolism,
92 140b31-141a6.

93 14126-14.

94 It may be objected that ‘biped footed’ is itself repetitious. On this point
see PA A2, 642b7—10, disarmed by Met. Z12, 1038a9-33 (for this text see
pp. 1212 above). But the context in the Topics from which I have taken
this example is not concerned with this apparent difficulty, but rather with
the surface repetition of the single word ‘biped’.

9% 14124~6.
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the 7 in the Y2 of which a further I appears to be predicated, is
itself a predicate and not a subject of predication. But the fault of
repetition would occur if ‘biped’ were predicated of a footed animal
- ie. if ¥ were predicated of Z.?¢ For in such a case X' could on
every occasion be substituted for , and thus the definition of X as
¥ could be converted into ¥¥Z. The difference between the two
cases, one innocent and one vicious, can be seen from the following:

(1) (innocent) (a} X equals 'S (2) (vicious) (a) X equals ¥'<
(b) X equals Y'X (b) Z equals ¥
therefore (c) X equals 77 therefore (¢) X equals Y¥{

In these two cases premiss (a) represents the definition and (b) the
possibility of substitution established by the predication, while (c)
represents the conclusion which can be derived from these premisses
by substitution. It will be seen that in both (1) and (2) premiss (a)
and conclusion (¢) are the same; on the other hand, premiss (b) is
different in the two proofs. In proof (1) the argument depends on
the conjunction of two premisses each of which predicates the same
thing — ¥ - of X ; but in proof (2) the argument does not depend on
twice predicating the same thing of the same thing, i.e. on duplicat-
ing the same act of predication, but rather on the combination of
the predication of ¥ of X (in a) and of ¥ of £ (in b). Since by the
transitivity rule®” whatever is predicated of the genus (< in our
proof form) must also be predicated of the species (X), premiss (b)
in proof (2) constitutes a second, distinct occurrence of the same
predication. That this is the correct interpretation of Aristotle’s
distinction between ‘saying the same word twice’ and ‘making the
same predication twice’ is confirmed by the examples which are
given in 141a6-14 to illustrate the latter fault, all of which consist
of defining expressions in which term & imports term ¥ in such a
way that the expression ¥'Z can be expanded into 7'1<.

Aristotle says elsewhere that the differentia cannot be predicated
of the genus®® and that the genus cannot be predicated of the
differentia.®® The first of these theses is derived from his conviction
that the genus is of wider extension than the differentia, and that
consequently not all of the things which fall under the genus are
also characterised by the differentia. It is turned against the
Academy, in their capacity as upholders of the doctrine of Ideas, at
Top. 76, 143b11-32. Here it is argued that where we have a genus
which is divided by a positive and a privative differentia (e.g.
A Length divided by With Breadth and Without Breadth), the

98 cf. 140b35-7.

97 Top. A2, 122237, 12223 1—-122b17.

98 Top. Z6, 144a228-31; Top. Aa, 123a6-10; Alet. B3, g98b23—7.
99 Top. 76, 144a31-b3; A2, 122b20~4.
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genus A Length (which, as Aristotle interprets the Academic posi-
tion, is some individual length) must by the principle of non-
contradiction either have or not have breadth and thus must take
one of its differentiae as a predicate:'*° that is to say, the function
of the Form as genus is inconsistent with its nature as a self-
subsistent entity. In the case of this thesis, then, we appear to have
a line of argument against the view that the differentia can be
predicated of the genus, which is independent of the repetition topic
of Z3. However, in the case of the second thesis of Z6, 144a28-
144b3, that the genus cannot be predicated of the differentia, the
argument is similar to that of the repetition topic. Aristotle says'®*
that were the genus predicated of the differentia, rather than being
predicated of that of which the differentia is predicated (ie. the
species), ‘many animals would be predicated of the species, because
the differentiae are predicated of the species’. The situation to
which this comment alludes is exactly the same as that which is
spelled out in the repetition topic, although the model is more
extended. If the definition of X is ABC, of which A4 represents genus
and B and C represent differentiae, 4 will be predicated of B and of
C and so will be predicated twice of X (three times if we include
the explicit predication of 4 as genus).

