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OUR treatise proposes to find aline of inquiry whereby we shall
be able to reason from opinions that are generally accepted about
every problem propounded to us, and also shall ourselves, when
standing up to an argument, avoid saying anything that will obstruct
us. First, then, we must say what reasoning is, and what its varieties
are, in order to grasp diaectical reasoning: for thisis the object
of our search in the treatise before us.

Now reasoning is an argument in which, certain things being laid
down, something other than these necessarily comes about through them.
(@) It isa'demonstration’, when the premisses from which the
reasoning starts are true and primary, or are such that our
knowledge of them has originally come through premisses which are

primary and true: (b) reasoning, on the other hand, is



‘dialectical’, if it reasons from opinions that are generally

accepted. Things are 'true’ and 'primary' which are believed on the
strength not of anything else but of themselves: for in regard to

the first principles of scienceit isimproper to ask any further

for the why and wherefore of them; each of the first principles should
command belief in and by itself. On the other hand, those opinions are
‘generally accepted' which are accepted by every one or by the
majority or by the philosophers-i.e. by al, or by the mgority, or by
the most notable and illustrious of them. Again (c), reasoning is
‘contentious if it starts from opinions that seem to be generally
accepted, but are not really such, or again if it merely seemsto
reason from opinions that are or seem to be generally accepted. For
not every opinion that seemsto be generally accepted actualy is
generally accepted. For in none of the opinions which we call
generaly accepted isthe illusion entirely on the surface, as happens
In the case of the principles of contentious arguments; for the nature
of the fallacy in these is obvious immediately, and as arule even

to persons with little power of comprehension. So then, of the
contentious reasonings mentioned, the former really deservesto be
called 'reasoning' as well, but the other should be called

‘contentious reasoning', but not 'reasoning’, since it appears to
reason, but does not really do so. Further (d), besides al the

reasonings we have mentioned there are the mis-reasonings that start



from the premisses peculiar to the special sciences, as happens (for
example) in the case of geometry and her sister sciences. For this
form of reasoning appears to differ from the reasonings mentioned
above; the man who draws a false figure reasons from things that are
neither true and primary, nor yet generally accepted. For he does

not fall within the definition; he does not assume opinions that are
received either by every one or by the majority or by
philosophers-that isto say, by al, or by most, or by the most
illustrious of them-but he conducts his reasoning upon assumptions
which, though appropriate to the science in question, are not true;

for he effects his mis-reasoning either by describing the
semicircleswrongly or by drawing certain linesin away in which they
could not be drawn.

The foregoing must stand for an outline survey of the species of
reasoning. In genera, in regard both to all that we have already
discussed and to those which we shall discuss later, we may remark
that that amount of distinction between them may serve, because it
IS not our purpose to give the exact definition of any of them; we
merely want to describe them in outline; we consider it quite enough
from the point of view of the line of inquiry before usto be able

to recognize each of them in some sort of way.



Next in order after the foregoing, we must say for how many and
for what purposes the treatise is useful. They are
three-intellectual training, casual encounters, and the
philosophical sciences. That it isuseful asatraining is obvious
on the face of it. The possession of a plan of inquiry will enable
us more easily to argue about the subject proposed. For purposes of
casual encounters, it is useful because when we have counted up the
opinions held by most people, we shall meet them on the ground not
of other people's convictions but of their own, while we shift the
ground of any argument that they appear to us to state unsoundly.
For the study of the philosophical sciencesit is useful, because
the ability to raise searching difficulties on both sides of a subject
will make us detect more easily the truth and error about the
several points that arise. It has afurther usein relation to the
ultimate bases of the principles used in the several sciences. For
It isimpossible to discuss them at all from the principles proper
to the particular science in hand, seeing that the principles are
the prius of everything else: it is through the opinions generaly
held on the particular points that these have to be discussed, and
this task belongs properly, or most appropriately, to diaectic: for
dialectic isaprocess of criticism wherein lies the path to the

principles of al inquiries.



We shall bein perfect possession of the way to proceed when we
arein aposition like that which we occupy in regard to rhetoric
and medicine and faculties of that kind: this means the doing of
that which we choose with the materials that are available. For it
is not every method that the rhetorician will employ to persuade, or
the doctor to heal; still, if he omits none of the available means, we

shall say that his grasp of the science is adequate.

First, then, we must see of what parts our inquiry consists. Now
If we were to grasp (a) with reference to how many, and what kind
of, things arguments take place, and with what materials they start,
and (h) how we are to become well supplied with these, we should
have sufficiently won our goal. Now the materials with which arguments
start are equal in number, and are identical, with the subjects on
which reasonings take place. For arguments start with
'propositions, while the subjects on which reasonings take place
are 'problems. Now every proposition and every problem indicates

either agenus or a peculiarity or an accident-for the differentia



too, applying asit does to a class (or genus), should be ranked
together with the genus. Since, however, of what is peculiar to
anything part signifiesits essence, while part does not, let us

divide the 'peculiar' into both the aforesaid parts, and call that

part which indicates the essence a ‘definition’, while of the
remainder let us adopt the terminology which is generally current
about these things, and speak of it as a'property’. What we have
said, then, makes it clear that according to our present division, the
elements turn out to be four, al told, namely either property or
definition or genus or accident. Do not let any one suppose us to mean
that each of these enunciated by itself constitutes a proposition or
problem, but only that it is from these that both problems and
propositions are formed. The difference between a problem and a
proposition is a difference in the turn of the phrase. For if it be

put in thisway, "'An animal that walks on two feet" is the definition
of man, isit not? or "Animal" isthe genus of man, isit not?

the result is a proposition: but if thus, 'Is"an animal that walks on
two feet" a definition of man or no? [or 'Is"animal" his genus or
no?] theresult isaproblem. Similarly too in other cases.

Naturally, then, problems and propositions are equal in number: for
out of every proposition you will make a problem if you change the

turn of the phrase.



We must now say what are 'definition’, ‘property’, ‘genus, and
‘accident’. A 'definition’ is a phrase signifying athing's essence.
It isrendered in the form either of aphrasein lieu of aterm, or of
aphrasein lieu of another phrase; for it is sometimes possible to
define the meaning of a phrase as well. People whose rendering
consists of aterm only, try it asthey may, clearly do not render the
definition of the thing in question, because a definition is always
aphrase of acertain kind. One may, however, use the word
‘definitory’ also of such aremark as 'The "becoming” is"beautiful™,
and likewise aso of the question, 'Are sensation and knowledge the
same or different?, for argument about definitions is mostly
concerned with questions of sameness and difference. In aword we
may call 'definitory' everything that falls under the same branch of
inquiry as definitions; and that all the above-mentioned examples
are of this character is clear on the face of them. For if we are able
to argue that two things are the same or are different, we shall be
well supplied by the same turn of argument with lines of attack upon
their definitions as well: for when we have shown that they are not
the same we shall have demolished the definition. Observe, please,

that the converse of thislast statement does not hold: for to show

that they are the same is not enough to establish adefinition. To



show, however, that they are not the same is enough of itself to
overthrow it.

A 'property’ is a predicate which does not indicate the essence of a
thing, but yet belongs to that thing alone, and is predicated
convertibly of it. Thusit is a property of man to-be-capable of
learning grammar: for if A be aman, then heis capable of learning
grammar, and if he be capable of learning grammar, heisaman. For no
one calls anything a 'property’ which may possibly belong to something
else, e.g. 'deep’ in the case of man, even though at a certain time
it may happen to belong to him alone. That isto say, if any such
thing were actually to be called a property, it will be called not a
‘property’ absolutely, but a'temporary' or a'relative’ property: for
'being on the right hand side' is atemporary property, while
'two-footed' isin point of fact ascribed as a property in certain
relations; e.g. it isaproperty of man relatively to ahorse and a
dog. That nothing which may belong to anything elsethan A isa
convertible predicate of A isclear: for it does not necessarily
follow that if somethingisasleepitisaman.

A 'genus iswhat is predicated in the category of essence of a
number of things exhibiting differencesin kind. We should treat as
predicates in the category of essence all such things asit would be
appropriate to mention in reply to the question, 'What is the object

before you?; as, for example, in the case of man, if asked that



question, it is appropriate to say 'Heisan animal'. The question,

'I's one thing in the same genus as another or in a different one?

Is also a'generic’ question; for a question of that kind as well

falls under the same branch of inquiry as the genus: for having argued
that ‘animal’ is the genus of man, and likewise also of ox, we shall
have argued that they are in the same genus; whereas if we show that
it is the genus of the one but not of the other, we shall have

argued that these things are not in the same genus.

An'accident' is (i) something which, though it is none of the
foregoing-i.e. neither a definition nor a property nor a genus yet
belongs to the thing: (something which may possibly either belong or
not belong to any one and the self-same thing, as (e.g.) the
'sitting posture’ may belong or not belong to some self-same thing.
Likewise also ‘whiteness, for there is nothing to prevent the same
thing being at one time white, and at another not white. Of the
definitions of accident the second is the better: for if he adopts the
first, any oneisbound, if heisto understand it, to know already
what ‘definition’ and 'genus and 'property" are, whereas the second
Is sufficient of itself to tell us the essential meaning of the term
in question. To Accident are to be attached also all comparisons of
things together, when expressed in language that is drawn in any
kind of way from what happens (accidit) to be true of them; such as,

for example, the question, 'I's the honourable or the expedient



preferable? and 'Isthe life of virtue or the life of self-indulgence

the pleasanter?, and any other problem which may happen to be phrased
in terms like these. For in all such cases the question is 'to which

of the two does the predicate in question happen (accidit) to belong
more closely? It is clear on the face of it that there is nothing

to prevent an accident from becoming atemporary or relative property.
Thus the sitting posture is an accident, but will be atemporary
property, whenever aman is the only person sitting, while if he be

not the only one sitting, it is still a property relatively to those

who are not sitting. So then, there is nothing to prevent an

accident from becoming both arelative and atemporary property; but a

property absolutely it will never be.

We must not fail to observe that all remarks made in criticism of
a'property' and 'genus’ and "accident’ will be applicable to
‘definitions' as well. For when we have shown that the attribute in
guestion fails to belong only to the term defined, aswe do aso in
the case of a property, or that the genus rendered in the definition
Is not the true genus, or that any of the things mentioned in the
phrase used does not belong, as would be remarked also in the case

of an accident, we shall have demolished the definition; so that, to



use the phrase previously employed," al the points we have enumerated
might in a certain sense be called 'definitory'. But we must not on
this account expect to find a single line of inquiry which will

apply universally to them all: for thisis not an easy thing to

find, and, even were one found, it would be very obscure indeed, and
of little service for the treatise before us. Rather, a specia plan

of inquiry must be laid down for each of the classes we have
distinguished, and then, starting from the rules that are

appropriate in each case, it will probably be easier to make our way
right through the task before us. So then, as was said before,' we
must outline adivision of our subject, and other questions we must
relegate each to the particular branch to which it most naturally
belongs, speaking of them as 'definitory' and 'generic' questions. The
guestions | mean have practically been already assigned to their

several branches.

First of al we must define the number of senses borne by the term
‘Sameness. Sameness would be generally regarded as falling, roughly
speaking, into three divisions. We generally apply the term
numerically or specifically or generically-numerically in cases

where there is more than one name but only one thing, e.g. 'doublet'



and ‘cloak’; specifically, where there is more than one thing, but
they present no differences in respect of their species, as one man
and another, or one horse and another: for things like this that

fall under the same species are said to be 'specifically the same'.
Similarly, too, those things are called generically the same which
fall under the same genus, such as a horse and a man. It might
appear that the sense in which water from the same spring is called
'the same water' is somehow different and unlike the senses
mentioned above: but really such a case as this ought to be ranked
In the same class with the things that in one way or another are
called 'the same' in view of unity of species. For al such things
seem to be of one family and to resemble one ancther. For the reaon
why all water is said to be specifically the same as all other water

Is because of acertain likenessit bears to it, and the only

difference in the case of water drawn from the same spring is this,
that the likeness is more emphatic: that is why we do not
distinguish it from the things that in one way or another are called
'the same' in view of unity of species. It is generally supposed

that the term 'the same' is most used in a sense agreed on by every
one when applied to what is numerically one. But even so, it is apt to
be rendered in more than one sense; its most literal and primary use
Is found whenever the sameness is rendered in reference to an

aternative name or definition, as when acloak is said to be the same



asadoublet, or an animal that walks on two feet is said to be the
same as aman: a second senseiswhen it isrendered in referenceto a
property, as when what can acquire knowledge is called the same as a
man, and what naturally travels upward the same asfire: while athird
useisfound when it is rendered in reference to some term drawn
from Accident, as when the creature who is sitting, or who ismusical,
Is called the same as Socrates. For all these uses mean to signify
numerical unity. That what | have just said is true may be best seen
where one form of appellation is substituted for another. For often
when we give the order to call one of the people who are sitting down,
indicating him by name, we change our description, whenever the person
to whom we give the order happens not to understand us; he will, we
think, understand better from some accidental feature; so we bid him
call to us'the man who is sitting' or ‘who is conversing over
there'-clearly supposing ourselves to be indicating the same object by

its name and by its accident.

Of 'sameness then, as has been said,' three senses are to be
distinguished. Now one way to confirm that the elements mentioned
above are those out of which and through which and to which

arguments proceed, is by induction: for if any one were to survey



propositions and problems one by one, it would be seen that each was
formed either from the definition of something or from its property or
from its genus or from its accident. Another way to confirmitis
through reasoning. For every predicate of a subject must of

necessity be either convertible with its subject or not: and if it

Is convertible, it would be its definition or property, for if it
signifiesthe essence, it isthe definition; if not, it isa property:

for thiswas what a property is, viz. what is predicated

convertibly, but does not signify the essence. If, on the other

hand, it is not predicated convertibly of the thing, it either isor

IS not one of the terms contained in the definition of the subject:

and if it be one of those terms, then it will be the genus or the
differentia, inasmuch as the definition consists of genus and
differentiae; whereas, if it be not one of those terms, clearly it

would be an accident, for accident was said' to be what belongs as

an attribute to a subject without being either its definition or its

genus or a property.

Next, then, we must distinguish between the classes of predicatesin
which the four ordersin question are found. These areten in

number: Essence, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Place, Time, Position,



State, Activity, Passivity. For the accident and genus and property
and definition of anything will always be in one of these
categories: for al the propositions found through these signify
either something's essence or its quality or quantity or some one of
the other types of predicate. It is clear, too, on the face of it that

the man who signifies something's essence signifies sometimes a
substance, sometimes a quality, sometimes some one of the other
types of predicate. For when man is set before him and he says that
what is set thereis'aman’ or ‘an animal’, he states its essence and
signifies a substance; but when a white colour is set before him and
he says that what is set there is'white' or is'a colour’, he

statesits essence and signifiesa quality. Likewise, also, if a
magnitude of a cubit be set before him and he says that what is set
there is amagnitude of a cubit, he will be describing its essence and
signifying a quantity. Likewise, also, in the other cases: for each of
these kinds of predicate, if either it be asserted of itsdlf, or its
genus be asserted of it, signifies an essence: if, on the other

hand, one kind of predicate is asserted of another kind, it does not
signify an essence, but a quantity or aquality or one of the other
kinds of predicate. Such, then, and so many, are the subjects on which
arguments take place, and the materials with which they start. How
we are to acquire them, and by what means we are to become well

supplied with them, falls next to be told.
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First, then, a definition must be given of a'dialectical
proposition’ and a 'dialectical problem'. For it isnot every
proposition nor yet every problem that isto be set down as
dialectical: for no onein his senses would make a proposition of what
no one holds, nor yet make a problem of what is obvious to everybody
or to most people: for the latter admits of no doubt, while to the
former no one would assent. Now adialectical proposition consists
in asking something that is held by all men or by most men or by the
philosophers, i.e. either by all, or by most, or by the most notable
of these, provided it be not contrary to the general opinion; for a
man would probably assent to the view of the philosophers, if it be
not contrary to the opinions of most men. Dialectical propositions
also include views which are like those generally accepted; also
propositions which contradict the contraries of opinions that are
taken to be generally accepted, and also all opinionsthat arein
accordance with the recognized arts. Thus, supposing it to be a
genera opinion that the knowledge of contrariesis the same, it might
probably pass for a general opinion aso that the perception of
contraries is the same: also, supposing it to be a general opinion

that there is but one single science of grammar, it might pass for a



general opinion that there is but one science of flute-playing as
well, whereas, if it be ageneral opinion that there is more than

one science of grammar, it might pass for a general opinion that there
Is more than one science of flute-playing as well: for al these

seem to be alike and akin. Likewise, also, propositions
contradicting the contraries of general opinions will pass as

genera opinions: for if it be agenera opinion that one ought to

do good to one's friends, it will also be a general opinion that one
ought not to do them harm. Here, that one ought to do harm to one's
friendsis contrary to the general view, and that one ought not to

do them harm is the contradictory of that contrary. Likewise aso,

if one ought to do good to one's friends, one ought not to do good
to one's enemies: thistoo is the contradictory of the view contrary
to the general view; the contrary being that one ought to do good to
one's enemies. Likewise, also, in other cases. Also, on comparison, it
will look like a general opinion that the contrary predicate belongs
to the contrary subject: e.g. if one ought to do good to one's

friends, one ought also to do evil to one's enemies. it might appear
also asif doing good to one's friends were a contrary to doing evil
to one's enemies: but whether thisisor isnot so in reality as

well will be stated in the course of the discussion upon contraries.
Clearly dso, al opinionsthat are in accordance with the arts are

diaectical propositions; for people are likely to assent to the views



held by those who have made a study of these things, e.g. on a
guestion of medicine they will agree with the doctor, and on a
guestion of geometry with the geometrician; and likewise also in other

cases.

11

A dialectical problem isasubject of inquiry that contributes
either to choice and avoidance, or to truth and knowledge, and that
either by itself, or as a help to the solution of some other such
problem. It must, moreover, be something on which either people hold
no opinion either way, or the masses hold a contrary opinion to the
philosophers, or the philosophers to the masses, or each of them among
themselves. For some problemsit is useful to know with aview to
choice or avoidance, e.g. whether pleasure isto be chosen or not,
while someit is useful to know merely with aview to knowledge,
e.g. whether the universe is eternal or not: others, again, are not
useful in and by themselves for either of these purposes, but yet help
usin regard to some such problems; for there are many things which we
do not wish to know in and by themselves, but for the sake of other
things, in order that through them we may come to know something el se.
Problems also include questions in regard to which reasonings conflict

(the difficulty then being whether so-and so is so or not, there being



convincing arguments for both views); others also in regard to which
we have no argument because they are so vast, and we find it difficult
to give our reasons, e.g. the question whether the universe is eternal
or no: for into questions of that kind too it is possible to inquire.

Problems, then, and propositions are to be defined as aforesaid. A
'thesis' is a supposition of some eminent philosopher that conflicts
with the general opinion; e.g. the view that contradiction is
impossible, as Antisthenes said; or the view of Heraclitus that all
things are in motion; or that Being is one, as Melissus says: for to
take notice when any ordinary person expresses views contrary to men's
usual opinions would be silly. Or it may be a view about which we have
areasoned theory contrary to men's usual opinions, e.g. the view
maintained by the sophists that what is need not in every case
either have come to be or be eternal: for amusician who isa
grammarian 'is so without ever having ‘cometo be' so, or being so
eternally. For even if aman does not accept this view, he might do so
on the ground that it is reasonable.

Now a'thesis also is a problem, though a problem is not always a
thesis, inasmuch as some problems are such that we have no opinion
about them either way. That athesis, however, also forms a problem,
Is clear: for it follows of necessity from what has been said that
either the mass of men disagree with the philosophers about the

thesis, or that the one or the other class disagree among



themselves, seeing that the thesisis a supposition in conflict with
genera opinion. Practically all dialectical problemsindeed are now
called 'theses. But it should make no difference whichever
description is used; for our object in thus distinguishing them has
not been to create a terminology, but to recognize what differences
happen to be found between them.

Not every problem, nor every thesis, should be examined, but only
one which might puzzle one of those who need argument, not
punishment or perception. For people who are puzzled to know whether
one ought to honour the gods and love one's parents or not need
punishment, while those who are puzzled to know whether snow is
white or not need perception. The subjects should not border too
closely upon the sphere of demonstration, nor yet be too far removed
from it: for the former cases admit of no doubt, while the latter

involve difficulties too great for the art of the trainer.
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Having drawn these definitions, we must distinguish how many species
there are of dialectical arguments. There is on the one hand
Induction, on the other Reasoning. Now what reasoning is has been said
before: induction is a passage from individuals to universals, e.g.

the argument that supposing the skilled pilot is the most effective,



and likewise the skilled charioteer, then in general the skilled man
Isthe best at his particular task. Induction is the more convincing
and clear: it ismore readily learnt by the use of the senses, and

is applicable generally to the mass of men, though reasoning is more

forcible and effective against contradictious people.

13

The classes, then, of things about which, and of things out of
which, arguments are constructed, are to be distinguished in the way
we have said before. The means whereby we are to become well
supplied with reasonings are four: (1) the securing of propositions;
(2) the power to distinguish in how many senses particular
expression is used; (3) the discovery of the differences of things;
(4) the investigation of likeness. The last three, aswell, arein a
certain sense propositions: for it is possible to make a proposition
corresponding to each of them, e.g. (1) 'The desirable may mean either
the honourable or the pleasant or the expedient’; and (2) Sensation
differs from knowledge in that the latter may be recovered again after
it has been lost, while the former cannot’; and (3) The relation of
the healthy to health islike that of the vigorous to vigour'. The
first proposition depends upon the use of one term in several

senses, the second upon the differences of things, the third upon



their likenesses.
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Propositions should be selected in anumber of ways corresponding to
the number of distinctions drawn in regard to the proposition: thus
one may first take in hand the opinions held by al or by most men
or by the philosophers, i.e. by all, or most, or the most notable of
them; or opinions contrary to those that seem to be generally held;
and, again, al opinions that are in accordance with the arts. We must
make propositions also of the contradictories of opinions contrary
to those that seem to be generally held, as was laid down before. It
Is useful also to make them by selecting not only those opinions
that actually are accepted, but also those that are like these, e.g.

‘The perception of contrariesis the same'-the knowledge of them being
so-and 'we see by admission of something into ourselves, not by an
emission'’; for soitis, too, in the case of the other senses; for

in hearing we admit something into ourselves; we do not emit; and we
taste in the same way. Likewise also in the other cases. Moreover, al
statements that seem to be true in all or in most cases, should be

taken as a principle or accepted position; for they are posited by

those who do not also see what exception there may be. We should

select also from the written handbooks of argument, and should draw up



sketch-lists of them upon each several kind of subject, putting them
down under separate headings, e.g. 'On Good', or 'On Life-and that
'‘On Good' should deal with every form of good, beginning with the
category of essence. In the margin, too, one should indicate also
the opinions of individual thinkers, e.g. 'Empedocles said that the
elements of bodies were four': for any one might assent to the
saying of some generally accepted authority.

Of propositions and problems there are-to comprehend the matter in
outline-three divisions: for some are ethical propositions, some are
on natural philosophy, while some are logical. Propositions such as
the following are ethical, e.g. ‘Ought one rather to obey one's
parents or the laws, if they disagree?; such asthisare logical,

e.g. 'Isthe knowledge of opposites the same or not?; while such as
this are on natural philosophy, e.g. 'l's the universe eternal or not?
Likewise also with problems. The nature of each of the aforesaid kinds
of proposition is not easily rendered in a definition, but we have

to try to recognize each of them by means of the familiarity

attained through induction, examining them in the light of the
illustrations given above.

For purposes of philosophy we must treat of these things according
to their truth, but for dialectic only with an eye to general opinion.
All propositions should be taken in their most universal form; then,

the one should be made into many. E.g. "'The knowledge of opposites



is the same’; next, 'The knowledge of contrariesis the same', and
that 'of relative terms. In the same way these two should again be
divided, aslong as division is possible, e.g. the knowledge of
‘good and evil', of 'white and black’, or 'cold and hot'. Likewise

also in other cases.
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On the formation, then, of propositions, the above remarks are
enough. As regards the number of senses aterm bears, we must not only
treat of those terms which bear different senses, but we must also try
to render their definitions; e.g. we must not merely say that
justice and courage are called 'good' in one sense, and that what
conduces to vigour and what conduces to health are called so in
another, but also that the former are so called because of a certain
intrinsic quality they themselves have, the latter because they are
productive of a certain result and not because of any intrinsic
quality in themselves. Similarly also in other cases.

Whether aterm bears a number of specific meanings or one only,
may be considered by the following means. First, look and seeiif its
contrary bears a number of meanings, whether the discrepancy between
them be one of kind or one of names. For in some cases adifferenceis

at once displayed even in the names; e.g. the contrary of 'sharp' in



the case of anoteis'flat', while in the case of asolid edge it

is'dull’. Clearly, then, the contrary of 'sharp' bears several

meanings, and if so, also does 'sharp’; for corresponding to each of

the former terms the meaning of its contrary will be different. For

'sharp’ will not be the same when contrary to ‘dull’ and to ‘flat’,

though 'sharp' is the contrary of each. Again Barhu (‘flat’,

'heavy") in the case of a note has 'sharp' asits contrary, but in the

case of asolid mass 'light', so that Barhu is used with a number of

meanings, inasmuch as its contrary also is so used. Likewise, also,

'fine' as applied to a picture has 'ugly’ asits contrary, but, as

applied to a house, 'ramshackle’; so that 'fine' is an ambiguous term.
In some cases there is no discrepancy of any sort in the names used,

but a difference of kind between the meaningsis at once obvious: e.g.

in the case of 'clear' and 'obscure': for sound is called 'clear’

and 'obscure, just as ‘colour' istoo. As regards the names, then,

there is no discrepancy, but the difference in kind between the

meanings is at once obvious:. for colour isnot called 'clear' in a

like sense to sound. Thisis plain also through sensation: for of

things that are the same in kind we have the same sensation, whereas

we do not judge clearness by the same sensation in the case of sound

and of colour, but in the latter case we judge by sight, in the former

by hearing. Likewise also with 'sharp' and 'dull’ in regard to

flavours and solid edges: here in the latter case we judge by touch,



but in the former by taste. For here again there is no discrepancy
in the names used, in the case either of the original terms or of
their contraries: for the contrary also of sharp in either senseis
‘dull’.

Moreover, seeif one sense of aterm has a contrary, while another
has absolutely none; e.g. the pleasure of drinking has a contrary in
the pain of thirst, whereas the pleasure of seeing that the diagonal
Is incommensurate with the side has none, so that 'pleasure’ is used
in more than one sense. To 'love' also, used of the frame of mind, has
to 'hate’ asits contrary, while as used of the physical activity
(kissing) it has none: clearly, therefore, to 'love' is an ambiguous
term. Further, see in regard to their intermediates, if some
meanings and their contraries have an intermediate, others have
none, or if both have one but not the same one, e.g. ‘clear’ and
‘obscure’ in the case of colours have 'grey' as an intermediate,
whereas in the case of sound they have none, or, if they have, itis
‘harsh’, as some people say that a harsh sound is intermediate.
‘Clear', then, is an ambiguous term, and likewise also 'obscure’. See,
moreover, if some of them have more than one intermediate, while
others have but one, asis the case with 'clear' and '‘obscurée, for in
the case of colours there are numbers of intermediates, whereas in
regard to sound thereis but one, viz. 'harsh'.

Again, in the case of the contradictory opposite, look and seeif it



bears more than one meaning. For if this bears more than one
meaning, then the opposite of it also will be used in more than one
meaning; e.g. 'to fail to see' a phrase with more than one meaning,
viz. (1) to fail to possess the power of sight, (2) to fail to put

that power to active use. But if this has more than one meaning, it
follows necessarily that 'to see' also has more than one meaning:
for there will be an opposite to each sense of 'to fail to see’;

e.g. the opposite of 'not to possess the power of sight' isto possess
it, while of 'not to put the power of sight to active use', the
oppositeisto put it to active use.

Moreover, examine the case of terms that denote the privation or
presence of a certain state: for if the one term bears more than one
meaning, then so will the remaining term: e.g. if 'to have sense' be
used with more than one meaning, as applied to the soul and to the
body, then 'to be wanting in sense' too will be used with more than
one meaning, as applied to the soul and to the body. That the
opposition between the terms now in question depends upon the
privation or presence of acertain stateis clear, since animals
naturally possess each kind of 'sense’, both as applied to the soul
and as applied to the body.

Moreover, examine the inflected forms. For if 'justly' has more than
one meaning, then ‘just’, also, will be used with more than one

meaning; for there will be ameaning of ‘just' to each of the meanings



of 'justly'; e.g. if the word 'justly' be used of judging according to
one's own opinion, and also of judging as one ought, then ‘just’
also will be used in like manner. In the same way aso, if 'healthy’
has more than one meaning, then 'healthily' also will be used with
more than one meaning: e.g. if 'healthy' describes both what
produces health and what preserves health and what betokens health,
then 'healthily' also will be used to mean 'in such away asto
produce' or 'preserve’ or ‘betoken’ health. Likewise also in other
cases, whenever the original term bears more than one meaning, the
inflexion also that is formed from it will be used with more than
one meaning, and vice versa

Look also at the classes of the predicates signified by the term,
and seeif they are the samein all cases. For if they are not the
same, then clearly the term is ambiguous:. e.g. 'good' in the case of
food means 'productive of pleasure’, and in the case of medicine
‘productive of health', whereas as applied to the soul it meansto
be of a certain quality, e.g. temperate or courageous or just: and
likewise aso, as applied to 'man’. Sometimes it signifies what
happens at a certain time, as (e.g.) the good that happens at the
right time: for what happens at the right time is called good. Often
it signifieswhat is of certain quantity, e.g. as applied to the
proper amount: for the proper amount too is called good. So then the

term 'good' is ambiguous. In the same way also 'clear’, as applied



to abody, signifies a colour, but in regard to a note it denotes what
IS 'easy to hear'. 'Sharp', too, isin aclosely similar case: for the
same term does not bear the same meaning in all its applications:
for a sharp note is a swift note, as the mathematical theorists of
harmony tell us, whereas a sharp (acute) angleis one that isless
than aright angle, while a sharp dagger is one containing a sharp
angle (point).

L ook also at the genera of the objects denoted by the same term, and
seeif they are different without being subaltern, as (e.g.) 'donkey’,
which denotes both the animal and the engine. For the definition of
them that corresponds to the name is different: for the one will be
declared to be an animal of a certain kind, and the other to be an
engine of acertain kind. If, however, the genera be subaltern,
there is no necessity for the definitions to be different. Thus (e.g.)
‘animal’ is the genus of 'raven’, and so is'bird'. Whenever therefore
we say that the raven isabird, we also say that it isa certain kind
of animal, so that both the genera are predicated of it. Likewise also
whenever we call the raven a'flying biped animal’, we declare it to
be a bird: in thisway, then, aswell, both the generaare
predicated of raven, and also their definition. But in the case of
generathat are not subaltern this does not happen, for whenever we
call athing an 'engine', we do not call it an animal, nor vice versa.

L ook also and see not only if the genera of the term before you



are different without being subaltern, but also in the case of its
contrary: for if its contrary bears several senses, clearly the term
before you does so as well.

It isuseful also to look at the definition that arises from the use
of the term in combination, e.g. of a'clear (lit. white) body' of a
‘clear note'. For then if what is peculiar in each case be abstracted,
the same expression ought to remain over. This does not happenin
the case of ambiguous terms, e.g. in the cases just mentioned. For the
former will be body possessing such and such a colour’, while the
latter will be 'a note easy to hear'. Abstract, then, ‘a body 'and’
anote, and the remainder in each case is not the same. It should,
however, have been had the meaning of 'clear' in each case been
Synonymous.

Often in the actual definitions as well ambiguity creepsin
unawares, and for this reason the definitions also should be examined.
If (e.g.) any one describes what betokens and what produces health
as 'related commensurably to health’', we must not desist but go on
to examine in what sense he has used the term ‘commensurably’ in
each case, e.g. if in the latter case it meansthat ‘it is of the
right amount to produce health’, whereas in the for it means that
"It is such as to betoken what kind of state prevails.

Moreover, seeif the terms cannot be compared as 'more or less' or

as'in like manner', asisthe case (e.g.) with a'clear’ (lit. white)



sound and a'clear' garment, and a 'sharp’ flavour and a'sharp' note.
For neither are these things said to be clear or sharp 'in alike

degree, nor yet isthe one said to be clearer or sharper than the

other. 'Clear', then, and 'sharp' are ambiguous. For synonyms are
always comparable; for they will always be used either in like manner,
or elsein agreater degree in one case.

Now since of generathat are different without being subaltern the
differentiae also are different in kind, e.g. those of ‘animal’ and
'knowledge' (for the differentiae of these are different), look and
see if the meanings comprised under the same term are differentiae
of generathat are different without being subaltern, as e.g.

'sharp' is of a'note’ and a'solid'. For being 'sharp’ differentiates
note from note, and likewise also one solid from another. 'Sharp/,
then, is an ambiguous term: for it forms differentiae of genera that
are different without being subaltern.

Again, seeif the actual meanings included under the same term
themselves have different differentiae, e.g. ‘colour' in bodies and
‘colour' in tunes: for the differentiae of 'colour’ in bodies are
'sight-piercing’ and 'sight compressing', whereas 'colour' in melodies
has not the same differentiae. Colour, then, is an ambiguous term; for
things that are the same have the same differentiae.

Moreover, since the speciesis never the differentia of anything,

look and see if one of the meanings included under the same term be



a species and another a differentia, as (e.g.) clear' (lit. white)
as applied to abody is a species of colour, whereas in the case of
anoteit isadifferentia; for one note is differentiated from

another by being 'clear'.

16

The presence, then, of anumber of meaningsin aterm may be
investigated by these and like means. The differences which things
present to each other should be examined within the same genera,

e.g. 'Wherein does justice differ from courage, and wisdom from
temperance?-for al these belong to the same genus; and also from one
genus to another, provided they be not very much too far apart, e.g.
"‘Wherein does sensation differ from knowledge?: for in the case of

generathat are very far apart, the differences are entirely obvious.

17

Likeness should be studied, first, in the case of things belonging
to different genera, the formulae being 'A:B = C:D' (e.g. as knowledge
stands to the object of knowledge, so is sensation related to the
object of sensation), and 'AsA isinB, soisCinD' (eg. as

sightisinthe eye, soisreasoninthesoul, and asisacam inthe



sea, so iswindlessnessin the air). Practice is more especially
needed in regard to terms that are far apart; for in the case of the
rest, we shall be more easily able to see in one glance the points

of likeness. We should also look at things which belong to the same
genus, to seeif any identical attribute belongs to them all, e.g.

to aman and a horse and adog; for in so far as they have any

identical attribute, in so far they are alike.

18

It is useful to have examined the number of meanings of aterm
both for clearness sake (for aman is more likely to know what it
IS he asserts, if it bas been made clear to him how many meanings it
may have), and also with aview to ensuring that our reasonings
shall be in accordance with the actual facts and not addressed
merely to the term used. For aslong asit is not clear in how many
senses aterm isused, it is possible that the answerer and the
guestioner are not directing their minds upon the same thing:
whereas when once it has been made clear how many meanings there
are, and also upon which of them the former directs his mind when he
makes his assertion, the questioner would then look ridiculousif he
failed to address his argument to this. It helps us also both to avoid

being misled and to mislead by false reasoning: for if we know the



number of meanings of aterm, we shall certainly never be misled by
false reasoning, but shall know if the questioner fails to address his
argument to the same point; and when we ourselves put the questions we
shall be able to mislead him, if our answerer happens not to know

the number of meanings of our terms. This, however, isnot possiblein
all cases, but only when of the many senses some are true and others

are false. This manner of argument, however, does not belong

properly to dialectic; dialecticians should therefore by all means

beware of thiskind of verbal discussion, unless any one is absolutely
unable to discuss the subject before him in any other way.

The discovery of the differences of things helps us both in
reasonings about sameness and difference, and also in recognizing what
any particular thing is. That it helps usin reasoning about
sameness and differenceis clear: for when we have discovered a
difference of any kind whatever between the objects before us, we
shall already have shown that they are not the same: while it helps us
In recognizing what athing is, because we usually distinguish the
expression that is proper to the essence of each particular thing by
means of the differentiae that are proper to it.

The examination of likenessis useful with aview both to
inductive arguments and to hypothetical reasonings, and also with a
view to the rendering of definitions. It isuseful for inductive

arguments, because it is by means of an induction of individualsin



cases that are alike that we claim to bring the universal in evidence:
for it is not easy to do thisif we do not know the points of

likeness. It is useful for hypothetical reasonings becauseitisa
genera opinion that among similars what is true of oneistrue also
of therest. If, then, with regard to any of them we are well supplied
with matter for a discussion, we shall secure a preliminary
admission that however it isin these cases, so it isaso in the case
before us: then when we have shown the former we shall have shown,
on the strength of the hypothesis, the matter before us as well: for
we have first made the hypothesis that however it isin these cases,
soitisalso in the case before us, and have then proved the point as
regards these cases. It is useful for the rendering of definitions
because, if we are able to see in one glance what is the same in

each individual case of it, we shall be at no loss into what genus
we ought to put the object before us when we define it: for of the
common predicates that which is most definitely in the category of
essenceislikely to be the genus. Likewise, aso, in the case of
objects widely divergent, the examination of likenessis useful for
purposes of definition, e.g. the sameness of acalm at sea, and
windlessnessin the air (each being aform of rest), and of a point on
aline and the unit in number-each being a starting point. If, then,
we render as the genus what is common to all the cases, we shall get

the credit of defining not inappropriately. Definition-mongers too



nearly always render them in this way: they declare the unit to be the
startingpoint of number, and the point the startingpoint of aline. It
IS clear, then, that they place them in that which is common to both
astheir genus.

