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T1: Topics 1.1, 100a25-b26

[i] A deduction, then, is an argument in which, when certain things are laid down, something
else different from the things posited results of necessity through them. Demonstration
comes about when a deduction is made either from true and first premisses or from such
things as those through which one obtains the principle of knowledge about true and first
premisses. A dialectical deduction is one made upon the basis of acceptable premisses (Top.

1.1.100a25-30).

[i] "EoTi & ouAloyiopds Adyos v & TeBévTwv TV ETepdy TI TAV KelWEvwy EE
avdykns oupPBaivel diax TV kepévwv. &mddelfis utv olv EoTv, STav ¢§ &Anbdv kai
TPAOTWY 6 CUAAOYIOUOS 1], T} K TOIOUTWY & Si1d& TIvwv TTPcdTwV kai GAn6&V Tris Tepi
aUTA YVOoews TNv apxnv elAneev, SialekTikds 8¢ ocuAloyiouds 6 E§ évdbdEcwv

ouAAoyiléuevos (Top. 1.1.100a25-30).

The notion of cuAAoy10us serves to cover deduction in different contexts: one in
which the premisses are “true and primary”, another in which the premisses are
“acceptable”. Deductions from true premisses belong to a particular (demonstrative)
context; TeBévTwv and kelpévwv here simply mean “accepted”. This is born out by
the fact that A. now proceeds to distinguish in what way the premisses are accepted
in these two contexts of argumentation.

[ii] Those premisses are true and first which do not derive their trustworthiness through
other things but through themselves, for it is not necessary to further require the wherefore
in principles of knowledge, but each of the principles is, of itself, worthy of trust. Acceptable
premisses are those things which seem true to all, or the majority, or the wise, and among
these last to all, or a majority, or those most known and distinguished.

[ii] o1 8¢ &AN6 pev kal TpddTa Ta ur) 8t éTépcov aAAa 8l' alTdov ExovTa Trv TioTv
(oU Bel y&p €v Tals emoTtnuovikais apxals éminTeiofal TO Six Ti, &GAN' ék&oTnv TGOV
apx&v autnv kab' tautnv eival moTtnv), évdofa 8¢ Ta& dokoUvTa T&OW 1) TOIS
TAeioToIs 1} TOls COPOIS, Kal TouTols 1) T&ow 1 Tols mAsioTols 1} Tols pdAloTa
Yvwpinols kai évdogols.

[i11]] An eristic deduction is one from premisses which seem to be acceptable but which are
not, or one which merely seems to be a deduction from acceptable or merely acceptable-
seeming premisses. None of the premisses which are said to be acceptable has a thoroughly
superficial likelihood, for the nature of the falsehood in them becomes completely clear, at
least for the most part, to those who are able to discern also nuances.

[iii] éproTikds &' 0Tl ouAAOYIOUOS O Ek patvopévv EvddEwv uf dvtwv B¢, kai O &
EvdOE WV 1) patvopévov EvddEwV PalvOUEVOs: oU yap TT&v TO paivépevov évdofov kai
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EoTwv Evdofov. oubty yap TV Aeyouéveov EvdoEwv emmoAaiov €xel TavTeAGDS TV
pavTtaciav, kabdmep Teplt TAS TV EPIOTIKOV Adywv dApxas ouuPéPnkev Exew
Tapaxpiua yap kai cos £ 1O oAU Tols Kal Hkp& ouvopdv Suvapévols kaTddnAos
€V aUTOlS 1) TOU Yeudous 0TI QUOTs.

The notion of cuAAoyiouds also covers eristic deduction, deduction in a context
where premisses manage to get accepted on the basis of true-seeming but not really
acceptable premisses. This too is a characterization of the means by which premisses
get entered in a context of argumentation.

T2: Rhetoric 1.2, 1358a2-26.

[i] Among enthymemes, there is a great difference which completely escapes just about
everyone’s notice, though it also holds for the dialectical method of argumentation. For some
enthymemes belong to rhetoric and are also made according to the dialectical method of
argumentation, others are made according to other disciplines and faculties, be they known
or not yet grasped. Thus the more the speakers touch upon a topic, the more they diverge
and transgress the limits of rhetorical and dialectical argumentation — without the notice of
their listeners. This will become clearer if stated at more length.