We have already seen that a feature of Aristotle’s method in the
Topics is to use certain conceptual considerations to make what on
the surface are points of rather local and limited interest; but when
we bring in comparable texts from other works, these considerations
are seen to play a crucial part in the support of Aristotle’s theory of
definition against rival theories. The use of the repetition topic in
Top. 76 is an example of this. In Aristotle’s view Plato’s conception
of the elements in the definition as independent, self-subsisting
entities (Forms) leads to intolerable difficulties. For the differentia
Biped will be something which is biped, — that is, an animal; and
the genus an animal will be an individual animal with, among other
characteristics, some definite number of feet. Therefore the genus
will be predicated of the differentia and the differentia of the genus.
This is unacceptable to Aristotle, who views the genus and the
differentia as mutually complementary elements of something
different in kind from them.

So while the arguments of Top. Z6, 143b11-32, and A2, 12326~
10, point to an inconsistency between Plato’s ontology and his
definition procedure and can, in the case of certain differentiae,
produce radical paradox, the repetition topic produces insight into
the essential nature of what Aristotle believed to be the character-
istic error in the Platonic ontology of the definition. For it shows
that within the terms of this ontology to give a definition is not to
100 143b21-3. 101 144236~8.
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make a single, linguistically complex, predication but to make the
same predication twice. Where two Forms are combined, as genus
and differentia, to form a definition, each of the Forms will be
characterised by the other. So, by using the substitution manoeuvre
which the repetition topic exploits, it will be possible to show, in the
case of both the genus and the differentia, that the same predication
is being made twice: it is made both explicitly and, because each of
the predicates entails the other, implicitly. The absurdity of the
repetition is a very potent indicator of the absurdity of the ontology
which makes the repetition possible.

It may be thought that my analysis of Aristotle’s argument in
Top. Zg for condemning certain combinations of premisses as
productive of vicious repetition (i.e. that combination of premisses
which satisfies proof form (2) above) would commit him to rejecting
something which elsewhere he asserts. For if repetition arises in the
case in which we predicate the same thing both of the subject of
definition and of an element in the definition, Aristotle’s rule that
the genus of the genus in the definition can be predicated both of
the genus in the definition and of the subject of the definition!°?,
would seem to be as generative of repetition as the views which in
the preceding paragraph we have just seen him condemn. For
example, if one can predicate Substance of both a Man and an
Animal, the characterisation of a Man as an Animal Substance will
generate the repetitive characterisation of a Man as an Animal
Substance Substance. However, if such an application can indeed
be made of Aristotle’s argument, his own examples of vicious repeti-
tion in Zg, 141a6-14, show him curiously unaware of it, since one
of these examples certainly combines a more and a less generic
element in the nature of the subject.!®® Moreover in De Int. 11,
21216-18, he argues that a single predication cannot be formed
from the combination of two predicates, each of which is separately
true of the subject, when one has the other as an element in its
definition.*** This prohibition follows a rather compressed rehearsal
of the repetition paradoxes that can arise if it is supposed that
predicates which are related in this way can be combined.!*®
Aristotle gives as examples of combined predicates which generate
repetition, ‘Socrates is a Socrates man’, which is derived from
‘Socrates is Socrates’ and ‘Socrates is a man’, and ‘a man is a
biped man’, which is derived from ‘a man is a man’ and ‘a man is
biped’.*® These generate repetition because for the second occur-
rence of ‘a man’ in ‘a man is a biped man’ it is possible to substitute
‘biped man’, given that ‘a man is a biped man’, and thus ‘a man is
102 Top. A2, 12223-7. 108 141a6-9.