The means, then, whereby reasonings are effected, are these: the
commonplace rules, for the observance of which the aforesaid means are

useful, are asfollows.

Book 1

1

Of problems some are universal, others particular. Universal
problems are such as 'Every pleasure is good' and 'No pleasureis
good'; particular problems are such as'Some pleasure is good' and
‘Some pleasure is not good'. The methods of establishing and
overthrowing aview universally are common to both kinds of
problems; for when we have shown that a predicate belongs in every
case, we shall also have shown that it belongs in some cases.
Likewise, also, if we show that it does not belong in any case, we
shall also have shown that it does not belong in every case. First,

then, we must speak of the methods of overthrowing aview universally,



because such are common to both universal and particular problems, and
because people more usually introduce theses asserting a predicate
than denying it, while those who argue with them overthrow it. The
conversion of an appropriate name which is drawn from the element
‘accident’ is an extremely precarious thing; for in the case of
accidents and in no other it is possible for something to be true
conditionally and not universally. Names drawn from the elements
‘definition’ and "property' and ‘genus’ are bound to be convertible;
e.g. if 'to be an animal that walks on two feet is an attribute of S,
then it will be true by conversion to say that 'Sis an animal that
walks on two feet'. Likewise, aso, if drawn from the genus; for if

'to be an animal is an attribute of S, then'Sisan animal’. The
sameistrue also in the case of a property; for if 'to be capable

of learning grammar is an attribute of S, then 'S will be capable

of learning grammar'. For none of these attributes can possibly belong
or not belong in part; they must either belong or not belong
absolutely. In the case of accidents, on the other hand, thereis
nothing to prevent an attribute (e.g. whiteness or justice)

belonging in part, so that it is not enough to show that whiteness

or justice is an attribute of aman in order to show that heis

white or just; for it is open to dispute it and say that he iswhite

or just in part only. Conversion, then, is not a necessary process

in the case of accidents.



We must also define the errors that occur in problems. They are of
two kinds, caused either by false statement or by transgression of the
established diction. For those who make fal se statements, and say that
an attribute belongs to thing which does not belong to it, commit
error; and those who call objects by the names of other objects
(e.g. calling a planetree a'man’) transgress the established

terminology.

Now one commonplace ruleisto look and see if aman has ascribed as
an accident what belongs in some other way. This mistake is most
commonly made in regard to the genera of things, e.g. if one were to
say that white happens (accidit) to be a colour-for being a colour
does not happen by accident to white, but colour isits genus. The
assertor may of course define it so in so many words, saying (e.g.)
that "Justice happens (accidit) to be a virtue'; but often even
without such definition it is obvious that he has rendered the genus
as an accident; e.g. suppose that one were to say that whitenessis
coloured or that walking isin motion. For a predicate drawn from
the genus is never ascribed to the species in an inflected form, but
always the genera are predicated of their species literaly; for the

species take on both the name and the definition of their genera. A



man therefore who says that white is 'coloured' has not rendered
‘coloured' as its genus, seeing that he has used an inflected form,
nor yet as its property or asits definition: for the definition and
property of athing belong to it and to nothing else, whereas many
things besides white are coloured, e.g. alog, astone, aman, and a
horse. Clearly then he rendersit as an accident.

Another ruleisto examine al cases where a predicate has been
either asserted or denied universally to belong to something. Look
at them species by species, and not in their infinite multitude: for
then the inquiry will proceed more directly and in fewer steps. Y ou
should look and begin with the most primary groups, and then proceed
in order down to those that are not further divisible: e.g. if aman
has said that the knowledge of oppositesis the same, you should
look and see whether it be so of relative opposites and of
contraries and of terms signifying the privation or presence of
certain states, and of contradictory terms. Then, if no clear result
be reached so far in these cases, you should again divide these
until you come to those that are not further divisible, and see (e.g.)
whether it be so of just deeds and unjust, or of the double and the
half, or of blindness and sight, or of being and not-being: for if
in any case it be shown that the knowledge of them is not the same
we shall have demolished the problem. Likewise, also, if the predicate

belongsin no case. Thisruleis convertible for both destructive



and constructive purposes: for if, when we have suggested a
division, the predicate appearsto hold in al or in alarge number of
cases, we may then claim that the other should actually assert it
universally, or else bring a negative instance to show in what case it
isnot so: for if he does neither of these things, arefusal to assert

it will make him look absurd.

Another ruleisto make definitions both of an accident and of its
subject, either of both separately or else of one of them, and then
look and see if anything untrue has been assumed astruein the
definitions. Thus (e.g.) to seeif it is possible to wrong a god,
ask what is 'to wrong'? For if it be 'to injure deliberately’, clearly
it is not possible for agod to be wronged: for it isimpossible
that God should be injured. Again, to see if the good man is
jealous, ask who is the 'jealous man and what is'jealousy’. For if
'lealousy’ is pain at the apparent success of some well-behaved
person, clearly the good man is not jealous:. for then he would be bad.
Again, to seeif the indignant man isjealous, ask who each of them
is: for then it will be obvious whether the statement is true or
false; e.q. if heis'jealous who grieves at the successes of the
good, and heis'indignant’ who grieves at the successes of the
evil, then clearly the indignant man would not be jealous. A man
should substitute definitions also for the terms contained in his

definitions, and not stop until he comesto afamiliar term: for often



if the definition be rendered whole, the point at issue is not cleared
up, whereas if for one of the terms used in the definition a
definition be stated, it becomes obvious.

Moreover, aman should make the problem into a proposition for
himself, and then bring a negative instance against it: for the
negative instance will be a ground of attack upon the assertion.
Thisruleisvery nearly the same as the rule to look into cases where
a predicate has been attributed or denied universally: but it
differsin the turn of the argument.

Moreover, you should define what kind of things should be called
as most men call them, and what should not. For thisis useful both
for establishing and for overthrowing aview: e.g. you should say that
we ought to use our terms to mean the same things as most people
mean by them, but when we ask what kind of things are or are not of
such and such a kind, we should not here go with the multitude: e.g.
itisright to call ‘healthy' whatever tends to produce health, as
do most men: but in saying whether the object before us tends to
produce health or not, we should adopt the language no longer of the

multitude but of the doctor.

Moreover, if aterm be used in several senses, and it has been



laid down that it isor that it is not an attribute of S, you should

show your case of one of its several senses, if you cannot show it

of both. Thisruleisto be observed in cases where the difference

of meaning is undetected; for supposing this to be obvious, then the
other man will object that the point which he himself questioned has
not been discussed, but only the other point. This commonplaceruleis
convertible for purposes both of establishing and of overthrowing a
view. For if we want to establish a statement, we shall show that in
one sense the attribute belongs, if we cannot show it of both

senses. whereas if we are overthrowing a statement, we shall show that
In one sense the attribute does not belong, if we cannot show it of

both senses. Of course, in overthrowing a statement there is no need
to start the discussion by securing any admission, either when the
statement asserts or when it denies the attribute universally: for

If we show that in any case whatever the attribute does not belong, we
shall have demolished the universal assertion of it, and likewise also

if we show that it belongsin a single case, we shall demolish the
universal denial of it. Whereas in establishing a statement we ought

to secure apreliminary admission that if it belongsin any case
whatever, it belongs universally, supposing this clam to be a
plausible one. For it is not enough to discuss asingle instancein

order to show that an attribute belongs universally; e.g. to argue

that if the soul of man be immortal, then every soul isimmortal, so



that a previous admission must be secured that if any soul whatever be
immortal, then every soul isimmortal. Thisis not to be done in every
case, but only whenever we are not easily able to quote any single
argument applying to all casesin common, as (e.g.) the geometrician
can argue that the triangle hasits angles equal to two right angles.

If, again, the variety of meanings of aterm be obvious, distinguish
how many meanings it has before proceeding either to demolish or to
establish it: e.g. supposing ‘the right' to mean 'the expedient' or
'the honourabl €', you should try either to establish or to demolish
both descriptions of the subject in question; e.g. by showing that
it is honourable and expedient, or that it is neither honourable nor
expedient. Supposing, however, that it isimpossible to show both, you
should show the one, adding an indication that it istrue in the one
sense and not in the other. The same rule applies also when the number
of sensesinto which it isdivided is more than two.

Again, consider those expressions whose meanings are many, but
differ not by way of ambiguity of aterm, but in some other way:

e.g. 'The science of many thingsis one': here 'many things may
mean the end and the meansto that end, as (e.g.) medicineisthe
science both of producing health and of dieting; or they may be both
of them ends, as the science of contrariesis said to be the same (for
of contraries the one is no more an end than the other); or again they

may be an essential and an accidental attribute, as (e.g.) the



essential fact that the triangle hasits angles equal to two right

angles, and the accidental fact that the equilateral figure has them

so: for it is because of the accident of the equilateral triangle
happening to be atriangle that we know that it has its angles equal

to two right angles. If, then, it is not possible in any sense of

the term that the science of many things should be the same, it

clearly is altogether impossible that it should be so; or, if itis
possible in some sense, then clearly it is possible. Distinguish as
many meanings as are required: e.g. if we want to establish aview, we
should bring forward all such meanings as admit that view and should
divide them only into those meanings which also are required for the
establishment of our case: whereas if we want to overthrow aview,
we should bring forward all that do not admit that view, and |eave the
rest aside. We must deal also in these cases as well with any
uncertainty about the number of meanings involved. Further, that one
thing is, or isnot, 'of' another should be established by means of

the same commonplace rules; e.g. that a particular scienceis of a
particular thing, treated either as an end or as ameansto its end,

or as accidentally connected with it; or again that it is not 'of'

it in any of the aforesaid ways. The same rule holds true a so of
desire and all other terms that have more than one object. For the
‘desire of X' may mean the desire of it as an end (e.g. the desire

of health) or asameansto an end (e.g. the desire of being



doctored), or as athing desired accidentally, as, in the case of
wine, the sweet-toothed person desiresit not because it is wine but
becauseit is sweet. For essentially he desires the sweet, and only
accidentally the wine: for if it be dry, he no longer desiresit.

His desirefor it istherefore accidental. Thisruleisuseful in
dealing with relative terms: for cases of thiskind are generally

cases of relative terms.

Moreover, it iswell to ater aterm into one more familiar, e.g. to
substitute 'clear’ for 'exact’ in describing a conception, and
'being fussy' for 'being busy': for when the expression is made more
familiar, the thesis becomes easier to attack. This commonplace rule
alsoisavailable for both purposes alike, both for establishing and
for overthrowing aview.

In order to show that contrary attributes belong to the same
thing, look at its genus; e.g. if we want to show that rightness and
wrongness are possible in regard to perception, and to perceiveis
to judge, while it is possible to judge rightly or wrongly, then in
regard to perception as well rightness and wrongness must be possible.
In the present instance the proof proceeds from the genus and

relates to the species: for 'to judge' is the genus of 'to -perceive';



for the man who perceives judgesin a certain way. But per contrait
may proceed from the speciesto the genus: for all the attributes that
belong to the species belong to the genus as well; e.g. if thereis

a bad and a good knowledge there is a'so a bad and a good disposition:
for 'disposition' is the genus of knowledge. Now the former
commonplace argument is fallacious for purposes of establishing a
view, while the second is true. For there is no necessity that all the
attributes that belong to the genus should belong also to the species,
for ‘animal’ is flying and quadruped, but not so 'man’. All the
attributes, on the other hand, that belong to the species must of
necessity belong also to the genus; for if ‘'man' is good, then

animal also is good. On the other hand, for purposes of overthrowing a
view, the former argument is true while the latter is fallacious;

for all the attributes which do not belong to the genus do not

belong to the species either; whereas all those that are wanting to

the species are not of necessity wanting to the genus.

Since those things of which the genusis predicated must also of
necessity have one of its species predicated of them, and since
those things that are possessed of the genusin question, or are
described by terms derived from that genus, must also of necessity
be possessed of one of its species or be described by terms derived
from one of its species (e.g. if to anything the term 'scientific

knowledge' be applied, then also there will be applied to it the



term 'grammatical’ or ‘musical’ knowledge, or knowledge of one of

the other sciences; and if any one possesses scientific knowledge or

Is described by aterm derived from 'science’, then he will also

possess grammatical or musical knowledge or knowledge of one of the
other sciences, or will be described by aterm derived from one of
them, e.g. asa'grammarian’ or a'musician’)-therefore if any

expression be asserted that isin any way derived from the genus (e.g.
that the soul isin motion), look and see whether it be possible for

the soul to be moved with any of the species of motion; whether (e.g.)
it can grow or be destroyed or come to be, and so forth with all the
other species of motion. For if it be not moved in any of these

ways, clearly it does not move at all. This commonplace rule is common
for both purposes, both for overthrowing and for establishing a

view: for if the soul moves with one of the species of motion, clearly

it does move; while if it does not move with any of the species of
motion, clearly it does not move.

If you are not well equipped with an argument against the assertion,
look among the definitions, real or apparent, of the thing before you,
and if oneis not enough, draw upon several. For it will be easier
to attack people when committed to a definition: for an attack is
always more easily made on definitions.

Moreover, look and see in regard to the thing in question, what it

Iswhose redlity conditions the reality of the thing in question, or



what it iswhose reality necessarily follows if the thing in
guestion bereal: if you wish to establish a view inquire what there
Is on whose reality the reality of the thing in question will follow
(for if the former be shown to be real, then the thing in question
will also have been shown to bereal); whileif you want to
overthrow aview, ask what it isthat isreal if the thing in question
bereal, for if we show that what follows from the thing in question
isunreal, we shall have demolished the thing in question.
Moreover, ook at the time involved, to seeif there be any
discrepancy anywhere: e.g. suppose a man to have stated that what is
being nourished of necessity grows: for animals are always of
necessity being nourished, but they do not always grow. Likewise,
also, if he has said that knowing is remembering: for the oneis
concerned with past time, whereas the other has to do also with the
present and the future. For we are said to know things present and
future (e.g. that there will be an eclipse), whereasit is

impossible to remember anything save what isin the past.

Moreover, there is the sophistic turn of argument, whereby we draw
our opponent into the kind of statement against which we shall be well

supplied with lines of argument. This processis sometimes areal



necessity, sometimes an apparent necessity, sometimes neither an
apparent nor areal necessity. It isreally necessary whenever the
answerer has denied any view that would be useful in attacking the
thesis, and the questioner thereupon addresses his arguments to the
support of thisview, and when moreover the view in question happens
to be one of akind on which he has a good stock of lines of argument.
Likewise, also, it isreally necessary whenever he (the questioner)
first, by an induction made by means of the view laid down, arrives at
a certain statement and then tries to demolish that statement: for
when once this has been demolished, the view originally laid down is
demolished as well. It is an apparent necessity, when the point to
which the discussion comes to be directed appears to be useful, and
relevant to the thesis, without being really so; whether it be that

the man who is standing up to the argument has refused to concede
something, or whether he (the questioner) hasfirst reached it by a
plausible induction based upon the thesis and then tries to demolish

it. The remaining case is when the point to which the discussion comes
to be directed is neither really nor apparently necessary, and it is

the answerer's luck to be confuted on a mere side issue Y ou should
beware of the last of the aforesaid methods; for it appears to be
wholly disconnected from, and foreign to, the art of dialectic. For

this reason, moreover, the answerer should not lose his temper, but

assent to those statements that are of no use in attacking the thesis,



adding an indication whenever he assents although he does not agree
with the view. For, asarule, it increases the confusion of
guestioners if, after all propositions of this kind have been

granted them, they can then draw no conclusion.

Moreover, any one who has made any statement whatever hasin a
certain sense made severa statements, inasmuch as each statement
has a number of necessary consequences: e.g. the man who said 'X is
aman' has also said that it isan animal and that it isanimate and a
biped and capable of acquiring reason and knowledge, so that by the
demolition of any single one of these consequences, of whatever
kind, the original statement is demolished as well. But you should
beware here too of making a change to a more difficult subject: for
sometimes the consequence, and sometimes the original thesis, isthe

easier to demolish.

In regard to subjects which must have one and one only of two
predicates, as (e.g.) aman must have either a disease or health,
supposing we are well supplied as regards the one for arguing its
presence or absence, we shall be well equipped as regards the
remaining one aswell. Thisrule is convertible for both purposes: for

when we have shown that the one attribute belongs, we shall have shown



that the remaining one does not belong; while if we show that the
one does not belong, we shall have shown that the remaining one does
belong. Clearly then the rule is useful for both purposes.

Moreover, you may devise aline of attack by reinterpreting aterm
initsliteral meaning, with the implication that it is most fitting
so to take it rather than in its established meaning: e.g. the
expression 'strong at heart' will suggest not the courageous man,
according to the use now established, but the man the state of whose
heart is strong; just as also the expression 'of a good hope' may be
taken to mean the man who hopes for good things. Likewise also
‘well-starred' may be taken to mean the man whose star is good, as
Xenocrates says ‘well-starred is he who has a noble soul'.' For a
man's star is his soul.

Some things occur of necessity, others usually, others however it
may chance; if therefore a necessary event has been asserted to
occur usually, or if ausual event (or, failing such an event
itself, its contrary) has been stated to occur of necessity, it always
gives an opportunity for attack. For if a necessary event has been
asserted to occur usually, clearly the speaker has denied an attribute
to be universal which is universal, and so has made a mistake: and
so he hasif he has declared the usual attribute to be necessary:
for then he declares it to belong universally when it does not so

belong. Likewise aso if he has declared the contrary of what is usua



to be necessary. For the contrary of ausual attribute is always a
comparatively rare attribute: e.g. if men are usually bad, they are
comparatively seldom good, so that his mistake is even worse if he has
declared them to be good of necessity. The sameistrue also if he has
declared a mere matter of chance to happen of necessity or usualy;
for a chance event happens neither of necessity nor usually. If the
thing happens usually, then even supposing his statement does not
distinguish whether he meant that it happens usually or that it
happens necessarily, it is open to you to discuss it on the assumption
that he meant that it happens necessarily: e.g. if he has stated
without any distinction that disinherited persons are bad, you may
assume in discussing it that he means that they are so necessarily.
Moreover, look and see also if he has stated athing to be an
accident of itself, taking it to be a different thing because it hasa
different name, as Prodicus used to divide pleasuresinto joy and
delight and good cheer: for all these are names of the same thing,
to wit, Pleasure. If then any one says that joyfulnessis an
accidental attribute of cheerfulness, he would be declaring it to be

an accidental attribute of itself.

Inasmuch as contraries can be conjoined with each other in six ways,



and four of these conjunctions constitute a contrariety, we must grasp
the subject of contraries, in order that it may help us both in
demolishing and in establishing aview. Well then, that the modes of
conjunction are six is clear: for either (1) each of the contrary
verbs will be conjoined to each of the contrary objects; and this
gives two modes: e.g. to do good to friends and to do evil to enemies,
or per contrato do evil to friends and to do good to enemies. Or else
(2) both verbs may be attached to one object; and thistoo gives two
modes, e.g. to do good to friends and to do evil to friends, or to
do good to enemies and to do evil to enemies. Or (3) asingle verb may
be attached to both objects: and this also gives two modes; e.g. to do
good to friends and to do good to enemies, or to do evil to friends
and evil to enemies.

Thefirst two then of the aforesaid conjunctions do not constitute
any contrariety; for the doing of good to friendsis not contrary to
the doing of evil to enemies:; for both courses are desirable and
belong to the same disposition. Nor isthe doing of evil to friends
contrary to the doing of good to enemies: for both of these are
objectionable and belong to the same disposition: and one
objectionable thing is not generally thought to be the contrary of
another, unless the one be an expression denoting an excess, and the
other an expression denoting a defect: for an excessis generally

thought to belong to the class of objectionable things, and likewise



also adefect. But the other four all constitute a contrariety. For to
do good to friendsis contrary to the doing of evil to friends: for it
proceeds from the contrary disposition, and the one is desirable,
and the other objectionable. The caseis the same also in regard to
the other conjunctions: for in each combination the one courseis
desirable, and the other objectionable, and the one belongsto a
reasonabl e disposition and the other to abad. Clearly, then, from
what has been said, the same course has more than one contrary. For
the doing of good to friends has as its contrary both the doing of
good to enemies and the doing of evil to friends. Likewise, if we
examine them in the same way, we shall find that the contraries of
each of the others also are two in number. Select therefore
whichever of the two contrariesis useful in attacking the thesis.

Moreover, if the accident of athing have acontrary, see whether it
belongs to the subject to which the accident in question has been
declared to belong: for if the latter belongs the former could not
belong; for it isimpossible that contrary predicates should belong at
the same time to the same thing.

Or again, look and see if anything has been said about something, of
such akind that if it be true, contrary predicates must necessarily
belong to the thing: e.g. if he has said that the 'Ideas exist in us.

For then the result will be that they are both in motion and at

rest, and moreover that they are objects both of sensation and of



thought. For according to the views of those who posit the existence
of Ideas, those |deas are at rest and are objects of thought; while if
they exist in us, it isimpossible that they should be unmoved: for
when we move, it follows necessarily that all that isin us moves with
us aswell. Clearly aso they are objects of sensation, if they

exist in us: for it is through the sensation of sight that we

recogni ze the Form present in each individual .

Again, if there be posited an accident which has a contrary, ook
and see if that which admits of the accident will admit of its
contrary as well: for the same thing admits of contraries. Thus (e.g.)
If he has asserted that hatred follows anger, hatred would in that
case be in the 'spirited faculty': for that iswhere anger is. Y ou
should therefore look and seeif its contrary, to wit, friendship,
be also in the 'spirited faculty': for if not-if friendship isin
the faculty of desire-then hatred could not follow anger. Likewise
also if he has asserted that the faculty of desire isignorant. For if
it were capable of ignorance, it would be capable of knowledge as
well: and thisis not generally held-1 mean that the faculty of desire
Is capable of knowledge. For purposes, then, of overthrowing aview,
as has been said, this rule should be observed: but for purposes of
establishing one, though the rule will not help you to assert that the
accident actually belongs, it will help you to assert that it may

possibly belong. For having shown that the thing in question will



not admit of the contrary of the accident asserted, we shall have

shown that the accident neither belongs nor can possibly belong; while
on the other hand, if we show that the contrary belongs, or that the
thing is capable of the contrary, we shall not indeed as yet have

shown that the accident asserted does belong as well; our proof will

merely have gone to this point, that it is possible for it to belong.

Seeing that the modes of opposition are four in number, you should
look for arguments among the contradictories of your terms, converting
the order of their sequence, both when demolishing and when
establishing a view, and you should secure them by means of
induction-such arguments (e.g.) as that man be an animal, what is
not an animal isnot a man': and likewise also in other instances of
contradictories. For in those cases the sequence is converse: for
‘animal’ follows upon 'man but 'not-animal’ does not follow upon
'not-man', but conversely 'not-man’ upon 'not-animal’. In all cases,
therefore, a postulate of this sort should be made, (e.g.) that 'If
the honourable is pleasant, what is not pleasant is not honourable,
while if the latter be untrue, so isthe former'. Likewise, also,

'If what is not pleasant be not honourable, then what is honourableis

pleasant'. Clearly, then, the conversion of the sequence formed by



contradiction of the terms of the thesisis a method convertible for
both purposes.

Then look also at the case of the contraries of Sand P in the
thesis, and see if the contrary of the one follows upon the contrary
of the other, either directly or conversely, both when you are
demolishing and when you are establishing a view: secure arguments
of thiskind aswell by means of induction, so far as may be required.
Now the sequenceisdirect in a case such as that of courage and
cowardice: for upon the one of them virtue follows, and vice upon
the other; and upon the one it follows that it is desirable, while
upon the other it follows that it is objectionable. The sequence,
therefore, in the latter case also is direct; for the desirable isthe
contrary of the objectionable. Likewise also in other cases. The
sequence is, on the other hand, converse in such a case asthis:
Health follows upon vigour, but disease does not follow upon debility;
rather debility follows upon disease. In this case, then, clearly
the sequence is converse. Converse sequence is, however, rare in the
case of contraries; usually the sequence is direct. If, therefore, the
contrary of the one term does not follow upon the contrary of the
other either directly or conversely, clearly neither does the one term
follow upon the other in the statement made: whereas if the one
followed the other in the case of the contraries, it must of necessity

do so aswell in the original statement.



Y ou should look also into cases of the privation or presence of a
state in like manner to the case of contraries. Only, in the case of
such privations the converse sequence does not occur: the sequence
is always bound to be direct: e.g. as sensation follows sight, while
absence of sensation follows blindness. For the opposition of
sensation to absence of sensation is an opposition of the presence
to the privation of a state: for the one of them is a state, and the
other the privation of it.

The case of relative terms should aso be studied in like manner
to that of a state and its privation: for the sequence of these as
well isdirect; e.g. if 3/1isamultiple, then 1/3 isafraction: for
3/lisrelativeto 1/3, and so isamultiple to afraction. Again,

If knowledge be a concelving, then also the object of knowledge is

an object of conception; and if sight be a sensation, then also the
object of sight is an object of sensation. An objection may be made
that there is no necessity for the sequence to take place, in the case

of relative terms, in the way described: for the object of sensation

is an object of knowledge, whereas sensation is not knowledge. The
objection is, however, not generally received as really true; for many
people deny that there is knowledge of objects of sensation. Moreover,
the principle stated is just as useful for the contrary purpose,

e.g. to show that the object of sensation is not an object of

knowledge, on the ground that neither is sensation knowledge.



Again look at the case of the co-ordinates and inflected forms of
the terms in the thesis, both in demolishing and in establishing it.
By co-ordinates are meant terms such as the following: 'Just deeds
and the 'just man' are coordinates of 'justice, and '‘courageous
deeds' and the 'courageous man' are co-ordinates of courage.
Likewise also things that tend to produce and to preserve anything are
called co-ordinates of that which they tend to produce and to
preserve, as e.g. ‘healthy habits are co-ordinates of ‘health’ and
a'vigorous constitutional’ of a'vigorous constitution' and so
forth also in other cases. 'Co-ordinate, then, usually describes
cases such as these, whereas 'inflected forms are such asthe
following: ‘justly’, ‘courageoudly’, 'healthily’, and such as are
formed in thisway. It isusualy held that words when used in their
inflected forms as well are co-ordinates, as (e.g.) 'justly'in
relation to justice, and 'courageously’ to courage; and then
‘co-ordinate’ describes al the members of the same kindred series,
e.g. 'justice, 'just’, of aman or an act, 'justly'. Clearly, then,
when any one member, whatever its kind, of the same kindred series
Is shown to be good or praiseworthy, then all the rest as well cometo

be shown to be so: e.g. if ‘justice’ be something praiseworthy, then



so will ‘just’, of aman or thing, and 'justly' connote something
praiseworthy. Then 'justly' will be rendered also 'praiseworthily’,
derived will by the same inflexion from ‘the praiseworthy' whereby
'Justly' is derived from ‘justice'.

Look not only in the case of the subject mentioned, but also in
the case of its contrary, for the contrary predicate: e.qg. argue
that good is not necessarily pleasant; for neither is evil painful: or
that, if the latter be the case, so isthe former. Also, if justice be
knowledge, then injustice isignorance: and if ‘justly’ means
'knowingly' and 'skilfully’, then 'unjustly' means 'ignorantly' and
‘unskilfully': whereas if the latter be not true, neither isthe
former, asin the instance given just now: for 'unjustly’ is more
likely to seem equivalent to 'skilfully' than to 'unskilfully'. This
commonplace rule has been stated before in dealing with the sequence
of contraries; for all we are claiming now is that the contrary of P
shall follow the contrary of S.

Moreover, look at the modes of generation and destruction of a
thing, and at the things which tend to produce or to destroy it,
both in demolishing and in establishing a view. For those things whose
modes of generation rank among good things, are themselves also
good; and if they themselves be good, so also are their modes of
generation. If, on the other hand, their modes of generation be

evil, then they themselves also are evil. In regard to modes of



destruction the converseistrue: for if the modes of destruction rank
as good things, then they themselves rank as evil things, whereas if
the modes of destruction count as evil, they themselves count as good.
The same argument applies also to things tending to produce and
destroy: for things whose productive causes are good, themselves
also rank as good; whereas if causes destructive of them are good,

they themselves rank as evil.

10

Again, look at things which are like the subject in question, and
seeif they arein like case; e.g. if one branch of knowledge has more
than one object, so also will one opinion; and if to possess sight
be to see, then also to possess hearing will be to hear. Likewise also
in the case of other things, both those which are and those which
are generally held to be like. The rule in question is useful for both
purposes; for if it be as stated in the case of some one like thing,
it is so with the other like things as well, whereasiif it be not so
in the case of some one of them, neither isit so in the case of the
others. Look and see also whether the cases are alike as regards a
single thing and a number of things: for sometimesthereisa
discrepancy. Thus, if to 'know' athing be to 'think of' it, then also

to 'know many things' isto 'be thinking of many things; whereas this



Isnot true; for it is possible to know many things but not to be
thinking of them. If, then, the latter proposition be not true,
neither was the former that dealt with a single thing, viz. that to
'know' athing isto 'think of' it.

Moreover, argue from greater and less degrees. In regard to
greater degrees there are four commonplace rules. Oneis. See
whether a greater degree of the predicate follows a greater degree
of the subject: e.g. if pleasure be good, see whether also a greater
pleasure be a greater good: and if to do awrong be evil, see
whether also to do a greater wrong is agreater evil. Now thisruleis
of use for both purposes: for if an increase of the accident follows
an increase of the subject, as we have said, clearly the accident
belongs; whileif it does not follow, the accident does not belong.
Y ou should establish this by induction. Another ruleis: If one
predicate be attributed to two subjects; then supposing it does not
belong to the subject to which it isthe more likely to belong,
neither does it belong where it isless likely to belong; while if
it does belong whereit islesslikely to belong, then it belongs as
well whereitis morelikely. Again: If two predicates be attributed
to one subject, then if the one which is more generally thought to
belong does not belong, neither does the one that is less generally
thought to belong; or, if the one that isless generally thought to

belong does belong, so also does the other. Moreover: If two



predicates be attributed to two subjects, then if the one whichis
more usually thought to belong to the one subject does not belong,
neither does the remaining predicate belong to the remaining
subject; or, if the one which isless usually thought to belong to the
one subject does belong, so too does the remaining predicate to the
remaining subject.

Moreover, you can argue from the fact that an attribute belongs,
or is generally supposed to belong, in alike degree, in three ways,
viz. those described in the last three rules given in regard to a
greater degree.' For supposing that one predicate belongs, or is
supposed to belong, to two subjectsin alike degree, thenif it
does not belong to the one, neither does it belong to the other; while
iIf it belongs to the one, it belongs to the remaining one as well. Or,
supposing two predicates to belong in alike degree to the same
subject, then, if the one does not belong, neither does the
remaining one; while if the one does belong, the remaining one belongs
aswell. The caseisthe same aso if two predicates belong in a
like degree to two subjects; for if the one predicate does not
belong to the one subject, neither does the remaining predicate belong
to the remaining subject, while if the one predicate does belong to
the one subject, the remaining predicate belongs to the remaining

subject aswell.
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Y ou can argue, then, from greater or less or like degrees of truth
in the aforesaid number of ways. Moreover, you should argue from the
addition of one thing to another. If the addition of one thing to
another makes that other good or white, whereas formerly it was not
white or good, then the thing added will be white or good-it will
possess the character it imparts to the whole as well. Moreover, if an
addition of something to a given object intensifies the character
which it had as given, then the thing added will itself aswell be
of that character. Likewise, also, in the case of other attributes,
Theruleis not applicablein al cases, but only in those in which
the excess described as an 'increased intensity' is found to take
place. The aboveruleis, however, not convertible for overthrowing
aview. For if the thing added does not make the other good, it is not
thereby made clear whether initself it may not be good: for the
addition of good to evil does not necessarily make the whole good, any
more than the addition of white to black makes the whole white.

Again, any predicate of which we can speak of greater or less
degrees belongs also absolutely: for greater or less degrees of good
or of white will not be attributed to what is not good or white: for a
bad thing will never be said to have a greater or less degree of

goodness than another, but always of badness. Thisruleis not



convertible, either, for the purpose of overthrowing a predication:
for several predicates of which we cannot speak of a greater degree
belong absolutely: for the term 'man' is not attributed in greater and
less degrees, but aman isaman for al that.

Y ou should examine in the same way predicates attributed in a
given respect, and at a given time and place: for if the predicate
be possible in some respect, it is possible also absolutely. Likewise,
also, iswhat is predicated at a given time or place: for what is
absolutely impossible is not possible either in any respect or at
any place or time. An objection may be raised that in agiven
respect people may be good by nature, e.g. they may be generous or
temperately inclined, while absolutely they are not good by nature,
because no one is prudent by nature. Likewise, also, it is possible
for a destructible thing to escape destruction at a given time,
whereasit is not possible for it to escape absolutely. In the same
way aso it isagood thing at certain places to follow see and such a
diet, e.g. ininfected areas, though it is not a good thing
absolutely. Moreover, in certain placesit is possibleto live
singly and alone, but absolutely it is not possible to exist singly
and alone. In the sameway aso it isin certain places honourable
to sacrifice one's father, e.g. among the Triballi, whereas,
absolutely, it is not honourable. Or possibly this may indicate a

relativity not to places but to persons: for it isall the same



wherever they may be: for everywhere it will be held honourable
among the Triballi themselves, just because they are Triballi.

Again, at certain timesit isagood thing to take medicines, e.g.

when oneisill, but it is not so absolutely. Or possibly thisagain

may indicate arelativity not to a certain time, but to a certain

state of health: for it isal the same whenever it occurs, if only

one bein that state. A thing is 'absolutely' so which without any
addition you are prepared to say is honourable or the contrary. Thus
(e.g.) you will deny that to sacrifice one's father is honourable:

it is honourable only to certain persons: it is not therefore

honourable absolutely. On the other hand, to honour the gods you

will declare to be honourable without adding anything, because that is
honourable absolutely. So that whatever without any addition is
generaly accounted to be honourable or dishonourable or anything else

of that kind, will be said to be so 'absolutely'.

Book I11

1

THE question which is the more desirable, or the better, of two or
more things, should be examined upon the following lines: only first

of al it must be clearly laid down that the inquiry we are making



concerns not things that are widely divergent and that exhibit great
differences from one another (for nobody raises any doubt whether
happiness or wealth is more desirable), but things that are nearly
related and about which we commonly discuss for which of the two we
ought rather to vote, because we do not see any advantage on either
side as compared with the other. Clearly, in such casesif we can show
asingle advantage, or more than one, our judgement will record our
assent that whichever side happens to have the advantage is the more
desirable.

First, then, that which is more lasting or secure is more
desirable than that which isless so: and so is that which is more
likely to be chosen by the prudent or by the good man or by the
right law, or by men who are good in any particular line, when they
make their choice as such, or by the expertsin regard to any
particular class of things; i.e. either whatever most of them or
what all of them would choose; e.g. in medicine or in carpentry
those things are more desirable which most, or all, doctors would
choosg; or, in general, whatever most men or all men or all things
would choose, e.g. the good: for everything aims at the good. Y ou
should direct the argument you intend to employ to whatever purpose
you require. Of what is 'better' or ‘'more desirable' the absolute
standard is the verdict of the better science, though relatively to

agiven individual the standard may be his own particular science.



In the second place, that which is known as'an X' is more desirable
than that which does not come within the genus 'x'-e.g. justice than a
just man; for the former falls within the genus ‘good’, whereas the
other does not, and the former is called 'a good', whereas the
latter is not: for nothing which does not happen to belong to the
genusin question is called by the generic name; e.g. a'white man' is
not 'a colour'. Likewise also in other cases.

Also, that which is desired for itself is more desirable than that
which isdesired for something else; e.g. health is more desirable
than gymnastics: for the former is desired for itself, the latter
for something else. Also, that which isdesirablein itself is more
desirable than what is desirable per accidens; e.g. justice in our
friends than justice in our enemies: for the former is desirable in
itself, the latter per accidens: for we desire that our enemies should
be just per accidens, in order that they may do us no harm. This
last principle is the same as the one that precedes it, with, however,
adifferent turn of expression. For we desire justice in our friends
for itself, even though it will make no difference to us, and even
though they be in India; whereas in our enemies we desire it for
something else, in order that they may do us no harm.

Also, that which isin itself the cause of good is more desirable
than what is so per accidens, e.g. virtue than luck (for the former in

itself, and the latter per accidens, the cause of good things), and so



in other cases of the same kind. Likewise aso in the case of the
contrary; for what isin itself the cause of evil ismore
objectionable than what is so per accidens, e.g. vice and chance:
for the oneis bad in itself, whereas chance is so per accidens.

