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Preface

A worthwhile translation of the Rhetoric must be accurate and consistent
and accompanied by sufficient annotation to make it accessible. Some of
this annotation can consist, as it does here, of texts selected from other
works of Aristotle, so that, while traveling through the region of the
Aristotelian world the Rhetoric describes, the reader can also travel through
other regions of it, acquiring an ever-widening and deepening grasp on the
whole. But much of it must simply be explanatory, clarificatory, and inter-
pretative. To make the journey as convenient as possible sequentially num-
bered endnotes take the place of footnotes and glossary entries, so that the
information most needed at each juncture is available in a single location.
The non-sequential reader, interested in a particular passage, will find in
the detailed Index of Terms a guide to places where focused discussion of a
term or notion occurs. The Introduction describes the book that lies ahead,
explaining what it is about, what it is trying to do, and how it goes about
doing it. It is not a comprehensive discussion of all the important subjects
discussed in the Rhetoric, nor is it an expression of scholarly consensus on
those it does discuss, but rather my own take on them. The same is true
of many of the more interpretative notes. They are a place to start, not a
place to finish—a first step in the vast dialectical enterprise of coming to
understand Aristotle for oneself. The place of the Rhetoric in the history
of rhetoric is itself a large and complex subject, and one best explored in
works, necessarily substantial, devoted to it. Some of these are mentioned
in the section on Further Reading.

Some readers will, I have assumed, be new to the Rhetoric, so I have
tried to keep their needs in mind. But it is resolute readers Aristotle most
repays, and it is these, whatever their antecedent level of knowledge or
sophistication, that my edition is intended to serve.

I have benefited from the work of previous translators and commen-
tators, especially Edward Cope, John Freese, William Grimaldi, George
Kennedy, and Christof Rapp, and from essays in the collections edited by
David Furley and Alexander Nehamas and by Amélie Rorty. It was Amélie,
indeed, who first encouraged me to work on the Rhetoric by commission-
ing a paper for her collection. For that and for her many kindnesses in the
forty years we have been friends I thank her warmly.

I come now to my greatest debt, which, as in the case of my Nicomachean
Ethics, is to Pavlos Kontos, who read carefully every line, correcting errors,

Xi



Preface

suggesting improvements, indicating the need for additional notes (for
example, those mentioning the anonymous Byzantine commentator), and
carefully recording more differences between the Oxford Classical Texts
(OCT) edition and that of Kassel than I had initially done. For each hour
spent on this labor of love, and there must have been hundreds, I and all
my readers have good reason to be grateful.

I renew my thanks to AKE, the first fraternity in the United States to
endow a professorial chair, and to the University of North Carolina for
awarding it to me. The generous research funds, among other things, that
the endowment makes available each year have allowed me to travel to
conferences and to acquire books, computers, and other research materials
and assistance, without which my work would have been much more
difficult.

I renew them also to Deborah Wilkes who encouraged me to undertake
the mammoth task of translating and overseeing the translations of all of
Aristotle’s works for the New Hackett Aristotle series, and for her support
and that of her colleagues helping me carry it out.

Finally, and very warmly, I thank my graduate student Philip Bold for
his generous help with correcting the page proofs.
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Abbreviations

Aristotle

Citations of Aristotle’s works are made to Immanuel Bekker, Aristotelis
Opera (Berlin: 1831 [1970]), in the canonical form of abbreviated title,
book number or letter (when the work is divided into books), chapter
number, page number, column letter, and line number. In the case of the
Rhetoric, however, the title of the work is usually omitted. An * indicates a
work whose authenticity has been seriously questioned; ** indicates a work
attributed to Aristotle but generally agreed not to be by him. The abbrevia-
tions used are as follows:

APo. Posterior Analytics
APr. Prior Analytics
Ath. Constitution of Athens
Cael. De Caelo (On the Heavens)
Cat. Categories
DA De Anima (On the Soul)
Div. Somn. On Divination in Sleep (Ross)
EE Eudemian Ethics
GA Generation of Animals
GC On Coming to Be and Passing Away
(De Generatione et Corruptione) (Rashed)
HA History of Animals (Balme)
IA Progression of Animals (De Incessu Animalium)
Insomn. On Dreams
Int. De Interpretatione
Juv On Youth and Old Age, Life and Death, and

Respiration (Ross)
LI On Indivisible Lines**
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MA
MM
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SE
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Problems*
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On Sleep
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I cite and translate the Oxford Classical Texts (OCT) editions of these
works, where available, otherwise Bekker or the editions noted:

Balme, D. Aristotle: Historia Animalium (Cambridge, 2002).
Fuhrmann, M. Anaximensis Ars Rhetorica (Leipzig, 1966)
Mayhew, R. Aristotle: Problems (Cambridge, MA, 2011).