104 ¢f, Ross, Analytics, p. 582 ad 84a13.
105 20bg1—2124. 108 21a2-3.
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a biped man’ becomes ‘a man is a biped biped man’.**? In De Int.
11, then, Aristotle uses the argument from repetition to rule that a
single predication cannot be formed from two predicates one of
which occurs in the definition of the other. So the argument of this
chapter does not reject the belief, from which this discussion started,
that of the species can be predicated both its genus and the genus
of that genus; but it does reject the belief that a single predication
can be .formed from the predication of these two genera. Since the
definition must be unitary, it cannot consist of two predicates the
combined predication of which does not constitute a single predica-
tion, whether these uncombinable predicates are linked by the word
‘and’ as in Top. Z3'® or not.® This accords with Aristotle’s view
in the Topics that the predicates (the generic and the differentiating)
which in combination form the definition, are not predicated of
each other, and so they can in combination constitute the unitary
predication which the definition must be.

Two texts from the SE are important if we wish to understand
the nature of the repetition regresses and their influence on Aris-
totle’s thought. SE 13 and 31 deal respectively with the means of
inducing an opponent and of avoiding an opponent’s inducement to
repeat the same thing, a fault which Aristotle calls adoleschein —
‘chattering’.1*® This word occurs in Plato several times as a term of
disparagement upon unserious intellectuals;*! but nowhere is it
linked with the notion of vicious regress in argument. It is note-
worthy that Aristotle feels it necessary to explain what fault he
means by the word.’’® On the other hand the vice of the infinite
regress receives a classic illustration in the Third Man argument
which greatly impressed Aristotle; and his frequent use of the appeal
to an infinite regress to refute a thesis’*® confirms the impression
given by the Topics and the SE that the fault was recognised by
others.

107 cf. the example of ‘a man is a white man® in 20b37—40. ‘Again if white,
the whole thing as well’ does not mean that the predicate ‘white’ imports
‘white man’, since this would yield the repetition ‘a man is a white man
man’ rather than ‘a man is a white white man’ (20b40). Rather it means
that, on the view that separate predications can be combined, the predica-
tion of ‘white’ of a man justifies predicating ‘a white man’ of a man, so
that for ‘a man’ in the predicate we can substitute ‘a white man’ to give
the repetitive predicate ‘a white white man’.

108 14127, 16, 20.

109 De Int. 11, 21a3—4, 17; Top. 141a10.

110 §F 13, 173a32; 3, 165b15-17; Top. E2, 130a34; O2, 158a27--8.

111 Pol, 299b; Theaet. 195b-195¢c; Soph. 225d; Rep. 488e; Phaedo 7oc.
The use of the word at Crat. 401b and Phaedr. 270a, while superficially
commendatory, seems in fact to be ironical.

112 §F 3, 165b15-17.

113 of, Bonitz, Index 74b41-57.
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SE13 presents some cases where the repetition regress is generated
in the same way as occurs in Top. Z3 and De Int. 11: from th‘e
premisses that X equals ¥'Z and that X equals X1 (or that there is
an X7) it can be derived that X equals Y1 (or that there is an
Y¥2).1** Aristotle comments that such regresses can occur in the
case either (a) of things which are themselves relative and hz.a.ve
relative things for a genus and are correlative with the same thing
as that with which their genus is correlative, or (b) of things in
whose definitions are included the subject of which they are predi-
cated.’*® Examples of (a) are Double, Desire; examples of (b) are
Odd and Snub. After indicating how the paradoxes can lE)e
generated, Aristotle hints at the solution which he will give in
SE g1 when he says''® that the paradoxes arise from failure to
consider whether the problematic terms mean the same thing when
they stand in isolation as when they are combined with other terms.
This idea is developed in SE 31. In the case of relative things we
must not regard the predication of the relative in isolation from its
correlative as meaning the same as its predication together with its
correlative, if indeed the isolated predication has any meaning; nor
should we regard the relative term as having the same meaning
when used generally as when it is specified, since the sorrelatives of
the general and of the specific relative things are different.*” In the
case of things whose definitions include that of which they are
predicates we must maintain that the term for the attributt; in
isolation from the subject does not mean the same as when it 1s
combined with a subject: both noses and legs have the attribute of
being concave but ‘concave nose’ means ‘snub’ (not ‘bandy’) ‘nose’
and ‘concave legs’ means ‘bandy’ (not ‘snub’) ‘legs’.*® )

It will be useful to examine these prescriptions both for their
value in countering the manoeuvres which generate repetition 'fmd
for the light which they may throw on Aristotle’s theory of predica-
tion.