Also, what is good absolutely is more desirable than what is good
for a particular person, e.g. recovery of health than a surgical
operation; for the former is good absolutely, the latter only for a
particular person, viz. the man who needs an operation. So too what is
good by nature is more desirable than the good that is not so by
nature, e.g. justice than the just man; for the oneis good by nature,
whereas in the other case the goodness is acquired. Also the attribute
Is more desirable which belongs to the better and more honourable
subject, e.g. to agod rather than to a man, and to the soul rather
than to the body. So too the property of the better thing is better
than the property of the worse; e.g. the property of God than the
property of man: for whereas in respect of what is common in both of
them they do not differ at all from each other, in respect of their
properties the one surpasses the other. Also that is better whichis
inherent in things better or prior or more honourable: thus (e.g.)
health is better than strength and beauty: for the former is
inherent in the moist and the dry, and the hot and the cold, in fact
in all the primary constituents of an animal, whereas the others are

inherent in what is secondary, strength being a feature of the



sinews and bones, while beauty is generally supposed to consist in a
certain symmetry of the limbs. Also the end is generally supposed to
be more desirable than the means, and of two means, that which lies
nearer the end. In general, too, a means directed towards the end of
life is more desirable than a means to anything else, e.g. that

which contributes to happiness than that which contributes to
prudence. Also the competent is more desirable than the incompetent.
Moreover, of two productive agents that one is more desirable whose
end is better; while between a productive agent and an end we can
decide by a proportional sum whenever the excess of the one end over
the other is greater than that of the latter over its own productive
means: e.g. supposing the excess of happiness over health to be
greater than that of health over what produces health, then what
produces happiness is better than health. For what produces
happiness exceeds what produces health just as much as happiness
exceeds health. But health exceeds what produces health by a smaller
amount; ergo, the excess of what produces happiness over what produces
health is greater than that of health over what produces health.
Clearly, therefore, what produces happiness is more desirable than
health: for it exceeds the same standard by a greater amount.
Moreover, what isin itself nobler and more precious and
praiseworthy is more desirable than what is less so, e.g. friendship

than wealth, and justice than strength. For the former belong in



themselves to the class of things precious and praiseworthy, while the
latter do so not in themselves but for something else: for no one
prizes wealth for itself but always for something else, whereas we
prize friendship for itself, even though nothing elseis likely to

cometo usfrom it.

Moreover, whenever two things are very much like one another, and we
cannot see any superiority in the one over the other of them, we
should look at them from the standpoint of their consequences. For the
one which isfollowed by the greater good is the more desirable: or,
iIf the consequences be evil, that is more desirable which is
followed by the less evil. For though both may be desirable, yet there
may possibly be some unpleasant consequence involved to turn the
scale. Our survey from the point of view of consequencesliesin two
directions, for there are prior consequences and later consequences.
e.g. if aman learns, it follows that he was ignorant before and knows
afterwards. As arule, the later consequence is the better to
consider. Y ou should take, therefore, whichever of the consequences
Suits your purpose.

Moreover, agreater number of good things is more desirable than a

smaller, either absolutely or when the one isincluded in the other,



viz. the smaller number in the greater. An objection may be raised
suppose in some particular case the one is valued for the sake of

the other; for then the two together are not more desirable than the
one; e.g. recovery of health and health, than health alone, inasmuch
aswe desire recovery of health for the sake of health. Alsoitis

quite possible for what is not good, together with what is, to be more
desirable than a greater number of good things, e.g. the combination
of happiness and something else which is not good may be more
desirable than the combination of justice and courage. Also, the
same things are more valuable if accompanied than if unaccompanied
by pleasure, and likewise when free from pain than when attended
with pain.

Also, everything is more desirable at the season when it is of
greater consequence; e.g. freedom from pain in old age more than in
youth: for it is of greater consequence in old age. On the same
principle also, prudence is more desirable in old age; for no man
chooses the young to guide him, because he does not expect them to
be prudent. With courage, the converse isthe case, for it isin youth
that the active exercise of courage is more imperatively required.
Likewise also with temperance; for the young are more troubled by
their passions than are their elders.

Also, that is more desirable which is more useful at every season or

at most seasons, e.g. justice and temperance rather than courage:



for they are always useful, while courage is only useful at times.
Also, that one of two things which if all possess, we do not need
the other thing, is more desirable than that which al may possess and
still we want the other one as well. Take the case of justice and
courage; if everybody were just, there would be no use for courage,
whereas all might be courageous, and still justice would be of use.
Moreover, judge by the destructions and losses and generations and
acquisitions and contraries of things: for things whose destruction is
more objectionable are themselves more desirable. Likewise also with
the losses and contraries of things; for athing whose loss or whose
contrary is more objectionable isitself more desirable. With the
generations or acquisitions of things the opposite is the case: for
things whose acquisition or generation is more desirable are
themselves also desirable. Another commonplace ruleisthat what is
nearer to the good is better and more desirable, i.e. what more nearly
resembles the good: thus justice is better than ajust man. Also, that
which is more like than another thing to something better than itself,
as e.g. some say that Ajax was a better man than Odysseus because he
was more like Achilles. An objection may be raised to this that it
Isnot true: for it is quite possible that Ajax did not resemble
Achilles more nearly than Odysseus in the points which made Achilles
the best of them, and that Odysseus was a good man, though unlike

Achilles. Look aso to see whether the resemblance be that of a



caricature, like the resemblance of a monkey to a man, whereas a horse
bears none: for the monkey is not the more handsome creature,
despite its nearer resemblance to aman. Again, in the case of two
things, if one is more like the better thing while another is more

like the worse, then that islikely to be better which is more like

the better. Thistoo, however, admits of an objection: for quite
possibly the one only dlightly resembles the better, while the other
strongly resembles the worse, e.g. supposing the resemblance of Ajax
to Achilles to be dlight, while that of Odysseus to Nestor is

strong. Also it may be that the one which is like the better type
shows a degrading likeness, whereas the one which is like the worse
type improves upon it: witness the likeness of a horse to a donkey,
and that of a monkey to a man.

Another ruleisthat the more conspicuous good is more desirable
than the less conspicuous, and the more difficult than the easier: for
we appreciate better the possession of things that cannot be easily
acquired. Also the more personal possession is more desirable than the
more widely shared. Also, that which is more free from connexion
with evil: for what is not attended by any unpleasantnessis more
desirable than what is so attended.

Moreover, if A be without qualification better than B, then also the
best of the members of A is better than the best of the members of

B; e.g. if Man be better than Horse, then also the best man is



better than the best horse. Also, if the best in A be better than

the best in B, then also A is better than B without qualification;
e.g. if the best man be better than the best horse, then also Man is
better than Horse without qualification.

Moreover, things which our friends can share are more desirable than
those they cannot. Also, things which we like rather to do to our
friend are more desirable than those we like to do to the man in the
street, e.g. just dealing and the doing of good rather than the
semblance of them: for we would rather really do good to our friends
than seem to do so, whereas towards the man in the street the converse
IS the case.

Also, superfluities are better than necessities, and are sometimes
more desirable as well: for the good life is better than mere life,
and good life is a superfluity, whereas mere lifeitself isa
necessity. Sometimes, though, what is better is not also more
desirable: for thereis no necessity that because it is better it
should also be more desirable: at least to be a philosopher is
better than to make money, but it is not more desirable for a man
who lacks the necessities of life. The expression 'superfluity’
applies whenever a man possesses the necessities of life and sets to
work to secure as well other noble acquisitions. Roughly speaking,
perhaps, necessities are more desirable, while superfluities are

better.



Also, what cannot be got from another is more desirable than what
can be got from another as well, as (e.g.) isthe case of justice
compared with courage. Also, A ismore desirableif A isdesirable
without B, but not B without A: power (e.g.) is not desirable
without prudence, but prudence is desirable without power. Also, if of
two things we repudiate the one in order to be thought to possess
the other, then that one is more desirable which we wish to be thought
to possess; thus (e.g.) we repudiate the love of hard work in order
that people may think us geniuses.

Moreover, that is more desirable in whose absenceit isless
blameworthy for people to be vexed; and that is more desirable in

whose absence it is more blameworthy for a man not to be vexed.

Moreover, of things that belong to the same species one which
possesses the peculiar virtue of the speciesis more desirable than
one which does not. If both possess it, then the one which possesses
it in agreater degreeis more desirable.

Moreover, if one thing makes good whatever it touches, while another
does not, the former is more desirable, just as a'so what makes things
warm is warmer than what does not. If both do so, then that oneis

more desirable which does so in a greater degree, or if it render good



the better and more important object-if (e.g.), the one makes good the
soul, and the other the body.

Moreover, judge things by their inflexions and uses and actions
and works, and judge these by them: for they go with each other:
e.g. if 'justly’ means something more desirable than 'courageously’,
then al so justice means something more desirable than courage; and
If justice be more desirable than courage, then also 'justly' means
something more desirable than ‘courageoudly’. Similarly also in the
other cases.

Moreover, if one thing exceeds while the other falls short of the
same standard of good, the one which exceedsis the more desirable; or
iIf the one exceeds an even higher standard. Nay more, if there be
two things both preferable to something, the one which is more
highly preferable to it is more desirable than the less highly
preferable. Moreover, when the excess of athing is more desirable
than the excess of something else, that thing isitself also more
desirable than the other, as (e.g.) friendship than money: for an
excess of friendship is more desirable than an excess of money. So
also that of which aman would rather that it were his by hisown
doing is more desirable than what he would rather get by another's
doing, e.g. friends than money. Moreover, judge by means of an
addition, and seeif the addition of A to the same thing as B makes

the whole more desirable than does the addition of B. Y ou must,



however, beware of adducing a case in which the common term uses, or
in some other way helps the case of, one of the things added to it,
but not the other, as (e.g.) if you took asaw and asicklein
combination with the art of carpentry: for in the combination the
saw isamore desirable thing, but it is not a more desirable thing
without qualification. Again, athing is more desirableif, when added
to alesser good, it makes the whole greater good. Likewise, also, you
should judge by means of subtraction: for the thing upon whose
subtraction the remainder is alesser good may be taken to be a
greater good, whichever it be whose subtraction makes the remainder
alesser good.
Also, if one thing be desirable for itself, and the other for the
look of it, the former is more desirable, as (e.g.) health than
beauty. A thing is defined as being desired for the look of it if,
supposing no one knew of it, you would not care to have it. Also, it
Is more desirable both for itself and for the look of it, while the
other thing is desirable on the one ground alone. Also, whichever is
the more precious for itself, is also better and more desirable. A
thing may be taken to be more preciousin itself which we choose
rather for itself, without anything else being likely to come of it.
Moreover, you should distinguish in how many senses'desirable’ is
used, and with aview to what ends, e.g. expediency or honour or

pleasure. For what is useful for al or most of them may be taken to



be more desirable than what is not useful in like manner. If the
same characters belong to both things you should look and see which
possesses them more markedly, i.e. which of the two is the more
pleasant or more honourable or more expedient. Again, that is more
desirable which serves the better purpose, e.g. that which servesto
promote virtue more than that which serves to promote pleasure.
Likewise also in the case of objectionable things; for that is more
objectionable which stands more in the way of what is desirable,
e.g. disease more than ugliness: for disease is a greater hindrance
both to pleasure and to being good.

Moreover, argue by showing that the thing in questionisin like
measure objectionable and desirable: for athing of such a character
that a man might well desire and object to it alikeisless

desirable than the other which is desirable only.

Comparisons of things together should therefore be conducted in
the manner prescribed. The same commonplace rules are useful also
for showing that anything is simply desirable or objectionable: for we
have only to subtract the excess of one thing over another. For if
what is more precious be more desirable, then also what is preciousis

desirable; and if what is more useful be more desirable, then aso



what is useful isdesirable. Likewise, also, in the case of other

things which admit of comparisons of that kind. For in some casesin
the very course of comparing the things together we at once assert
also that each of them, or the one of them, is desirable, e.g.
whenever we call the one good 'by nature' and the other 'not by

nature'’: for dearly what is good by nature is desirable.

The commonplace rules relating to comparative degrees and amounts
ought to be taken in the most general possible form: for when so taken
they are likely to be useful in alarger number of instances. It is
possible to render some of the actual rules given above more universal
by adlight alteration of the expression, e.g. that what by nature
exhibits such and such a quality exhibits that quality in a greater
degree than what exhibitsit not by nature. Also, if one thing does,
and another does not, impart such and such aquality to that which
possessesit, or to which it belongs, then whichever doesimpart it is
of that quality in greater degree than the one which does not impart
it; and if both impart it, then that one exhibitsit in agreater
degree which impartsit in agreater degree.

Moreover, if in any character one thing exceeds and another falls

short of the same standard; aso, if the one exceeds something which



exceeds a given standard, while the other does not reach that

standard, then clearly the first-named thing exhibits that character

in agreater degree. Moreover, you should judge by means of

addition, and seeif A when added to the same thing as B impartsto
the whole such and such a character in a more marked degree than B, or
iIf, when added to a thing which exhibits that character in aless

degree, it imparts that character to the whole in a greater degree.
Likewise, also, you may judge by means of subtraction: for a thing
upon whose subtraction the remainder exhibits such and such a
character in aless degree, itself exhibits that character in a

greater degree. Also, things exhibit such and such a character in a
greater degree if more free from admixture with their contraries; e.g.
that is whiter which is more free from admixture with black. Moreover,
apart from the rules given above, that has such and such a character

in greater degree which admitsin a greater degree of the definition
proper to the given character; e.g. if the definition of 'white' be ‘a
colour which pierces the vision', then that is whiter whichisina

greater degree a colour that pierces the vision.

If the question be put in aparticular and not in a universal

form, in the first place the universal constructive or destructive



commonplace rules that have been given may all be brought into use.
For in demolishing or establishing a thing universally we also show it
in particular: for if it be true of all, it istrue also of some,

and if untrue of al, it is untrue of some. Especially handy and of
genera application are the commonplace rules that are drawn from
the opposites and co-ordinates and inflexions of athing: for public
opinion grants alike the claim that if all pleasure be good, then also
al painisevil, and the claim that if some pleasure be good, then

also some painisevil. Moreover, if some form of sensation be not a
capacity, then also some form of failure of sensation isnot afailure
of capacity. Also, if the object of conception isin some cases an
object of knowledge, then also some form of conceiving is knowledge.
Again, if what isunjust be in some cases good, then also what is just
Isin some cases evil; and if what happens justly isin some cases
evil, then also what happens unjustly isin some cases good. Also,

if what is pleasant isin some cases objectionable, then pleasureis

IN some cases an objectionable thing. On the same principle, also,

iIf what is pleasant isin some cases beneficial, then pleasureisin
some cases a beneficial thing. The case is the same also as regards
the things that destroy, and the processes of generation and
destruction. For if anything that destroys pleasure or knowledge be in
some cases good, then we may take it that pleasure or knowledgeis

In some cases an evil thing. Likewise, also, if the destruction of



knowledge be in some cases a good thing or its production an evil
thing, then knowledge will be in some cases an evil thing; e.q. if for
aman to forget his disgraceful conduct be a good thing, and to
remember it be an evil thing, then the knowledge of his disgraceful
conduct may be taken to be an evil thing. The same holds also in other
cases: in al such cases the premiss and the conclusion are equally
likely to be accepted.

Moreover you should judge by means of greater or smaller or like
degrees: for if some member of another genus exhibit such and such a
character in amore marked degree than your object, while no member of
that genus exhibits that character at all, then you may take it that
neither does the object in question exhibit it; e.g. if some form of
knowledge be good in a greater degree than pleasure, while no form
of knowledge is good, then you may take it that pleasure is not good
either. Also, you should judge by asmaller or like degree in the same
way: for so you will find it possible both to demolish and to
establish aview, except that whereas both are possible by means of
like degrees, by means of asmaller degreeit is possible only to
establish, not to overthrow. For if a certain form of capacity be good
in alike degree to knowledge, and a certain form of capacity be good,
then so aso is knowledge; whileif no form of capacity be good,
then neither is knowledge. If, too, a certain form of capacity be good

in aless degree than knowledge, and a certain form of capacity be



good, then so also is knowledge; but if no form of capacity be good,
there is no necessity that no form of knowledge either should be good.
Clearly, then, it isonly possible to establish aview by means of a
less degree.

Not only by means of another genus can you overthrow aview, but
also by means of the same, if you take the most marked instance of the
character in question; e.g. if it be maintained that some form of
knowledge is good, then, suppose it to be shown that prudenceis not
good, neither will any other kind be good, seeing that not even the
kind upon which there is most general agreement is so. Moreover, you
should go to work by means of an hypothesis; you should claim that the
attribute, if it belongs or does not belong in one case, does so in
alikedegreeinal, e.g. that if the soul of man be immortal, so are
other souls as well, whileif this one be not so, neither are the
others. If, then, it be maintained that in some instance the attribute
belongs, you must show that in some instance it does not belong: for
then it will follow, by reason of the hypothesis, that it does not
belong to any instance at al. If, on the other hand, it be maintained
that it does not belong in some instance, you must show that it does
belong in some instance, for in thisway it will follow that it
belongsto al instances. It is clear that the maker of the hypothesis
universalizes the question, whereas it was stated in a particular

form: for he claims that the maker of a particular admission should



make a universal admission, inasmuch as he clams that if the
attribute belongsin one instance, it belongs aso in al instances
alike.

If the problem be indefinite, it is possible to overthrow a
statement in only one way; e.g. if aman has asserted that pleasureis
good or is not good, without any further definition. For if he meant
that a particular pleasure is good, you must show universally that
no pleasure is good, if the proposition in question isto be
demolished. And likewise, also, if he meant that some particular
pleasure is not good you must show universally that all pleasureis
good: it isimpossible to demolish it in any other way. For if we show
that some particular pleasure is not good or is good, the
proposition in question is not yet demolished. It is clear, then, that
it is possible to demolish an indefinite statement in one way only,
whereas it can be established in two ways: for whether we show
universally that all pleasure is good, or whether we show that a
particular pleasure is good, the proposition in question will have
been proved. Likewise, also, supposing we are required to argue that
some particular pleasureis not good, if we show that no pleasureis
good or that a particular pleasure is not good, we shall have produced
an argument in both ways, both universally and in particular, to
show that some particular pleasure is not good. If, on the other hand,

the statement made be definite, it will be possible to demolish it



in two ways; e.g. if it be maintained that it is an attribute of

some particular pleasure to be good, while of some it is not: for
whether it be shown that all pleasure, or that no pleasure, is good,
the proposition in question will have been demolished. If, however, he
has stated that only one single pleasure is good, it is possible to
demolish it in three ways: for by showing that all pleasure, or that
no pleasure, or that more than one pleasure, is good, we shall have
demolished the statement in question. If the statement be made still
more definite, e.qg. that prudence alone of the virtues is knowledge,
there are four ways of demolishing it: for if it be shown that all
virtue is knowledge, or that no virtueis so, or that some other
virtue (e.g. justice) is so, or that prudence itself is not knowledge,
the proposition in question will have been demolished.

It isuseful also to take alook at individual instances, in cases
where some attribute has been said to belong or not to belong, asin
the case of universal questions. Moreover, you should take a glance
among genera, dividing them by their species until you come to those
that are not further divisible, as has been said before:' for
whether the attribute is found to belong in all cases or in none,
you should, after adducing several instances, claim that he should
either admit your point universally, or else bring an objection
showing in what case it does not hold. Moreover, in cases where it

Is possible to make the accident definite either specifically or



numerically, you should look and see whether perhaps none of them
belongs, showing e.g. that time is not moved, nor yet a movement, by
enumerating how many species there are of movement: for if none of
these belong to time, clearly it does not move, nor yet is a movement.
Likewise, also, you can show that the soul is not a number, by
dividing all numbersinto either odd or even: for then, if the soul be
neither odd nor even, clearly it isnot a number.

In regard then to Accident, you should set to work by means like

these, and in this manner.

Book IV

1

NEXT we must go on to examine questions relating to Genus and
Property. These are e ements in the questions that relate to
definitions, but dialecticians seldom address their inquiries to these
by themselves. If, then, a genus be suggested for something that is,
first take alook at all objects which belong to the same genus as the
thing mentioned, and see whether the genus suggested is not predicated

of one of them, as happens in the case of an accident: e.g. if



‘good’ be laid down to be the genus of 'pleasure’, see whether some
particular pleasure be not good: for, if so, clearly good' is not
the genus of pleasure: for the genusis predicated of all the
members of the same species. Secondly, see whether it be predicated
not in the category of essence, but as an accident, as 'white' is
predicated of ‘snow’, or 'self-moved' of the soul. For 'snow' isnot a
kind of ‘white', and therefore 'white' is not the genus of snow, nor
Is the soul akind of 'moving object’: its motion is an accident of
it, asit often is of an animal to walk or to be walking. Moreover,
'moving' does not seem to indicate the essence, but rather a state
of doing or of having something doneto it. Likewise, also, ‘white'":
for it indicates not the essence of snow, but a certain quality of it.
So that neither of them is predicated in the category of 'essence’.

Especially you should take alook at the definition of Accident, and
see whether it fits the genus mentioned, as (e.g.) isalso the casein
the instances just given. For it is possible for athing to be and not
to be self-moved, and likewise, also, for it to be and not to be
white. So that neither of these attributesis the genus but an
accident, since we were saying that an accident is an attribute
which can belong to a thing and also not belong.

Moreover, see whether the genus and the species be not found in
the same division, but the one be a substance while the other isa

quality, or the one be arelative while the other isa quality, as



(e.g.) 'Slow' and 'swan’ are each a substance, while ‘white' is not

a substance but a quality, so that ‘white' is not the genus either

of 'snow' or of 'swan'. Again, knowledge' isarelative, while

‘good’ and 'noble' are each a quality, so that good, or noble, is

not the genus of knowledge. For the genera of relatives ought
themselves also to be relatives, asis the case with 'double’: for
multipl€', which is the genus of 'doublé€, isitself also a

relative. To speak generally, the genus ought to fall under the same
division as the species: for if the species be a substance, so too
should be the genus, and if the species be a quality, so too the genus
should be a quality; e.g. if white be aquality, so too should

colour be. Likewise, also, in other cases.

Again, see whether it be necessary or possible for the genusto
partake of the object which has been placed in the genus. 'To partake'
is defined as 'to admit the definition of that which is partaken.
Clearly, therefore, the species partake of the genera, but not the
genera of the species:. for the species admits the definition of the
genus, whereas the genus does not admit that of the species. Y ou
must look, therefore, and see whether the genus rendered partakes or
can possibly partake of the species, e.g. if any one were to render
anything as genus of 'being' or of ‘unity': for then the result will
be that the genus partakes of the species:. for of everything that

IS, 'being' and 'unity' are predicated, and therefore their definition



aswell.

Moreover, seeif there be anything of which the species rendered
istrue, while the genusis not so, e.g. supposing 'being' or
‘object of knowledge' were stated to be the genus of 'object of
opinion'. For 'object of opinion' will be a predicate of what does not
exist; for many things which do not exist are objects of opinion;
whereas that 'being' or 'object of knowledge' is not predicated of
what does not exist is clear. So that neither 'being' nor 'object of
knowledge' is the genus of 'object of opinion’: for of the objects
of which the speciesis predicated, the genus ought to be predicated
aswell.

Again, see whether the object placed in the genus be quite unable to
partake of any of its species: for it isimpossible that it should
partake of the genusif it do not partake of any of its species,
except it be one of the species reached by the first division: these
do partake of the genus alone. If, therefore, ‘Motion' be stated as
the genus of pleasure, you should look and see if pleasure be
neither locomotion nor alteration, nor any of the rest of the given
modes of motion: for clearly you may then take it that it does not
partake of any of the species, and therefore not of the genus
either, since what partakes of the genus must necessarily partake of
one of the species aswell: so that pleasure could not be a species of

Motion, nor yet be one of the individual phenomena comprised under the



term 'motion'. For individuals as well partake in the genus and the
species, as (e.g.) an individual man partakes of both ‘'man’ and
‘animal’.

Moreover, seeif the term placed in the genus has awider denotation
than the genus, as (e.g.) 'object of opinion' has, as compared with
'being’: for both what is and what is not are objects of opinion, so
that 'object of opinion' could not be a species of being: for the
genus is always of wider denotation than the species. Again, see if
the species and its genus have an equal denotation; suppose, for
instance, that of the attributes which go with everything, one were to
be stated as a species and the other asits genus, as for example
Being and Unity: for everything has being and unity, so that neither
IS the genus of the other, since their denotation is equal.

Likewise, also, if the first' of a series and the 'beginning’ were to
be placed one under the other: for the beginning is first and the

first is the beginning, so that either both expressions are

identical or at any rate neither is the genus of the other. The
elementary principle in regard to all such casesisthat the genus has
awider denotation than the species and its differentia: for the
differentia as well has a narrower denotation than the genus.

See also whether the genus mentioned fails, or might be generally
thought to fail, to apply to some object which is not specifically

different from the thing in question; or, if your argument be



constructive, whether it does so apply. For al things that are not
specifically different have the same genus. If, therefore, it be shown
to apply to one, then clearly it appliesto al, and if it failsto

apply to one, clearly it fails to apply to any; e.g. if any one who
assumes 'indivisible lines were to say that the'indivisible' is

their genus. For the aforesaid term is not the genus of divisible
lines, and these do not differ as regards their species from
indivisible: for straight lines are never different from each other as

regards their species.

Look and see, also, if there be any other genus of the given species
which neither embraces the genus rendered nor yet falls under it, e.g.
suppose any one were to lay down that 'knowledge' is the genus of
justice. For virtueisits genus as well, and neither of these
genera embraces the remaining one, so that knowledge could not be
the genus of justice: for it is generally accepted that whenever one
species falls under two genera, the one is embraced by the other.

Y et aprinciple of thiskind gives rise to a difficulty in some cases.
For some people hold that prudence is both virtue and knowledge, and
that neither of its generais embraced by the other: although

certainly not everybody admits that prudence is knowledge. If,



however, any one were to admit the truth of this assertion, yet it
would still be generally agreed to be necessary that the genera of the
same object must at any rate be subordinate either the one to the
other or both to the same, as actually is the case with virtue and
knowledge. For both fall under the same genus; for each of themisa
state and a disposition. Y ou should look, therefore, and see whether
neither of these thingsis true of the genus rendered; for if the

genera be subordinate neither the one to the other nor both to the
same, then what is rendered could not be the true genus.

L ook, also, at the genus of the genus rendered, and so continually
at the next higher genus, and see whether all are predicated of the
species, and predicated in the category of essence: for all the higher
genera should be predicated of the speciesin the category of essence.
If, then, there be anywhere a discrepancy, clearly what isrendered is
not the true genus. [Again, see whether either the genus itself, or
one of its higher genera, partakes of the species:. for the higher
genus does not partake of any of the lower.] If, then, you are
overthrowing aview, follow the rule as given: if establishing one,
then-suppose that what has been named as genus be admitted to belong
to the species, only it be disputed whether it belongs as genus-it
Is enough to show that one of its higher generais predicated of the
species in the category of essence. For if one of them be predicated

in the category of essence, all of them, both higher and lower than



thisone, if predicated at all of the species, will be predicated of
it in the category of essence: so that what has been rendered as genus
is also predicated in the category of essence. The premiss that when
one genusis predicated in the category of essence, al the rest, if
predicated at al, will be predicated in the category of essence,
should be secured by induction. Supposing, however, that it be
disputed whether what has been rendered as genus belongs at al, itis
not enough to show that one of the higher generais predicated of
the species in the category of essence: e.g. if any one has rendered
'locomotion’ as the genus of walking, it is not enough to show that
walking is 'motion’ in order to show that it is'locomotion’, seeing
that there are other forms of motion as well; but one must show in
addition that walking does not partake of any of the species of motion
produced by the same division except locomotion. For of necessity what
partakes of the genus partakes also of one of the species produced
by the first division of the genus. If, therefore, walking does not
partake either of increase or decrease or of the other kinds of
motion, clearly it would partake of locomotion, so that locomotion
would be the genus of walking.

Again, look among the things of which the given speciesis
predicated as genus, and see if what is rendered asits genus be
also predicated in the category of essence of the very things of which

the speciesis so predicated, and likewise if all the genera higher



than this genus are so predicated as well. For if there be anywhere
adiscrepancy, clearly what has been rendered is not the true genus:
for had it been the genus, then both the genera higher than it, and it
itself, would all have been predicated in the category of essence of
those objects of which the speciestoo is predicated in the category
of essence. If, then, you are overthrowing aview, it is useful to see
whether the genus fails to be predicated in the category of essence of
those things of which the speciestoo is predicated. If establishing a
view, it is useful to see whether it is predicated in the category

of essence: for if so, the result will be that the genus and the

species will be predicated of the same object in the category of
essence, so that the same object falls under two genera: the genera
must therefore of necessity be subordinate one to the other, and
thereforeif it be shown that the one we wish to establish as genusis
not subordinate to the species, clearly the species would be
subordinate to it, so that you may take it as shown that it isthe
genus.

L ook, also, at the definitions of the genera, and see whether they
apply both to the given species and to the objects which partake of
the species. For of necessity the definitions of its genera must be
predicated of the species and of the objects which partake of the
species. if, then, there be anywhere a discrepancy, clearly what has

been rendered is not the genus.



Again, seeif he has rendered the differentia as the genus, e.g.
‘immortal’ as the genus of 'God'. For '‘immortal’ is a differentia of
'living being', seeing that of living beings some are mortal and
othersimmortal. Clearly, then, a bad mistake has been made; for the
differentiaof athing is never its genus. And that thisistrueis
clear: for athing's differentia never signifiesits essence, but
rather some quality, as do ‘walking' and 'biped'.

Also, see whether he has placed the differentiainside the genus,
e.g. by taking 'odd' as anumber'. For 'odd' is a differentia of
number, not a species. Nor is the differentia generally thought to
partake of the genus: for what partakes of the genusis aways
either a species or an individual, whereas the differentiais
neither a species nor an individual. Clearly, therefore, the
differentia does not partake of the genus, so that ‘odd' too is no
species but a differentia, seeing that it does not partake of the
genus.

Moreover, see whether he has placed the genus inside the species,
e.g. by taking 'contact' to be a'juncture’, or 'mixture’ a
‘fusion’, or, asin Plato's definition,' 'locomotion’ to be the same
as'carriag€’. For thereis no necessity that contact should be
juncture: rather, conversely, juncture must be contact: for what isin
contact is not always joined, though what isjoined is alwaysin

contact. Likewise, also, in the remaining instances: for mixtureis



not always a 'fusion’ (for to mix dry things does not fuse them),

nor islocomotion always 'carriage’. For walking is not generally
thought to be carriage: for 'carriage’ is mostly used of things that
change one place for another involuntarily, as happensin the case
of inanimate things. Clearly, aso, the species, in the instances
given, has awider denotation than the genus, whereas it ought to be
vice versa

Again, see whether he has placed the differentiainside the

species, by taking (e.g.) 'immortal’ to be ‘agod'. For the result

will be that the species has an equal or wider denotation: and this
cannot be, for always the differentia has an equal or awider
denotation than the species. Moreover, see whether he has placed the
genusinside the differentia, by making 'colour' (e.g.) to be a

thing that 'pierces, or 'number’ athing that is'odd'. Also, see

iIf he has mentioned the genus as differentia: for it is possible for a
man to bring forward a statement of this kind as well, e.g. that
'mixture’ is the differentia of ‘fusion’, or that change of place

isthe differentia of 'carriage’. All such cases should be examined by
means of the same principles: for they depend upon common rules: for
the genus should have awider denotation that its differentia, and
also should not partake of its differentia; whereas, if it be rendered
in this manner, neither of the aforesaid requirements can be

satisfied: for the genus will both have a narrower denotation than its



differentia, and will partake of it.

Again, if no differentia belonging to the genus be predicated of the
given species, neither will the genus be predicated of it; e.g. of
'soul’ neither ‘odd' nor ‘even' is predicated: neither thereforeis
'‘number'. Moreover, see whether the speciesis naturally prior and
abolishes the genus along with itself: for the contrary is the general
view. Moreover, if it be possible for the genus stated, or for its
differentia, to be absent from the alleged species, e.g. for
'movement’ to be absent from the 'soul’, or 'truth and falsehood' from
‘opinion’, then neither of the terms stated could be its genus or
its differentia: for the general view is that the genus and the

differentia accompany the species, aslong asit exists.

Look and see, also, if what is placed in the genus partakes or could
possibly partake of any contrary of the genus: for in that case the
same thing will at the same time partake of contrary things, seeing
that the genusis never absent from it, while it partakes, or can
possibly partake, of the contrary genus as well. Moreover, see whether
the species sharesin any character which it is utterly impossible for
any member of the genusto have. Thus (e.g.) if the soul has a share

in life, while it isimpossible for any number to live, then the



soul could not be a species of number.

Y ou should look and see, also, if the species be a homonym of the
genus, and employ as your elementary principles those aready stated
for dealing with homonymity: for the genus and the species are
Synonymous.

Seeing that of every genus there is more than one species, ook
and seeif it be impossible that there should be another species
than the given one belonging to the genus stated: for if there
should be none, then clearly what has been stated could not be a genus
at al.

Look and see, also, if he has rendered as genus a metaphorical
expression, describing (e.g. 'temperance’ as a'harmony': a'harmony":
for agenusis aways predicated of its speciesin its literal
sense, whereas 'harmony' is predicated of temperance not in a
literal sense but metaphorically: for a harmony always consistsin
notes.

Moreover, if there be any contrary of the species, examineit. The
examination may take different forms; first of all seeif the contrary
aswell be found in the same genus as the species, supposing the genus
to have no contrary; for contraries ought to be found in the same
genus, if there be no contrary to the genus. Supposing, on the other
hand, that there is a contrary to the genus, see if the contrary of

the species be found in the contrary genus: for of necessity the



contrary species must be in the contrary genus, if there be any
contrary to the genus. Each of these pointsis made plain by means
of induction. Again, see whether the contrary of the species be not
found in any genus at all, but beitself agenus, e.g. ‘good'": for

iIf this be not found in any genus, neither will its contrary be

found in any genus, but will itself be a genus, as happensin the case
of 'good' and 'evil': for neither of theseisfound in a genus, but

each of them is agenus. Moreover, seeif both genus and species be
contrary to something, and one pair of contraries have an
intermediary, but not the other. For if the genera have an
intermediary, so should their species aswell, and if the species
have, so should their genera as well, asisthe case with (1) virtue
and vice and (2) justice and injustice: for each pair has an
intermediary. An objection to thisis that there is no intermediary
between health and disease, although there is one between evil and
good. Or see whether, though there be indeed an intermediary between
both pairs, i.e. both between the species and between the genera,
yet it be not similarly related, but in one case be a mere negation of
the extremes, whereas in the other caseit is a subject. For the
general view isthat the relation should be similar in both cases,
asitisinthe cases of virtue and vice and of justice and injustice:
for the intermediaries between both are mere negations. Moreover,

whenever the genus has no contrary, look and see not merely whether



the contrary of the species be found in the same genus, but the
intermediate as well: for the genus containing the extremes contains
the intermediates as well, as (e.g.) in the case of white and black:
for 'colour' is the genus both of these and of all the intermediate
colours aswell. An objection may be raised that 'defect' and 'excess
are found in the same genus (for both are in the genus 'evil'),
whereas moderate amount', the intermediate between them, is found
not in 'evil' but in 'good'. Look and see also whether, while the
genus has a contrary, the species has none; for if the genus be
contrary to anything, so too is the species, as virtue to vice and
justice to injustice.

Likewise. also, if one wereto look at other instances, one would
come to see clearly afact like this. An objection may beraised in
the case of health and disease: for health in general isthe
contrary of disease, whereas a particular disease, being a species
of disease, e.g. fever and ophthalmia and any other particular
disease, has no contrary.

If, therefore, you are demolishing aview, there are all these
ways in which you should make your examination: for if the aforesaid
characters do not belong to it, clearly what has been rendered is
not the genus. If, on the other hand, you are establishing a view,
there are three ways: in the first place, see whether the contrary

of the species be found in the genus stated, suppose the genus have no



contrary: for if the contrary be found in it, clearly the speciesin
guestion isfound in it aswell. Moreover, seeif the intermediate
speciesis found in the genus stated: for whatever genus contains
the intermediate contains the extremes as well. Again, if the genus
have a contrary, look and see whether aso the contrary speciesis
found in the contrary genus: for if so, clearly also the speciesin
guestion is found in the genus in question.

Again, consider in the case of the inflexions and the co-ordinates
of species and genus, and see whether they follow likewise, both in
demolishing and in establishing aview. For whatever attribute belongs
or does not belong to one belongs or does not belong at the same
timeto al; e.q. if justice be a particular form of knowledge, then
also 'justly’ is'knowingly' and the just man is aman of knowledge:
whereas if any of these things be not so, then neither is any of the

rest of them.

Again, consider the case of things that bear alike relation to
one another. Thus (e.g.) the relation of the pleasant to pleasureis
like that of the useful to the good: for in each case the one produces
the other. If therefore pleasure be akind of 'good’, then also the

pleasant will be akind of 'useful': for clearly it may be taken to be



productive of good, seeing that pleasure is good. In the same way also
consider the case of processes of generation and destruction; if
(e.g.) to build be to be active, then to have built is to have been
active, and if to learn be to recollect, then also to have learnt is
to have recollected, and if to be decomposed be to be destroyed,
then to have been decomposed is to have been destroyed, and
decomposition is akind of destruction. Consider also in the same
way the case of things that generate or destroy, and of the capacities
and uses of things; and in general, both in demolishing and in
establishing an argument, you should examine things in the light of
any resemblance of whatever description, as we were saying in the case
of generation and destruction. For if what tends to destroy tends to
decompose, then also to be destroyed is to be decomposed: and if
what tends to generate tends to produce, then to be generated is to be
produced, and generation is production. Likewise, aso, in the case of
the capacities and uses of things: for if a capacity be a disposition,
then also to be capable of something isto be disposed to it, and if
the use of anything be an activity, then to useit isto be active,
and to have used it is to have been active.