[i] TéOv 8¢ évbupnudTeov peyioTn Siapopd kai pdAiota AeAnbuia oxedov Tapd Taoiv
goTw Tjep Kai mepi TV StaAekTikiv pébodov TV cuAAoYIouY: T& uév Yap alTév
¢0TL KaT& THY PNTOopiNV OoTep Kai kaTté THV BiaAekTiknv péboBov TV
ouAdoyiopddv, T& 8¢ kat' &AAas Téxvas kai duvduels, Tas pév oloas Tas &' oUmw
katelAnupuévas: 816 kal AavBavouciv Te ToUs dkpoaTas kai [udAAov] amtduevol kaTa
TpdTov HeTaBaivouotv €€ auTdov. udAAov 8¢ capes EoTal TO Aeyduevov ik TAeidveov
pnOeév.

Here the notion of évBUunua also covers deduction in different contexts. The
contexts are distinguished differently than in T1. Here the contrast is between
dialectical-rhetorical and “technical” argumentation, and is made with a view to a
distinction between levels of generality of the premisses of the deduction. This
distinction is expressed in terms of topoi and protaseis. Arguments from topoi are
not bound to subject areas and do not produce knowledge; arguments from protaseis
are bound to subject areas and “make one more knowledgeable”.

[ii] By dialectical and rhetorical deductions I mean the ones for which we use topoi. These
are the common argument-patterns about what is just, about natural things, about politics,
and about many things which differ in kind, for example from the the topos of the more
and less. For it will be possible to furnish a deduction or an enthymeme from this topos
equally well concerning justice or natural things or any kind of thing; but all of these differ
in kind. Specific arguments are those based on premisses concerning species and genus, for
example there will be neither an enthymeme nor a deduction about ethical matters upon the
basis of premisses about natural things, and concerning ethical things there are other
premisses which will not furnish arguments concerning natural things: the same holds good
in all cases.

[ii] Aéyw yap BialekTikoUs Te kal pnTopikous cuAAoylopoUs eival meplt GV Tous
TéTous Aéyouev: oUTol §' eiciv ol kool Trepl Sikaicov kai pUOIKEVY Kal Trepl TTOAITIKEY
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kal Tepi ToAAGOV BlapepdvTwv eidel, olov 6 ToU uaAAov kai fTTov TéTOS OUdLY Yap
H&AAov EoTal €k TouTou ouAAloyicacbar fj évBUunua eimeiv mept Sikaicov 1) Trepl
PUOIKAV T} TiEPl OTouoUY” KaiTol TaUTa eidel diagépel. (Bia 8¢ doa ék TGOV Tepl EkacTov
eidos kal yévos mpoTéoewv £oTv, olov Tepl PUOIKGV eiol TTpoTdoels ¢ v oUTe
gvBUunua oUte cuAAoyiouds ot Tepl TAV 10KV, Kai Tepl ToUTwv &AAal ¢§ v oUk
goTal TMEPl TAOV PUOIKAV* OHOoiws BE TOUT' EXEL T TTAVTCOV.

[iii] And those (rhetorical and dialectical arguments) will not make one more knowledgeable
with respect to the genus, for they concern no underlying [genus]. And the better one chooses
premisses, the more one will engage in a form of knowledge different from dialectic and
rhetoric, for if one hits upon principles, the business at hand is no longer dialectic or rhetoric,
but another discipline, the one which has the principles [invoked].

[iii] k&kelva pév ol Tolrjoel mepl oUdtv yévos Euppova’ TEPI OUdEV Y &P UTTOKEIUEVOV
goTv Talta 8¢ o Tis &v BEATIOV EkAéyTTan [Tas TpoT&oels], Afjoel TTorjoas EAAnv
EMOTHUNY TAs SIaAeKTIKAS KAl PNTOPIKTS &V Y&p EvTUxXn apXals, OUKETI SIaAEKTIKN)
oUdt pnTopikn GAA' ékeivn EoTan fis ExEl TaS APXAS.

T3: Topics 1.10, 104a3-23.