(1) 181b26-34: that a relative term does not mean the same when
it is predicated in isolation from its correlative as when it is com-
bined with it. This provision is designed to preclude the initial move
which by itself generates one form of repetition regress, the move
from ‘X equals X7 to ‘X equals X117 etc.: the sense of ‘double’

114 The texture of the examples varies. 173a35-8 uses only two terms,
173a39—40 uses three, while 173b8-11 differs from both the previous
examples in producing an entity which is des:gnau;d by a repetitive
expression rather than in producing a repetitive predicate for a subject.
But in all cases the logical manoeuvres follow the same pattern.

115 173b1-8. 118 y73b11~-16.

117 y81b25-35. 118 181b3 5—182a3.

119 ¢.g, Double equals Double of Half, 173a35.
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in which it can stand in isolation, and thereby supposedly take as its
substitute ‘double of half’, is distinct from that which it bears in
‘double of half’. As to the more general force of this comment,
G. E. L. Owen'® has well argued that Aristotle’s stipulation here is
to be taken in conjunction with his attack in the Peri Ideon **! on
the Academic conflation of what are for Aristotle the irreducibly
distinct notiens of substance and relative thing, Aristotle defines a
relative, thing as that for which to be is to stand in relation to some-
thing else;'** and this view is fully reflected in his comment in SE 31
that relatives which are predicated in isolation either mean nothing
or (charitably to the Academy) something different from when they
are predicated in the way in which Aristotle believes that relatives
ought to be predicated.

(2) 181b3g4—5: that a relative does not mean the same when it is
predicated in a general form as when it assumes a specific form of
that general kind: ‘skill’ tout court does not mean the same as
‘skill” in ‘medical skill’. The ground for this obscure statement is to
be sought in Aristotle’s belief that the meaning of a relative essen-
tially involves its correlative, e.g. ‘double’ means ‘double of half’,
and in his belief that the correlatives of the genus and the species
are distinct.’®® Once again Aristotle’s provision here has the effect
of blocking the regress. It will be remembered that the form of the
regress was: (1) X equals X7 (because X is 1), (2) X equals 1%,
therefore (3) X equals 2'7Z. The regress can be produced by some-
one who supposes that because both 2 and £ are predicated of X,
these elements can with equal propriety, and therefore with equal
justification of substitution, be combined into the predicates X1
and Y. The effect of Aristotle’s provision in 181bg4—5 is to show
that these combined predicates are very different in character and
that the substitutions which occur in the regress arguments are not
justified; in particular, the substitution of ¥ for X in X7 is not to
be allowed. This accords with the views of Top. Z and De Int. 11
which we have already considered. For, (a) we may say that X is ¥
but must not combine X and 7 into a single predication, since 1 as
correlative of X is included in the definition of X; and (b) we may
not say that { is ¥ but may combine £ and ¥ into a single predica-
tion, since X is the definition of X. The thesis that the logical
behaviour of the relative genus and its species is distinct is put to
important use in the argument of Cat. 8, 11a20-38, that in some
cases the species is relative ‘in respect of its genus’ but not ‘in respect

120 ‘Dialectic and Eristic in the treatment of the Forms’, pp. 113-15.