If the opposite of the species be a privation, there are two ways of
demolishing an argument, first of all by looking to seeif the
opposite be found in the genus rendered: for either the privation is

to be found absolutely nowhere in the same genus, or at least not in



the same ultimate genus: e.g. if the ultimate genus containing sight
be sensation, then blindness will not be a sensation. Secondly, if
there be a sensation. Secondly, if there be a privation opposed to
both genus and species, but the opposite of the species be not found
in the opposite of the genus, then neither could the species
rendered be in the genus rendered. If, then, you are demolishing a
view, you should follow the rule as stated; but if establishing one
thereis but one way: for if the opposite species be found in the
opposite genus, then also the speciesin question would be found in
the genus in question: e.g. if 'blindness' be aform of

'Insensibility’, then 'sight’ isaform of 'sensation'.

Again, look at the negations of the genus and species and convert
the order of terms, according to the method described in the case of
Accident: e.g. if the pleasant be a kind of good, what is not good
Is not pleasant. For were this no something not good as well would
then be pleasant. That, however, cannot be, for it isimpossible, if
‘good’ be the genus of pleasant, that anything not good should be
pleasant: for of things of which the genusis not predicated, none
of the speciesis predicated either. Also, in establishing a view, you
should adopt the same method of examination: for if what is not good
be not pleasant, then what is pleasant is good, so that ‘good' is
the genus of 'pleasant’.

If the species be arelative term, see whether the genus be a



relative term as well: for if the species be arelative term, so too

IS the genus, asis the case with 'double’ and 'multiple’: for eachis
arelative term. If, on the other hand, the genus be arelative

term, there is no necessity that the species should be so aswell: for
'knowledge'is arelative term, but not so ‘grammar’. Or possibly not
even the first statement would be generally considered true: for
virtueis akind of 'noble and akind of ‘good' thing, and yet, while
'virtue' isarelative term, 'good' and 'noble’ are not relatives

but qualities. Again, see whether the speciesfailsto be used in

the same relation when called by its own name, and when called by
the name of its genus: e.g. if the term 'double’ be used to mean the
double of a'half', then also the term 'multiple’ ought to be used

to mean multiple of a'half'. Otherwise 'multiple’ could not be the
genus of 'doubl€'.

Moreover, see whether the term fail to be used in the same
relation both when called by the name of its genus, and also when
called by those of all the genera of its genus. For if the double be a
multiple of ahalf, then 'in excess of 'will also be used in
relation to a'half': and, in general, the double will be called by
the names of all the higher generain relation to a‘half'. An
objection may be raised that there is no necessity for aterm to be
used in the same relation when called by its own name and when

called by that of its genus: for 'knowledge' is called knowledge 'of



an object’, whereasit is called a'state’ and 'disposition’ not of an
‘object’ but of the 'soul’.

Again, see whether the genus and the species be used in the same way
in respect of the inflexions they take, e.g. datives and genitives and
all the rest. For asthe speciesis used, so should the genus be as
well, asin the case of 'double’ and its higher genera: for we say
both 'double of' and 'multiple of' athing. Likewise, also, in the
case of 'knowledge': for both knowledge' itself and its genera, e.g.
‘disposition’ and 'state', are said to be 'of' something. An objection
may be raised that in some cases it is not so: for we say 'superior
to' and 'contrary to' so and so, whereas 'other’, which is the genus
of these terms, demands not 'to' but 'than': for the expressionis
‘other than' so and so.

Again, see whether terms used in like case relationships fail to
yield alike construction when converted, as do 'double’ and
'multiple’. For each of these terms takes a genitive both in itself
and in its converted form: for we say both a half of' and ‘a
fraction of' something. The case is the same aso as regards both
‘knowledge' and 'conception': for these take a genitive, and by
conversion an ‘object of knowledge' and an 'object of conception'
are both alike used with a dative. If, then, in any cases the
constructions after conversion be not alike, clearly the onetermis

not the genus of the other.



Again, see whether the species and the genus fail to be used in
relation to an equal number of things: for the general view isthat
the uses of both are alike and equal in number, as is the case with
‘present’ and 'grant’. For a present' is of something or to some
one, and also a'grant’ is of something and to some one: and ‘grant’
Is the genus of 'present’, for a'present’ is a'grant that need not
be returned'. In some cases, however, the number of relationsin which
the terms are used happens not to be equal, for while'double' is
double of something, we speak of 'in excess or 'greater' in
something, as well as of or than something: for what isin excess or
greater is always in excess in something, as well asin excess of
something. Hence the terms in question are not the genera of ‘doubl €,
Inasmuch as they are not used in relation to an equal number of things
with the species. Or possibly it is not universally true that
species and genus are used in relation to an equal number of things.
See, als0, if the opposite of the species have the opposite of the
genus asits genus, e.g. whether, if 'multiple’ be the genus of
‘doubl €, 'fraction' be aso the genus of 'half'. For the opposite
of the genus should always be the genus of the opposite species. If,
then, any one were to assert that knowledge is akind of sensation,
then also the object of knowledge will have to be a kind of object
of sensation, whereasit is not: for an object of knowledge is not

always an object of sensation: for objects of knowledge include some



of the objects of intuition as well. Hence 'object of sensation' is
not the genus of 'object of knowledge': and if this be so, neither
IS 'sensation’ the genus of 'knowledge'.

Seeing that of relative terms some are of necessity found in, or
used of, the things in relation to which they happen at any time to be
used (e.g. 'disposition’ and 'state’ and ‘balance’; for in nothing
else can the aforesaid terms possibly be found except in the thingsin
relation to which they are used), while others need not be found in
the things in relation to which they are used at any time, though they
still may be (e.g. if the term 'object of knowledge' be applied to the
soul: for it is quite possible that the knowledge of itself should
be possessed by the soul itself, but it is not necessary, foritis
possible for this same knowledge to be found in some one else),
while for others, again, it is absolutely impossible that they
should be found in the things in relation to which they happen at
any time to be used (as e.g. that the contrary should be found in
the contrary or knowledge in the object of knowledge, unless the
object of knowledge happen to be a soul or a man)-you should 100k,
therefore, and see whether he places aterm of one kind inside a genus
that is not of that kind, e.g. suppose he has said that ‘'memory" is
the 'abiding of knowledge'. For 'abiding' is always found in that
which abides, and is used of that, so that the abiding of knowledge

also will be found in knowledge. Memory, then, isfound in



knowledge, seeing that it is the abiding of knowledge. But thisis
impossible, for memory is always found in the soul. The aforesaid
commonplace rule is common to the subject of Accident aswell: for
itisall the sameto say that 'abiding' is the genus of memory, or to
alegethat it isan accident of it. For if in any way whatever memory

be the abiding of knowledge, the same argument in regard to it will

apply.

Again, seeif he has placed what is a'state' inside the genus
‘activity', or an activity inside the genus 'state, e.g. by
defining 'sensation’ as 'movement communicated through the body':
for sensation is a 'state’, whereas movement is an 'activity'.
Likewise, also, if he has said that memory isa'state that is
retentive of a conception’, for memory is never a state, but rather an
activity.

They also make a bad mistake who rank a'state’ within the
‘capacity’ that attends it, e.g. by defining 'good temper' as the
‘control of anger', and 'courage’ and 'justice’ as ‘control of
fears and of 'gains’: for the terms 'courageous and
‘good-tempered’ are applied to a man who isimmune from passion,
whereas 'self-controlled' describes the man who is exposed to

passion and not led by it. Quite possibly, indeed, each of the



former is attended by a capacity such that, if he were exposed to
passion, he would control it and not be led by it: but, for all

that, thisis not what is meant by being ‘courageous’ in the one case,
and 'good tempered' in the other; what is meant is an absolute
immunity from any passions of that kind at all.

Sometimes, aso, people state any kind of attendant feature as the
genus, e.g. 'pain’ as the genus of 'anger’ and '‘conception’ as that of
conviction'. For both of the thingsin question follow in acertain
sense upon the given species, but neither of them is genusto it.

For when the angry man feels pain, the pain bas appeared in him
earlier than the anger: for his anger is not the cause of his pain,

but his pain of his anger, so that anger emphatically is not pain.

By the same reasoning, neither is conviction conception: for itis
possible to have the same conception even without being convinced of
it, whereas thisis impossible if conviction be a species of
conception: for it isimpossible for athing still to remain the
sameif it be entirely transferred out of its species, just as neither
could the same animal at one time be, and at another not be, a man.
If, on the other hand, any one says that a man who has a conception
must of necessity be also convinced of it, then ‘conception’ and
‘conviction' will be used with an equal denotation, so that not even
so could the former be the genus of the latter: for the denotation

of the genus should be wider.



See, also, whether both naturally come to be anywhere in the same
thing: for what contains the species contains the genus as well:
e.g. what contains 'white' contains ‘colour' as well, and what
contains 'knowledge of grammar' contains 'knowledge' as well. If,
therefore, any one says that 'shame’ is 'fear’, or that 'anger’ is
'pain’, the result will be that genus and species are not found in the
same thing: for shameisfound in the 'reasoning’ faculty, whereas
fear isin the 'spirited' faculty, and 'pain’ is found in the
faculty of 'desires. (for in this pleasure also is found), whereas
‘anger' isfound in the 'spirited' faculty. Hence the terms rendered
are not the genera, seeing that they do not naturally come to bein
the same faculty as the species. Likewise, also, if 'friendship' be
found in the faculty of desires, you may takeit that it isnot aform
of 'wishing': for wishing is always found in the 'reasoning'
faculty. This commonplace rule is useful also in dealing with
Accident: for the accident and that of which it is an accident are
both found in the same thing, so that if they do not appear in the
same thing, clearly it is not an accident.

Again, seeif the species partakes of the genus attributed only in
some particular respect: for it isthe general view that the genus
Is not thus imparted only in some particular respect: for aman is not
an animal in a particular respect, nor is grammar knowledgein a

particular respect only. Likewise also in other instances. L ook,



therefore, and seeif in the case of any of its species the genus be
imparted only in a certain respect; e.g. if 'animal’ has been
described as an 'object of perception’ or of 'sight’. For an animal is
an object of perception or of sight in a particular respect only;
for itisin respect of its body that it is perceived and seen, not in
respect of its soul, so that-'object of sight' and 'object of
perception’ could not be the genus of 'animal’.

Sometimes al so people place the whole inside the part without
detection, defining (e.g.) 'animal’ as an ‘animate body'; whereas
the part is not predicated in any sense of the whole, so that 'body’
could not be the genus of animal, seeing that it is a part.

See dso if he has put anything that is blameworthy or objectionable
into the class 'capacity’ or 'capable, e.g. by defining a'sophist'
or a'slanderer’, or a'thief' as'one who is capable of secretly
thieving other peopl€e's property’. For none of the aforesaid
charactersis so called because he is 'capabl e’ in one of these
respects: for even God and the good man are capable of doing bad
things, but that is not their character: for it is aways in respect
of their choice that bad men are so called. Moreover, a capacity is
aways adesirable thing: for even the capacities for doing bad things
are desirable, and therefore it is we say that even God and the good
man possess them; for they are capable (we say) of doing evil. So then

‘capacity’ can never be the genus of anything blameworthy. Else, the



result will be that what is blameworthy is sometimes desirable: for
there will be a certain form of capacity that is blameworthy.

Also, seeif he has put anything that is precious or desirable for
its own sake into the class 'capacity’ or ‘capable’ or ‘productive’ of
anything. For capacity, and what is capable or productive of anything,
Is always desirable for the sake of something else.

Or seeif he has put anything that exists in two genera or more into
one of them only. For some thingsit isimpossible to placein a
single genus, e.g. the 'cheat’ and the 'slanderer’: for neither he who
has the will without the capacity, nor he who has the capacity without
the will, isa slanderer or cheat, but he who has both of them.

Hence he must be put not into one genus, but into both the aforesaid
genera.

Moreover, people sometimes in converse order render genus as
differentia, and differentia as genus, defining (e.g.) astonishment as
‘excess of wonderment' and conviction as 'vehemence of conception'.
For neither 'excess nor 'vehemence' is the genus, but the
differentia: for astonishment is usually taken to be an 'excessive
wonderment’, and conviction to be a 'vehement conception’, so that
‘wonderment' and ‘conception’ are the genus, while 'excess and
'vehemence' are the differentia. Moreover, if any one renders 'excess
and 'vehemence' as genera, then inanimate things will be convinced and

astonished. For 'vehemence' and 'excess of athing arefound in a



thing which is thus vehement and in excess. If, therefore,
astonishment be excess of wonderment the astonishment will be found in
the wonderment, so that ‘'wonderment' will be astonished! Likewise,
also, conviction will be found in the conception, if it be
'vehemence of conception’, so that the conception will be convinced.
Moreover, aman who renders an answer in this stylewill in
consequence find himself calling vehemence vehement and excess
excessive: for there is such athing as a vehement conviction: if then
conviction be 'vehemence', there would be a 'vehement vehemence'.
Likewise, also, there is such athing as excessive astonishment: if
then astonishment be an excess, there would be an 'excessive
excess. Whereas neither of these thingsis generally believed, any
more than that knowledge is a knower or motion a moving thing.
Sometimes, too, people make the bad mistake of putting an
affection into that which is affected, as its genus, e.g. those who
say that immortality is everlasting life: for immortality seemsto
be a certain affection or accidental feature of life. That this saying
Is true would appear clear if any one were to admit that a man can
pass from being mortal and become immortal: for no one will assert
that he takes another life, but that a certain accidental feature or
affection entersinto thisone asit is. So then 'life' is not the
genus of immortality.

Again, seeif to an affection he has ascribed as genus the object of



which it is an affection, by defining (e.g.) wind as'air in

motion'. Rather, wind is'amovement of air': for the same air
persists both when it isin motion and when it is still. Hencewind is
not 'air' at all: for then there would aso have been wind when the
air was not in motion, seeing that the same air which formed the
wind persists. Likewise, aso, in other cases of the kind. Even, then,
If we ought in this instance to admit the point that wind is'air in
motion', yet we should accept a definition of the kind, not about

all those things of which the genusis not true, but only in cases
where the genus rendered is atrue predicate. For in some cases,

e.g. 'mud' or 'snow', it is not generally held to be true. For

people tell you that snow is 'frozen water' and mud is earth mixed
with moisture', whereas snow is not water, nor mud earth, so that
neither of the terms rendered could be the genus: for the genus should
be true of all its species. Likewise neither is wine ‘fermented

water', as Empedocles speaks of ‘water fermented in wood’;' for it

simply is not water at al.

Moreover, see whether the term rendered fail to be the genus of
anything at all; for then clearly it also fails to be the genus of the

species mentioned. Examine the point by seeing whether the objects



that partake of the genusfail to be specifically different from one
another, e.g. white objects: for these do not differ specificaly from
one another, whereas of a genus the species are always different, so
that ‘'white' could not be the genus of anything.

Again, see whether he has named as genus or differentia some feature
that goes with everything: for the number of attributes that follow
everything is comparatively large: thus (e.g.) 'Being' and 'Unity" are
among the number of attributes that follow everything. If,
therefore, he has rendered 'Being' as agenus, clearly it would be the
genus of everything, seeing that it is predicated of everything; for
the genusis never predicated of anything except of its species. Hence
Unity, inter aia, will be a species of Being. The result,
therefore, isthat of all things of which the genusis predicated, the
speciesis predicated as well, seeing that Being and Unity are
predicates of absolutely everything, whereas the predication of the
species ought to be of narrower range. If, on the other hand, he has
named as differentia some attribute that follows everything, clearly
the denotation of the differentiawill be equal to, or wider than,
that of the genus. For if the genus, too, be some attribute that
follows everything, the denotation of the differentiawill be equal to
its denotation, while if the genus do not follow everything, it will
be still wider.

Moreover, seeif the description ‘inherent in S' be used of the



genus rendered in relation to its species, asit isused of 'white' in

the case of snow, thus showing clearly that it could not be the genus:
for 'true of S isthe only description used of the genusin

relation to its species. Look and see adso if the genusfailsto be
synonymous with its species. For the genusis always predicated of its
species synonymously.

Moreover, beware, whenever both species and genus have a contrary,
and he places the better of the contraries inside the worse genus: for
the result will be that the remaining species will be found in the
remaining genus, seeing that contraries are found in contrary
genera, so that the better species will be found in the worse genus
and the worse in the better: whereas the usual view isthat of the
better species the genustoo is better. Also seeif he has placed
the speciesinside the worse and not inside the better genus, when
it is at the same time related in like manner to both, as (e.g.) if he
has defined the 'soul' as a 'form of motion' or 'aform of moving
thing'. For the same soul is usually thought to be a principle alike
of rest and of motion, so that, if rest is the better of the two, this
Is the genus into which the soul should have been put.

Moreover, judge by means of greater and less degrees: if
overthrowing aview, see whether the genus admits of agreater degree,
whereas neither the species itself does so, nor any term that is

called after it: e.g. if virtue admits of a greater degree, so too



does justice and the just man: for one man is called 'more just than
another'. If, therefore, the genus rendered admits of a greater

degree, whereas neither the species does so itself nor yet any term
called after it, then what has been rendered could not be the genus.

Again, if what is more generaly, or as generaly, thought to be the
genus be not so, clearly neither is the genus rendered. The
commonplace rule in question is useful especialy in cases where the
species appears to have several predicates in the category of essence,
and where no distinction has been drawn between them, and we cannot
say which of them is genus; e.g. both ‘pain’ and the ‘conception of
adight' are usually thought to be predicates of ‘anger in the
category of essence: for the angry man is both in pain and also
conceivesthat heis slighted. The same mode of inquiry may be applied
also to the case of the species, by comparing it with some other
species: for if the one which is more generally, or as generaly,
thought to be found in the genus rendered be not found therein, then
clearly neither could the species rendered be found therein.

In demolishing a view, therefore, you should follow the rule as
stated. In establishing one, on the other hand, the commonplace rule
that you should see if both the genus rendered and the species admit
of agreater degree will not serve: for even though both admit it,
itisstill possible for one not to be the genus of the other. For

both 'beautiful' and 'white' admit of a greater degree, and neither is



the genus of the other. On the other hand, the comparison of the
genera and of the species one with another is of use: e.g. supposing A
and B to have alike claim to be genus, then if one be a genus, so
also isthe other. Likewise, also, if what hasless claim be a

genus, so also iswhat has more claim: e.g. if 'capacity' have more
claim than 'virtue' to be the genus of self-control, and virtue be the
genus, so also is capacity. The same observations will apply also in
the case of the species. For instance, supposing A and B to have a
like claim to be a species of the genus in question, then if the one
be a species, so aso isthe other: and if that which isless

generaly thought to be so be a species, so aso is that which ismore
generally thought to be so.

Moreover, to establish aview, you should look and see if the
genusis predicated in the category of essence of those things of
which it has been rendered as the genus, supposing the species
rendered to be not one single species but several different ones:
for then clearly it will be the genus. If, on the other, the species
rendered be single, look and see whether the genus be predicated in
the category of essence of other species as well: for then, again, the
result will be that it is predicated of several different species.

Since some people think that the differentia, too, is a predicate of
the various species in the category of essence, you should distinguish

the genus from the differentia by employing the aforesaid elementary



principles-(a) that the genus has a wider denotation than the
differentia; (b) that in rendering the essence of athing it is more
fitting to state the genus than the differentia: for any one who
saysthat 'man' is an ‘animal’ shows what man is better than he who
describes him as 'walking'; also (c) that the differentia aways
signifies aquality of the genus, whereas the genus does not do this
of the differentia: for he who says ‘walking' describes an animal of a
certain quality, whereas he who says ‘animal’ describes an animal of a
certain quality, whereas he who says ‘animal’ does not describe a
walking thing of a certain quality.

The differentia, then, should be distinguished from the genusin
this manner. Now seeing it is generally held that if what is
musical, in being musical, possesses knowledge in some respect, then
also 'music' is aparticular kind of 'knowledge'; and also that if
what walks is moved in walking, then ‘walking' is a particular kind of
'movement’; you should therefore examine in the aforesaid manner any
genus in which you want to establish the existence of something;
e.g. if you wish to prove that 'knowledge' is aform of
‘conviction', see whether the knower in knowing is convinced: for then
clearly knowledge would be a particular kind of conviction. Y ou should
proceed in the same way also in regard to the other cases of this
kind.

Moreover, seeing that it is difficult to distinguish whatever aways



follows along with athing, and is not convertible with it, from its
genus, if A follows B universally, whereas B does not follow A
universally-ase.g. 'rest' awaysfollows a'calm’ and

'divisibility' follows 'number’, but not conversely (for the divisible

Is not always a number, nor rest a calm)-you may yourself assumein
your treatment of them that the one which always follows is the genus,
whenever the other is not convertible with it: if, on the other

hand, some one else puts forward the proposition, do not accept it
universally. An objection to it is that 'not-being' always follows
what is‘coming to be' (for what is coming to beis not) and is not
convertible with it (for what is not is not always coming to be),

and that still 'not-being' is not the genus of ‘coming to be': for
'not-being' has not any species at all. Questions, then, in regard

to Genus should be investigated in the ways described.

Book V

THE question whether the attribute stated is or is not a property,
should be examined by the following methods:
Any 'property’ rendered is aways either essential and permanent

or relative and temporary: e.g. it is an 'essential property' of man



to be 'by nature acivilized animal': a'relative property' is one

like that of the soul in relation to the body, viz. that the oneis
fitted to command, and the other to obey: a 'permanent property' is
one like the property which belongs to God, of being an 'immortal
living being': a'temporary property' is one like the property which
belongs to any particular man of walking in the gymnasium.

[The rendering of a property 'relatively’ givesrise either to two
problems or to four. For if he at the same time render this property
of one thing and deny it of another, only two problems arise, asin
the case of a statement that it is a property of aman, inrelation to
ahorse, to be a biped. For one might try both to show that amanis
not a biped, and also that a horse is a biped: in both ways the
property would be upset. If on the other hand he render one apiece
of two attributes to each of two things, and deny it in each case of
the other, there will then be four problems; asin the case of a
statement that it is a property of aman in relation to a horse for
the former to be a biped and the latter a quadruped. For then it is
possible to try to show both that a man is not naturally a biped,
and that he is a quadruped, and aso that the horse both is a biped,
and is not a quadruped. If you show any of these at all, the
intended attribute is demolished.]

An 'essential’ property is one which is rendered of athing in

comparison with everything else and distinguishes the said thing



from everything else, as does 'amortal living being capable of
receiving knowledge' in the case of man. A 'relative' property is

one which separates its subject off not from everything else but

only from a particular definite thing, as does the property which
virtue possesses, in comparison with knowledge, viz. that the former
is naturally produced in more than one faculty, whereas the latter

IS produced in that of reason alone, and in those who have a reasoning
faculty. A 'permanent’ property isone which istrue at every time,

and never fails, like being' compounded of soul and body’, in the case
of aliving creature. A 'temporary' property is one which istrue at
some particular time, and does not of necessity aways follow; as,

of some particular man, that he walks in the market-place.

To render a property 'relatively' to something else meansto state
the difference between them asit is found either universally and
always, or generally and in most cases. thus adifference that is
found universally and always, is one such as man possesses in
comparison with a horse, viz. being a biped: for aman is aways and
In every case a biped, whereas ahorse is never abiped at any time.
On the other hand, a difference that is found generally and in most
cases, is one such as the faculty of reason possesses in comparison
with that of desire and spirit, in that the former commands, while the
|atter obeys: for the reasoning faculty does not always command, but

sometimes aso is under command, nor isthat of desire and spirit



always under command, but also on occasion assumes the command,
whenever the soul of amanisvicious.

Of 'properties the most 'arguabl e’ are the essential and
permanent and the relative. For arelative property givesrise, as
we said before, to several questions: for of necessity the questions
arising are either two or four, or that argumentsin regard to these
are several. An essential and a permanent property you can discuss
in relation to many things, or can observe in relation to many periods
of time: if essential’, discussit in comparison with many things: for
the property ought to belong to its subject in comparison with every
single thing that is, so that if the subject be not distinguished by
it in comparison with everything else, the property could not have
been rendered correctly. So a permanent property you should observein
relation to many periods of time; for if it does not or did not, or is
not going to, belong, it will not be a property. On the other hand,
about atemporary property we do not inquire further than in regard to
the time called 'the present’; and so argumentsin regard to it are
not many; whereas an arguable' question is onein regard to which it
Is possible for arguments both numerous and good to arise.

The so-called 'relative’ property, then, should be examined by means
of the commonplace arguments relating to Accident, to see whether it
belongs to the one thing and not to the other: on the other hand,

permanent and essential properties should be considered by the



following methods.

First, see whether the property has or has not been rendered
correctly. Of arendering being incorrect or correct, one test isto
see whether the termsin which the property is stated are not or are
more intelligible-for destructive purposes, whether they are not so,
and for constructive purposes, whether they are so. Of the terms not
being more intelligible, one test is to see whether the property which
he renders is altogether more unintelligible than the subject whose
property he has stated: for, if so, the property will not have been
stated correctly. For the object of getting a property constituted
isto beintelligible: the terms therefore in which it is rendered
should be more intelligible: for in that case it will be possible to
conceive it more adequately, e.g. any one who has stated that it is
aproperty of 'fire' to 'bear avery close resemblance to the soul’,
uses the term 'soul’, which islessintelligible than 'fire-for we
know better what fire is than what soul is-, and therefore a'very
close resemblance to the soul' could not be correctly stated to be a
property of fire. Another test isto see whether the attribution of
A (property) to B (subject) fails to be moreintelligible. For not

only should the property be more intelligible than its subject, but



also it should be something whose attribution to the particul ar
subject isamore intelligible attribution. For he who does not know
whether it is an attribute of the particular subject at all, will

not know either whether it belongsto it alone, so that whichever of
these results happens, its character as a property becomes obscure.
Thus (e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of fire to be
'the primary element wherein the soul is naturally found', has
introduced a subject which islessintelligible than 'fire’, viz.
whether the soul isfound in it, and whether it is found there
primarily; and therefore to be 'the primary element in which the
soul is naturally found' could not be correctly stated to be a
property of fire'. On the other hand, for constructive purposes,

see whether the termsin which the property is stated are more
intelligible, and if they are more intelligible in each of the
aforesaid ways. For then the property will have been correctly
stated in this respect: for of constructive arguments, showing the
correctness of arendering, some will show the correctness merely in
this respect, while others will show it without qualification. Thus
(e.g.) aman who has said that the 'possession of sensation’ isa
property of '‘animal’ has both used more intelligible terms and has
rendered the property more intelligible in each of the aforesaid
senses; so that to 'possess sensation’ would in this respect have been

correctly rendered as a property of ‘animal’.



Next, for destructive purposes, see whether any of the terms
rendered in the property is used in more than one sense, or whether
the whole expression too signifies more than one thing. For then the
property will not have been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) seeing
that to 'being natural sentient' signifies more than one thing, viz.

(1) to possess sensation, (2) to use one's sensation, being

naturally sentient' could not be a correct statement of a property

of '‘animal’. The reason why the term you use, or the whole
expression signifying the property, should not bear more than one
meaning isthis, that an expression bearing more than one meaning
makes the object described obscure, because the man who is about to
attempt an argument is in doubt which of the various senses the
expression bears: and thiswill not do, for the object of rendering

the property isthat he may understand. Moreover, in addition to this,
it isinevitable that those who render a property after this fashion
should be somehow refuted whenever any one addresses his syllogism
to that one of the term's several meanings which does not agree. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether both all the
terms and al so the expression as a whole avoid bearing more than one
sense: for then the property will have been correctly stated in this
respect. Thus (e.g.) seeing that 'body"' does not bear several

meanings, nor quickest to move upwards in space’, nor yet the whole

expression made by putting them together, it would be correct in



this respect to say that it is a property of fire to be the 'body
guickest to move upwards in space'.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif the term of which he
renders the property is used in more than one sense, and no
distinction has been drawn as to which of them it is whose property he
Is stating: for then the property will not have been correctly
rendered. The reasons why thisis so are quite clear from what has
been said above: for the same results are bound to follow. Thus (e.g.)
seeing that 'the knowledge of this signifies many things for it means
(1) the possession of knowledge by it, (2) the use of its knowledge by
it, (3) the existence of knowledge about it, (4) the use of
knowledge about it-no property of the 'knowledge of this could be
rendered correctly unless he draw a distinction as to which of these
it iswhose property heisrendering. For constructive purposes, a man
should seeif the term of which heis rendering the property avoids
bearing many senses and is one and simple: for then the property
will have been correctly stated in this respect. Thus (e.g.) seeing
that 'man’ isused in asingle sense, 'naturally civilized animal’
would be correctly stated as a property of man.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether the same term has been
repeated in the property. For people often do this undetected in
rendering 'properties aso, just asthey do in their 'definitions’ as

well: but a property to which this has happened will not have been



correctly stated: for the repetition of it confuses the hearer; thus
inevitably the meaning becomes obscure, and further, such people are
thought to babble. Repetition of the same term islikely to happen
in two ways; oneis, when aman repeatedly uses the same word, as
would happen if any one were to render, as a property of fire, ‘the
body which isthe most rarefied of bodies (for he has repeated the
word 'body"); the second is, if a man replaces words by their
definitions, as would happen if any one were to render, asa
property of earth, 'the substance which is by its nature most easily
of al bodies borne downwards in space', and were then to substitute
‘substances of such and such a kind' for the word 'bodies’: for ‘body’
and 'a substance of such and such a kind' mean one and the same thing.
For he will have repeated the word 'substance’, and accordingly
neither of the properties would be correctly stated. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether he avoids ever
repeating the same term; for then the property will in this respect
have been correctly rendered. Thus (e.g.) seeing that he who has
stated ‘animal capable of acquiring knowledge' as a property of man
has avoided repeating the same term several times, the property
would in this respect have been correctly rendered of man.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has rendered in the
property any such term asis auniversal attribute. For one which does

not distinguish its subject from other thingsis useless, and it is



the business of the language Of 'properties, as also of the
language of definitions, to distinguish. In the case contemplated,
therefore, the property will not have been correctly rendered. Thus
(e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of knowledgeto be a
‘conception incontrovertible by argument, because of its unity', has
used in the property aterm of that kind, viz. 'unity', whichisa
universal attribute; and therefore the property of knowledge could not
have been correctly stated. For constructive purposes, on the other
hand, see whether he has avoided al terms that are common to
everything and used a term that distinguishes the subject from
something: for then the property will in this respect have been
correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch ashewho has said that itisa
property of a'living creature' to 'have a soul' has used no term that
Is common to everything, it would in this respect have been
correctly stated to be a property of a'living creature' to 'have a
soul'.

Next, for destructive purposes see whether he renders more than
one property of the same thing, without a definite proviso that he
IS stating more than one: for then the property will not have been
correctly stated. For just asin the case of definitions too there
should be no further addition beside the expression which shows the

essence, so too in the case of properties nothing further should be

rendered beside the expression that constitutes the property



mentioned: for such an addition is made to no purpose. Thus (e.g.) a
man who has said that it is a property of fire to be ‘the most

rarefied and lightest body' has rendered more than one property (for
each term is atrue predicate of fire alone); and so it could not be a
correctly stated property of fire to be 'the most rarefied and

lightest body'. On the other hand, for constructive purposes, see
whether he has avoided rendering more than one property of the same
thing, and has rendered one only: for then the property will in this
respect have been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) aman who has said
that it isaproperty of aliquid to be a'body adaptable to every
shape' has rendered as its property a single character and not
several, and so the property of 'liquid’ would in this respect have

been correctly stated.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has employed either
the actual subject whose property heis rendering, or any of its
species. for then the property will not have been correctly stated.
For the object of rendering the property is that people may
understand: now the subject itself isjust asunintelligible asit was
to start with, while any one of its speciesis posterior to it, and so

isno moreintelligible. Accordingly it isimpossible to understand



anything further by the use of these terms. Thus (e.g.) any one who
has said that it is property of ‘animal’ to be 'the substance to which
"man" belongs as a species has employed one of its species, and
therefore the property could not have been correctly stated. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether he avoids
introducing either the subject itself or any of its species: for

then the property will in this respect have been correctly stated.
Thus (e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of aliving
creature to be 'compounded of soul and body' has avoided introducing
among the rest either the subject itself or any of its species, and
therefore in this respect the property of a'living creature’ would
have been correctly rendered.

Y ou should inquire in the same way also in the case of other terms
that do or do not make the subject more intelligible: thus, for
destructive purposes, see whether he has employed anything either
opposite to the subject or, in general, anything simultaneous by
nature with it or posterior to it: for then the property will not have
been correctly stated. For an opposite is simultaneous by nature
with its opposite, and what is simultaneous by nature or is
posterior to it does not make its subject more intelligible. Thus
(e.g.) any onewho has said that it is a property of good to be 'the
most direct opposite of evil', has employed the opposite of good,

and so the property of good could not have been correctly rendered.



For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether he has
avoided employing anything either opposite to, or, in general,
simultaneous by nature with the subject, or posterior to it: for

then the property will in this respect have been correctly rendered.
Thus (e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of knowledge to
be 'the most convincing conception' has avoided employing anything
either opposite to, or ssmultaneous by nature with, or posterior to,
the subject; and so the property of knowledge would in this respect
have been correctly stated.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has rendered as
property something that does not always follow the subject but
sometimes ceases to be its property: for then the property will not
have been correctly described. For there is no necessity either that
the name of the subject must also be true of anything to which we find
such an attribute belonging; nor yet that the name of the subject will
be untrue of anything to which such an attribute is found not to
belong. Moreover, in addition to this, even after he has rendered
the property it will not be clear whether it belongs, seeing that it
isthe kind of attribute that may fall: and so the property will not
be clear. Thus (e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of
animal 'sometimes to move and sometimes to stand still' rendered the
kind of property which sometimesis not a property, and so the

property could not have been correctly stated. For constructive



purposes, on the other hand, see whether he has rendered something
that of necessity must always be a property: for then the property
will have been in this respect correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) aman who
has stated that it is a property of virtue to be 'what makesits
possessor good' has rendered as property something that always
follows, and so the property of virtue would in this respect have been
correctly rendered.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether in rendering the
property of the present time he has omitted to make a definite proviso
that it isthe property of the present time which heisrendering: for
else the property will not have been correctly stated. For in the
first place, any unusual procedure always needs a definite proviso:
and it isthe usual procedure for everybody to render as property some
attribute that always follows. In the second place, a man who omitsto
provide definitely whether it was the property of the present time
which he intended to state, is obscure: and one should not give any
occasion for adverse criticism. Thus (e.g.) aman who has stated it as
the property of a particular man 'to be sitting with a particular
man', states the property of the present time, and so he cannot have
rendered the property correctly, seeing that he has described it
without any definite proviso. For constructive purposes, on the
other hand, see whether, in rendering the property of the present

time, he has, in stating it, made a definite proviso that it is the



property of the present time that heis stating: for then the property
will in this respect have been correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) aman who
has said that it is the property of a particular man 'to be walking
now', has made this distinction in his statement, and so the

property would have been correctly stated.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has rendered a
property of the kind whose appropriateness is not obvious except by
sensation: for then the property will not have been correctly
stated. For every sensible attribute, once it is taken beyond the
sphere of sensation, becomes uncertain. For it is not clear whether it
still belongs, because it is evidenced only by sensation. This
principle will be true in the case of any attributes that do not
always and necessarily follow. Thus (e.g.) any one who has stated that
it isaproperty of the sun to be 'the brightest star that moves
over the earth’, has used in describing the property an expression
of that kind, viz. 'to move over the earth’, which is evidenced by
sensation; and so the sun's property could not have been correctly
rendered: for it will be uncertain, whenever the sun sets, whether
It continues to move over the earth, because sensation then fails
us. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether he has
rendered the property of akind that is not obvious to sensation,
or, if it be sensible, must clearly belong of necessity: for then

the property will in this respect have been correctly stated. Thus



(e.g.) aman who has stated that it is a property of a surfaceto be
'the primary thing that is coloured', has introduced amongst the

rest a sensible quality, 'to be coloured', but still aquality such as
manifestly always belongs, and so the property of 'surface’ would in
this respect have been correctly rendered.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has rendered the
definition as a property: for then the property will not have been
correctly stated: for the property of athing ought not to show its
essence. Thus (e.g.) aman who has said that it is the property of man
to be ‘awalking, biped animal' has rendered a property of man so as
to signify his essence, and so the property of man could not have been
correctly rendered. For constructive purposes, on the other hand,
see whether the property which he has rendered forms a predicate
convertible with its subject, without, however, signifying its
essence: for then the property will in this respect have been
correctly rendered. Thus (e.g.) he who has stated that it isa
property of man to be a'naturally civilized animal’ has rendered
the property so as to be convertible with its subject, without,
however, showing its essence, and so the property of man' would in
this respect have been correctly rendered.