Nussbaum, M. Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium: Text with Translation,
Commentary, and Interpretative Essays (Princeton, 1978).
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Translations of Plato in the notes are based on those in J. Cooper, ed.,
Plato: Complete Works (Indianapolis, 1997) and on my Trials of Socrates
(Indianapolis, 2002) and Plato: Republic (Indianapolis, 2004).
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Introduction

Life and Works

Aristotle was born in 384 BC to a well-off family living in the small town
of Stagira in northern Greece. His father, Nicomachus, who died while
Aristotle was still quite young, was allegedly doctor to King Amyntas
of Macedon. His mother, Phaestis, was wealthy in her own right. When
Aristotle was seventeen his guardian, Proxenus, sent him to study at Plato’s
Academy in Athens. He remained there for twenty years, initially as a
student, eventually as a researcher and teacher.

When Plato died in 347, leaving the Academy in the hands of his nephew
Speusippus, Aristotle left Athens for Assos in Asia Minor, where the ruler,
Hermias, was a patron of philosophy. He married Hermias’ niece Pythias
and had a daughter by her, also named Pythias. Three years later, in 345,
after Hermias had been killed by the Persians, Aristotle moved to Mytilene
on the island of Lesbos, where he met Theophrastus, who was to become
his best student and closest colleague.

In 343 Aristotle seems to have been invited by Philip of Macedon to
be tutor to the latter’s thirteen-year-old son, Alexander, later called “the
Great.” In 335 Aristotle returned to Athens and founded his own institute,
the Lyceum. While he was there his wife died and he established a relation-
ship with Herpyllis, also a native of Stagira. Their son Nicomachus was
named for Aristotle’s father, and the Nicomachean Ethics may, in turn, have
been named for him or transcribed by him. In 323 Alexander the Great
died, with the result that anti-Macedonian feeling in Athens grew stron-
ger. Perhaps threatened with a formal charge of impiety (NE X 7 1177°33),
Aristotle left for Chalcis in Euboea, where he died twelve months later, in
322, at the age of sixty-two.

Legend has it that Aristotle had slender calves, small eyes, spoke with a
lisp, and was “conspicuous by his attire, his rings, and the cut of his hair”
His will reveals that he had a sizable estate, a domestic partner, two chil-
dren, a considerable library, and a large circle of friends. In it Aristotle asks
his executors to take special care of Herpyllis. He directs that his slaves be
freed “when they come of age” and that the bones of his wife, Pythias, be
mixed with his “as she instructed.”

Xix



Introduction

Although the surviving writings of Aristotle occupy almost 2,500 tightly
printed pages in English, most of them are not works polished for publi-
cation but sometimes incomplete lecture notes and working papers. This
accounts for some, though not all, of their legendary difficulty. It is unfair
to complain, as a Platonist opponent did, that Aristotle “escapes refutation
by clothing a perplexing subject in obscure language, using darkness like
a squid to make himself hard to catch,” but there is darkness and obscurity
enough for anyone, even if none of it is intentional. There is also a staggering
breadth and depth of intellect. Aristotle made fundamental contributions
to a vast range of disciplines, including logic, metaphysics, epistemology,
psychology, ethics, politics, rhetoric, aesthetics, zoology, biology, physics,
and philosophical and political history. When Dante called him “the mas-
ter of those who know,” he was scarcely exaggerating.

What the Rhetoric Is

One thing we might mean by the Rhetoric is what we now find inscribed
on the pages that make up David Rosss OCT edition of the Greek text,
first published in 1959, which is the basis of the present translation, and
which the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae uses. This is the descendant of texts
derived—via manuscripts copied in the Byzantine period (from the tenth
to the fifteenth centuries AD)—from manuscripts that derive from the edi-
tion of Aristotle’s works produced by Andronicus of Rhodes in the first
century BC. Ross’s edition, like most other modern editions, records in the
textual apparatus at the bottom of the page various manuscript readings
alternative to the one he prints in the body of his text. In quite a few cases,
I have preferred one of these readings and have indicated so in the notes,
often relying on the generally superior, but less readily available, edition
of Kassel. Divisions of the text into books and chapters are the work of
editors, not of Aristotle himself. Also present in Ross’s text are the page
numbers of Bekker, Aristotelis Opera. These appear here in the margins of
the printed version and enclosed in vertical lines (| |) in the electronic one.
Occasional material in square brackets in the text is my addition.

The second thing we might mean, and are perhaps more likely to mean,
by the Rhetoric is the work itself—that more abstract thing that is embod-
ied in a good Greek text and (ideally) in any translation of it. Aristotle
identifies its subject matter as “a sort of offshoot of dialectic and of work
in ethics, which it is right to call politics” (I 2 1356°25-27), and it itself
as “composed of the science of analytics and the [part of] politics con-
cerned with ethics, and is like dialectic on the one hand and sophistical
arguments (logos) on the other” (4 1359°9-12). It is, he says, “a capacity
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Introduction

to get a theoretical grasp on what is possibly persuasive in each case”
(2 1355°25-26). We need to determine, therefore, what this craft is, what
evidence it is answerable to, and how its success or failure is to be deter-
mined. To do this we need to begin with Aristotelian sciences generally,
before turning to politics, which is the science most pertinent to rhetoric.
Then it will be time to discuss rhetoric itself, its differences from dialectic,
and the contribution that dialectic and analytics make to it.