[i] First, then, let us distinguish what a dialectical proposition is and what a dialectical
problem is. One should not posit every proposition and every problem as dialectical, for no
one with sense would offer up something which seems true to nobody for acceptance, or
challenge what is evident to all or the majority: the latter bring with them no difficulty, and
no one would make the former premisses.

[i] Tlpéotov Toivuv BiwpicBe Ti tott mpdtacis SiakekTikn kai Ti TPOBANUa
SiaAekTikdv. oU yap m&oav TpdTactv oudt mav TPOPAnua SiakekTikOv BeTéov: oUdels
Ya&p &v mpoTeivele voiv €xwv TO undevi Sokolv oUdt TTpoPd&Aol TO T&ol pavepodv f
Tols TAeioTOIS" T& HEV Yap oUk EXel amopiav, Tad' oUdeis &v Bein.

[ii] A dialectical premiss is, then, the asking of something which is acceptable to all, or the
majority, or the wise, and of these either all, or the majority, or those who are most
recognized — as long as it does not go against expectation. For one may posit what seems
true to the wise if it is not opposed to the opinions of the majority. Dialectical premisses also
include things which are similar to acceptable premisses, and the negation of the contrary to
things which seem to be acceptable, as well as all the views derived from established
disciplines.

[ii] éo1 8¢ pdTaos BlaAekTikn €pcdTnols évdofos f) TTaow fj Tols TAsioTols §j Tols
co@ols, kal TouTols 1] T&ow f Tols mAeioTols fj Tols uAAIOTa Yyvwpiyols, un
Tapddofos: Bein yap &v Tis TO SokoUv Tols cogols, av ur| évavTiov Tais TGV TOAAGDY
8Eais 7). eiol 8¢ MpoThoels BiaAekTikai kai T& Tols évddEois Spola, kai TavavTia Tols
BokoUoiv évdbEois elval, kaT' vTipacv mpoTewdueva, kai doat SéEal kata Téxvas
eiol Tas evpnuévas.

[111] For if it is acceptable that the knowledge of contraries is the same, then it would appear
to be acceptable that perception of contraries is the same. And if the skill of reading is
numerically one, then so is the skill of flute-playing, but if there are many skills of reading,
then there are many skills of flute-playing. And similarly the things which are contrary to
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what is acceptable seem acceptable when negated, for if it is acceptable that it is necessary
to treat friends well, then it is also acceptable that one must not treat them badly.

[iii] €l y&p évdofov TO THv avuTnv elval TGV évavTicwv EmMOoTHuNY, Kai 7o aictnow Thv
auTnV elval TGV évavTicwv évdofov av pavein: kai ei piav aplBud ypauuaTikny elval,
kal auAnTiknv piav, e 8¢ mAeious ypaupaTikés, kai avAnTikas TAsious TavTa yap
duola kai ouyyevij TalT €oikev elval. opoiws 8¢ kail Ta Tols gvddEols évavTia, kat'
avTipaow TpoTewdueva, Evdofa paveitar el yap évdofov &Ti el Tous @ilous el
TOLETY, Kal STl oU Bel KAKEIS TOIETY Evdogov.

The notion of évdoEov is normative and extends beyond the class of things which
are explicitly accepted. Premisses may be év8ofa because they are accepted (by all,
the majority, the wise, et cet.), but that does not exhaust the ways in which some
premiss may be acceptable. The notion of évdofa also extends to norms of
assertibility.

T4: Topics 6.10, 148b16-22

Again if someone, having defined something which is said in many ways, and if the
definition is not applicable to all the cases, denies that the definiendum is a homonym, and
denies that the name can be extended to all (since the definition cannot be), then one should
say to such a person: it is fitting to employ established and current usage and not innovate
in this way, even if in some things one should not speak in the same way as the majority.

maAw & Tis, Oploduevds TI TV TOAAaxEs Aeyopévwv, kai Tol Adyou un
EQapUOTTOVTOS £ TTAVTA, &T1 HEV OUdVUpoV pr) Aéyol, T6 8' dvoua un pain et Tavta
EPapudTTEW, OTL oUS' & Adyos, pnTéov TTPds TOV ToloUTov Tt Tij uév dvouaoiq Sel
Xxpriofal Tfj wapadedopévn kai mapemwopévn Kai Un Kwelv Ta TolalTa, évia &' ov
AekTéov Suoiws Tols TToAAOTS.