121 Fr, 3 (Ross, Fragmenta) = Alexander in Metaphysica 83, 22-30.

122 Cat. 7, Bag1—2; Top. Z4, 142a29.

128 Top, Zg, 147223-8; A4, 125225-32. In some cases the species of a rela-
tive genus is not itself relative, Top. A4, 124b15—22; Cat. 8, 11220~38.
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of itself’.*?* Knowledge is of something, whereas medical kn.owledge
is not, in itself, of something; rather, medical knowled.ge is kno.w-
ledge (the genus) of something.*® In this case tl_lere is a relative
genus whose species is not relative in respect of itself; but, as the
analysis of SE 31 shows, the distinction between that to vyhlch the
genus is essentially related and that to which the species 1s related
in respect of the genus is important when we consider cases where
both the species and the genus are relative, as is the case with Desire
and Appetite. .
(3) 181bg5-182a3: that a predicate does not mean the same in
isolation from a subject as when it is combined with it. The effect of
this provision is similar to that treated under (2). In the example of
‘snub’, ‘snub nose’ and ‘concave nose’ are said to mean the same :
consequently, to substitute ‘concave nose’ for ‘snub’ in ‘snub nose’
is illegitimate. In symbols the regress ran: (1) there is an XY ‘( X
stands for ‘snub’, ‘¥’ for ‘nose’), (2) X is < (<’ stax?ds for' con-
cave’), therefore (3) there is an ¥'7Z. Against this Aristotle insists
that X7 means the same as 2 and that to suppose that 'Z can be
substituted for the X in X7 rather than for the whole expression is
to overlook this fact. It is true that { means something other than .
X, so that the combination of £ and ¥ is needed to fastabhsh the
meaning of X. But this does not authorise us to st'lbstltutt‘: 12 for
part of an expression to the whole of which it is equivalent in mean-.
ing. The question of how ‘snub’ is to be construed, and therefore of
what it is to be snub, is a matter of general importance. For as
Aristotle says at Met. E1, 1025b34-5, ‘all natural things are s]?oke.n
of in the same way as what is snub’, because everything which is
studied by natural philosophy (phusiké) is a compound of matter
(the nose) and form (the concavity).’*® In Met. Zg 1_\r_15totle con-
siders whether such things as Snub Nose can have deﬁ.n.ltlons.“’ One
part of his argument focusses attention on the definition — ‘a snub
nose’ — which such a thing as a snub nose would have, an.d the
repetition regress is reproduced.’?® The regress follows a similar
course to that of SE 15; but on this occasion the answer of SE 31
will not be applicable, since the definition itself contains elements
which are predicated of each other (‘snub’ of ‘nose’). The argu-

124 The terminology of Top. A4, 124b23—7, rather than of Cat. 8; but the
distinction made in the two passages is the same.

125 Cat, 11224~32. . . ,

126 For a clear case of a natural substance which follows the logic of ‘snub’,
cf. the analysis of blood at PA B2, 649a13-17; B.3,‘649b20—7, as a
compound of heat and a substratum which is not intrinsically hot.

127 Not Snubness, as Ross, Metaphysics, vol. 2, p. 1734, supposes. Snub.ness
is effectively defined at 1030b3gi—2, and as an example of a ‘combined
thing’ we have Odd Number, not Oddness, at 103 1a6.

128 y030b28-36.
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ments of SE 31 are designed to preserve the possibility of making
certain predications (e.g. ‘snub’, ‘double’, ‘for pleasure’) from the
threat which is held out by the repetition regresses. In this way it is
shown that we can predicate ‘snub’ of a nose without producing
paradox. But this does not have the result that these elements can
combine to form the complete unity that a definition is required to
be. As with conjoined predicates, so here this basic requirement
upon definitions is used in De Int. 11 to generate the repetitions
whicH show that certain combinations of predicates cannot consti-
tute a single predication. They cannot therefore be what definitions
must be. ‘A Snub Nose’ is an example of such a combination, since
‘nose’ forms part of the definition of snub; and use is made of the
repetition regress of SE 13 to show that ‘a Snub Nose’ is not a
well-formed definition. From this in turn it is inferred that such
things as a snub nose cannot have an essence or a definition or, if
they do, it is only in a secondary and qualified sense.!?