Next, for destructive purposes, see whether he has rendered the
property without having placed the subject within its essence. For

of properties, as aso of definitions, the first term to be rendered



should be the genus, and then the rest of it should be appended
immediately afterwards, and should distinguish its subject from
other things. Hence a property which is not stated in this way could
not have been correctly rendered. Thus (e.g.) aman who has said
that it is a property of aliving creature to 'have a soul' has not
placed 'living creature’ within its essence, and so the property of
aliving creature could not have been correctly stated. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see whether a man first
places within its essence the subject whose property heis

rendering, and then appends the rest: for then the property will in
this respect have been correctly rendered. Thus (e.g.) he who has
stated that is a property of man to be an ‘animal capable of receiving
knowledge', has rendered the property after placing the subject within
its essence, and so the property of ‘'man’ would in this respect have

been correctly rendered.

The inquiry, then, whether the property has been correctly
rendered or no, should be made by these means. The question, on the
other hand, whether what is stated is or is not a property at all, you
should examine from the following points of view. For the

commonplace arguments which establish absolutely that the property



is accurately stated will be the same as those that constitute it a
property at all: accordingly they will be described in the course of
them.

Firstly, then, for destructive purposes, take alook at each subject
of which he has rendered the property, and see (e.g.) if it failsto
belong to any of them at all, or to be true of them in that particular
respect, or to be a property of each of them in respect of that
character of which he has rendered the property: for then what is
stated to be a property will not be a property. Thus, for example,
Inasmuch asit is not true of the geometrician that he ‘cannot be
deceived by an argument’ (for ageometrician is decelved when his
figureis misdrawn), it could not be a property of the man of
science that he is not deceived by an argument. For constructive
purposes, on the other hand, see whether the property rendered be true
of every instance, and true in that particular respect: for then
what is stated not to be a property will be a property. Thus, for
example, in as much as the description ‘an animal capable of receiving
knowledge' is true of every man, and true of him qua man, it would
be a property of man to be ‘an animal capable of receiving knowledge'.
commonplace rule means-for destructive purposes, seeif the
description fails to be true of that of which the nameistrue; and if
the name fails to be true of that of which the description is true:

for constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the description



too is predicated of that of which the name is predicated, and if
the name too is predicated of that of which the descriptionis
predicated.]

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif the description failsto
apply to that to which the name applies, and if the name failsto
apply to that to which the description applies: for then what is
stated to be a property will not be a property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch
as the description 'aliving being that partakes of knowledge' istrue
of God, while'man' is not predicated of God, to be aliving being
that partakes of knowledge' could not be a property of man. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the name as well be
predicated of that of which the description is predicated, and if
the description as well be predicated of that of which the nameis
predicated. For then what is stated not to be a property will be a
property. Thus (e.g.) the predicate 'living creature' is true of
that of which 'having a soul' istrue, and 'having a soul’ istrue
of that of which the predicate 'living creature' is true; and so
‘having a soul would be a property of 'living creature'.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif he has rendered a subject
as a property of that which is described as 'in the subject’: for then
what has been stated to be a property will not be a property. Thus
(e.g.) inasmuch as he who has rendered 'fire' as the property of

'the body with the most rarefied particles, has rendered the



subject as the property of its predicate, ‘fire' could not be a
property of ‘the body with the most rarefied particles. The reason
why the subject will not be a property of that which isfound in the
subject isthis, that then the same thing will be the property of a
number of things that are specificaly different. For the same thing
has quite a number of specifically different predicates that belong to
it alone, and the subject will be a property of al of these, if any
one states the property in thisway. For constructive purposes, on the
other hand, seeif he has rendered what is found in the subject as a
property of the subject: for then what has been stated not to be a
property will be a property, if it be predicated only of the things of
which it has been stated to be the property. Thus (e.g.) he who has
said that it is a property of 'earth' to be 'specifically the heaviest
body' has rendered of the subject as its property something that is
said of the thing in question aone, and is said of it in the manner
in which a property is predicated, and so the property of earth
would have been rightly stated.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif he has rendered the
property as partaken of: for then what is stated to be a property will
not be a property. For an attribute of which the subject partakesisa
constituent part of its essence: and an attribute of that kind would
be a differentia applying to some one species. E.g. inasmuch as he who

has said that ‘walking on two feet' is property of man has rendered



the property as partaken of, ‘walking on two feet' could not be a

property of 'man’. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see

if he has avoided rendering the property as partaken of, or as showing

the essence, though the subject is predicated convertibly with it: for

then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. Thus

(e.g.) he who has stated that to be 'naturally sentient' is a property

of 'animal’ has rendered the property neither as partaken of nor as

showing the essence, though the subject is predicated convertibly with

it; and so to be 'naturally sentient' would be a property of ‘animal’.
Next, for destructive purposes, see if the property cannot

possibly belong simultaneously, but must belong either as posterior or

as prior to the attribute described in the name: for then what is

stated to be a property will not be a property either never, or not

always. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asit is possible for the attribute

‘walking through the market-place' to belong to an object as prior and

as posterior to the attribute 'man', ‘walking through the

market-place' could not be a property of 'man’ either never, or not

always. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, seeif it always

and of necessity belongs simultaneously, without being either a

definition or adifferentia: for then what is stated not to be a

property will be a property. Thus (e.g.) the attribute ‘an animal

capable of receiving knowledge' always and of necessity belongs

simultaneously with the attribute 'man’, and is neither differentia



nor definition of its subject, and so ‘an animal capable of
receiving knowledge' would be a property of 'man'.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif the same thing failsto be
aproperty of things that are the same as the subject, so far as
they are the same: for then what is stated to be a property will not
be a property. Thus, for example, inasmuch asit is no property of a
'proper object of pursuit' to ‘appear good to certain persons, it
could not be a property of the 'desirable’ either to ‘appear good to
certain persons’: for 'proper object of pursuit' and ‘desirable
mean the same. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if
the same thing be a property of something that is the same asthe
subject, in so far asit isthe same. For then is stated not to be a
property will be a property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asit iscalled a
property of aman, in so far as heisaman, 'to have atripartite
soul', it would also be a property of amortal, in sofar asheisa
mortal, to have atripartite soul. This commonplace ruleis useful
also in dealing with Accident: for the same attributes ought either to
belong or not belong to the same things, in so far as they are the
same.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif the property of things that
are the same in kind as the subject fails to be always the samein
kind as the aleged property: for then neither will what is stated

to be the property of the subject in question. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as



aman and a horse are the same in kind, and it isnot always a
property of a horseto stand by its own initiative, it could not be
aproperty of aman to move by his own initiative; for to stand and to
move by his own initiative are the same in kind, because they belong
to each of them in so far aseach isan ‘animal’. For constructive
purposes, on the other hand, seeif of things that are the samein

kind as the subject the property that is the same as the alleged
property is always true: for then what is stated not to be a

property will be a property. Thus (e.g.) sinceit is aproperty of man
to be a'walking biped," it would also be a property of abird to be a
'flying biped': for each of these isthe samein kind, in so far as

the one pair have the sameness of species that fall under the same
genus, being under the genus 'animal’, while the other pair have

that of differentiae of the genus, viz. of ‘animal’. This

commonplace rule is deceptive whenever one of the properties mentioned
belongs to some one species only while the other belongs to many, as
does 'walking quadruped'.

Inasmuch as 'same’ and 'different’ are terms used in several senses,
itisajob to render to a sophistical questioner a property that
belongs to one thing and that only. For an attribute that belongs to
something qualified by an accident will aso belong to the accident
taken along with the subject which it qualifies; e.g. an attribute

that belongs to 'man’ will belong also to ‘white man', if there be a



white man, and one that belongs to ‘white man' will belong also to
'man’. One might, then, bring captious criticism against the

majority of properties, by representing the subject as being one thing
in itself, and another thing when combined with its accident,

saying, for example, that 'man’ is one thing, and white man'

another, and moreover by representing as different a certain state and
what is called after that state. For an attribute that belongsto

the state will belong also to what is called after that state, and one
that belongs to what is called after a state will belong also to the
state: e.g. inasmuch as the condition of the scientist is called after
his science, it could not be a property of 'science' that it is
'Incontrovertible by argument’; for then the scientist also will be
incontrovertible by argument. For constructive purposes, however,
you should say that the subject of an accident is not absolutely
different from the accident taken along with its subject; though it is
called 'another' thing because the mode of being of thetwo is
different: for it is not the same thing for a man to be aman and

for awhite man to be awhite man. Moreover, you should take a look
along at the inflections, and say that the description of the man of
science iswrong: one should say not ‘it but ‘heis

incontrovertible by argument’; while the description of Scienceis
wrong too: one should say not 'it' but 'she isincontrovertible by

argument'. For against an objector who sticks at nothing the defence



should stick at nothing.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif, while intending to render an
attribute that naturally belongs, he statesit in his language in such
away asto indicate one that invariably belongs:. for then it would be
generally agreed that what has been stated to be a property is
upset. Thus (e.g.) the man who has said that 'biped’ is a property
of man intends to render the attribute that naturally belongs, but his
expression actually indicates one that invariably belongs:
accordingly, 'biped' could not be a property of man: for not every man
IS possessed of two feet. For constructive purposes, on the other
hand, seeif he intends to render the property that naturally belongs,
and indicatesit in that way in his language: for then the property
will not be upset in this respect. Thus (e.g.) he who rendersas a
property of 'man’ the phrase 'an animal capable of receiving
knowledge' both intends, and by his language indicates, the property
that belongs by nature, and so ‘an animal capable of receiving
knowledge' would not be upset or shown in that respect not to be a
property of man.

Moreover, asregards all the things that are called asthey are

primarily after something else, or primarily in themselves, itisa



job to render the property of such things. For if you render a
property as belonging to the subject that is so called after something
else, then it will be true of its primary subject as well; whereas

If you state it of its primary subject, then it will be predicated

also of the thing that is so called after this other. Thus (e.g.) if

any one renders, coloured' as the property of 'surface’, ‘coloured'
will be true of body as well; whereas if he render it of 'body’, it

will be predicated aso of 'surface’. Hence the name as well will

not be true of that of which the description istrue.

In the case of some propertiesit mostly happens that some error
isincurred because of afailureto define how aswell asto what
things the property is stated to belong. For every one tries to render
as the property of athing something that belongsto it either
naturally, as 'biped' belongs to ‘'man’, or actually, as 'having four
fingers belongs to a particular man, or specifically, as
‘consisting of most rarefied particles belongsto ‘fire', or
absolutely, as'life' to 'living being', or one that belongsto a
thing only as called after something else, as 'wisdom' to the
'soul’, or on the other hand primarily, as'wisdom'’ to the ‘rational
faculty', or because the thing isin a certain state, as
'Incontrovertible by argument' belongs to a'scientist’ (for simply
and solely by reason of his being in a certain state will he be

'Incontrovertible by argument’), or because it is the state



possessed by something, as 'incontrovertible by argument' belongs to
'science’, or because it is partaken of, as 'sensation’ belongs to
‘animal’ (for other things as well have sensation, e.g. man, but

they have it because they aready partake of ‘animal’), or because

it partakes of something else, as'life' belongs to a particular

kind of 'living being'. Accordingly he makes a mistake if he has
failed to add the word 'naturally’, because what belongs naturally may
fail to belong to the thing to which it naturally belongs, as (e.g.)

it belongs to a man to have two feet: so too he errsif he does not
make a definite proviso that heis rendering what actually belongs,
because one day that attribute will not be what it now is, e.g. the
man's possession of four fingers. So he errsif he has not shown

that he states a thing to be such and such primarily, or that he calls

it so after something else, because then its name too will not be true
of that of which the description istrue, asis the case with

‘coloured’, whether rendered as a property of 'surface’ or of

'body’. So he errsif he has not said beforehand that he has

rendered a property to athing either because that thing possesses a
state, or because it is a state possessed by something; because then

it will not be a property. For, supposing he renders the property to
something as being a state possessed, it will belong to what possesses
that state; while supposing he renders it to what possesses the state,

it will belong to the state possessed, as did ‘incontrovertible by



argument’ when stated as a property of 'science' or of the
'scientist’. So he errsif he has not indicated beforehand that the
property belongs because the thing partakes of, or is partaken of
by, something; because then the property will belong to certain
other things as well. For if he rendersit because its subject is
partaken of, it will belong to the things which partake of it; whereas
If he rendersit because its subject partakes of something else, it
will belong to the things partaken of, as (e.qg.) if he were to state
'life' to be a property of a'particular kind of living being', or

just of 'living being. So he errsif he has not expressly
distinguished the property that belongs specifically, because then
it will belong only to one of the things that fall under the term of
which he states the property: for the superlative belongs only to
one of them, e.g. 'lightest' as applied to 'fire'. Sometimes, too, a
man may even add the word 'specifically’, and still make a mistake.
For the things in question should all be of one species, whenever
the word 'specifically' is added: and in some cases this does not
occur, asit does not, in fact, in the case of fire. For fireisnot

all of one species; for live coals and flame and light are each of
them 'fire', but are of different species. The reason why, whenever
'specifically' is added, there should not be any species other than
the one mentioned, isthis, that if there be, then the property in

guestion will belong to some of them in agreater and to othersin a



less degree, as happens with ‘consisting of most rarefied particles
in the case of fire: for 'light' consists of more rarefied particles
than live coals and flame. And this should not happen unless the
name too be predicated in a greater degree of that of which the
description is truer; otherwise the rule that where the description is
truer the name too should be truer is not fulfilled. Moreover, in
addition to this, the same attribute will be the property both of

the term which hasiit absolutely and of that element therein which has
it in the highest degree, as is the condition of the property
‘consisting of most rarefied particles in the case of ‘fire': for

this same attribute will be the property of 'light' aswell: for it is
'light' that 'consists of the most rarefied particles. If, then,

any one else renders a property in this way one should attack it;

for oneself, one should not give occasion for this objection, but
should define in what manner one states the property at the actual
time of making the statement.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif he has stated athing asa
property of itself: for then what has been stated to be a property
will not be a property. For athing itself always showsits own
essence, and what shows the essence is not a property but a
definition. Thus (e.g.) he who has said that 'becoming’ isa
property of 'beautiful’ has rendered the term as a property of

itself (for 'beautiful' and 'becoming' are the same); and so



'‘becoming' could not be a property of 'beautiful’. For constructive
purposes, on the other hand, seeif he has avoided rendering a thing
as a property of itself, but has yet stated a convertible predicate:
for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property.
Thus he who has stated ‘animate substance' as a property of
'living-creature' has not stated 'living-creature' as a property of
itself, but has rendered a convertible predicate, so that ‘animate
substance' would be a property of 'living-creature'.

Next, in the case of things consisting of like parts, you should
look and see, for destructive purposes, if the property of the whole
be not true of the part, or if that of the part be not predicated of
the whole: for then what has been stated to be the property will not
be a property. In some cases it happens that thisis so: for sometimes
in rendering a property in the case of things that consist of like
parts a man may have his eye on the whole, while sometimes he may
address himself to what is predicated of the part: and then in neither
case will it have been rightly rendered. Take an instance referring to
the whole: the man who has said that it is a property of the 'sea
to be 'the largest volume of salt water', has stated the property of
something that consists of like parts, but has rendered an attribute
of such akind asis not true of the part (for a particular seais not
'the largest volume of salt water'); and so the largest volume of salt

water' could not be a property of the 'sea. Now take one referring to



the part: the man who has stated that it is a property of ‘air' to

be 'breathable' has stated the property of something that consists

of like parts, but he has stated an attribute such as, though true

of someair, is still not predicable of the whole (for the whole of
the air is not breathable); and so 'breathable’ could not be a
property of 'air'. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see
whether, while it is true of each of the things with similar parts, it
is on the other hand a property of them taken as a collective whole:
for then what has been stated not to be a property will be a property.
Thus (e.g.) whileit istrue of earth everywhere that it naturally
falls downwards, it is a property of the various particular pieces

of earth taken as 'the Earth’, so that it would be a property of

‘earth’ 'naturally to fall downwards.

Next, look from the point of view of the respective opposites, and
first (a) from that of the contraries, and see, for destructive
purposes, if the contrary of the term rendered failsto be a
property of the contrary subject. For then neither will the contrary
of thefirst be a property of the contrary of the second. Thus
(e.g.) inasmuch asinjustice is contrary to justice, and the lowest

evil to the highest good, but 'to be the highest good' isnot a



property of 'justice, therefore 'to be the lowest evil' could not

be a property of 'injustice'. For constructive purposes, on the

other hand, seeif the contrary is the property of the contrary: for
then aso the contrary of the first will be the property of the
contrary of the second. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as evil is contrary to
good, and objectionable to desirable, and 'desirabl€e’ is a property of
‘good', 'objectionable’ would be a property of ‘evil'.

Secondly (h) look from the point of view of relative opposites and
see, for destructive purposes, if the correlative of the term rendered
fails to be a property of the correlative of the subject: for then
neither will the correlative of the first be a property of the
correlative of the second. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'doubl€' is
relative to 'half’, and 'in excess' to 'exceeded’, while 'in excess
is not a property of ‘double’, exceeded' could not be a property of
‘half'. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, seeif the
correlative of the aleged property is a property of the subject's
correlative: for then also the correlative of thefirst will be a
property of the correlative of the second: e.g. inasmuch as'double
isrelativeto 'half', and the proportion 1:2 isrelative to the
proportion 2:1, whileit is a property of ‘double' to be'in the
proportion of 2to 1', it would be a property of 'half' to be 'in
the proportion of 1 to 2'.

Thirdly (c) for destructive purposes, seeif an attribute



described in terms of a state (X) failsto be a property of the
given state (Y): for then neither will the attribute described in
terms of the privation (of X) be a property of the privation (of Y).
Alsoif, on the other hand, an attribute described in terms of the
privation (of X) be not a property of the given privation (of Y),
neither will the attribute described in terms of the state (X) bea
property of the state (Y). Thus, for example, inasmuch asit is not
predicated as a property of 'deafness to be a'lack of sensation’,
neither could it be a property of 'hearing' to be a 'sensation’. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if an attribute
described in terms of a state (X) is a property of the given state
(Y): for then aso the attribute that is described in terms of the
privation (of X) will be a property of the privation (of Y). Also,
if an attribute described in terms of a privation (of X) be a property
of the privation (of Y), then also the attribute that is described
in terms of the state (X) will be a property of the state (Y). Thus
(e.g.) inasmuch as 'to se€' is a property of 'sight’, inasmuch as we
have sight, ‘failure to see’ would be a property of 'blindness,
inasmuch as we have not got the sight we should naturally have.
Next, look from the point of view of positive and negative terms;
and first (a) from the point of view of the predicates taken by
themselves. This common-place ruleisuseful only for a destructive

purpose. Thus (e.g.) seeif the positive term or the attribute



described interms of it is a property of the subject: for then the
negative term or the attribute described in terms of it will not be
aproperty of the subject. Also if, on the other hand, the negative
term or the attribute described in terms of it is a property of the
subject, then the positive term or the attribute described in terms of
it will not be a property of the subject: e.g. inasmuch as ‘animate’
is a property of 'living creature’, 'inanimate’ could not be a
property of 'living creature'.

Secondly (b) look from the point of view of the predicates, positive
or negative, and their respective subjects; and see, for destructive
purposes, if the positive term falls to be a property of the
positive subject: for then neither will the negative term be a
property of the negative subject. Also, if the negative term fails
to be a property of the negative subject, neither will the positive
term be a property of the positive subject. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as
‘animal’ is not a property of 'man’, neither could 'not-animal’ be a
property of 'not-man’. Also if 'not-animal’ seems not to be a property
of 'not-man’, neither will ‘animal’ be a property of 'man’. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, seeif the positive term
isaproperty of the positive subject: for then the negative term will
be a property of the negative subject aswell. Also if the negative
term be a property of the negative subject, the positive will be a

property of the positive aswell. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asitisa



property of 'not-living being' 'not to live, it would be a property
of 'living being' 'to live': also if it seems to be a property of
'living being' 'to live, it will also seem to be a property of
'not-living being' 'not to live'.

Thirdly (c) look from the point of view of the subjects taken by
themselves, and see, for destructive purposes, if the property
rendered is a property of the positive subject: for then the same term
will not be a property of the negative subject as well. Also, if the
term rendered be a property of the negative subject, it will not be
aproperty of the positive. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as ‘animate’ isa
property of 'living creature, ‘animate’ could not be a property of
'not-living creature'. For constructive purposes, on the other hand,
if the term rendered fails to be a property of the affirmative subject
it would be a property of the negative. This commonplaceruleis,
however, deceptive: for a positive term is not a property of a
negative, or a negative of a positive. For a positive term does not
belong at al to a negative, while a negative term, though it
belongs to a positive, does not belong as a property.

Next, look from the point of view of the coordinate members of a
division, and see, for destructive purposes, if none of the
co-ordinate members (parallel with the property rendered) be a
property of any of the remaining set of co-ordinate members

(paralel with the subject): for then neither will the term stated



be a property of that of which it is stated to be a property. Thus
(e.g.) inasmuch as 'sensible living being' is not a property of any of
the other living beings, 'intelligible living being' could not be a
property of God. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see
if some one or other of the remaining co-ordinate members (parallel
with the property rendered) be a property of each of these co-ordinate
members (parallel with the subject): for then the remaining one too
will be a property of that of which it has been stated not to be a
property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asit is a property of ‘wisdom' to be
essentialy 'the natural virtue of the rational faculty', then, taking
each of the other virtues aswell in thisway, it would be a

property of ‘temperance' to be essentially 'the natural virtue of

the faculty of desire'.

Next, ook from the point of view of the inflexions, and see, for
destructive purposes, if the inflexion of the property rendered
failsto be a property of the inflexion of the subject: for then
neither will the other inflexion be a property of the other inflexion.
Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'beautifully’ is not a property of ‘justly’,
neither could 'beautiful’ be a property of ‘just’. For constructive
purposes, on the other hand, see if the inflexion of the property
rendered is a property of the inflexion of the subject: for then
also the other inflexion will be a property of the other inflexion.

Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'walking biped' is a property of man, it would



also be any one's property 'as aman'’ to be described 'as a walking
biped'. Not only in the case of the actual term mentioned should one
look at the inflexions, but also in the case of its opposites, just as
has been laid down in the case of the former commonplace rules as
well." Thus, for destructive purposes, see if the inflexion of the
opposite of the property rendered fails to be the property of the
inflexion of the opposite of the subject: for then neither will the
inflexion of the other opposite be a property of the inflexion of

the other opposite. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'well' is not a property
of 'justly', neither could 'badly' be a property of 'unjustly'. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the inflexion of

the opposite of the property originally suggested is a property of the
inflexion of the opposite of the original subject: for then also the
inflexion of the other opposite will be a property of the inflexion of
the other opposite. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'best’ is a property of

'the good', 'worst' also will be a property of ‘the evil'.

Next, look from the point of view of thingsthat arein alike
relation, and see, for destructive purposes, if what isin a
relation like that of the property rendered fails to be a property

of what isin arelation like that of the subject: for then neither



will what isin arelation like that of the first be a property of

what isin arelation like that of the second. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as
the relation of the builder towards the production of ahouseis

like that of the doctor towards the production of health, and it is

not a property of a doctor to produce health, it could not be a
property of a builder to produce a house. For constructive purposes,
on the other hand, see if what isin arelation like that of the
property rendered is a property of what isin arelation like that

of the subject: for then also what isin arelation like that of the

first will be a property of what isin arelation like that of the
second. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as the relation of a doctor towards the
possession of ability to produce health is like that of atrainer
towards the possession of ability to produce vigour, and itisa
property of atrainer to possess the ability to produce vigour, it
would be a property of a doctor to possess the ability to produce
health.

Next look from the point of view of things that are identically
related, and see, for destructive purposes, if the predicate that is
identically related towards two subjects fails to be a property of the
subject which isidentically related to it as the subject in question;
for then neither will the predicate that isidentically related to
both subjects be a property of the subject which isidentically

related to it asthe first. If, on the other hand, the predicate which



isidentically related to two subjectsis the property of the
subject which isidentically related to it as the subject in question,
then it will not be a property of that of which it has been stated
to be a property. (e.g.) inasmuch as prudenceisidentically related
to both the noble and the base, since it is knowledge of each of them,
and it is not a property of prudence to be knowledge of the noble,
it could not be a property of prudence to be knowledge of the base.
If, on the other hand, it is a property of prudence to be the
knowledge of the noble, it could not be a property of it to be the
knowledge of the base.] For it isimpossible for the same thing to
be a property of more than one subject. For constructive purposes,
on the other hand, this commonplace ruleis of no use: for what is
'Identically related' is a single predicate in process of comparison
with more than one subject.

Next, for destructive purposes, seeif the predicate qualified by
the verb 'to be' fails to be a property of the subject qualified by
the verb 'to be': for then neither will the destruction of the one
be a property of the other qualified by the verb 'to be destroyed',
nor will the 'becoming'the one be a property of the other qualified by
the verb 'to become'. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asit is not a property
of 'man' to be an animal, neither could it be a property of becoming a
man to become an animal; nor could the destruction of an animal be a

property of the destruction of a man. In the same way one should



derive arguments also from 'becoming' to 'being' and 'being
destroyed', and from 'being destroyed' to ‘being’ and to 'becoming’
exactly asthey have just been given from 'being' to '‘becoming' and
'being destroyed'. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see
If the subject set down as qualified by the verb 'to be' has the
predicate set down as so qualified, asits property: for then also the
subject qualified by the very 'to become' will have the predicate
qualified by 'to become' as its property, and the subject qualified by
the verb to be destroyed' will have as its property the predicate
rendered with this qualification. Thus, for example, inasmuch asit is
aproperty of man to be amortal, it would be a property of becoming a
man to become a mortal, and the destruction of amortal would be a
property of the destruction of a man. In the same way one should
derive arguments also from 'becoming' and 'being destroyed' both to
'being' and to the conclusions that follow from them, exactly as was
directed also for the purpose of destruction.

Next take alook at the 'idea’ of the subject stated, and see, for
destructive purposes, if the suggested property fails to belong to the
'Idea’ in question, or failsto belong to it in virtue of that
character which causesit to bear the description of which the
property was rendered: for then what has been stated to be a
property will not be a property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'being

motionless does not belong to 'man-himself' qua'man’, but qua



'Ided, it could not be a property of ‘'man' to be motionless. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if the property in
guestion belongs to the idea, and belongsto it in that respect in
virtue of which thereis predicated of it that character of which
the predicate in question has been stated not to be a property: for
then what has been stated not to be a property will be a property.
Thus (e.g.) inasmuch asit belongs to 'living-creature-itself' to be
compounded of soul and body, and further this belongsto it qua
'living-creature, it would be a property of 'living-creature' to be

compounded of soul and body.

Next look from the point of view of greater and less degrees, and
first () for destructive purposes, seeif what is more-P failsto
be a property of what is more-S: for then neither will what is
less-P be a property of what isless-S, nor least-P of |east-S, nor
most-P of most-S, nor P simply of S simply. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as
being more highly coloured is not a property of what is more a body,
neither could being less highly coloured be a property of what isless
abody, nor being coloured be a property of body at all. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if what is more-Pisa

property of what is more-S: for then also what isless-P will be a



property of what isless S, and |least-P of |east-S, and most-P of
most-S, and P ssimply of S simply. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as a higher
degree of sensation is a property of a higher degree of life, a

lower degree of sensation also would be a property of alower degree
of life, and the highest of the highest and the lowest of the lowest
degree, and sensation simply of life ssmply.

Also you should look at the argument from a simple predication to
the same qualified types of predication, and see, for destructive
purposes, if P ssmply fails to be a property of S simply; for then
neither will more-P be a property of more-S, nor less-P of less-S, nor
most-P of most-S, nor least-P of least-S. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as
'virtuous' is not a property of 'man’, neither could 'more virtuous
be a property of what is'more human'. For constructive purposes, on
the other hand, see if P ssimply isa property of S simply: for then
more P also will be a property of more-S, and less-P of less-S, and
least-P of least-S, and most-P of most-S. Thus (e.g.) atendency to
move upwards by nature is a property of fire, and so also agreater
tendency to move upwards by nature would be a property of what is more
fiery. In the same way too one should look at all these matters from
the point of view of the others as well.

Secondly (b) for destructive purposes, seeif the more likely
property failsto be a property of the more likely subject: for then

neither will the lesslikely property be a property of the less likely



subject. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'perceiving' is more likely to be a
property of ‘animal’ than 'knowing' of ‘man’, and 'perceiving' is
not a property of ‘animal’, 'knowing' could not be a property of
'man'. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, seeif the less
likely property is a property of the less likely subject; for then too
the more likely property will be a property of the more likely
subject. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'to be naturally civilized' isless
likely to be a property of man than 'to live' of an animal, and it
isaproperty of man to be naturally civilized, it would be a property
of animal to live.

Thirdly (c) for destructive purposes, seeif the predicate fails
to be a property of that of which it ismore likely to be a
property: for then neither will it be a property of that of which it
Isless likely to be a property: whileif it is aproperty of the
former, it will not be a property of the latter. Thus (e.g.)
Inasmuch as 'to be coloured' is more likely to be a property of a
'surface’ than of a'body’, and it is not a property of a surface, 'to
be coloured' could not be a property of 'body'; whileif itisa
property of a'surface, it could not be a property of a'body'. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, this commonplace ruleis not
of any use: for it isimpossible for the same thing to be a property
of more than one thing.

Fourthly (d) for destructive purposes, see if what is more likely to



be a property of a given subject failsto be its property: for then
neither will what isless likely to be a property of it beits
property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'sensible’ is more likely than
'divisibl€' to be a property of ‘animal’, and 'sensible’ isnot a
property of animal, 'divisible' could not be a property of animal. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if what isless likely
to be a property of it isa property; for then what is more likely

to be a property of it will be a property aswell. Thus, for
example, inasmuch as 'sensation’ is less likely to be a property of
‘animal’ than life', and 'sensation’ is a property of animal, 'life
would be a property of animal.

Next, look from the point of view of the attributes that belong in a
like manner, and first (a) for destructive purposes, seeif what is as
much a property fails to be a property of that of whichitisas
much a property: for then neither will that which isas much a
property asit be a property of that of whichitisasmuch a
property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as 'desiring' is as much a property
of the faculty of desire as reasoning' is a property of the faculty of
reason, and desiring is not a property of the faculty of desire,
reasoning could not be a property of the faculty of reason. For
constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if what is as much a
property is aproperty of that of which it is as much a property:

for then also what is as much a property asit will be a property of



that of which it is as much a property. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as it
Is as much a property of ‘the faculty of reason’ to be 'the primary
seat of wisdom' asit is of 'the faculty of desire' to be 'the primary
seat of temperance’, and it is a property of the faculty of reason
to be the primary seat of wisdom, it would be a property of the
faculty of desire to be the primary seat of temperance.

Secondly (b) for destructive purposes, seeif what isas much a
property of anything failsto be a property of it: for then neither
will what is as much a property be a property of it. Thus (e.g.)
Inasmuch as 'seeing’ is as much a property of man as ‘hearing’, and
'seeing' is not a property of man, 'hearing' could not be a property
of man. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, seeif what is
as much a property of it isits property: for then what is as much a
property of it as the former will beits property aswell. Thus (e.g.)
it is as much a property of the soul to be the primary possessor of
apart that desires as of a part that reasons, and it is a property of
the soul to be the primary possessor of a part that desires, and so it
be a property of the soul to be the primary possessor of a part that
reasons.

Thirdly (c) for destructive purposes, seeif it failsto be a
property of that of which it isas much a property: for then neither
will it be a property of that of which it is as much a property as

of the former, whileif it be a property of the former, it will not be



aproperty of the other. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as'to burn' is as
much a property of ‘flame' as of 'live coals, and 'to burn' is not
aproperty of flame, 'to burn' could not be a property of live
coals. whileif it isaproperty of flame, it could not be a
property of live coals. For constructive purposes, on the other
hand, this commonplace ruleis of no use.

The rule based on things that arein alike relation’ differs from
the rule based on attributes that belong in alike manner,' because
the former point is secured by analogy, not from reflection on the
belonging of any attribute, while the latter isjudged by a comparison
based on the fact that an attribute belongs.

Next, for destructive purposes, see if in rendering the property
potentially, he has also through that potentiality rendered the
property relatively to something that does not exist, when the
potentiality in question cannot belong to what does not exist: for
then what is stated to be a property will not be a property. Thus
(e.g.) he who has said that 'breathable' is a property of 'air' has,
on the one hand, rendered the property potentially (for that is
‘breathable’ which is such as can be breathed), and on the other
hand has aso rendered the property relatively to what does not
exist:-for while air may exist, even though there exist no animal so
constituted as to breathe the air, it is not possible to breathe it if

no animal exist: so that it will not, either, be a property of air



to be such as can be breathed at a time when there exists no animal
such asto breathe it and so it follows that 'breathable' could not be
aproperty of air.

For constructive purposes, seeif in rendering the property
potentially he renders the property either relatively to something
that exists, or to something that does not exist, when the
potentiality in question can belong to what does not exist: for then
what has been stated not to be a property will be a property. Thus
e.g.) hewho rendersit as a property of 'being' to be 'capable of
being acted upon or of acting', in rendering the property potentially,
has rendered the property relatively to something that exists: for
when 'being’ exists, it will also be capable of being acted upon or of
acting in acertain way: so that to be 'capable of being acted upon or
of acting' would be a property of 'being'.

Next, for destructive purposes, see if he has stated the property in
the superlative: for then what has been stated to be a property will
not be a property. For people who render the property in that way find
that of the object of which the description istrue, the nameis not
true as well: for though the object perish the description will
continue in being none the less; for it belongs most nearly to
something that isin being. An example would be supposing any one were
to render 'the lightest body' as a property of 'fire': for, though

fire perish, there eh re will still be some form of body that isthe



lightest, so that 'the lightest body' could not be a property of fire.
For constructive purposes, on the other hand, see if he has avoided
rendering the property in the superlative: for then the property

will in this respect have been property of man has not rendered the
property correctly stated. Thus (e.g.) inasmuch as hein the
superlative, the property would in who states ‘a naturally civilized

animal' as athis respect have been correctly stated.

Book VI

1

THE discussion of Definitions falls into five parts. For you have to
show either (1) that it isnot true at al to apply the expression
aswell to that to which the term is applied (for the definition of
Man ought to be true of every man); or (2) that though the object
has a genus, he has failed to put the object defined into the genus,
or to put it into the appropriate genus (for the framer of a
definition should first place the object in its genus, and then append
its differences: for of all the elements of the definition the genus
Is usually supposed to be the principal mark of the essence of what is
defined): or (3) that the expression is not peculiar to the object

(for, as we said above as well, a definition ought to be peculiar): or



else (4) seeif, though he has observed al the aforesaid cautions, he
has yet failed to define the object, that is, to expressits
essence. (5) It remains, apart from the foregoing, to see if he has
defined it, but defined it incorrectly.

Whether, then, the expression be not also true of that of which
the term is true you should proceed to examine according to the
commonplace rules that relate to Accident. For there too the
guestion is aways'ls so and so true or untrue?: for whenever we
argue that an accident belongs, we declare it to be true, while
whenever we argue that it does not belong, we declare it to be untrue.
If, again, he has failed to place the object in the appropriate genus,
or if the expression be not peculiar to the object, we must go on to
examine the case according to the commonplace rules that relate to
genus and property.

It remains, then, to prescribe how to investigate whether the object
has been either not defined at all, or else defined incorrectly.
First, then, we must proceed to examine if it has been defined
incorrectly: for with anything it iseasier to do it than to do it
correctly. Clearly, then, more mistakes are made in the latter task on
account of its greater difficulty. Accordingly the attack becomes
easier in the latter case than in the former.

Incorrectness falls into two branches: (1) first, the use of obscure

language (for the language of a definition ought to be the very



clearest possible, seeing that the whole purpose of rendering it isto
make something known); (secondly, if the expression used be longer
than is necessary: for all additional matter in adefinition is
superfluous. Again, each of the aforesaid branchesis divided into a

number of others.

One commonplace rule, then, in regard to obscurity is, Seeif the
meaning intended by the definition involves an ambiguity with any
other, e.g. 'Becoming is a passage into being', or 'Health isthe
balance of hot and cold elements. Here 'passage’ and 'balance’ are
ambiguous terms: it is accordingly not clear which of the severad
possible senses of the term he intends to convey. Likewise also, if
the term defined be used in different senses and he has spoken without
distinguishing between them: for then it is not clear to which of them
the definition rendered applies, and one can then bring a captious
objection on the ground that the definition does not apply to all
the things whose definition he has rendered: and this kind of thing is
particularly easy in the case where the definer does not see the
ambiguity of histerms. Or, again, the questioner may himself
distinguish the various senses of the term rendered in the definition,

and then institute his argument against each: for if the expression



used be not adequate to the subject in any of its senses, itis
clear that he cannot have defined it in any sense aright.