T5: Prior Analytics 2.11, 62a11-19

It is clear, then, that in all deductions one must posit the contradictory and not the contrary.
For in this way the principle will be both necessary and acceptable. For if the statement or
denial is universal, then if it is shown that the denial does not hold, it is necessary that the
affirmation is truly stated. Again, if one does not posit that the affirmative statement is truly
stated, then it is acceptable to lay down the negated statement. It is not fitting to lay down
the contrary in either way, for it is not necessary that, if it is false for none, it be true for
each, nor is it acceptable that if the one 1s false the other will be true.

Davepdv olv &1L o TO evavTiov AAA& TO avTikeiyevov UmoBeTéov év dmaot Tois
oUAAOYI10UOTS. 0UTw y&p TS Te &vaykaiov EoTal kai T &flwua Evdofov. el yap kaTta
TavTos 1) pAoIs 1) 1) amdPacis, detxBEvTos STL oUx 1) ATOPACISs, AVAYKN TNV KATAPACIV
aAnbevechar. w&Aw ei pn TiBnow &Anbevecbar TV kaTdpaoi, Evdogov TO &fiddoal
TNV Amoactv. To &' évavTiov oUBeTEPLIS APUOTTEL &floUv: oUTE Yap avayKaiov, el TO
undevi Weldos, TO mavTi aAnbés, oUt' EvBofov cos el BaTepov Weldos, &T1 B&TepOV
AAn0és.
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Aristotle here explains that in order to generate an entailment from an opposition,
one must have a contradictory opposition, not a contrary one. The entailment
relation is created in a situation in which the truth of an assertion in a contradictory
pair of statements is not granted (ei ur) TiBnow). In this argumentation situation, it
is “acceptable” to demand the negation as a premiss (&€icdoat). The use of the
notion évdofov indicates attention to a pragmatic feature of inference.

T6: Topics 1.18, 108a18-26

Having studied the many ways in which something is said is useful for clarity, for you will
know better what you are positing as a premiss if it is already clear in how many ways it is
said. It is also useful for having deductions come about according to the matter under
discussion and not with a view to the word. For if it is unclear in how many ways something
1s said, it is possible that the answerer and the questioner do not intend the same thing. But
if it is already clear how many ways something is said, and someone makes a posit in using
one of these senses, the questioner who fails to apply his argument to this sense will seem
ridiculous.

Xpriotpov 8¢ T pév mooaxads Aéyetal émeoképbal Tpds Te TO oagés (MaAAov yap &v
Tis eidein Ti Tibnow, éupavioBévtos Tooaxdds AéyeTal) kai Tpds Td yiveohal kat' auTd
T Tpdyua kal pi) Tpds TS Svoua ToUs cuAAoyiopols: adrjAou yap SvTos Tooaxads
AéyeTal, evdéxeTal un Tl TaUTOV TOV Te ATTOKPIVOUEVOV KAl TOV EPLITAVTA PEPELY TNV
Siavolav: ¢upavicbévtos 8¢ Tooaxdds Aédyetan kai émi Ti pépeov TiBnoi, yelolos &v
PaivolTo 6 EpwTAV, i ur) TPds ToUTo TOV Adyov ToloiTo.

The study of ambiguity helps to prevent against deductions which “come about
according to the word”. When the many senses of a term have been made evident,
those who deviate from the sense under consideration will seem ridiculous. Seeming
ridiculous 1s a salient normative and pragmatic feature of dialectical argumentation:
it makes certain strategies (in this case: equivocation) unacceptable. When the
multiple meanings of terms have been shown, statements which equivocate on the
meanings of those terms are no longer dialectically assertible.

T7: Topics 1.18, 10822637

[Studying the many ways in which things are said] is useful both for avoiding making
deductions from false premisses, and for making them. For if we know how many ways
something is said, we will not make deductions from false premisses, but we will know if the
questioner does not make the argument with regard to the same thing. And when we
ourselves are questioning, we will be able to make false deductions, unless the answerer
happens to know in how many senses something is said. But this is not possible in all cases,
only in those when some of the things said in many senses are true, and some are false. And
this mode of argumentation is not appropriate to dialectic. Dialecticians should beware of
this sort of argumentation — arguing with regard to the word — and engage in it only if they
are unable to argue about the matter at hand in any other way.