It is useful to conduct this review of the passages outside the
Topics where the repetition regresses are discussed, because only
when it is seen in this larger context can the importance of the
discussion of repetitive definitions in Top. Zg be appreciated.
Aristotle starts from the position, whether inherited from others or
not, that to say something which generates repetition is a vice in
discourse. This condemnation can be rationalised by appeal to the
fact that someone who repeats himself does not say some (i.e. one)
thing;**® and while repetition is to be avoided in all forms of dis-
course, in giving a definition one must be specially on guard against
committing this fault because to define is essentially to say one
thing. Recognition of this vice, then, is important; but we must also
be on guard against an argument which would prove that all
definitions exhibit this vice. Such an argument is that which Aris-
totle gives in Top. Z3, 140b31—4, and I have discussed his solution
to it.1%2 It is vital to this solution that the elements of the definition
be not predicated of each other, and the main contribution of the
discussion of the repetition regresses to the theory of definition is to
reinforce this view of the relation between the elements of the
definition. The importance of the discussions in the SE is twofold.
Firstly by showing in greater detail than Top. Z3 how to escape the
arguments which produce the repetition regress, they incidentally
show how to preserve from attack the definitions which serve as
premisses for the regress arguments.’** Secondly, by their analysis of

129 Met. Z5, 1031a7—14.

130 cf, Plato Soph. 237d6—7.

131 pp. 124~5 above.

132 Such definitions as e.g. ‘Desire is Appetite For Pleasure’, 173239; ‘Snub-
ness is Concavity Of The Nose’, 173b1o.
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the fallacies involved in the reasoning which produces the repetition,
they clarify the nature of the distinction between those definitions
which do generate repetition and those which do not. If we revert
to the symbols already used — X is the subject, T the differentia,
2 the genus — this point can be made as follows: (1) I and { may
not be predicated of each other but they may combine to form a
single predicate (the definition); (2) ¥ may be predicated of X
(e.g. biped of man) or X may be predicated of ¥ (e.g. snub of nose),
but X and ¥ may not combine to form a single predication,
especially not to form the definition;** (3) in those cases where the
attempt is made to predicate 1 of £ (e.g. for pleasure of appetite)
or Z of ¥ (e.g. concave of nose) either this is to be condemned
according to thesis (1) or we may say that what is really occurring
in such predications is that ¥ or £ is being predicated of X, since
¥Z designates the same thing as 7X and ¥ the same as ZX. Itis
in respect of thesis (3) that SE g1 is most helpful in the understand-
ing of Top. Z3. For it brings out clearly the manner in which the
innocent combination of premisses, given as proof (1) on p. 125
above, differs from the vicious, given as proof (2). If we can reduce
a case of the predication of ¥ of Z or of £ of ¥, which gives rise to
premiss (b) of the vicious proof (2), to a case of the predication of
T or 2 of X, we have an instance of proof (1); and this, as I argued
on p. 125, does not amount to a double predication of the same
thing.

Ing the examination of the texts which present the repetition
regresses we have followed Aristotle’s practice of shifting between
the formal and the material modes of presenting the case, between
the mentions and uses of the words involved. Bewildered by this,
some who are unfamiliar with his discussions may suppose that his
difficulties are to be resolved simply by drawing attention to these
shifts. But while this criticism cannot be sustained in detail, it also
fails on a general level to grasp what method needs to be followed
over definitions. Definitions represent things in words; and Aris-
totle’s approach to the problems does not ignore this dual aspect of
the situation. It is characteristic, as we have seen, of dialectic to
approach things through the forms of words in which they are
portrayed. In the cae of the repetition regresses we find this dia-
lectical method used not only in the logical works but also in the
Metaphysics, because dialectic has a special role in the investigation
of definitions.’®* So we should not be surprised to find that in these

133 ] have argued that the clue to the interpretation of Met. Z5 lies in
recognising thesis (2). .
134 Top. A2, 101a36-101b4; for a fuller discussion of this see chapter two

ahove.
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contexts Aristotle, who resisted the notion of a meta-language,?®
frequently mentions words to explore their use.