Another ruleis, Seeif he has used a metaphorical expression, as,
for instance, if he has defined knowledge as 'unsupplantabl €', or
the earth as a'nurse, or temperance as a ‘harmony'. For a
metaphorical expression is always obscure. It is possible, also, to
argue sophistically against the user of a metaphorical expression as
though he had used it in its literal sense: for the definition
stated will not apply to the term defined, e.g. in the case of
temperance: for harmony is always found between notes. Moreover, if
harmony be the genus of temperance, then the same object will occur in
two genera of which neither contains the other: for harmony does not
contain virtue, nor virtue harmony. Again, seeif he uses terms that
are unfamiliar, as when Plato describes the eye as 'brow-shaded', or a
certain spider as poison-fanged', or the marrow as ‘boneformed'. For
an unusual phrase is always obscure.

Sometimes a phrase is used neither ambiguously, nor yet
metaphorically, nor yet literaly, as when the law is said to be the
'measure’ or 'image’ of the things that are by nature just. Such
phrases are worse than metaphor; for the latter does make its
meaning to some extent clear because of the likeness involved; for
those who use metaphors do so alwaysin view of some likeness. whereas

this kind of phrase makes nothing clear; for thereisno likenessto



justify the description 'measure’ or 'image’, as applied to the law,

nor isthe law ordinarily so called in aliteral sense. So then, if

aman says that the law is literally a'measure’ or an 'image’, he
speaks falsely: for an image is something produced by imitation, and
thisis not found in the case of the law. If, on the other hand, he

does not mean the term literally, it is clear that he has used an
unclear expression, and one that is worse than any sort of
metaphorical expression.

Moreover, seeif from the expression used the definition of the
contrary be not clear; for definitions that have been correctly
rendered also indicate their contraries aswell. Or, again, seeif,
when it is merely stated by itself, it is not evident what it defines:
just asin the works of the old painters, unless there were an

Inscription, the figures used to be unrecognizable.

3
If, then, the definition be not clear, you should proceed to examine
on lines such asthese. If, on the other hand, he has phrased the
definition redundantly, first of all look and see whether he has
used any attribute that belongs universally, either to real objectsin
genera, or to al that fall under the same genus as the object
defined: for the mention of thisis sure to be redundant. For the

genus ought to divide the object from things in general, and the



differentiafrom any of the things contained in the same genus. Now
any term that belongs to everything separates off the given object
from absolutely nothing, while any that belongs to all the things that
fall under the same genus does not separate it off from the things
contained in the same genus. Any addition, then, of that kind will

be pointless.

Or seeif, though the additional matter may be peculiar to the given
term, yet even when it is struck out the rest of the expressiontoois
peculiar and makes clear the essence of the term. Thus, in the
definition of man, the addition 'capable of receiving knowledge' is
superfluous; for strike it out, and still the expression is peculiar
and makes clear his essence. Speaking generally, everything is
superfluous upon whose removal the remainder still makes the term that
is being defined clear. Such, for instance, would also be the
definition of the soul, assuming it to be stated as a 'self-moving
number'; for the soul isjust 'the self-moving', as Plato defined
it. Or perhaps the expression used, though appropriate, yet does not
declare the essence, if the word 'number' be eliminated. Which of
the two isthe real state of the caseit is difficult to determine
clearly: theright way to treat the matter in all casesisto be
guided by convenience. Thus (e.g.) it is said that the definition of
phlegm is the 'undigested moisture that comes first off food'. Here

the addition of the word 'undigested’ is superfluous, seeing that 'the



first' is one and not many, so that even when undigested' is | eft

out the definition will still be peculiar to the subject: for itis

impossible that both phlegm and also something else should both be the
first to arise from the food. Or perhaps the phlegm is not

absolutely the first thing to come off the food, but only the first of

the undigested matters, so that the addition 'undigested' is required;

for stated the other way the definition would not be true unless the
phlegm comes first of all.

Moreover, seeif anything contained in the definition fails to apply
to everything that falls under the same species: for this sort of
definition is worse than those which include an attribute belonging to
all thingsuniversally. For in that case, if the remainder of the
expression be peculiar, the whole too will be peculiar: for absolutely
always, if to something peculiar anything whatever that is true be
added, the whole too becomes peculiar. Whereas if any part of the
expression do not apply to everything that falls under the same
species, it isimpossible that the expression as a whole should be
peculiar: for it will not be predicated convertibly with the object;
e.g. 'awalking biped animal six feet high': for an expression of that
kind is not predicated convertibly with the term, because the
attribute 'six feet high' does not belong to everything that falls
under the same species.

Again, seeif he has said the same thing more than once, saying



(e.g.) 'desire' isa'conation for the pleasant'. For 'desire’ is

aways 'for the pleasant’, so that what is the same as desire will
also be 'for the pleasant’. Accordingly our definition of desire
becomes 'conation-for-the-pleasant': for the word 'desire’ isthe
exact equivalent of the words 'conation for-the-pleasant’, so that
both alike will be 'for the pleasant'. Or perhaps thereis no
absurdity in this; for consider thisinstance:-Man is a biped'
therefore, what is the same as man is a biped: but 'awalking biped
animal' is the same as man, and therefore walking biped animal isa
biped'. But thisinvolves no real absurdity. For 'biped' isnot a
predicate of ‘walking animal': if it were, then we should certainly
have 'biped' predicated twice of the same thing; but as a matter of
fact the subject said to be abiped isawalking biped animal’, so
that the word 'biped' is only used as a predicate once. Likewise
also in the case of 'desire’ aswell: for it is not 'conation' that is
said to be 'for the pleasant’, but rather the whole idea, so that

there too the predication is only made once. Absurdity results, not
when the same word is uttered twice, but when the same thing is more
than once predicated of a subject; e.g. if he says, like Xenocrates,
that wisdom defines and contemplates reality:' for definitionisa
certain type of contemplation, so that by adding the words 'and
contemplates over again he says the same thing twice over.

Likewise, too, those fail who say that 'cooling' is 'the privation



of natural heat'. For all privation is a privation of some natural
attribute, so that the addition of the word 'natural’ is

superfluous: it would have been enough to say 'privation of heat', for
the word 'privation’ shows of itself that the heat meant is natural
heat.

Again, seeif auniversal have been mentioned and then a
particular case of it be added aswell, e.g. 'Equity is aremission of
what is expedient and just’; for what isjust isabranch of what is
expedient and is therefore included in the latter term: its mention is
therefore redundant, an addition of the particular after the universal
has been already stated. So also, if he defines 'medicine as
'knowledge of what makes for health in animals and men', or ‘the
law' as 'the image of what is by nature noble and just’; for what is
just isabranch of what is noble, so that he says the same thing more

than once.

Whether, then, a man defines a thing correctly or incorrectly you
should proceed to examine on these and similar lines. But whether he
has mentioned and defined its essence or no, should be examined as
follows: First of al, seeif he has failed to make the definition

through terms that are prior and more intelligible. For the reason why



the definition is rendered is to make known the term stated, and we
make things known by taking not any random terms, but such as are
prior and more intelligible, asis done in demonstrations (for so it
iswith all teaching and learning); accordingly, it isclear that a

man who does not define through terms of this kind has not defined
at al. Otherwise, there will be more than one definition of the

same thing: for clearly he who defines through terms that are prior
and more intelligible has also framed a definition, and a better

one, so that both would then be definitions of the same object. This
sort of view, however, does not generally find acceptance: for of each
real object the essenceissingle: if, then, thereareto be a

number of definitions of the same thing, the essence of the object
will be the same asit is represented to be in each of the

definitions, and these representations are not the same, inasmuch as
the definitions are different. Clearly, then, any one who has not
defined a thing through terms that are prior and more intelligible has
not defined it at all.

The statement that a definition has not been made through more
intelligible terms may be understood in two senses, either supposing
that its terms are absolutely less intelligible, or supposing that
they are lessintelligible to us: for either senseis possible. Thus
absolutely the prior is more intelligible than the posterior, a point,

for instance, than aline, aline than a plane, and a plane than a



solid; just as also aunit is more intelligible than a number; for

it isthe prius and starting-point of al number. Likewise, also, a

letter is more intelligible than a syllable. Whereasto usit

sometimes happens that the converse is the case: for the solid falls
under perception most of all-more than a plane-and a plane more than a
line, and aline more than a point; for most people learn things

like the former earlier than the latter; for any ordinary intelligence

can grasp them, whereas the others require an exact and exceptional
understanding.

Absolutely, then, it is better to try to make what is posterior
known through what is prior, inasmuch as such away of procedureis
more scientific. Of course, in dealing with persons who cannot
recogni ze things through terms of that kind, it may perhaps be
necessary to frame the expression through terms that are
intelligible to them. Among definitions of thiskind are those of a
point, aline, and a plane, all of which explain the prior by the
posterior; for they say that a point isthe limit of aline, aline of
aplane, aplane of asolid. One must, however, not fail to observe
that those who define in this way cannot show the essential nature
of the term they define, unless it so happens that the same thing is
more intelligible both to us and aso absolutely, since a correct
definition must define athing through its genus and its differentiae,

and these belong to the order of things which are absolutely more



intelligible than, and prior to, the species. For annul the genus

and differentia, and the speciestoo is annulled, so that these are
prior to the species. They are also more intelligible; for if the
species be known, the genus and differentia must of necessity be known
aswell (for any one who knows what a man is knows also what
‘animal’ and ‘walking' are), whereas if the genus or the differentia
be known it does not follow of necessity that the speciesis known
aswell: thus the speciesislessintelligible. Moreover, those who
say that such definitions, viz. those which proceed from what is
intelligible to this, that, or the other man, arereally and truly
definitions, will have to say that there are several definitions of
one and the same thing. For, asit happens, different things are
more intelligible to different people, not the same things to all; and
so adifferent definition would have to be rendered to each several
person, if the definition isto be constructed from what is more
intelligible to particular individuals. Moreover, to the same people
different things are more intelligible at different times; first of

all the objects of sense; then, as they become more sharpwitted, the
converse; so that those who hold that a definition ought to be
rendered through what is more intelligible to particular individuals
would not have to render the same definition at al times even to
the same person. It is clear, then, that the right way to defineis

not through terms of that kind, but through what is absolutely more



intelligible: for only in thisway could the definition come always to
be one and the same. Perhaps, also, what is absolutely intelligibleis
what isintelligible, not to all, but to those who are in a sound

state of understanding, just as what is absolutely healthy iswhat

Is healthy to those in a sound state of body. All such points as

this ought to be made very precise, and made use of in the course of
discussion as occasion requires. The demolition of a definition will
most surely win agenera approval if the definer happens to have
framed his expression neither from what is absolutely more
intelligible nor yet from what is so to us.

One form, then, of the failure to work through more intelligible
termsis the exhibition of the prior through the posterior, aswe
remarked before." Another form occursif we find that the definition
has been rendered of what is at rest and definite through what is
indefinite and in motion: for what is still and definiteis prior to
what is indefinite and in motion.

Of the failure to use terms that are prior there are three forms:

(1) Thefirst iswhen an opposite has been defined through its
opposite, e.g.i. good through evil: for opposites are aways
simultaneous by nature. Some people think, also, that both are objects
of the same science, so that the oneis not even more intelligible
than the other. One must, however, observe that it is perhaps not

possible to define some thingsin any other way, e.g. the double



without the half, and all the terms that are essentially relative: for
in all such cases the essential being isthe same asacertain
relation to something, so that it isimpossible to understand the
one term without the other, and accordingly in the definition of the
one the other too must be embraced. One ought to learn up al such
points as these, and use them as occasion may seem to require.

(2) Another is-if he has used the term defined itself. This passes
unobserved when the actual name of the object is not used, e.g.
supposing any one had defined the sun as a star that appears by
day'. For in bringing in 'day' he brings in the sun. To detect
errors of this sort, exchange the word for its definition, e.g. the
definition of 'day’ as the 'passage of the sun over the earth'.

Clearly, whoever has said 'the passage of the sun over the earth’
has said 'the sun', so that in bringing in the 'day" he has brought in
the sun.

(3) Again, seeif he has defined one coordinate member of adivision
by another, e.g. 'an odd number' as 'that which is greater by one than
an even number'. For the co-ordinate members of adivision that are
derived from the same genus are simultaneous by nature and 'odd' and
‘even’ are such terms: for both are differentiae of number.

Likewise also, see if he has defined a superior through a
subordinate term, e.g. 'An "even number” is"anumber divisible into

halves", or "'the good" is a"state of virtue" '. For 'haf'is



derived from 'two', and 'two' is an even number: virtue aso is akind
of good, so that the latter terms are subordinate to the former.
Moreover, in using the subordinate term one is bound to use the
other as well: for whoever employs the term 'virtue' employs the
term 'good’, seeing that virtue is a certain kind of good: likewise,
also, whoever employs the term 'half' employs the term 'even’, for

to be 'divided in half' means to be divided into two, and two is even.

Generally speaking, then, one commonplace rule relates to the
failure to frame the expression by means of terms that are prior and
more intelligible: and of this the subdivisions are those specified
above. A second is, see whether, though the object isin agenus, it
has not been placed in agenus. This sort of error is aways found
where the essence of the object does not stand first in the
expression, e.g. the definition of 'body" as 'that which has three
dimensions, or the definition of 'man', supposing any oneto give it,
as 'that which knows how to count': for it is not stated what it is
that has three dimensions, or what it is that knows how to count:
whereas the genus is meant to indicate just this, and is submitted
first of the termsin the definition.

Moreover, seeif, while the term to be defined is used in relation



to many things, he hasfailed to render it in relation to al of them;
as (e.g.) if he define 'grammar' as the 'knowledge how to write from
dictation’: for he ought also to say that it is a knowledge how to
read as well. For in rendering it as 'knowledge of writing' has no
more defined it than by rendering it as 'knowledge of reading'":
neither in fact has succeeded, but only he who mentions both these
things, sinceit isimpossible that there should be more than one
definition of the same thing. It is only, however, in some cases
that what has been said corresponds to the actual state of things:
in some it does not, e.g. al those terms which are not used
essentialy in relation to both things: as medicineis said to deal
with the production of disease and health; for it is said
essentially to do the latter, but the former only by accident: for
it is absolutely alien to medicine to produce disease. Here, then, the
man who renders medicine as relative to both of these things has not
defined it any better than he who mentions the one only. In fact he
has done it perhaps worse, for any one else besides the doctor is
capable of producing disease.

Moreover, in a case where the term to be defined is used in relation
to several things, seeif he hasrendered it asrelative to the
worse rather than to the better; for every form of knowledge and
potentiality is generally thought to be relative to the best.

Again, if the thing in question be not placed in its own proper



genus, one must examine it according to the elementary rulesin regard
to genera, as has been said before.’

Moreover, seeif he uses language which transgresses the genera of
the things he defines, defining, e.g. justice as a'state that
produces equality' or 'distributes what is equal’: for by defining
it SO he passes outside the sphere of virtue, and so by leaving out
the genus of justice he fails to express its essence: for the
essence of athing must in each case bring in its genus. It isthe
same thing if the object be not put into its nearest genus; for the
man who puts it into the nearest one has stated all the higher genera,
seeing that all the higher genera are predicated of the lower. Either,
then, it ought to be put into its nearest genus, or else to the higher
genus al the differentiae ought to be appended whereby the nearest
genusis defined. For then he would not have left out anything: but
would merely have mentioned the subordinate genus by an expression
instead of by name. On the other hand, he who mentions merely the
higher genus by itself, does not state the subordinate genus as

well: in saying 'plant’ a man does not specify 'atree’.

Again, inregard to the differentiae, we must examine in like manner

whether the differentiae, too, that he has stated be those of the



genus. For if aman has not defined the object by the differentiae
peculiar to it, or has mentioned something such asis utterly
incapable of being a differentia of anything, e.g. 'animal’ or
'substance’, clearly he has not defined it at all: for the aforesaid
terms do not differentiate anything at all. Further, we must see
whether the differentia stated possesses anything that is
co-ordinate with it in adivision; for, if not, clearly the one stated
could not be adifferentia of the genus. For agenusis always divided
by differentiae that are co-ordinate members of adivision, as, for
instance, by the terms'walking', 'flying', ‘aquatic', and 'biped'. Or
seeif, though the contrasted differentia exists, it yet is not true
of the genus, for then, clearly, neither of them could be a
differentia of the genus; for differentiae that are co-ordinates in
adivision with the differentia of athing are all true of the genus
to which the thing belongs. Likewise, also, seeif, though it be true,
yet the addition of it to the genus fails to make a species. For then,
clearly, this could not be a specific differentia of the genus: for
aspecific differentia, if added to the genus, always makes a species.
If, however, this be no true differentia, no more is the one
adduced, seeing that it is a co-ordinate member of adivision with
this.

Moreover, seeif he divides the genus by a negation, as those do who

define line as 'length without breadth': for this means simply that it



has not any breadth. The genus will then be found to partake of its
own species. for, since of everything either an affirmation or its
negation istrue, length must always either lack breadth or possess
it, so that 'length’ aswell, i.e. the genus of 'line’, will be either

with or without breadth. But 'length without breadth' is the
definition of a species, as aso is 'length with breadth’: for

‘without breadth' and ‘with breadth’ are differentiae, and the genus
and differentia constitute the definition of the species. Hence the
genus would admit of the definition of its species. Likewise, also, it
will admit of the definition of the differentia, seeing that one or
the other of the aforesaid differentiae is of necessity predicated

of the genus. The usefulness of this principleisfound in meeting
those who assert the existence of 'ldeas: for if absolute length
exist, how will it be predicable of the genusthat it has breadth or
that it lacks it? For one assertion or the other will have to be

true of 'length’ universally, if it isto be true of the genus at all:

and thisis contrary to the fact: for there exist both lengths which
have, and lengths which have not, breadth. Hence the only people
against whom the rule can be employed are those who assert that a
genusis aways numerically one; and thisis what is done by those who
assert the real existence of the 'ldeas;; for they allege that

absolute length and absolute animal are the genus.

It may be that in some cases the definer is obliged to employ a



negation as well, e.g. in defining privations. For 'blind' means a
thing which cannot see when its nature isto see. Thereisno
difference between dividing the genus by a negation, and dividing it
by such an affirmation asis bound to have a negation as its
co-ordinate in adivision, e.g. supposing he had defined something
as 'length possessed of breadth'; for co-ordinate in the division with
that which is possessed of breadth is that which possesses no
breadth and that only, so that again the genusis divided by a
negation.

Again, seeif herendered the species as a differentia, as do
those who define ‘contumely' as 'insolence accompanied by jeering’;
for jeering isakind of insolence, i.e. it isaspecies and not a
differentia.

Moreover, seeif he has stated the genus as the differentia, e.g.
'Virtue isagood or noble state: for 'good' is the genus of 'virtue'.
Or possibly 'good' here is not the genus but the differentia, on the
principle that the same thing cannot be in two genera of which neither
contains the other: for 'good' does not include 'state', nor vice
versa: for not every state is good nor every good a 'state’. Both,
then, could not be genera, and consequently, if 'state’ is the genus
of virtue, clearly 'good' cannot be its genus: it must rather be the
differentia. Moreover, 'a state' indicates the essence of virtue,

whereas 'good' indicates not the essence but a quality: and to



indicate aquality is generally held to be the function of the
differentia. See, further, whether the differentia rendered

indicates an individual rather than a quality: for the general view is
that the differentia always expresses a quality.

L ook and see, further, whether the differentia belongs only by
accident to the object defined. For the differentiais never an
accidental attribute, any more than the genusis: for the
differentia of athing cannot both belong and not belong to it.

Moreover, if either the differentia or the species, or any of the
things which are under the species, is predicable of the genus, then
he could not have defined the term. For none of the aforesaid can
possibly be predicated of the genus, seeing that the genusis the term
with the widest range of all. Again, seeif the genus be predicated of
the differentia; for the general view isthat the genusis predicated,
not of the differentia, but of the objects of which the differentiais
predicated. Animal (e.g.) is predicated of 'man’ or 'ox' or other
walking animals, not of the actual differentiaitself which we
predicate of the species. For if ‘animal’ is to be predicated of
each of its differentiae, then 'animal’ would be predicated of the
species several times over; for the differentiae are predicates of the
species. Moreover, the differentiae will be all either species or
individuals, if they are animals; for every animal is either a species

or an individual.



Likewise you must inquire also if the species or any of the
objects that come under it is predicated of the differentia: for
thisisimpossible, seeing that the differentiais aterm with awider
range than the various species. Moreover, if any of the species be
predicated of it, the result will be that the differentiaisa
species: if, for instance, 'man’ be predicated, the differentiais
clearly the human race. Again, seeif the differentiafailsto be
prior to the species: for the differentia ought to be posterior to the
genus, but prior to the species.

Look and see also if the differentia mentioned belongsto a
different genus, neither contained in nor containing the genusin
guestion. For the general view isthat the same differentia cannot
be used of two non-subaltern genera. Else the result will be that
the same species as well will be in two non-subaltern genera: for each
of the differentiae importsits own genus, e.g. ‘walking' and
'biped’ import with them the genus ‘animal’. If, then, each of the
generaaswell istrue of that of which the differentiaistrue, it
clearly follows that the species must be in two non-subaltern
genera. Or perhapsit is not impossible for the same differentiato be
used of two non-subaltern genera, and we ought to add the words
‘except they both be subordinate members of the same genus. Thus
‘walking animal' and 'flying animal' are non-subaltern genera, and

‘biped' isthe differentia of both. The words 'except they both be



subordinate members of the same genus' ought therefore to be added,;
for both these are subordinate to ‘animal’. From this possibility,
that the same differentia may be used of two non-subaltern genera,
itisclear also that there is no necessity for the differentiato
carry with it the whole of the genus to which it belongs, but only the
one or the other of its limbs together with the generathat are higher
than this, as 'biped' carries with it either 'flying' or ‘walking
animal’.

See, 100, if he has rendered 'existence in' something as the
differentia of athing's essence: for the general view isthat
locality cannot differentiate between one essence and another.
Hence, too, people condemn those who divide animals by means of the
terms ‘walking' and 'aguatic’, on the ground that ‘walking' and
‘aquatic’ indicate mere locality. Or possibly in this case the censure
Is undeserved; for ‘aquatic’ does not mean 'in' anything; nor does
it denote alocality, but a certain quality: for even if the thing
be on the dry land, still it isaguatic: and likewise aland-animal,
even though it be in the water, will still be aand not an
aguatic-animal. But all the same, if ever the differentia does
denote existence in something, clearly he will have made a bad
mistake.

Again, seeif he has rendered an affection as the differentia: for

every affection, if intensified, subverts the essence of the thing,



while the differentiais not of that kind: for the differentiais
generaly considered rather to preserve that which it
differentiates; and it is absolutely impossible for athing to exist
without its own special differentia: for if there be no ‘walking',
there will be no 'man’. In fact, we may lay down absolutely that a
thing cannot have as its differentia anything in respect of which it
IS subject to ateration: for al things of that kind, if intensified,
destroy its essence. If, then, a man has rendered any differentia of
thiskind, he has made a mistake: for we undergo absolutely no
ateration in respect of our differentiae.

Again, seeif he hasfailed to render the differentia of a
relative term relatively to something else; for the differentiae of
relative terms are themselves relative, asin the case aso of
knowledge. Thisis classed as speculative, practical and productive;
and each of these denotes arelation: for it speculates upon
something, and produces something and does something.

Look and see also if the definer renders each relative term
relatively to its natural purpose: for while in some cases the
particular relative term can be used in relation to its natural
purpose only and to nothing else, some can be used in relation to
something else as well. Thus sight can only be used for seeing, but
astrigil can aso be used to dip up water. Still, if any one were

to define a strigil as an instrument for dipping water, he has made



amistake: for that isnot its natural function. The definition of a
thing's natural function is 'that for which it would be used by the
prudent man, acting as such, and by the science that deals specialy
with that thing'.

Or seeif, whenever aterm happens to be used in a number of
relations, he has failed to introduce it in its primary relation: e.g.
by defining ‘wisdom' as the virtue of 'man' or of the 'soul,’ rather
than of the 'reasoning faculty': for ‘wisdom' isthe virtue
primarily of the reasoning faculty: for it isin virtue of this that
both the man and his soul are said to be wise.

Moreover, if the thing of which the term defined has been stated
to be an affection or disposition, or whatever it may be, be unable to
admit it, the definer has made a mistake. For every disposition and
every affection isformed naturaly in that of whichitisan
affection or disposition, as knowledge, too, is formed in the soul,
being a disposition of soul. Sometimes, however, people make bad
mistakes in matters of this sort, e.g. all those who say that
'sleep’ isa'failure of sensation’, or that 'perplexity' is a state
of 'equality between contrary reasonings, or that 'pain‘isa
'violent disruption of parts that are naturally conjoined'. For
sleep is not an attribute of sensation, whereasit ought to be, if
itisafailure of sensation. Likewise, perplexity is not an attribute

of opposite reasonings, nor pain of parts naturally conjoined: for



then inanimate things will be in pain, since pain will be present in
them. Similar in character, too, is the definition of ‘health’, say,

as a'balance of hot and cold elements: for then health will be
necessarily exhibited by the hot and cold elements: for balance of
anything is an attribute inherent in those things of which it isthe
balance, so that health would be an attribute of them. Moreover,
people who define in thisway put effect for cause, or cause for
effect. For the disruption of parts naturally conjoined is not pain,
but only a cause of pain: nor again is afailure of sensation sleep,
but the one is the cause of the other: for either we go to sleep
because sensation fails, or sensation fails because we go to sleep.
Likewise also an equality between contrary reasonings would be
generaly considered to be a cause of perplexity: for it iswhen we
reflect on both sides of a question and find everything alike to bein
keeping with either course that we are perplexed which of the two we
areto do.

Moreover, with regard to all periods of time look and see whether
there be any discrepancy between the differentia and the thing
defined: e.g. supposing the 'immortal’ to be defined as a'living
thing immune at present from destruction'. For aliving thing that
Isimmune 'at present’ from destruction will be immortal 'at present'.
Possibly, indeed, in this case this result does not follow, owing to

the ambiguity of the words 'immune at present from destruction': for



it may mean either that the thing has not been destroyed at present,

or that it cannot be destroyed at present, or that at present it is

such that it never can be destroyed. Whenever, then, we say that a
living thing is at present immune from destruction, we mean that it is
at present aliving thing of such akind as never to be destroyed: and
thisis equivalent to saying that it isimmortal, so that it is not

meant that it isimmortal only at present. Still, if ever it does

happen that what has been rendered according to the definition belongs
in the present only or past, whereas what is meant by the word does
not so belong, then the two could not be the same. So, then, this

commonplace rule ought to be followed, as we have said.

Y ou should look and see also whether the term being defined is
applied in consideration of something other than the definition
rendered. Suppose (e.g.) adefinition of 'justice’ as the "ability
to distribute what is equal’. Thiswould not be right, for ‘just’
describes rather the man who chooses, than the man who is ableto
distribute what is equal: so that justice could not be an ability to
distribute what is equal: for then aso the most just man would be the
man with the most ability to distribute what is equal.

Moreover, seeif the thing admits of degrees, whereaswhat is



rendered according to the definition does not, or, vice versa, what is
rendered according to the definition admits of degrees while the thing
does not. For either both must admit them or else neither, if indeed
what is rendered according to the definition is the same as the thing.
Moreover, seeif, while both of them admit of degrees, they yet do not
both become greater together: e.g. suppose sexual loveto be the
desire for intercourse: for he who is more intensely in love has not a
more intense desire for intercourse, so that both do not become
intensified at once: they certainly should, however, had they been the
same thing.

Moreover, suppose two things to be before you, seeif the term to be
defined applies more particularly to the one to which the content of
the definition isless applicable. Take, for instance, the
definition of 'fire' as the 'body that consists of the most rarefied
particles. For 'fire' denotes flame rather than light, but flameis
less the body that consists of the most rarefied particlesthan is
light: whereas both ought to be more applicable to the same thing,

If they had been the same. Again, seeif the one expression applies
alike to both the objects before you, while the other does not apply
to both alike, but more particularly to one of them.

Moreover, seeif he renders the definition relative to two things
taken separately: thus, the beautiful' is'what is pleasant to the

eyesor tothe ears': or 'thered' is'what is capable of being acted



upon or of acting'. For then the same thing will be both beautiful and
not beautiful, and likewise will be both real and not real. For
'pleasant to the ears will be the same as 'beautiful’, so that 'not
pleasant to the ears will be the same as 'not beautiful': for of
identical things the opposites, too, are identical, and the opposite
of 'beautiful’ is 'not beautiful', while of 'pleasant to the ears' the
opposite is not pleasant to the cars: clearly, then, 'not pleasant to
the ears is the same thing as 'not beautiful'. If, therefore,
something be pleasant to the eyes but not to the ears, it will be both
beautiful and not beautiful. In like manner we shall show also that
the same thing is both real and unreal.

Moreover, of both genera and differentiae and all the other terms
rendered in definitions you should frame definitionsin lieu of the

terms, and then see if there be any discrepancy between them.

If the term defined be relative, either in itself or in respect of
its genus, see whether the definition fails to mention that to which
the term, either initself or in respect of its genus, isrelative,
e.g. if he has defined 'knowledge' as an 'incontrovertible conception'
or 'wishing' as 'painless conation'. For of everything relative the

essence is relative to something else, seeing that the being of



every relative term isidentical with being in acertain relation to
something. He ought, therefore, to have said that knowledgeis
‘conception of aknowable' and that wishing is 'conation for a
good'. Likewise, also, if he has defined 'grammar’ as 'knowledge of
letters: whereas in the definition there ought to be rendered
either the thing to which the term itself isrelative, or that,
whatever it is, to which its genusisrelative. Or seeif arelative
term has been described not in relation to its end, theend in
anything being whatever isbest in it or givesits purpose to the
rest. Certainly it iswhat is best or final that should be stated,
e.g. that desireis not for the pleasant but for pleasure: for thisis
our purpose in choosing what is pleasant as well.

Look and see also if that in relation to which he has rendered the
term be a process or an activity: for nothing of that kind is an
end, for the completion of the activity or processis the end rather
than the process or activity itself. Or perhaps thisruleis not
truein al cases, for amost everybody prefers the present experience
of pleasureto its cessation, so that they would count the activity as
the end rather than its completion.

Again seein some casesif he has failed to distinguish the quantity
or quality or place or other differentiae of an object; e.g. the
quality and quantity of the honour the striving for which makes a

man ambitious: for all men strive for honour, so that it is not enough



to define the ambitious man as him who strives for honour, but the
aforesaid differentiae must be added. Likewise, also, in defining
the covetous man the quantity of money he aims at, or in the case of
the incontinent man the quality of the pleasures, should be stated.
For it is not the man who gives way to any sort of pleasure whatever
who is called incontinent, but only he who gives way to a certain kind
of pleasure. Or again, people sometimes define night as a 'shadow on
the earth’, or an earthquake as a movement of the earth’, or a cloud
as 'condensation of the air', or awind as a 'movement of the air';
whereas they ought to specify as well quantity, quality, place, and
cause. Likewise, also, in other cases of the kind: for by omitting any
differentiae whatever he fails to state the essence of the term. One
should always attack deficiency. For a movement of the earth does
not constitute an earthquake, nor a movement of the air awind,
Irrespective of its manner and the amount involved.

Moreover, in the case of conations, and in any other cases where
it applies, seeif the word 'apparent’ is left out, e.g. ‘wishingisa
conation after the good', or 'desire is a conation after the
pleasant'-instead of saying 'the apparently good', or 'pleasant'.
For often those who exhibit the conation do not percelve what is
good or pleasant, so that their aim need not be really good or
pleasant, but only apparently so. They ought, therefore, to have

rendered the definition aso accordingly. On the other hand, any one



who maintains the existence of Ideas ought to be brought face to
face with his Ideas, even though he does render the word in
guestion: for there can be no Idea of anything merely apparent: the
genera view isthat an Ideais always spoken of in relation to an
|dea: thus absolute desire is for the absolutely pleasant, and
absolute wishing is for the absolutely good; they therefore cannot
be for an apparent good or an apparently pleasant: for the existence

of an absolutely-apparently-good or pleasant would be an absurdity.

Moreover, if the definition be of the state of anything, look at
what isin the state, while if it be of what isin the state, |ook
at the state: and likewise also in other cases of the kind. Thusif
the pleasant be identical with the beneficial, then, too, the man
who is pleased is benefited. Speaking generaly, in definitions of
this sort it happens that what the definer definesisin asense
more than one thing: for in defining knowledge, aman in a sense
defines ignorance as well, and likewise also what has knowledge and
what lacks it, and what it is to know and to be ignorant. For if the
first be made clear, the others become in a certain sense clear as
well. We have, then, to be on our guard in all such cases against

discrepancy, using the elementary principles drawn from



consideration of contraries and of coordinates.

Moreover, in the case of relative terms, seeif the speciesis
rendered as relative to a species of that to which the genusis
rendered as relative, e.g. supposing belief to be relative to some
object of belief, see whether a particular belief is made relative
to some particular object of belief: and, if a multiple be relative to
afraction, see whether a particular multiple be made relative to a
particular fraction. For if it be not so rendered, clearly a mistake
has been made.

See, als0, if the opposite of the term has the opposite
definition, whether (e.g.) the definition of 'half’ is the opposite of
that of 'double’: for if 'double' is'that which exceeds another by an
equal amount to that other', 'half' is 'that which is exceeded by an
amount equal to itself'. In the same way, too, with contraries. For to
the contrary term will apply the definition that is contrary in some
one of the waysin which contraries are conjoined. Thus (e.g.) if
‘useful'="productive of good', 'injurious=productive of evil' or
‘destructive of good', for one or the other of thee is bound to be
contrary to the term originally used. Suppose, then, neither of
these things to be the contrary of the term originally used, then
clearly neither of the definitions rendered later could be the
definition of the contrary of the term originally defined: and

therefore the definition originally rendered of the original term



has not been rightly rendered either. Seeing, moreover, that of
contraries, the one is sometimes aword forced to denote the privation
of the other, as (e.g.) inequality is generally held to be the

privation of equality (for ‘unequal’ merely describes things that

are not equal’), it istherefore clear that that contrary whose form
denotes the privation must of necessity be defined through the

other; whereas the other cannot then be defined through the one
whose form denotes the privation; for else we should find that each is
being interpreted by the other. We must in the case of contrary

terms keep an eye on this mistake, e.g. supposing any one were to
define equality as the contrary of inequality: for then heis defining

it through the term which denotes privation of it. Moreover, a man who
so definesis bound to usein his definition the very term heis
defining; and this becomes clear, if for the word we substitute its
definition. For to say 'inequality’ is the same as to say 'privation

of equality'. Therefore equality so defined will be 'the contrary of

the privation of equality’, so that he would have used the very word
to be defined. Suppose, however, that neither of the contraries be

so formed as to denote privation, but yet the definition of it be
rendered in amanner like the above, e.g. suppose ‘good' to be defined
as 'the contrary of evil', then, sinceit is clear that 'evil' too

will be 'the contrary of good' (for the definition of things that

are contrary in this must be rendered in a like manner), the result



again isthat he uses the very term being defined: for ‘good' is
inherent in the definition of 'evil'. If, then, 'good' be the contrary
of evil, and evil be nothing other than the 'contrary of good', then
‘good’ will be the 'contrary of the contrary of good'. Clearly,
then, he has used the very word to be defined.

Moreover, seeif in rendering aterm formed to denote privation,
he has failed to render the term of which it isthe privation, e.g.
the state, or contrary, or whatever it may be whose privationit is:
also if he has omitted to add either any term at all in which the
privation is naturally formed, or else that in which it is naturally
formed primarily, e.g. whether in defining ‘ignorance’ a privation
he has failed to say that it is the privation of 'knowledge’; or has
failed to add in what it is naturally formed, or, though he has
added this, has failed to render the thing in which it is primarily
formed, placing it (e.g.) in'man’ or in 'the soul’, and not in the
'reasoning faculty': for if in any of these respects hefails, he
has made a mistake. Likewise, also, if he hasfailed to say that
'blindness’ is the 'privation of sight in an eye': for a proper
rendering of its essence must state both of what it isthe privation
and what it isthat is deprived.

Examine further whether he has defined by the expression ‘a
privation' aterm that is not used to denote a privation: thus a

mistake of this sort also would be generally thought to be incurred in



the case of 'error' by any one who is not using it as a merely
negative term. For what is generally thought to be in error is not

that which has no knowledge, but rather that which has been
deceived, and for this reason we do not talk of inanimate things or of
children as'erring'. 'Error’, then, is not used to denote a mere

privation of knowledge.
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Moreover, see whether the like inflexions in the definition apply to
the like inflexions of the term; e.g. if 'beneficial' means
‘productive of health', does 'beneficially’ mean productively of
health' and a 'benefactor' a'producer of health'?

L ook too and see whether the definition given will apply to the Idea
aswell. For in some cases it will not do so; e.g. in the Platonic
definition where he adds the word 'mortal’ in his definitions of
living creatures: for the Idea (e.g. the absolute Man) is not
mortal, so that the definition will not fit the Idea. So always
wherever the words 'capable of acting on' or 'capable of being acted
upon' are added, the definition and the Idea are absolutely bound to
be discrepant: for those who assert the existence of Ideas hold that
they are incapable of being acted upon, or of motion. In dealing

with these people even arguments of this kind are useful.