Xprioiov 3¢ kai wpds TO ur) Tapaloyiobijval kai mpds TO Mapaloyicachal. iddTeS
Y&p Tooaxads Aéyetal oU ur) mapaloytobduey, GAAN' eidrjoopey ¢av i) Tpos TO auTod
TOV Adyov ToifjTal 6 £pwTaY: auTol Te ¢pwTAVTEs duvnodueba mapaloyicacbat,
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EQV UM TUY XAV EIBCOS O ATTOKPIVOHEVOS TTOOOXGS AéyeTal. ToUTo &' oUk ETT TV TV
SuvaTtédy, GAN' tav i Tév ToAAaxds Aeyouévwv Ta pev GAn6r T& 8¢ weudiy. ot 8¢
oUK oikelos & TpdTOs oUTos Tijs SlaAekTikis: d10 TavteAdds evAaBnTéov TOlS
Bl1aAekTIKOTS TO ToloUTOV, TO TTPOS ToUvoua SiaAéyeohal, éav ur Tis EAAwS eEaduvaTi
Trepl TOU Tpokeipévou diaAéyeohau.

The use of deductions from false premisses, TapaAoyioaocbal, is explicitly admitted
to the repertoire of dialectical argumentation here.

T8: Posterior Analytics 1.6, 74b18-26

There is a sign that demonstration is from necessary premisses: this is how we make
objections to those who think they are engaged in demonstration, namely by saying that it is
not necessary if we think that it can be otherwise, either on the whole or with respect to the
argument. And it is clear from this that those who think to nicely win their principles if some
premiss 1s acceptable and true, as when the sophists assumed that knowing is having
knowledge, were naive. For us, not what is acceptable is a principle, but the first part of the
genus which the demonstration concerns. And not every true statement is pertinent.

onueiov &' &T1 1} amodeifis ¢ avaykaicwv, STI Kal TAS EVOTACELS OUTW PEPOUEV TTPOS
ToUs oiopévous amodeikvuval, &Ti oUk avdykr, &v oicopeda 1) SAws evdéxeobal &AAws
1) €vekd ye ToU Adyou. 8ijAov 8' ¢k ToUTwov kai 8T1 eUrBeis oi AapBdavev oiduevol kaAdds
Tas Apxas, v Evdogos 7 1 TpdTaats kai &Anbris, olov oi coploTai &11 TO émioTacbal
TO EMOTHUNY EXEW. oU y&p TO EvBogov fuiv apxr éoTv, &AA& TO TP TOV TOU Yévous
mepi & Belkvutal kal TaAnbis o wév oikelov.

T9: Posterior Analytics A 19, 81b10-23.

Every deduction comes about through three terms. One type of deduction is able to show
that A belongs to C on account of A’s belonging to B and B’s belonging to C. The other type
of deduction is privative: namely the type in which one premiss states that something belongs
to something else, and the other premiss states that something does not belong (to something
else). It is clear, then, that the principles and so-called posits are these: for it is necessary to
assume these to be so in order to make demonstration. For example, that A belongs to C
through B and again that A belongs to B through another middle term, and that B belongs
to C in just the same way. It is clear that, for the ones who argue according to opinion and
exclusively dialectically, one should look only to this: namely whether the deduction comes
about from premisses which are as acceptable as possible, so that even if B is not, in some
way, in truth a middle term for the A, but seems to be, the argument made through this term
has been made dialectically. With a view to the truth, however, one must examine how these

things really hold.