Summary: the Topics on definition

In the preceding discussions I have examined various problems of .

definition to which the Topics makes its contribution, and also the
peculiap character of that contribution. There are two general
features of Aristotle’s theory of definition which have been
prominent; these are the requirements that the definition be (q)
unitary and (b) unique. The first requirement dominates the dis-
cussion of definition in Met. Z-H, especially Z4-6, 12, 17, and H6.
The second is less in evidence, but it lies behind the discussion in
Met. Z1o-11 of the elements of the definition.

These requirements receive little explicit mention in the Topics,
although the uniqueness requirement is used in the proof that the
definition must be by elements which are prior and absolutely more
intelligible than the subject’*® and is alluded to in the argument
that it is possible to establish definitions.’*” But, I have argued,
indirectly the Topics advances considerations which are relevant to
both of them. The arguments which relate to the elements of the
definition and to the repetition regresses, reinforce the need to give
an account of the nature of a definition which will show that its
elements combine to form a unity in the strictest sense. The topics
for dealing with definitions in the form of conjunctions carry clear
warning of the dangers which can attend such a form of definition;
and insofar as one topic — that of synonymity — which is recom-
mended for dealing with such definitions, could be used to upset
any definition of the genus/differentia form, the discussion points
to the need to settle which is to be the form of definition. Perhaps
neither of the forms of definition is in itself fully adequate; but it is
clear that it is not possible for both of them to stand.

In these ways the Topics supports the theory of definition as it is
expounded in the Metaphysics. It does so by advancing considera-
tions which constitute common ground for Aristotle and his con-
temporaries, and which do not depend for their acceptance on novel
and controversial theses of Aristotle’s own devising. His analysis of
the elements of the definition embodies features which were present
in others’ thought, but effects a synthesis which had apparently
eluded others. His comments on definitions in conjunction form

135 See my “The codification of false refutations in Aristotle’s De Sophisticis
Elenchis’, p. 51.

188 Top. 24, 141a35; cf. p. 113—14 above.

187 Top. H3, 153a15-22: ‘the elements of the definition must be the only
things which are predicated of the subject as part of its nature’.
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SUMMARY

provide easily accessible linguistic indicators of the difficulties which
can ensue if the form of the definition makes it possible for the
definition to be satisfied by a plurality of subjects. The repetition
regresses show clearly the error in regarding the elements of defini-
tion as capable of existing in isolation each from the other. In all
these cases the Topics provides a detailed illustration of the method
according to which we start from what is intelligible to someone and
move from this to what is intelligible absolutely in such a way that
he too finds it intelligible.
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The references are to pages where the translations of Greek words are first
presented or mainly discussed. For further references to the treatment of
the notions thus translated, see also the General index.

adoleschein: chattering, 128

adoxon: implausible, 80

aitia: ground, 18

akribeia: precision, 86

apodeixis: demonstrative science, 10; demonstration, 74

apophasis: negative, 41

aporia: problem, 9

arché: foundation, principle, 23, 31, 117

autos: as such, 99

to bouléton: the object of wish, 55-6

eidos: species, Form, 113

eikos: probability, 78

ek: from, 118

enantios: contrary, 27-8

endoxon: plausible view, 32, 77, 83 {for endoxos, see 79)

epagdgé: induction, 20-1

genos: kind, 113

gnorimon: intelligible (gnérimdteron: more intelligible), 8, 68 (for
gnérimos, sce 68 n. 28)

haplés: without qualification, 57, 99

horizesthai: distinguish, 26

kalés: properly, 110

koinos: common, 40-1

logikos: logical, 29~30, 48

logos: argument, 18; set of words, 105

meros: part, 118 -

metechein: partake, 113

nous: intuitive reason, 33

orexis: appetite, 94

organon: tool, 33

ousia: substance, reality, 10, 15-16; being, 109

pathos: affection, 109

ta phainomena: the agreed facts, 55

philosophia: philosophy, 12, 34

phusiké: natural philosophy, 131
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pithanon: persuasive, 76