Further, seeif he has rendered a single common definition of
terms that are used ambiguously. For terms whose definition
corresponding their common name is one and the same, are synonymous,
if, then, the definition appliesin alike manner to the whole range
of the ambiguous term, it is not true of any one of the objects
described by the term. Thisis, moreover, what happens to Dionysius
definition of 'life' when stated as 'a movement of a creature
sustained by nutriment, congenitally present with it': for thisis
found in plants as much as in animals, whereas 'life' is generally
understood to mean not one kind of thing only, but to be one thing
in animals and another in plants. It is possible to hold the view that
life is a synonymous term and is always used to describe one thing
only, and therefore to render the definition in this way on purpose:
or it may quite well happen that a man may see the ambiguous character
of the word, and wish to render the definition of the one sense
only, and yet fail to see that he has rendered a definition common
to both senses instead of one peculiar to the sense he intends. In
either case, whichever course he pursues, heisequally at fault.
Since ambiguous terms sometimes pass unobserved, it is best in
guestioning to treat such terms as though they were synonymous (for
the definition of the one sense will not apply to the other, so that
the answerer will be generally thought not to have defined it

correctly, for to a synonymous term the definition should apply inits



full range), whereas in answering you should yourself distinguish
between the senses. Further, as some answerers call ‘ambiguous what
isreally synonymous, whenever the definition rendered fails to

apply universally, and, vice versa, call synonymous what is really
ambiguous supposing their definition applies to both senses of the
term, one should secure a preliminary admission on such points, or
else prove beforehand that so-and-so is ambiguous or synonymous, as
the case may be: for people are more ready to agree when they do not
foresee what the consequence will be. If, however, no admission has
been made, and the man asserts that what is really synonymousis
ambiguous because the definition he has rendered will not apply to the
second sense as well, seeif the definition of this second meaning
applies aso to the other meanings: for if so, this meaning must

clearly be synonymous with those others. Otherwise, there will be more
than one definition of those other meanings, for there are

applicable to them two distinct definitions in explanation of the

term, viz. the one previously rendered and also the later one.

Again, if any one were to define aterm used in several senses, and,
finding that his definition does not apply to them all, were to

contend not that the term is ambiguous, but that even the term does
not properly apply to all those senses, just because his definition

will not do so either, then one may retort to such a man that though

In some things one must not use the language of the people, yetina



guestion of terminology one is bound to employ the received and

traditional usage and not to upset matters of that sort.

11

Suppose now that a definition has been rendered of some complex
term, take away the definition of one of the elementsin the
complex, and see if aso the rest of the definition defines the rest
of it: if not, it is clear that neither does the whole definition
define the whole complex. Suppose, e.g. that some one has defined a
finite straight line' as 'the limit of afinite plane, such that
its centreisin aline with its extremes’; if now the definition of a
finite line' be the 'limit of afinite plan€, the rest (viz. 'such
that its centreisin aline with its extremes) ought to be a
definition of straight'. But an infinite straight line has neither
centre nor extremes and yet is straight so that this remainder does
not define the remainder of the term.

Moreover, if the term defined be a compound notion, seeif the
definition rendered be equimembral with the term defined. A definition
Is said to be equimembral with the term defined when the number of the
elements compounded in the latter is the same as the number of nouns
and verbsin the definition. For the exchange in such cases is bound

to be merely one of term for term, in the case of some if not of



all, seeing that there are no more terms used now than formerly;
whereas in a definition terms ought to be rendered by phrases, if
possible in every case, or if not, in the magjority. For at that

rate, ssimple objects too could be defined by merely calling them by
adifferent name, e.g. 'cloak’ instead of 'doublet'.

The mistake is even worsg, if actually alesswell known term be
substituted, e.g. 'pellucid mortal’ for ‘white man': for it isno
definition, and moreover islessintelligible when put in that form.

L ook and see also whether, in the exchange of words, the sense fails
still to be the same. Take, for instance, the explanation of
‘specul ative knowledge' as 'specul ative conception': for conception is
not the same as knowledge-asiit certainly ought to be if the whole
IS to be the same too: for though the word 'speculative' is common
to both expressions, yet the remainder is different.

Moreover, seeif in replacing one of the terms by something else
he has exchanged the genus and not the differentia, asin the
example just given: for 'speculative' is aless familiar term than
knowledge; for the one is the genus and the other the differentia, and
the genus is always the most familiar term of all; so that it is not
this, but the differentia, that ought to have been changed, seeing
that it isthe less familiar. It might be held that this criticism
isridiculous: because there is no reason why the most familiar term

should not describe the differentia, and not the genus; in which case,



clearly, the term to be altered would also be that denoting the
genus and not the differentia. If, however, aman is substituting
for aterm not merely another term but a phrase, clearly it is of
the differentiarather than of the genus that a definition should be
rendered, seeing that the object of rendering the definitionisto
make the subject familiar; for the differentiais less familiar than
the genus.

If he has rendered the definition of the differentia, see whether
the definition rendered is common to it and something else as well:
e.g. whenever he says that an odd number is a'number with a
middle, further definition is required of how it hasamiddle: for
the word 'number’ is common to both expressions, and it is the word
‘odd' for which the phrase has been substituted. Now both aline and a
body have a middle, yet they are not 'odd’; so that this could not
be a definition of 'odd'. If, on the other hand, the phrase 'with a
middle' be used in severa senses, the sense here intended requires to
be defined. So that thiswill either discredit the definition or prove

that it isno definition at all.

12

Again, seeif theterm of which he rendersthe definitionisa

reality, whereas what is contained in the definition is not, e.g.



Suppose ‘white' to be defined as ‘colour mingled with fire': for

what is bodiless cannot be mingled with body, so that 'colour'

'mingled with fire' could not exist, whereas 'white' does exist.
Moreover, those who in the case of relative terms do not distinguish

to what the object is related, but have described it only so asto

include it among too large a number of things, are wrong either wholly

or in part; e.g. suppose some one to have defined 'medicine as a

science of Reality'. For if medicine be not a science of anything that

isreal, the definition is clearly atogether false; whileif it be

ascience of some real thing, but not of another, it is partly

false; for it ought to hold of all reality, if it is said to be of

Reality essentially and not accidentally: asis the case with other

relative terms: for every object of knowledge is aterm relative to

knowledge: likewise, also, with other relative terms, inasmuch as

all such are convertible. Moreover, if the right way to render account

of athing beto render it asitisnot in itself but accidentally,

then each and every relative term would be used in relation not to one

thing but to a number of things. For there is no reason why the same

thing should not be both real and white and good, so that it would

be a correct rendering to render the object in relation to any one

whatsoever of these, if to render what it is accidentally be a correct

way to render it. It is, moreover, impossible that a definition of

this sort should be peculiar to the term rendered: for not only but



the majority of the other sciences too, have for their object some
real thing, so that each will be a science of redlity. Clearly,
then, such a definition does not define any science at al; for a
definition ought to be peculiar to its own term, not general.

Sometimes, again, people define not the thing but only the thing
in agood or perfect condition. Such isthe definition of a
rhetorician as 'one who can always see what will persuade in the given
circumstances, and omit nothing’; or of athief, as 'one who pilfers
in secret': for clearly, if they each do this, then the one will be
agood rhetorician, and the other a good thief: whereas it is not
the actual pilfering in secret, but the wish to do it, that
constitutes the thief.

Again, seeif he has rendered what is desirable for its own sake
as desirable for what it produces or does, or asin any way
desirable because of something else, e.g. by saying that justiceis
‘what preserves the laws' or that wisdom is 'what produces happiness;
for what produces or preserves something else is one of the things
desirable for something else. It might be said that it is possible for
what isdesirablein itself to be desirable for something else as
well: but still to define what is desirable initself in such away is
none the less wrong: for the essence contains par excellence what is
best in anything, and it is better for athing to be desirablein

itself than to be desirable for something else, so that thisis rather



what the definition too ought to have indicated.

13

See aso whether in defining anything a man has defined it as an
‘A and B', or asa'product of A and B' or asan'A+B'. If he
defines it asand B', the definition will be true of both and yet of
neither of them; suppose, e.g. justice to be defined as 'temperance
and courage.' For if of two persons each has one of the two only, both
and yet neither will be just: for both together have justice, and
yet each singly failsto haveit. Even if the situation here described
does not so far appear very absurd because of the occurrence of this
kind of thing in other cases also (for it is quite possible for two
men to have a mina between them, though neither of them has it by
himself), yet least that they should have contrary attributes surely
seems quite absurd; and yet thiswill follow if the one be temperate
and yet a coward, and the other, though brave, be a profligate; for
then both will exhibit both justice and injustice: for if justice be
temperance and bravery, then injustice will be cowardice and
profligacy. In general, too, all the ways of showing that the wholeis
not the same as the sum of its parts are useful in meeting the type
just described; for aman who definesin thisway seems to assert that

the parts are the same as the whole. The arguments are particularly



appropriate in cases where the process of putting the parts together
Is obvious, asin ahouse and other things of that sort: for there,
clearly, you may have the parts and yet not have the whole, so that
parts and whole cannot be the same.

If, however, he has said that the term being defined is not 'A and
B' but the 'product of A and B', look and seein the first place if
A and B cannot in the nature of things have a single product: for some
things are so related to one another that nothing can come of them,
e.g. aline and anumber. Moreover, seeif the term that has been
defined is in the nature of things found primarily in some single
subject, whereas the things which he has said produce it are not found
primarily in any single subject, but each in a separate one. If so,
clearly that term could not be the product of these things: for the
whole is bound to be in the same things wherein its parts are, so that
the whole will then be found primarily not in one subject only, but in
anumber of them. If, on the other hand, both parts and whole are
found primarily in some single subject, seeif that medium is not
the same, but one thing in the case of the whole and another in that
of the parts. Again, see whether the parts perish together with the
whole: for it ought to happen, vice versa, that the whole perishes
when the parts perish; when the whole perishes, thereis no
necessity that the parts should perish too. Or again, seeif the whole

be good or evil, and the parts neither, or, vice versa, if the parts



be good or evil and the whole neither. For it isimpossible either for
aneutral thing to produce something good or bad, or for things good
or bad to produce a neutral thing. Or again, seeif the onethingis
more distinctly good than the other is evil, and yet the product be no
more good than evil, e.g. suppose shamel essness be defined as 'the
product of courage and false opinion': here the goodness of courage
exceeds the evil of false opinion; accordingly the product of these
ought to have corresponded to this excess, and to be either good
without qualification, or at least more good than evil. Or it may be
that this does not necessarily follow, unless each be in itself good

or bad; for many things that are productive are not good in
themselves, but only in combination; or, per contra, they are good
taken singly, and bad or neutral in combination. What has just been
said ismost clearly illustrated in the case of things that make for
health or sickness; for some drugs are such that each taken aloneis
good, but if they are both administered in a mixture, bad.

Again, see whether the whole, as produced from a better and worse,
fails to be worse than the better and better than the worse element.
This again, however, need not necessarily be the case, unless the
elements compounded be in themselves good; if they are not, the
whole may very well not be good, asin the cases just instanced.

Moreover, seeif the whole be synonymous with one of the elements:

for it ought not to be, any more than in the case of syllables: for



the syllable is not synonymous with any of the letters of which it
Is made up.

Moreover, seeif he hasfailed to state the manner of their
composition: for the mere mention of its e ementsis not enough to
make the thing intelligible. For the essence of any compound thing
Isnot merely that it is a product of so-and-so, but that itisa
product of them compounded in such and such away, just asin the case
of ahouse: for here the materials do not make a house irrespective of
the way they are put together.

If aman has defined an object as'A+B’, the first thing to be
said isthat 'A+B' means the same either as'A and B', or asthe
‘product of A and B.' for ‘honey+water' means either the honey and the
water, or the 'drink made of honey and water'. If, then, he admits
that 'A+B' is+ B' is the same as either of these two things, the same
criticisms will apply as have already been given for meeting each of
them. Moreover, distinguish between the different sensesin which
one thing may be said to be '+' another, and see if there is none of
them in which A could be said to exist '+ B.' Thus e.g. supposing
the expression to mean that they exist either in some identical
thing capable of containing them (as e.g. justice and courage are
found in the soul), or else in the same place or in the same time, and
If thisbe in no way true of the A and B in question, clearly the

definition rendered could not hold of anything, asthereisno



possible way in which A can exist B'. If, however, among the various

senses above distinguished, it be true that A and B are each found

in the same time as the other, ook and seeif possibly the two are

not used in the same relation. Thus e.g. suppose courage to have

been defined as 'daring with right reasoning': hereit is possible

that the person exhibits daring in robbery, and right reasoning in

regard to the means of health: but he may have 'the former quality+the

|atter' at the same time, and not as yet be courageous! Moreover, even

though both be used in the same relation aswell, e.g. inrelation

to medical treatment (for a man may exhibit both daring and right

reasoning in respect of medical treatment), still, none the less,

not even this combination of 'the one+the other 'makes him

‘courageous. For the two must not relate to any casual object that is

the same, any more than each to a different object; rather, they

must relate to the function of courage, e.g. meeting the perils of

war, or whatever is more properly speaking its function than this.
Some definitions rendered in this form fail to come under the

aforesaid division at all, e.g. adefinition of anger as 'pain with

a consciousness of being slighted'. For what this means to say is that

it is because of a consciousness of this sort that the pain occurs;

but to occur 'because of' athing is not the same as to occur '+ a

thing' in any of its aforesaid senses.
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Again, if he have described the whole compounded as the
‘composition’ of these things (e.g. '‘aliving creature’ asa
‘composition of soul and body"), first of all see whether he has
omitted to state the kind of composition, as (e.g.) in a definition of
'flesh’ or 'bone’ as the ‘composition of fire, earth, and air'. For it
IS not enough to say it is a composition, but you should also go on to
define the kind of composition: for these things do not form flesh
irrespective of the manner of their composition, but when compounded
in one way they form flesh, when in another, bone. It appears,
moreover, that neither of the aforesaid substancesisthe sasme asa
‘composition’ at all: for a composition always has a decomposition
asits contrary, whereas neither of the aforesaid has any contrary.
Moreover, if it isequally probable that every compound isa
composition or else that noneis, and every kind of living creature,
though a compound, is never a composition, then no other compound
could be acomposition either.

Again, if in the nature of athing two contraries are equally liable
to occur, and the thing has been defined through the one, clearly it
has not been defined; else there will be more than one definition of
the same thing; for how isit any more a definition to define it

through this one than through the other, seeing that both alike are



naturally liable to occur in it? Such is the definition of the soul,
if defined as a substance capable of receiving knowledge: for it hasa
like capacity for receiving ignorance.

Also, even when one cannot attack the definition as awhole for lack
of acquaintance with the whole, one should attack some part of it,
If one knows that part and seesit to be incorrectly rendered: for
iIf the part be demolished, so too isthe whole definition. Where,
again, adefinition is obscure, one should first of al correct and
reshape it in order to make some part of it clear and get a handle for
attack, and then proceed to examineit. For the answerer is bound
either to accept the sense as taken by the questioner, or else himself
to explain clearly whatever it is that his definition means. Moreover,
just asin the assemblies the ordinary practice isto move an
emendation of the existing law and, if the emendation is better,
they repeal the existing law, so one ought to do in the case of
definitions as well: one ought oneself to propose a second definition:
for if it is seen to be better, and more indicative of the object
defined, clearly the definition already laid down will have been
demolished, on the principle that there cannot be more than one
definition of the same thing.

In combating definitionsit is aways one of the chief elementary
principles to take by oneself a happy shot at a definition of the

object before one, or to adopt some correctly expressed definition.



For oneis bound, with the model (as it were) before one's eyes, to
discern both any shortcoming in any features that the definition ought
to have, and also any superfluous addition, so that one is better
supplied with lines of attack.

Asto definitions, then, let so much suffice.

Book VII

1

WHETHER two things are 'the same' or 'different’, in the most
literal of the meanings ascribed to 'sameness (and we said' that 'the
same’ appliesin the most literal sense to what is numerically one),
may be examined in the light of their inflexions and coordinates and
opposites. For if justice be the same as courage, then too the just
man is the same as the brave man, and 'justly’ is the same as
‘bravely'. Likewise, too, in the case of their opposites: for if two
things be the same, their opposites also will be the same, in any of
the recognized forms of opposition. For it is the same thing to take
the opposite of the one or that of the other, seeing that they are the

same. Again it may be examined in the light of those things which tend



to produce or to destroy the things in question of their formation and
destruction, and in general of any thing that isrelated in like
manner to each. For where things are absolutely the same, their
formations and destructions aso are the same, and so are the things
that tend to produce or to destroy them. Look and see also, ina
case where one of two thingsis said to be something or other in a
superlative degree, if the other of these alleged identical things can
also be described by a superlative in the same respect. Thus
Xenocrates argues that the happy life and the good life are the
same, seeing that of all forms of life the good life is the most
desirable and so also is the happy life: for 'the most desirable

and the greatest' apply but to one thing.' Likewise also in other
cases of the kind. Each, however, of the two things termed
'greatest’ or most desirable’ must be numerically one: otherwise no
proof will have been given that they are the same; for it does not
follow because Peloponnesians and Spartans are the bravest of the
Greeks, that Peloponnesians are the same as Spartans, seeing that
'Peloponnesian’ is not any one person nor yet 'Spartan’; it only
follows that the one must be included under the other as 'Spartans
are under 'Peloponnesians’: for otherwise, if the one class be not
included under the other, each will be better than the other. For then
the Peloponnesians are bound to be better than the Spartans, seeing

that the one class is not included under the other; for they are



better than anybody else. Likewise also the Spartans must perforce
be better than the Peloponnesians; for they too are better than
anybody else; each then is better than the other! Clearly therefore
what is styled 'best' and 'greatest’ must be asingle thing, if it

IS to be proved to be 'the same' as another. Thisalso iswhy
Xenocrates fails to prove his case: for the happy life is not
numerically single, nor yet the good life, so that it does not

follow that, because they are both the most desirable, they are
therefore the same, but only that the one falls under the other.

Again, look and see if, supposing the one to be the same as
something, the other also isthe same asiit: for if they be not both
the same as the same thing, clearly neither are they the same as one
another.

Moreover, examine them in the light of their accidents or of the
things of which they are accidents: for any accident belonging to
the one must belong also to the other, and if the one belong to
anything as an accident, so must the other also. If in any of these
respects there is a discrepancy, clearly they are not the same.

See further whether, instead of both being found in one class of
predicates, the one signifies a quality and the other a quantity or
relation. Again, seeif the genus of each be not the same, the one
being 'good' and the other evil', or the one being 'virtue' and the

other 'knowledge': or seeif, though the genus is the same, the



differentiae predicted of either be not the same, the one (e.g.) being
distinguished as a 'specul ative' science, the other as a'practical’
science. Likewise aso in other cases.

Moreover, from the point of view of 'degrees, seeif the one admits
an increase of degree but not the other, or if though both admit it,
they do not admit it at the same time; just asit is not the case that
aman desires intercourse more intensely, the more intensely heis
in love, so that love and the desire for intercourse are not the same.

Moreover, examine them by means of an addition, and see whether
the addition of each to the same thing fails to make the same whole;
or if the subtraction of the same thing from each leaves a different
remainder. Suppose (e.g.) that he has declared 'double a half' to be
the same as'a multiple of ahalf': then, subtracting the words ‘a
half' from each, the remainders ought to have signified the same
thing: but they do not; for 'double’ and 'a multiple of' do not
signify the same thing.

Inquire aso not only if some impossible consequence results
directly from the statement made, that A and B are the same, but
also whether it is possible for a supposition to bring it about; as
happens to those who assert that ‘empty’ is the same as 'full of air':
for clearly if the air be exhausted, the vesseal will not be less but
more empty, though it will no longer be full of air. So that by a

supposition, which may be true or may be false (it makes no difference



which), the one character is annulled and not the other, showing
that they are not the same.

Speaking generally, one ought to be on the look-out for any
discrepancy anywhere in any sort of predicate of each term, and in the
things of which they are predicated. For all that is predicated of the
one should be predicated aso of the other, and of whatever the oneis
apredicate, the other should be a predicate of it as well.

Moreover, as 'sameness isaterm used in many senses, see whether
things that are the same in one way are the same also in a different
way. For thereis either no necessity or even no possibility that
things that are the same specifically or generically should be
numerically the same, and it is with the question whether they are
or are not the same in that sense that we are concerned.

Moreover, see whether the one can exist without the other; for, if

so, they could not be the same.

Such is the number of the commonplace rules that relate to
'sameness. It is clear from what has been said that all the
destructive commonplaces relating to sameness are useful alsoin
questions of definition, as was said before:' for if what is signified

by the term and by the expression be not the same, clearly the



expression rendered could not be a definition. None of the
constructive commonplaces, on the other hand, hel psin the matter of
definition; for it is not enough to show the sameness of content
between the expression and the term, in order to establish that the
former isadefinition, but a definition must have also al the

other characters already announced.

Thisthen isthe way, and these the arguments, whereby the attempt
to demolish a definition should always be made. If, on the other hand,
we desire to establish one, the first thing to observeisthat few
if any who engage in discussion arrive at a definition by reasoning:
they always assume something of the kind as their starting points-both
in geometry and in arithmetic and the other studies of that kind. In
the second place, to say accurately what a definition is, and how it
should be given, belongs to another inquiry. At present it concerns us
only so far asisrequired for our present purpose, and accordingly we
need only make the bare statement that to reason to athing's
definition and essence is quite possible. For if adefinition isan
expression signifying the essence of the thing and the predicates
contained therein ought also to be the only ones which are

predicated of the thing in the category of essence; and genera and



differentiae are so predicated in that category: it is obvious that if

one were to get an admission that so and so are the only attributes
predicated in that category, the expression containing so and so would
of necessity be adefinition; for it isimpossible that anything

else should be a definition, seeing that there is not anything else
predicated of the thing in the category of essence.

That a definition may thus be reached by a process of reasoning is
obvious. The means whereby it should be established have been more
precisely defined elsewhere, but for the purposes of the inquiry now
before us the same commonplace rules serve. For we have to examine
Into the contraries and other opposites of the thing, surveying the
expressions used both as wholes and in detail: for if the opposite
definition defines that opposite term, the definition given must of
necessity be that of the term before us. Seeing, however, that
contraries may be conjoined in more than one way, we have to select
from those contraries the one whose contrary definition seems most
obvious. The expressions, then, have to be examined each asawholein
the way we have said, and also in detail asfollows. First of all, see
that the genus rendered is correctly rendered; for if the contrary
thing be found in the contrary genusto that stated in the definition,
and the thing before you is not in that same genus, then it would
clearly be in the contrary genus: for contraries must of necessity

be either in the same genus or in contrary genera. The differentiae,



too, that are predicated of contraries we expect to be contrary,

e.g. those of white and black, for the one tends to pierce the vision,
while the other tends to compressit. So that if contrary differentiae
to those in the definition are predicated of the contrary term, then
those rendered in the definition would be predicated of the term
before us. Seeing, then, that both the genus and the differentiae have
been rightly rendered, clearly the expression given must be the
right definition. It might be replied that there is no necessity why
contrary differentiae should be predicated of contraries, unless the
contraries be found within the same genus: of things whose genera
are themselves contraries it may very well be that the same
differentiais used of both, e.g. of justice and injustice; for the
oneisavirtue and the other a vice of the soul: 'of the soul’,
therefore, isthe differentiain both cases, seeing that the body as
well hasits virtue and vice. But this much at least is true, that the
differentiae of contraries are either contrary or else the same. If,
then, the contrary differentia to that given be predicated of the
contrary term and not of the one in hand, clearly the differentia
stated must be predicated of the latter. Speaking generally, seeing
that the definition consists of genus and differentiae, if the
definition of the contrary term be apparent, the definition of the
term before you will be apparent also: for since its contrary is found

either in the same genus or in the contrary genus, and likewise also



the differentiae predicated of opposites are either contrary to, or

the same as, each other, clearly of the term before you there will

be predicated either the same genus as of its contrary, while, of

its differentiae, either al are contrary to those of its contrary, or

at least some of them are so while the rest remain the same; or,

vice versa, the differentiae will be the same and the genera contrary;
or both genera and differentiae will be contrary. And that isall; for
that both should be the same is not possible; else contraries will
have the same definition.

Moreover, look at it from the point of view of itsinflexions and
coordinates. For genera and definitions are bound to correspond in
either case. Thusif forgetfulness be the loss of knowledge, to forget
Isto lose knowledge, and to have forgotten isto have lost knowledge.
If, then, any one whatever of these is agreed to, the others must of
necessity be agreed to aswell. Likewise, also, if destruction is
the decomposition of the thing's essence, then to be destroyed isto
have its essence decomposed, and 'destructively' means 'in such a
way as to decompose its essence’; if again 'destructive’ means 'apt to
decompose something's essence’, then also 'destruction’ means 'the
decomposition of its essence'. Likewise also with therest: an
admission of any one of them whatever, and al the rest are admitted
too.

Moreover, look at it from the point of view of things that stand



in relations that are like each other. For if 'healthy' means
‘productive of health', 'vigorous' too will mean 'productive of
vigour', and ‘useful’ will mean "productive of good.' For each of
these thingsisrelated in like manner to its own peculiar end, so
that if one of them is defined as 'productive of' that end, this
will also be the definition of each of the rest aswell.

Moreover, look at it from the point of and like degrees, in al
the waysin which it is possible to establish aresult by comparing
two and two together. Thusif A defines a better than B defines and
B isadefinition of sotooisA of a. Further, if A'sclaim to define
aislike B'sto define B, and B defines B, then A too definesa. This
examination from the point of view of greater degreesis of no use
when a single definition is compared with two things, or two
definitions with one thing; for there cannot possibly be one

definition of two things or two of the same thing.

The most handy of all the commonplace arguments are those just
mentioned and those from co-ordinates and inflexions, and these
therefore are those which it is most important to master and to have
ready to hand: for they are the most useful on the greatest number

of occasions. Of the rest, too, the most important are those of most



genera application: for these are the most effective, e.g. that you
should examine the individual cases, and then look to seein the
case of their various species whether the definition applies. For

the species is synonymous with its individuals. This sort of inquiry
Is of service against those who assume the existence of Ideas, as

has been said before." Moreover seeif aman has used aterm
metaphorically, or predicated it of itself asthough it were something
different. So too if any other of the commonplace rulesis of

genera application and effective, it should be employed.

That it is more difficult to establish than to overthrow a
definition, is obvious from considerations presently to be urged.
For to see for oneself, and to secure from those whom oneis
guestioning, an admission of premisses of this sort isno ssimple
matter, e.g. that of the elements of the definition rendered the one
Is genus and the other differentia, and that only the genus and
differentiae are predicated in the category of essence. Y et without
these premisses it isimpossible to reason to a definition; for if any
other things as well are predicated of the thing in the category of
essence, there is no telling whether the formula stated or some

other oneisits definition, for adefinition is an expression



indicating the essence of athing. The point is clear also from the
following: It is easier to draw one conclusion than many. Now in
demolishing adefinition it is sufficient to argue against one point
only (for if we have overthrown any single point whatsoever, we
shall have demolished the definition); whereasin establishing a
definition, oneis bound to bring people to the view that everything
contained in the definition is attributable. Moreover, in establishing
a case, the reasoning brought forward must be universal: for the
definition put forward must be predicated of everything of which the
term is predicated, and must moreover be convertible, if the
definition rendered is to be peculiar to the subject. In

overthrowing aview, on the other hand, there is no longer any
necessity to show one's point universally: for it is enough to show
that the formulais untrue of any one of the things embraced under the
term.

Further, even supposing it should be necessary to overthrow
something by a universal proposition, not even so is there any need to
prove the converse of the proposition in the process of overthrowing
the definition. For merely to show that the definition fails to be
predicated of every one of the things of which the term is predicated,
Is enough to overthrow it universally: and there is no need to prove
the converse of thisin order to show that the term is predicated of

things of which the expression is not predicated. Moreover, evenif it



applies to everything embraced under the term, but not to it alone,
the definition is thereby demolished.

The case stands likewise in regard to the property and genus of a
term also. For in both casesit is easier to overthrow than to
establish. Asregards the property thisis clear from what has been
said: for asarule the property isrendered in acomplex phrase, so
that to overthrow it, it is only necessary to demolish one of the
terms used, whereas to establish it is necessary to reason to them
al. Then, too, nearly all the other rules that apply to the
definition will apply also to the property of athing. For in
establishing a property one has to show that it is true of
everything included under the term in question, whereas to overthrow
one it is enough to show in asingle case only that it failsto
belong: further, even if it belongs to everything falling under the
term, but not to that only, it is overthrown in this case as well,
as was explained in the case of the definition. In regard to the
genus, it is clear that you are bound to establish it in one way only,
viz. by showing that it belongsin every case, while of overthrowing
it there are two ways: for if it has been shown that it belongs either
never or not in acertain case, the original statement has been
demolished. Moreover, in establishing a genus it is not enough to show
that it belongs, but also that it belongs as genus has to be shown;

whereas in overthrowing it, it is enough to show its failure to belong



either in some particular case or in every case. It appears, in
fact, asthough, just asin other thingsto destroy is easier than
to create, so in these matters too to overthrow is easier than to
establish.

In the case of an accidental attribute the universal proposition
IS easier to overthrow than to establish; for to establish it, one has
to show that it belongsin every case, whereas to overthrow it, it
Is enough to show that it does not belong in one single case. The
particular proposition is, on the contrary, easier to establish than
to overthrow: for to establish it, it is enough to show that it
belongsin a particular instance, whereas to overthrow it, it hasto
be shown that it never belongs at all.

It isclear also that the easiest thing of all isto overthrow a
definition. For on account of the number of statements involved we are
presented in the definition with the greatest number of points for
attack, and the more plentiful the material, the quicker an argument
comes: for thereis more likelihood of a mistake occurringin a
large than in a small number of things. Moreover, the other rules
too may be used as means for attacking a definition: for if either the
formula be not peculiar, or the genus rendered be the wrong one, or
something included in the formulafail to belong, the definition is
thereby demolished. On the other hand, against the others we cannot

bring al of the arguments drawn from definitions, nor yet of the



rest: for only those relating to accidental attributes apply generally
to all the aforesaid kinds of attribute. For while each of the
aforesaid kinds of attribute must belong to the thing in question, yet
the genus may very well not belong as a property without as yet
being thereby demolished. Likewise aso the property need not belong
as agenus, nor the accident as a genus or property, so long as they
do belong. So that it isimpossible to use one set as abasis of
attack upon the other except in the case of definition. Clearly, then,
itisthe easiest of al things to demolish a definition, while to
establish one is the hardest. For there one both has to establish
all those other points by reasoning (i.e. that the attributes stated
belong, and that the genus rendered is the true genus, and that the
formulais peculiar to the term), and moreover, besides this, that the
formulaindicates the essence of the thing; and this hasto be done
correctly.

Of the rest, the property is most nearly of thiskind: for itis
easier to demolish, because as arule it contains several terms; while
it isthe hardest to establish, both because of the number of things
that people must be brought to accept, and, besides this, because it
belongsto its subject alone and is predicated convertibly with its
subject.

The easiest thing of all to establish is an accidental predicate:

for in other cases one has to show not only that the predicate



belongs, but also that it belongs in such and such a particular way:
whereas in the case of the accident it is enough to show merely that
it belongs. On the other hand, an accidental predicateisthe
hardest thing to overthrow, because it affords the least material: for
In stating accident a man does not add how the predicate belongs;
and accordingly, whilein other casesit is possible to demolish
what is said in two ways, by showing either that the predicate does
not belong, or that it does not belong in the particular way stated,
in the case of an accidental predicate the only way to demolish it
IS to show that it does not belong at all.

The commonplace arguments through which we shall be well supplied
with lines of argument with regard to our severa problems have now

been enumerated at about sufficient length.

Book VIl

1

NEXT there fall to be discussed the problems of arrangement and
method in pitting questions. Any one who intends to frame questions
must, first of all, select the ground from which he should make his

attack; secondly, he must frame them and arrange them one by one to



himself; thirdly and lastly, he must proceed actually to put them to
the other party. Now so far as the selection of hisground is
concerned the problem is one alike for the philosopher and the
diaectician; but how to go on to arrange his points and frame his
questions concerns the dialectician only: for in every problem of that
kind a reference to another party isinvolved. Not so with the
philosopher, and the man who is investigating by himself: the
premisses of his reasoning, although true and familiar, may be refused
by the answerer because they lie too near the original statement and
so he foresees what will follow if he grants them: but for thisthe
philosopher does not care. Nay, he may possibly be even anxious to
secure axioms as familiar and as near to the question in hand as
possible: for these are the bases on which scientific reasonings are
built up.

The sources from which one's commonplace arguments should be drawn
have already been described:' we have now to discuss the arrangement
and formation of questions and first to distinguish the premisses,
other than the necessary premisses, which have to be adopted. By
necessary premisses are meant those through which the actual reasoning
Is constructed. Those which are secured other than these are of four
kinds; they serve either inductively to secure the universal premiss
being granted, or to lend weight to the argument, or to conceal the

conclusion, or to render the argument more clear. Beside these there



IS no other premiss which need be secured: these are the ones
whereby you should try to multiply and formulate your questions. Those
which are used to conceal the conclusion serve a controversial purpose
only; but inasmuch as an undertaking of this sort is always
conducted against another person, we are obliged to employ them as
well.

The necessary premisses through which the reasoning is effected,
ought not to be propounded directly in so many words. Rather one
should soar as far aloof from them as possible. Thusif one desiresto
secure an admission that the knowledge of contrariesis one, one
should ask him to admit it not of contraries, but of opposites: for,

If he grants this, one will then argue that the knowledge of
contrariesis also the same, seeing that contraries are opposites;

If he does not, one should secure the admission by induction, by
formulating a proposition to that effect in the case of some
particular pair of contraries. For one must secure the necessary
premisses either by reasoning or by induction, or else partly by one
and partly by the other, although any propositions which are too
obvious to be denied may be formulated in so many words. Thisis
because the coming conclusion is less easily discerned at the
greater distance and in the process of induction, while at the same
time, even if one cannot reach the required premissesin this way,

it is still open to one to formulate them in so many words. The



premisses, other than these, that were mentioned above, must be
secured with aview to the latter. The way to employ them respectively
is as follows: Induction should proceed from individual casesto the
universal and from the known to the unknown; and the objects of
perception are better known, to most people if not invariably.
Concealment of one's plan is obtained by securing through
prosyllogisms the premisses through which the proof of the original
proposition is going to be constructed-and as many of them as
possible. Thisislikely to be effected by making syllogisms to

prove not only the necessary premisses but also some of those which
are required to establish them. Moreover, do not state the conclusions
of these premisses but draw them later one after another; for this
islikely to keep the answerer at the greatest possible distance

from the original proposition. Speaking generally, a man who desires
to get information by a concealed method should so put his questions
that when he has put his whole argument and has stated the conclusion,
people still ask 'Well, but why isthat? Thisresult will be

secured best of al by the method above described: for if one states
only the final conclusion, it isunclear how it comes about; for the
answerer does not foresee on what groundsit is based, because the
previous syllogisms have not been made articulate to him: while the
final syllogism, showing the conclusion, islikely to be kept |east

articulate if we lay down not the secured propositions on which it



is based, but only the grounds on which we reason to them.
It isauseful rule, too, not to secure the admissions claimed as
the bases of the syllogismsin their proper order, but alternately
those that conduce to one conclusion and those that conduce to
another; for, if those which go together are set side by side, the
conclusion that will result from them is more obvious in advance.
One should a'so, wherever possible, secure the universal premiss
by a definition relating not to the precise terms themselves but to
their co-ordinates; for people deceive themselves, whenever the
definition is taken in regard to a co-ordinate, into thinking that
they are not making the admission universally. An instance would be,
supposing one had to secure the admission that the angry man desires
vengeance on account of an apparent sight, and were to secure this,
that 'anger' isadesire for vengeance on account of an apparent
dlight: for, clearly, if this were secured, we should have universally
what we intend. If, on the other hand, people formulate propositions
relating to the actual terms themselves, they often find that the
answerer refuses to grant them because on the actual term itself heis
readier with his objection, e.g. that the 'angry man' does not
desire vengeance, because we become angry with our parents, but we
do not desire vengeance on them. Very likely the objection is not
valid; for upon some people it is vengeance enough to cause them

pain and make them sorry; but still it gives a certain plausibility



and air of reasonableness to the denial of the proposition. In the
case, however, of the definition of ‘anger' it is not so easy to
find an objection.

Moreover, formulate your proposition as though you did so not for
its own sake, but in order to get at something else: for people are
shy of granting what an opponent's case really requires. Speaking
generally, aquestioner should leave it as far as possible doubtful
whether he wishes to secure an admission of his proposition or of
its opposite: for if it be uncertain what their opponent's argument
requires, people are more ready to say what they themselves think.

Moreover, try to secure admissions by means of likeness: for such
admissions are plausible, and the universal involved is less patent;
e.g. make the other person admit that as knowledge and ignorance of
contrariesis the same, so too perception of contrariesis the same;
or vice versa, that since the perception is the same, so isthe
knowledge also. This argument resembles induction, but is not the same
thing; for in induction it is the universal whose admission is secured
from the particulars, whereas in arguments from likeness, what is
secured is not the universal under which all the like cases fall.