"EoTi 8¢ és cuAAoy1ouOs Si&x TPIEOY Spcov, kai O pEv Seikvival Suvduevos STL UTTapXEL
TO A T [ Bix 1O Umdpxev TG B kal TolTto T¢I, 6 8¢ oTepnTikSS, TNV HEV ETEPaV
mpdTactv xwv 8T UTdpxet Tt GAAo &AAw, Ty &' éTépav T oux UTtdpxel. pavepdy
ouv &t ai piv &pxai kai ai Aeyduevar Umobécels abral eiorr AaBévta yap TalTa
oUTeos avaykn Seikvival, olov 8T 16 A T& I Urdpxet Si& Tou B, m&Aw &' 811 10 A T&
B 81" &AAou péoov, kai 811 1O B & I cocaitws. kata pgv odv 86Eav ouAhoyilouévors
kal pévov BialekTik®s SMAov 8Ti ToUTo poOvov OkemTéov, i £ v EvdéxeTal
gvdoLoTATwV YiveTar 6 ouAAoYIouds, COoT' el kai ur) ot T1 Tij aAnBeia Tév A B uéoov,
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Bokel 8t elval, 6 Six TouTou oUAAoY1ILouEvos cUAAEASYIoTaL BlaAekTIKGS TIPOS B
A1 Be1av €k TAV UTTapXOVTWY el OKOTIEIV.

T10: Plato, Republic VI, 507b2-11.

We claim that there are several individual good and fine things, I said, and we determine
them through definition. — We do so claim. — But we also define the good itself and the fine
itself, and so on for all the things which we posited as many. And in the other direction
(m&Aw av), making posits (T1BévTes) according to the single idea of each, which really is
one, we say what each of them is . — This is so. — And we say that we see the one sort of
thing, but do not grasp them with the mind, whereas we do grasp the ideas with the mind,
but do not see them. — Absolutely.

T11: Plato, Republic VI, 510b2-10.

Consider now the way in which we must divide the realm of the intelligible. — How? — In
the way that the soul is forced to study one part of it by using the things which were
imitations as paradigms, on the basis of several assumptions, going not to the beginning but
to the end. The other part of it — the one which goes to the beginning that is without an
assumption — the soul approaches on the basis of one assumption, but without paradigms
for it, and using the forms themselves it makes its way through these. — And he said: I could
not understand what you are saying.

>kémel dn av kai Thv ToU vontoU Touny 1) TunTéov. — TTi; — "Hi T ptv avtou Tois ToTe
MmN BeTow cos eikdotv xpwpévn yuxn CnTelv dvaykaleTal € UmoBéoewv, oUk €T apXTV
Topevopévn GAAN' éml TeAeutriy, TO &' aU £tepov — TO Em'dpxnv auumdbetov — EE
UTroBéoews loUoa kal &veu TV Tepl Ekelvo eikdvwov, auTols eideot dI' auTdOV TNV
nébodov Tmoloupévn. — TalT', €pn, & Aéyels, oux ikavdds épuabov.

T12: Tomos A 1 = Top. 4.1, 120b15-20.

Action item: If the genus of something is posited, first look to all the things related to what
was said, [and then see] whether it is not said of one of them, just as in the case of the
attribute. Example: For example, if the good is posited as the genus of pleasure, [see]
whether there is some pleasure which is not a good. For if this is the case, then it is clear that
the good is not the genus of pleasure. Rule: For the genus is said of all the things which fall
under the same species.

[1] &v 81} TebT] Yévos Twvds TGV SvTwv, TTPATOV PV EMPAETEW el TVTa T& OUYYEVT]
T AexBévT, €l Tvos ur katnyopeital, kabdmep el ToU oupPePnkdTos, [2] olov, &i Tijs
ndovfis Tayabov yévos keltal, el Tis 1dovr) un ayabdv: el yap TouTto, dfjAov T1 ov
Yévos Tayadov Tiis ndoviis: [3] TO y&p Yévos KaTd TEvTwv TAV UTO TO auTO EIdOS
KQTTYopEeiTal.

If G 1s a genus term and our interlocutor claims that G applies to all members of a
species E, then if we find some item related to (i.e. included in?) a member of species
E to which G does not apply, we have destroyed the statement which features this
particular genus predication. The warrant for this use of the topos is added in the
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form of a rule, and as an explanation (y&p, 120b19): the genus is said of all things
which fall under the species (120b19-20).

T13: Tomos A 2 = Top. 4.1, 120b20-29.