poion ti: some qualified thing, 109
sophos: savant, 79

sullogismos: reasoning, 20~1

ti én einai: essence, 105, 107, 112

ti esti: nature, 10, 108, 112; definition, 28
theologiké: theology, 44

toiosde: such-and-such, 75-6

>
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ARISTOTLE

Cat. (7, 8ag1-2) 130; (8, 11220~
38) 130-1; (10) 27173

De Int. (7) 115n43; (8, 18a18—27)
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tology, 35, 37-9, 42, 49; on dia-
lectic, 31, 35; on ontology, 34-5,
46-8 (see also Topics)

metaphysics; and ontology, 59-60;
realism and relativism in, 1012
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46-7, 131

negations, 41; of conjunctions, 115

non-contradiction, principle of; in
Aristotle, 48-g, 121, 126; in Plato,
98, 101

object of wish, nature of, 55-7, 60-1,
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61~2, 64; in moral progress, 87—
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Owen, G. E. L., 2, 8nq, 18, 23,
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gentrr, 95, 9bniz4, 99niz7,
101n143, 130; on the Organon
and other works of Aristotle, 31,

41-3, 48, 64n20

Pacius, J., 1
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72, 94-6, 1012

reasoning, 19, 20—2
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in definitions, 123-5, 1267, 131~
3, 134-5; in statements, 127-8,
129-32; vicious and innocent
forms of, 1245, 132

rhetoric, 74, 76-7, 91

Robinson, R., 17nn39-40, 26n69

Ross, W. D, 1, 9, 10-11, 17, 21149,
25-8, 29, 30n86, 32-3

Runciman, W. G., 26n6g, 970131

Ryle, G., 8n6, 26, 100n142

sciences; special and universal, 5,
39-40, 42, 43-4, 47-9; theory of,
in An. Post., 10, 16-17, 22-3 (see
also attributes, dialectic, founda-
tions)

self-refutation, 81n83

series, 42—4; and definitions, 43

shooting and targets, 57-8, 61

Simplicius, 26n68

Socrates; Aristotle on his dialectic,
19-23, 2¢4-6, 30, 36; on wrong-
doing, 30, 55, 88n103

Solmsen, F., 1,93n113

sophistic  (eristic); distinguished
from dialectic, 8, 14, 77, 8on76,
g1; related to dialectic, 12, 39-40,
75-6, 83-4

sophistical refutations, 39—40

soul, study of, 43, 47n162

Speusippus, 112

Stocks, J. L., 1

Strang, C., gbni24

substance, 9—10, 49-51, 67, 130; and
demonstration, 10~-11; and reality,
12, 15-17, 28-9

syllogistic, 22n53, 74

synonymity, 119-20, 123, 134

.

taste, 62—4, 65-6

theology, 42, 44, 67

Topics; and work in Academy, 2,
4; its relation to Analytics, 1-3,
89-90, 93-4, 107-8n18; its rela-
tion to Aletaphysics, 37-9, 104,
133—4; on arguments ‘in accor-
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Topics — cont.
dance with opinion’, 89-go; on
definition, 104~5, 114, 119, 132-5
(see also attributes, Forms)
Tricot, J., 77-8

universal study, 7, 13, 34, 39, 41—2,
43-4, 4579, 64

universality; generality and primacy
in, 42-9, 53, 64~7, 77, 105; in
Plato) 7, 43, 65"6’ 97

S higyie S
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Vlastos, G., g7n131

Waitz, T., 1~2, 30, 76, 79n67

wealth, 44-5, 48, 64‘

Weil, E., 2

whole and part, 115-16, 118-20,
122

Wilpett, P., 19

Wisdom, J., 36-7, 535, 59n17

Wittgenstein, L., 53

Zeno of Elea, 26
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