It isagood rule also, occasionally to bring an objection against
oneself: for answerers are put off their guard against those who
appear to be arguing impartially. It is useful too, to add that 'So

and so is generally held or commonly said’; for people are shy of



upsetting the received opinion unless they have some positive
objection to urge: and at the same time they are cautious about
upsetting such things because they themselves too find them useful.
Moreover, do not be insistent, even though you really require the
point: for insistence always arouses the more opposition. Further,
formulate your premiss as though it were amere illustration: for
people admit the more readily a proposition made to serve some other
purpose, and not required on its own account. Moreover, do not
formulate the very proposition you need to secure, but rather
something from which that necessarily follows: for people are more
willing to admit the latter, because it is not so clear from this what

the result will be, and if the one has been secured, the other has

been secured also. Again, one should put last the point which one most
wishes to have conceded; for people are specially inclined to deny the
first questions put to them, because most people in asking questions
put first the points which they are most eager to secure. On the other
hand, in dealing with some people propositions of this sort should

be put forward first: for ill-tempered men admit most readily what
comes first, unless the conclusion that will result actually stares

them in the face, while at the close of an argument they show their
ill-temper. Likewise also with those who consider themselves smart

at answering: for when they have admitted most of what you want they

finally talk clap-trap to the effect that the conclusion does not



follow from their admissions: yet they say 'Y es readily, confident in
their own character, and imagining that they cannot suffer any
reverse. Moreover, it iswell to expand the argument and insert things
that it does not require at all, as do those who draw false

geometrical figures: for in the multitude of details the whereabouts

of the fallacy is obscured. For this reason also a questioner
sometimes evades observation as he adds in a corner what, if he
formulated it by itself, would not be granted.

For concealment, then, the rules which should be followed are the
above. Ornament is attained by induction and distinction of things
closely akin. What sort of process induction is obvious: as for
distinction, an instance of the kind of thing meant is the distinction
of one form of knowledge as better than another by being either more
accurate, or concerned with better objects; or the distinction of
sciences into speculative, practical, and productive. For everything
of this kind lends additional ornament to the argument, though there
IS N0 necessity to say them, so far as the conclusion goes.

For clearness, examples and comparisons should be adduced, and et
theillustrations be relevant and drawn from things that we know, as
in Homer and not asin Choerilus; for then the proposition is likely

to become clearer.



In diaectics, syllogism should be employed in reasoning against
diaecticians rather than against the crowd: induction, on the other
hand, is most useful against the crowd. This point has been treated
previously aswell.' In induction, it is possible in some casesto ask
the question in its universal form, but in others thisis not easy,
because there is no established general term that coversall the
resemblances: in this case, when people need to secure the
universal, they use the phrase 'in all cases of this sort'. But it
Is one of the very hardest things to distinguish which of the things
adduced are 'of this sort’, and which are not: and in this connexion
people often throw dust in each others eyesin their discussion,
the one party asserting the likeness of things that are not alike, and
the other disputing the likeness of things that are. One ought,
therefore, to try oneself to coin aword to cover all things of the
given sort, so as to leave no opportunity either to the answerer to
dispute, and say that the thing advanced does not answer to alike
description, or to the questioner to suggest falsely that it does
answer to alike description, for many things appear to answer to like
descriptions that do not really do so.

If one has made an induction on the strength of several cases and
yet the answerer refuses to grant the universal proposition, then it

isfair to demand his objection. But until one has oneself stated in



what casesit isso, it isnot fair to demand that he shall say in

what casesit isnot so: for one should make the induction first,

and then demand the objection. One ought, moreover, to claim that
the objections should not be brought in reference to the actual
subject of the proposition, unless that subject happen to be the one
and only thing of the kind, as for instance two is the one prime
number among the even numbers: for, unless he can say that this
subject is unique of its kind, the objector ought to make his
objection in regard to some other. People sometimes object to a
universal proposition, and bring their objection not in regard to

the thing itself, but in regard to some homonym of it: thus they argue
that a man can very well have a colour or afoot or a hand other

than his own, for a painter may have a colour that is not his own, and
acook may have afoot that is not his own. To meet them, therefore,
you should draw the distinction before putting your question in such
cases: for so long as the ambiguity remains undetected, so long will
the objection to the proposition be deemed valid. If, however, he
checks the series of questions by an objection in regard not to some
homonym, but to the actual thing asserted, the questioner should
withdraw the point objected to, and form the remainder into a
universal proposition, until he secures what he requires; e.g. in

the case of forgetfulness and having forgotten: for people refuse to

admit that the man who has lost his knowledge of athing has forgotten



it, because if the thing alters, he has lost knowledge of it, but he
has not forgotten it. Accordingly the thing to do is to withdraw the
part objected to, and assert the remainder, e.g. that if a person have
lost knowledge of athing whileit still remains, he then has
forgotten it. One should similarly treat those who object to the
statement that 'the greater the good, the greater the evil that isits
opposite’: for they allege that health, which is aless good thing

than vigour, has a greater evil asits opposite: for diseaseisa
greater evil than debility. In this case too, therefore, we have to
withdraw the point objected to; for when it has been withdrawn, the
man is more likely to admit the proposition, e.g. that ‘the greater
good has the greater evil asits opposite, unless the one good
involves the other aswell', as vigour involves health. This should be
done not only when he formulates an objection, but also if, without so
doing, he refuses to admit the point because he foresees something
of the kind: for if the point objected to be withdrawn, he will be
forced to admit the proposition because he cannot foresee in the
rest of it any case where it does not hold true: if he refuse to admit
it, then when asked for an objection he certainly will be unableto
render one. Propositions that are partly false and partly true are

of thistype: for in the case of these it is possible by withdrawing a
part to leave the rest true. If, however, you formulate the

proposition on the strength of many cases and he has no objection to



bring, you may claim that he shall admit it: for apremissisvalidin
dialectics which thus holds in several instances and to which no
objection is forthcoming.

Whenever it is possible to reason to the same conclusion either
through or without a reduction per impossibile, if oneis
demonstrating and not arguing dialectically it makes no difference
which method of reasoning be adopted, but in argument with another
reasoning per impossibile should be avoided. For where one has
reasoned without the reduction per impossibile, no dispute can
arise; if, on the other hand, one does reason to an impossible
conclusion, unlessits falsehood is too plainly manifest, people
deny that it isimpossible, so that the questioners do not get what
they want.

One should put forward all propositions that hold true of several
cases, and to which either no objection whatever appears or at least
not any on the surface: for when people cannot see any case in which
It isnot so, they admit it for true.

The conclusion should not be put in the form of aquestion; if it
be, and the man shakes his head, it looks as if the reasoning had
failed. For often, evenif it be not put as a question but advanced as
a conseguence, people deny it, and then those who do not see that it
follows upon the previous admissions do not realize that those who

deny it have been refuted: when, then, the one man merely asksit asa



guestion without even saying that it so follows, and the other
deniesit, it looks altogether asif the reasoning had failed.

Not every universal question can form adialectical proposition as
ordinarily understood, e.g. 'What is man? or '"How many meanings has
"the good"? For adialectical premiss must be of aform to which it
Ispossible to reply 'Yes or 'No', whereas to the aforesaid it is not
possible. For this reason questions of thiskind are not dialectical
unless the questioner himself draws distinctions or divisions before
expressing them, e.g. '‘Good means this, or this, doesit not? For
guestions of this sort are easily answered by a'Yes or aNo. Hence one
should endeavour to formulate propositions of thiskind in this
form. It is at the same time aso perhaps fair to ask the other man
how many meanings of ‘the good' there are, whenever you have
yourself distinguished and formulated them, and he will not admit them
at al.

Any one who keeps on asking one thing for along timeisabad
inquirer. For if he does so though the person questioned keeps on
answering the questions, clearly he asks alarge number of
guestions, or else asks the same question a large number of times:
in the one case he merely babbles, in the other he fails to reason:
for reasoning always consists of a small number of premisses. If, on
the other hand, he does it because the person questioned does not

answer the questions, heis at fault in not taking him to task or



breaking off the discussion.

There are certain hypotheses upon which it is at once difficult to
bring, and easy to stand up to, an argument. Such (e.g.) are those
things which stand first and those which stand last in the order of
nature. For the former require definition, while the latter have to be
arrived at through many stepsif one wishes to secure a continuous
proof from first principles, or else al discussion about them wears
the air of mere sophistry: for to prove anything isimpossible
unless one begins with the appropriate principles, and connects
inference with inference till the last are reached. Now to define
first principlesisjust what answerers do not care to do, nor do they
pay any attention if the questioner makes a definition: and yet
until itisclear what it isthat is proposed, it is not easy to
discussit. This sort of thing happens particularly in the case of the
first principles. for while the other propositions are shown through
these, these cannot be shown through anything else: we are obliged
to understand every item of that sort by a definition. The inferences,
too, that lie too closeto thefirst principle are hard to treat in
argument: for it is not possible to bring many argumentsin regard

to them, because of the small number of those steps, between the



conclusion and the principle, whereby the succeeding propositions have
to be shown. The hardest, however, of all definitionsto treat in
argument are those that employ terms about which, in the first

place, it is uncertain whether they are used in one sense or

several, and, further, whether they are used literally or

metaphorically by the definer. For because of their obscurity, it is
impossible to argue upon such terms; and because of the

impossibility of saying whether this obscurity is due to their being

used metaphorically, it isimpossible to refute them.

In generd, it is safe to suppose that, whenever any problem
proves intractable, it either needs definition or else bears either
severa senses, or ametaphorical sense, or it is not far removed from
the first principles; or else the reason is that we have yet to
discover in the first place just this-in which of the aforesaid
directions the source of our difficulty lies. when we have made this
clear, then obviously our business must be either to define or to
distinguish, or to supply the intermediate premisses. for it is
through these that the final conclusions are shown.

It often happens that a difficulty isfound in discussing or arguing
agiven position because the definition has not been correctly
rendered: e.g. 'Has one thing one contrary or many?: here when the
term 'contraries has been properly defined, it is easy to bring

people to see whether it is possible for the same thing to have



severa contraries or not: in the same way also with other terms
requiring definition. It appears also in mathematics that the

difficulty in using afigure is sometimes due to a defect in

definition; e.g. in proving that the line which cuts the plane

parallel to one side divides similarly both the line which it cuts and
the area; whereasif the definition be given, the fact asserted
becomes immediately clear: for the areas have the same fraction
subtracted from them as have the sides: and thisis the definition

of 'the sameratio’. The most primary of the elementary principles are
without exception very easy to show, if the definitionsinvolved, e.g.
the nature of aline or of acircle, belaid down; only the

arguments that can be brought in regard to each of them are not
many, because there are not many intermediate steps. If, on the

other hand, the definition of the starting-points be not laid down, to
show them is difficult and may even prove quite impossible. The case
of the significance of verbal expressionsis like that of these
mathematical conceptions.

One may be sure then, whenever a position is hard to discuss, that
one or other of the aforesaid things has happened to it. Whenever,
on the other hand, it is a harder task to argue to the point
claimed, i.e. the premiss, than to the resulting position, a doubt may
arise whether such claims should be admitted or not: for if amanis

going to refuse to admit it and claim that you shall argueto it as



well, he will be giving the signal for a harder undertaking than was
originally proposed: if, on the other hand, he grantsit, he will be
giving the original thesis credence on the strength of what isless
credible than itself. If, then, it is essential not to enhance the
difficulty of the problem, he had better grant it; if, on the other
hand, it be essential to reason through premisses that are better
assured, he had better refuse. In other words, in serious inquiry he
ought not to grant it, unless he be more sure about it than about

the conclusion; whereas in adialectical exercise he may do so if he
ismerely satisfied of itstruth. Clearly, then, the circumstances
under which such admissions should be claimed are different for a mere

guestioner and for a serious teacher.

Asto the formulation, then, and arrangement of one's questions,
about enough has been said.

With regard to the giving of answers, we must first definewhat is
the business of a good answerer, as of a good questioner. The business
of the questioner is so to develop the argument as to make the
answerer utter the most extrvagant paradoxes that necessarily follow
because of his position: while that of the answerer isto make it

appear that it is not he who is responsible for the absurdity or



paradox, but only his position: for one may, perhaps, distinguish
between the mistake of taking up awrong position to start with, and

that of not maintaining it properly, when once taken up.

Inasmuch as no rules are laid down for those who argue for the
sake of training and of examination:-and the aim of those engaged in
teaching or learning is quite different from that of those engaged
In acompetition; asis the latter from that of those who discuss
things together in the spirit of inquiry: for alearner should
always state what he thinks: for no oneis even trying to teach him
what is false; whereas in a competition the business of the questioner
Isto appear by all means to produce an effect upon the other, while
that of the answerer isto appear unaffected by him; on the other
hand, in an assembly of disputants discussing in the spirit not of a
competition but of an examination and inquiry, there are as yet no
articulate rules about what the answerer should aim at, and what
kind of things he should and should not grant for the correct or
incorrect defence of his position:-inasmuch, then, as we have no
tradition bequeathed to us by others, let us try to say something upon
the matter for ourselves.

The thesis laid down by the answerer before facing the



guestioner's argument is bound of necessity to be one that is either
generally accepted or generally rejected or elseis neither: and
moreover is so accepted or rejected either absolutely or else with a
restriction, e.g. by some given person, by the speaker or by some
one else. The manner, however, of its acceptance or rejection,
whatever it be, makes no difference: for the right way to answer, i.e.
to admit or to refuse to admit what has been asked, will be the same
in either case. If, then, the statement laid down by the answerer be
generaly regected, the conclusion aimed at by the questioner is bound
to be one generally accepted, whereas if the former be generally
accepted, the latter is generally rejected: for the conclusion which
the questioner tries to draw is always the opposite of the statement
laid down. If, on the other hand, what islaid down is generaly
neither rejected nor accepted, the conclusion will be of the same type
aswell. Now since a man who reasons correctly demonstrates his
proposed conclusion from premisses that are more generally accepted,
and more familiar, it is clear that (1) where the view laid down by
him is one that generally is absolutely rejected, the answerer ought
not to grant either what is thus absolutely not accepted at all, or

what is accepted indeed, but accepted less generally than the
questioner's conclusion. For if the statement laid down by the
answerer be generally rejected, the conclusion aimed at by the

guestioner will be one that is generally accepted, so that the



premisses secured by the questioner should all be views generally
accepted, and more generally accepted than his proposed conclusion, if
the less familiar isto be inferred through the more familiar.
Consequently, if any of the questions put to him be not of this
character, the answerer should not grant them. (2) If, on the other
hand, the statement laid down by the answerer be generally accepted
without qualification, clearly the conclusion sought by the questioner
will be one generally rejected without qualification. Accordingly, the
answerer should admit all viewsthat are generally accepted and, of
those that are not generally accepted, all that are less generaly
rejected than the conclusion sought by the questioner. For then he
will probably be thought to have argued sufficiently well. (3)
Likewise, too, if the statement laid down by the answerer be neither
rejected generally nor generally accepted; for then, too, anything

that appears to be true should be granted, and, of the views not
generaly accepted, any that are more generally accepted than the
guestioner's conclusion; for in that case the result will be that

the arguments will be more generally accepted. If, then, the view laid
down by the answerer be one that is generally accepted or rejected
without qualification, then the views that are accepted absolutely
must be taken as the standard of comparison: whereas if the view
laid down be one that is not generally accepted or rejected, but

only by the answerer, then the standard whereby the latter must



judge what is generally accepted or not, and must grant or refuse to
grant the point asked, is himself. If, again, the answerer be
defending some one else's opinion, then clearly it will be the

|atter's judgement to which he must have regard in granting or denying
the various points. Thisis why those, too, who introduce other's
opinions, e.g. that 'good and evil are the same thing, as Heraclitus
says,' refuse to admit the impossibility of contraries belonging at

the same time to the same thing; not because they do not themselves
believe this, but because on Heraclitus' principles one has to say so.
The same thing is done also by those who take on the defence of one
another's positions; their aim being to speak as would the man who

stated the position.

It is clear, then, what the aims of the answerer should be,
whether the position he lays down be a view generally accepted without
qualification or accepted by some definite person. Now every
guestion asked is bound to involve some view that is either
generaly held or generally rejected or neither, and is also bound
to be either relevant to the argument or irrelevant: if thenit be a
view generally accepted and irrelevant, the answerer should grant it

and remark that it is the accepted view: if it be aview not generally



accepted and irrelevant, he should grant it but add a comment that

it is not generally accepted, in order to avoid the appearance of
being asimpleton. If it be relevant and also be generally accepted,
he should admit that it is the view generally accepted but say that it
liestoo close to the original proposition, and that if it be

granted the problem proposed collapses. If what is claimed by the
guestioner be relevant but too generally rejected, the answerer, while
admitting that if it be granted the conclusion sought follows,

should yet protest that the proposition is too absurd to be

admitted. Suppose, again, it be aview that is neither rejected
generally nor generally accepted, then, if it beirrelevant to the
argument, it may be granted without restriction; if, however, it be
relevant, the answerer should add the comment that, if it be
granted, the original problem collapses. For then the answerer will
not be held to be personally accountable for what happens to him, if
he grants the severa points with his eyes open, and also the
questioner will be able to draw his inference, seeing that all the
premisses that are more generally accepted than the conclusion are
granted him. Those who try to draw an inference from premisses more
generaly regected than the conclusion clearly do not reason
correctly: hence, when men ask these things, they ought not to be

granted.



The questioner should be met in alike manner also in the case of
terms used obscurely, i.e. in several senses. For the answerer, if
he does not understand, is always permitted to say 'l do not
understand'’: heis not compelled to reply "Yes or ‘No' to a
question which may mean different things. Clearly, then, in the
first place, if what is said be not clear, he ought not to hesitate to
say that he does not understand it; for often people encounter some
difficulty from assenting to questions that are not clearly put. If he
understands the question and yet it covers many senses, then supposing
what it says to be universally true or false, he should giveit an
unqualified assent or denial: if, on the other hand, it be partly true
and partly false, he should add a comment that it bears different
senses, and also that in one it istrue, in the other false: for if he
leave this distinction till later, it becomes uncertain whether
originally aswell he perceived the ambiguity or not. If he does not
foresee the ambiguity, but assents to the question having in view
the one sense of the words, then, if the questioner takesit in the
other sense, he should say, 'That was not what | had in view when |
admitted it; | meant the other sense': for if aterm or expression
covers more than one thing, it is easy to disagree. If, however, the

guestion is both clear and simple, he should answer either 'Y es or



A premissin reasoning always either is one of the constituent
elements in the reasoning, or else goes to establish one of these:
(and you can always tell when it is secured in order to establish
something else by the fact of a number of similar questions being puit:
for as arule people secure their universal by means either of
induction or of likeness):-accordingly the particular propositions
should all be admitted, if they are true and generally held. On the
other hand, against the universal one should try to bring some
negative instance; for to bring the argument to a standstill without a
negative instance, either real or apparent, shows ill-temper. If,
then, a man refuses to grant the universal when supported by many
instances, although he has no negative instance to show, he
obviously showsill-temper. If, moreover, he cannot even attempt a
counter-proof that it is not true, far more likely is he to be thought
Il|-tempered-athough even counter-proof is not enough: for we often
hear arguments that are contrary to common opinions, whose solution is
yet difficult, e.g. the argument of Zeno that it isimpossible to move
or to traverse the stadium;-but still, thisis no reason for

omitting to assert the opposites of these views. If, then, aman



refuses to admit the proposition without having either a negative
instance or some counter-argument to bring against it, clearly heis
ill-tempered: for ill-temper in argument consists in answering in ways

other than the above, so asto wreck the reasoning.

Before maintaining either athesis or a definition the answerer
should try his hand at attacking it by himself; for clearly his
business is to oppose those positions from which questioners
demolish what he haslaid down.

He should beware of maintaining a hypothesis that is generaly
rejected: and thisit may bein two ways: for it may be one which
results in absurd statements, e.g. suppose any one were to say that
everything isin motion or that nothing is; and also there are al
those which only a bad character would choose, and which are
implicitly opposed to men's wishes, e.g. that pleasure is the good,
and that to do injustice is better than to suffer it. For people
then hate him, supposing him to maintain them not for the sake of

argument but because he really thinks them.

10



Of all arguments that reason to afalse conclusion the right
solution is to demolish the point on which the fallacy that occurs
depends: for the demolition of any random point is no solution, even
though the point demolished be false. For the argument may contain
many falsehoods, e.g. suppose some one to secure the premisses, 'He
who sits, writes' and 'Socrates is sitting': for from these it follows
that 'Socratesiswriting'. Now we may demolish the proposition
‘Socrates is Sitting', and still be no nearer a solution of the
argument; it may be true that the point claimed isfalse; but it is
not on that that fallacy of the argument depends: for supposing that
any one should happen to be sitting and not writing, it would be
Impossible in such a case to apply the same solution. Accordingly,
it is not this that needs to be demolished, but rather that '‘He who
sits, writes': for he who sits does not always write. He, then, who
has demolished the point on which the fallacy depends, has given the
solution of the argument completely. Any one who knows that it ison
such and such a point that the argument depends, knows the solution of
iIt, just asin the case of afigure falsely drawn. For it is not
enough to object, even if the point demolished be a falsehood, but the
reason of the fallacy should also be proved: for then it would be
clear whether the man makes his objection with his eyes open or not.

There are four possible ways of preventing a man from working his

argument to a conclusion. It can be done either by demolishing the



point on which the falsehood that comes about depends, or by stating
an objection directed against the questioner: for often when a
solution has not as a matter of fact been brought, yet the
guestioner is rendered thereby unable to pursue the argument any
farther. Thirdly, one may object to the questions asked: for it may
happen that what the questioner wants does not follow from the
questions he has asked because he has asked them badly, whereas if
something additional be granted the conclusion comes about. If,
then, the questioner be unable to pursue his argument farther, the
objection would properly be directed against the questioner; if he can
do so, then it would be against his questions. The fourth and worst
kind of objection isthat which is directed to the time allowed for
discussion: for some people bring objections of a kind which would
take longer to answer than the length of the discussion in hand.
There are then, as we said, four ways of making objections: but of
them the first alone is a solution: the others are just hindrances and

stumbling-blocks to prevent the conclusions.

11

Adverse criticism of an argument on its own merits, and of it when
presented in the form of questions, are two different things. For

often the failure to carry through the argument correctly in



discussion is due to the person questioned, because he will not

grant the steps of which a correct argument might have been made
against his position: for it is not in the power of the one side

only to effect properly aresult that depends on both alike.
Accordingly it sometimes becomes necessary to attack the speaker and
not his position, when the answerer liesin wait for the points that
are contrary to the questioner and becomes abusive as well: when
people lose their tempersin thisway, their argument becomes a
contest, not a discussion. Moreover, since arguments of this kind

are held not for the sake of instruction but for purposes of

practice and examination, clearly one has to reason not only to true
conclusions, but also to false ones, and not always through true
premisses, but sometimes through false as well. For often, when atrue
proposition is put forward, the dialectician is compelled to

demolish it: and then false propositions have to be formulated.
Sometimes also when afalse proposition is put forward, it hasto be
demolished by means of false propositions: for it is possible for a
given man to believe what is not the fact more firmly than the

truth. Accordingly, if the argument be made to depend on something
that he holds, it will be easier to persuade or help him. He, however,
who would rightly convert any one to a different opinion should do
so in adiaectical and not in a contentious manner, just as a

geometrician should reason geometrically, whether his conclusion be



false or true: what kind of syllogisms are diaectical has already
been said. The principle that a man who hinders the common businessis
abad partner, clearly appliesto an argument as well; for in
arguments as well there isacommon aim in view, except with mere
contestants, for these cannot both reach the same goal; for more
than one cannot possibly win. It makes no difference whether he
effects this as answerer or as questioner: for both he who asks
contentious questionsis a bad dialectician, and also he who in
answering fails to grant the obvious answer or to understand the point
of the questioner'sinquiry. What has been said, then, makesiit
clear that adverse criticism is not to be passed in alike strain upon
the argument on its own merits, and upon the questioner: for it may
very well be that the argument is bad, but that the questioner has
argued with the answerer in the best possible way: for when men lose
their tempers, it may perhaps be impossible to make one's inferences
straight-forwardly as one would wish: we have to do as we can.
Inasmuch asit is indeterminate when people are claiming the
admission of contrary things, and when they are claiming what
originally they set out to prove-for often when they are talking by
themselves they say contrary things, and admit afterwards what they
have previously denied; for which reason they often assent, when
guestioned, to contrary things and to what originally had to be

proved-the argument is sure to become vitiated. The responsibility,



however, for this rests with the answerer, because while refusing to
grant other points, he does grant points of that kind. It is, then,

clear that adverse criticism is not to be passed in alike manner upon
guestioners and upon their arguments.

Initself an argument isliable to five kinds of adverse criticism:

(1) Thefirst iswhen neither the proposed conclusion nor indeed any
conclusion at al is drawn from the questions asked, and when most, if
not all, of the premisses on which the conclusion rests are false or
generaly regected, when, moreover, neither any withdrawals nor
additions nor both together can bring the conclusions aboui.

(2) The second is, supposing the reasoning, though constructed
from the premisses, and in the manner, described above, were to be
irrelevant to the original position.

(3) Thethird is, supposing certain additions would bring an
inference about but yet these additions were to be weaker than those
that were put as questions and less generally held than the
conclusion.

(4) Again, supposing certain withdrawals could effect the same:
for sometimes people secure more premisses than are necessary, so that
it is not through them that the inference comes about.

(5) Moreover, suppose the premisses be less generally held and
less credible than the conclusion, or if, though true, they require

more trouble to prove than the proposed view.



One must not claim that the reasoning to a proposed view shall in
every case equally be aview generally accepted and convincing: for it
isadirect result of the nature of things that some subjects of
inquiry shall be easier and some harder, so that if aman brings
people to accept his point from opinions that are as generally
received as the case admits, he has argued his case correctly.

Clearly, then, not even the argument itself is open to the same

adverse criticism when taken in relation to the proposed conclusion

and when taken by itself. For there is nothing to prevent the argument
being open to reproach in itself, and yet commendable in relation to
the proposed conclusion, or again, vice versa, being commendable in
itself, and yet open to reproach in relation to the proposed

conclusion, whenever there are many propositions both generally held
and also true whereby it could easily be proved. It is possible also

that an argument, even though brought to a conclusion, may sometimes
be worse than one which is not so concluded, whenever the premisses of
the former are silly, while its conclusion is not so; whereas the

|atter, though requiring certain additions, requires only such as

are generally held and true, and moreover does not rest as an argument
on these additions. With those which bring about a true conclusion

by means of false premisses, it is not fair to find fault: for afalse

conclusion must of necessity always be reached from afalse premiss,



but atrue conclusion may sometimes be drawn even from false
premisses, asis clear from the Analytics.

Whenever by the argument stated something is demonstrated, but
that something is other than what is wanted and has no bearing
whatever on the conclusion, then no inference as to the latter can
be drawn from it: and if there appearsto be, it will be a sophism,
not a proof. A philosopheme is a demonstrative inference: an
epichireme isadialectical inference: a sophism is a contentious
inference: an aporemeis an inference that reasons dialecticaly to
acontradiction.

If something were to be shown from premisses, both of which are
views generally accepted, but not accepted with like conviction, it
may very well be that the conclusion shown is something held more
strongly than either. If, on the other hand, general opinion be for
the one and neither for nor against the other, or if it be for the one
and against the other, then, if the pro and con be alike in the case
of the premisses, they will be alike for the conclusion also: if, on
the other hand, the one preponderates, the conclusion too will
follow suit.

It isalso afault in reasoning when a man shows something through a
long chain of steps, when he might employ fewer steps and those
already included in his argument: suppose him to be showing (e.g.)

that one opinion is more properly so called than another, and



suppose him to make his postulates as follows: 'x-in-itself is more
fully x than anything else": 'there genuinely exists an object of
opinion in itself': therefore 'the object-of-opinion-in-itself is more
fully an object of opinion than the particular objects of opinion'.
Now 'arelative term ismore fully itself when its correlate is more
fully itself': and 'there exists a genuine opinion-in-itself, which
will be "opinion" in amore accurate sense than the particular
opinions: and it has been postulated both that ‘a genuine
opinion-in-itself exists, and that 'x-in-itself is more fully x

than anything else': therefore 'this will be opinion in amore
accurate sense'. Wherein lies the viciousness of the reasoning? Simply

in that it conceals the ground on which the argument depends.

12

An argument is clear in one, and that the most ordinary, sense, if
it be so brought to a conclusion as to make no further questions
necessary: in another sense, and thisis the type most usually
advanced, when the propositions secured are such as compel the
conclusion, and the argument is concluded through premisses that are
themselves conclusions: moreover, it isso also if somestep is
omitted that generally isfirmly accepted.

An argument is called fallacious in four senses: (1) when it appears



to be brought to a conclusion, and is not really so-what is called
‘contentious’ reasoning: (2) when it comes to a conclusion but not

to the conclusion proposed-which happens principally in the case of
reductiones ad impossibile: (3) when it comes to the proposed
conclusion but not according to the mode of inquiry appropriate to the
case, as happens when a non-medical argument is taken to be a
medical one, or one which is not geometrical for a geometrical
argument, or one which is not dialectical for dialectical, whether the
result reached be true or false: (4) if the conclusion be reached
through false premisses: of this type the conclusion is sometimes
false, sometimes true: for while afalse conclusion is always the
result of false premisses, atrue conclusion may be drawn even from
premisses that are not true, as was said above as well.

Fallacy in argument is due to a mistake of the arguer rather than of
the argument: yet it is not always the fault of the arguer either, but
only when heis not aware of it: for we often accept on its merits
in preference to many true ones an argument which demolishes some true
proposition if it does so from premisses as far as possible
generaly accepted. For an argument of that kind does demonstrate
other things that are true: for one of the premisses laid down ought
never to be there at all, and thiswill then be demonstrated. If,
however, atrue conclusion were to be reached through premisses that

are false and utterly childish, the argument is worse than many



arguments that lead to a false conclusion, though an argument which
leads to afalse conclusion may also be of thistype. Clearly then the
first thing to ask in regard to the argument in itself is, 'Hasit a
conclusion?; the second, 'I's the conclusion true or false?; the

third, 'Of what kind of premisses does it consist?: for if the

|atter, though false, be generally accepted, the argument is
diaectical, whereas if, though true, they be generally rejected, it

is bad: if they be both false and also entirely contrary to general
opinion, clearly it is bad, either altogether or elsein relation to

the particular matter in hand.

13

Of the ways in which a questioner may beg the original question
and also beg contraries the true account has been given in the
Analytics:' but an account on the level of general opinion must be
given now.

People appear to beg their original question in five ways:. the first
and most obvious being if any one begs the actual point requiring to
be shown: thisis easily detected when put in so many words; but it is
more apt to escape detection in the case of different terms, or aterm
and an expression, that mean the same thing. A second way occurs

whenever any one begs universally something which he hasto



demonstrate in a particular case: suppose (e.g.) he were trying to
prove that the knowledge of contrariesis one and were to claim that
the knowledge of oppositesin general isone: for then heis generaly
thought to be begging, along with a number of other things, that which
he ought to have shown by itself. A third way isif any one wereto
beg in particular cases what he undertakes to show universally: e.g.
If he undertook to show that the knowledge of contrariesis aways
one, and begged it of certain pairs of contraries: for healsois
generaly considered to be begging independently and by itself what,
together with a number of other things, he ought to have shown. Again,
aman begs the question if he begs his conclusion piecemeal: supposing
e.g. that he had to show that medicine is a science of what leadsto
health and to disease, and were to claim first the one, then the
other; or, fifthly, if he were to beg the one or the other of a pair
of statements that necessarily involve one other; e.g. if he had to
show that the diagonal isincommensurable with the side, and wereto
beg that the side isincommensurable with the diagonal.

The ways in which people assume contraries are equal in number to
those in which they beg their origina question. For it would
happen, firstly, if any one were to beg an opposite affirmation and
negation; secondly, if he were to beg the contrary terms of an
antithesis, e.g. that the same thing is good and evil; thirdly,

suppose any one were to claim something universally and then proceed



to beg its contradictory in some particular case, e.g. if having

secured that the knowledge of contrariesis one, he were to claim that
the knowledge of what makes for health or for disease is different;

or, fourthly, suppose him, after postulating the latter view, to try

to secure universally the contradictory statement. Again, fifthly,
suppose a man begs the contrary of the conclusion which necessarily
comes about through the premisses laid down; and this would happen
suppose, even without begging the opposites in so many words, he
were to beg two premisses such that this contradictory statement

that is opposite to the first conclusion will follow from them. The
securing of contraries differs from begging the original question in
thisway: in the latter case the mistake liesin regard to the
conclusion; for it is by a glance at the conclusion that we tell

that the original question has been begged: whereas contrary viewslie
In the premisses, viz. in acertain relation which they bear to one

another.

14

The best way to secure training and practice in arguments of this
kind isin the first place to get into the habit of converting the
arguments. For in thisway we shall be better equipped for dealing

with the proposition stated, and after a few attempts we shall know



severa arguments by heart. For by 'conversion’ of an argument is
meant the taking the reverse of the conclusion together with the
remaining propositions asked and so demolishing one of those that were
conceded: for it follows necessarily that if the conclusion be untrue,
some one of the premisses is demolished, seeing that, given all the
premisses, the conclusion was bound to follow. Always, in dealing with
any proposition, be on the look-out for aline of argument both pro

and con: and on discovering it at once set about looking for the
solution of it: for in thisway you will soon find that you have

trained yourself at the same time in both asking questions and
answering them. If we cannot find any one else to argue with, we
should argue with ourselves. Select, moreover, arguments relating to
the same thesis and range them side by side: for this produces a
plentiful supply of arguments for carrying a point by sheer force, and
inrefutation also it is of great service, whenever oneiswell

stocked with arguments pro and con: for then you find yourself on your
guard against contrary statements to the one you wish to secure.
Moreover, as contributing to knowledge and to philosophic wisdom the
power of discerning and holding in one view the results of either of

two hypothesesis no mean instrument; for it then only remains to make
aright choice of one of them. For atask of thiskind a certain

natural ability isrequired: in fact real natural ability justis

the power right to choose the true and shun the false. Men of



natural ability can do this; for by aright liking or disliking for
whatever is proposed to them they rightly select what is best.

It is best to know by heart arguments upon those questions which are
of most frequent occurrence, and particularly in regard to those
propositions which are ultimate: for in discussing these answerers
frequently give up in despair. Moreover, get a good stock of
definitions: and have those of familiar and primary ideas at your
fingers ends: for it is through these that reasonings are effected.

Y ou should try, moreover, to master the heads under which other
arguments mostly tend to fall. For just asin geometry it is useful to
be practised in the elements, and in arithmetic to have the
multiplication table up to ten at one's fingers ends-and indeed it
makes a great difference in one's knowledge of the multiples of
other numbers too-likewise also in argumentsit is a great advantage
to be well up in regard to first principles, and to have a thorough
knowledge of premisses at the tip of one'stongue. For just asin a
person with atrained memory, amemory of things themselvesis
immediately caused by the mere mention of their loci, so these
habits too will make a man readier in reasoning, because he has his
premisses classified before his mind's eye, each under its number.

It is better to commit to memory a premiss of general application than
an argument: for it is difficult to be even moderately ready with a

first principle, or hypothesis.



Moreover, you should get into the habit of turning one argument into
several, and conceal your procedure as darkly as you can: this kind of
effect is best produced by keeping as far as possible away from topics
akin to the subject of the argument. This can be done with arguments
that are entirely universal, e.g. the statement that 'there cannot
be one knowledge of more than one thing': for that is the case with
both relative terms and contraries and co-ordinates.

Records of discussions should be made in a universal form, even
though one has argued only some particular case: for this will
enable oneto turn asingleruleinto several. A likerule applies
in Rhetoric as well to enthymemes. For yourself, however, you should
asfar as possible avoid universalizing your reasonings. Y ou should,
moreover, aways examine arguments to see whether they rest on
principles of general application: for all particular arguments really
reason universally, aswell, i.e. a particular demonstration always
contains a universal demonstration, because it isimpossible to reason
at all without using universals.

Y ou should display your training in inductive reasoning against a
young man, in deductive against an expert. Y ou should try, moreover,
to secure from those skilled in deduction their premisses, from
inductive reasoners their parallel cases; for thisisthethingin
which they are respectively trained. In general, too, from your

exercises in argumentation you should try to carry away either a



syllogism on some subject or arefutation or a proposition or an
objection, or whether some one put his question properly or improperly
(whether it was yourself or some one else) and the point which made it
the one or the other. For thisiswhat gives one ability, and the
whole object of training isto acquire ability, especialy in regard
to propositions and objections. For it is the skilled propounder and
objector who is, speaking generally, adiaectician. To formulate a
proposition is to form a number of thingsinto one-for the
conclusion to which the argument leads must be taken generally, asa
single thing-whereas to formulate an objection is to make one thing
into many; for the objector either distinguishes or demolishes, partly
granting, partly denying the statements proposed.

Do not argue with every one, nor practise upon the man in the
street: for there are some people with whom any argument is bound to
degenerate. For against any one who isready to try all meansin order
to seem not to be beaten, it isindeed fair to try all means of
bringing about one's conclusion: but it is not good form. Wherefore
the best rule s, not lightly to engage with casual acquaintances,
or bad argument is sure to result. For you see how in practising
together people cannot refrain from contentious argument.

It is best also to have ready-made arguments relating to those
guestions in which avery small stock will furnish us with arguments

serviceable on avery large number of occasions. These are those



that are universal, and those in regard to which it is rather
difficult to produce points for ourselves from matters of everyday

experience.

THE END