Action item: See whether the thing posited is not predicated in the what it is, but as an
attribute. Example: As ‘white’ is said of snow or ‘self-moving’ is said of soul. Rule: For just
as snow 1s not just what is white, for that very reason white is not the genus of snow, and
soul is not exactly what moves itself. But it is an attribute of soul to move itself, just as it is
an attribute of animal to often walk and be walking. Observation/rule: The predicate ‘self-
mover’ seems to refer (onuaivev) not to what something is but to what it does or suffers.
The same applies to ‘white’: this signifies (dnAoT) not what snow is, but how it is — a certain
quality. So that neither of these are said in what it is. Rule: The genus is predicated in the
what it is.

[1] elta ei pr) év TG Ti EoTi KaTnyopeital GAA' cos oupPePnkds, [2] kaBdTep TO Aeukov
Tis X16vos, fj Wuxris TO Kvoupevov Ug' autol- [3] olTe yap 1) Xicov Smep Aeukdv, Sidep
oU yévos TO Aeukdv Tiis x1bvos, oUb' 11 yuxr) dmep kivouuevov, oupPéPnke &' auTi
KiveloBai, kaBdmep kai TG L moAAdkis Badilew Te kai BadilovTi elvar. [4] 11 TO
KIvoUpevov oU Ti ¢éoTiv AAA& T1 TToloUv §j Téoxov onuaivelv oikev. dpoicos 8¢ kal Tod
Aeukdv oU yap Ti 0T 1) X1cov, AAA& TToTdv T1, SnAol. OoT' oUdETepOV aUTV Ev TG
Ti E0TI KaTNYOpPEITaL, [5] TO B¢ yévos év TS Ti éoTi kKaTnyopeiTal!

The rule which shows why white is not the genus of snow is non-technical, and
grounded 1in real relations. This part of the topos is appeals to something which can
be accepted on the face of it. If asked why self-moving is not the genus of soul, we
may appeal to the fact that this term can be correctly applied to both souls and
animals as an attribute. The short pragmatic observation which follows upon this
gives a further dimension of explanation: ‘self-moving’ (as a term, i.e. a linguistic
item) is used to ‘refer’ (onuaivew) not to what something is, but to what it does and
experiences. The explanation of why white cannot be the genus of snow also invokes
a pragmatic aspect: white is used to ‘signify’ (8nAo1) not what snow is, but a quality
it has.

T14: Témos A 45 = Top. 4.4, 124b15-22

Context. The species is a relatum. Instruction. See if the genus is also a relatum. Rule 1. If
the species belongs to the relata, so too must the genus. Example. The double and the
multiple each belong to the genus of the relata. Rule 2. If the genus belongs to the relata, it
is not necessary that the species does too. Example. Knowledge belongs to the relata, but
knowledge of letters does not. Objection to Rule 1 by counter-example. Perhaps not even
the thing stated previously would seem to be true. For virtue is essentially fine and good, and
virtue belongs to the relata, but the fine and the good are not relata but qualities.

" Brunschwig 2009, 165 n. 6 expresses the suspicion that the words T6 8¢ yévos év T&d Ti éoTi kaTnyopeiTat
(printed in Ross 1958) are a gloss.
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Analysis. Rule 1: Given a species term E!' and a genus term G, if E! is a relatum, so
is G1. Rule 2: Given a genus term G! and a species term El, if G is a relatum, E!
can, but need not, be one.

Commentary. This is the first of seven Témot (A 45-51) concerning relata. Several
feature counter-examples to the rules formulated for them (A 45, 47, 48, 50, 51).
The occurrence of such counter-examples indicates an important feature of the
procedure used in collecting the TéTol. The argument schemata which enter the
ToTO! of the genus are selected as assertible for contexts of propositions involving a
G-term. In formulating the rules which would make these argument schemata
generally applicable, Aristotle tests their status with the formulation of the rules
which they rely on to be conclusive. Many té1ot fail this test, but are nevertheless
included. This shows that the ultimate basis for the selection of a TéTOS is its
assertibility in a context. The fact that Aristotle admits argument schemata which
are assertible or acceptable while scrutinizing their grounding in real relations
through examples and counter-examples indicates that he is capable to keeping
these two concepts — assertibility viz. acceptability, and truth — distinct in the
collection and analysis of the TéToL If a TéTMOS can be grounded in the real
relations of genera and species, it may gain what we may call warranted
assertibility. But A. does not say in such cases that the rule behind the inference
scheme is “true”.