Aristotelian Sciences

Aristotle usually divides the bodies of knowledge that he refers to as “sci-
ences” (epistémai) into three types: theoretical, practical, and productive
(crafts). But when he is being especially careful, he also distinguishes
within the theoretical sciences between the strictly theoretical ones (astron-
omy, theology), as we may call them, and the natural ones, which are like
the strictly theoretical ones in being neither practical nor productive but
are unlike them in consisting of propositions that—though necessary
and universal in some sense—hold for the most part rather than without
exception:

If all thought is either practical or productive or theoretical,
natural science would have to be some sort of theoretical
science—but a theoretical science that is concerned with such
being as is capable of being moved and with the substance that
in accord with its account holds for the most part only, because
it is not separable. But we must not neglect to consider the way
the essence or its account is, because, without this, inquiry
produces no result. Of things defined, however, that is, of the
“whats” that things are, some are the way the snub is, others the
way the concave is. And these differ because the snub is grasped
in combination with the matter (for the snub is a concave nose),
whereas the concavity is without perceptible matter. If, then, all
natural things are said the way the snub is (for example, nose,
eye, face, flesh, bone, and, in general, animal, and leaf, root, bark,
and, in general, plant—for the account of none of these is with-
out [reference to] movement, but always includes matter), the
way we must inquire into and define the what-it-is in the case
of natural things is clear, as is why it belongs to the natural sci-
entist to get a theoretical grasp even on some of the soul, that is,
on as much of it as is not without matter. That natural science is
a theoretical science, then, is evident from these considerations.
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Mathematics too is a theoretical one, but whether its objects are
immovable and separable is not now clear; however, it is clear
that some parts of mathematics get a theoretical grasp on their
objects insofar as they are immovable and insofar as they are
separable. But if there is something that is eternal and immov-
able and separable, it is evident that knowledge of it belongs
to a theoretical science—not, however, to natural science (for
natural science is concerned with certain moveable things) nor
to mathematics, but to something prior to both. . . . If, then,
there is no other substance beyond those composed by nature,
natural science will be the primary science. But if there is some
immovable substance, this will be prior and will be primary
philosophy. (Met. VI 1 1025°25-1026°30)

When we hear, as we soon do in the Rhetoric, that “while some of the
premises on the basis of which enthymemes [rhetorical demonstrations]
are stated will be necessary, the majority will hold for the most part” (I 2
1357*30-32), we should bear in mind that all the natural sciences—which
for us are the paradigm cases of science—are in a similar boat.

When science receives its focused discussion in the Ethics, however,
Aristotle is explicit that if we are “to speak in an exact way and not be
guided by mere similarities” (NE VI 3 1139°19), we should not call any-
thing a science unless it deals with eternal, entirely exceptionless facts
about universals that are wholly necessary and do not at all admit of being
otherwise:

What admits of being known scientifically is by necessity. Hence
it is eternal. For the things that are unconditionally necessary
are all eternal, and eternal things cannot come to be or pass
away. (NE VI 3 1139°22-24)

Since he is here explicitly epitomizing his more detailed discussion of sci-
ence in the Posterior Analytics (1139°27), we should take the latter too as
primarily a discussion of science in the exact sense, which it calls epistémé
haplés—unconditional scientific knowledge. It follows—and we should
acknowledge this—that only the strictly theoretical sciences are sciences in
the exact sense. Hence rhetoric is not such a science and neither is physics
or biology or any other natural science.

Having made the acknowledgment, though, we must also register the
fact that Aristotle himself mostly does not speak in the exact way but instead
persistently refers to bodies of knowledge other than the strictly theoreti-
cal sciences as epistémai. His division of the epistémai into theoretical,
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practical, and productive is a dramatic case in point. But so too is his use of
the term epistémé within the Rhetoric, which we encounter being applied
to rhetoric itself: “one person is an orator (rhétér) in virtue of his scientific
knowledge, another in virtue of his deliberate choice” (I 1 1355°19-20).
Even boxing and wrestling are classed as epistémai (Cat. 8§ 10°3-4).

So the interesting question is not whether rhetoric is a science, since the
answer to that is obvious: it is not a science if we are being absolutely exact
about the matter, but it is a science if we allow ourselves to be guided by
Aristotle’s own general use of the term epistémé, on the assumption that it
was itself guided by the similarities between the things he applies it to and
the strictly theoretical sciences. The interesting question is, what are these
similarities? Just how like a canonical or theoretical science is rhetoric?

An Aristotelian science of any sort is a state of the soul, not a body of
propositions in a textbook—although the state does involve having an
affirmational grasp on a set of true propositions:

Let the states in which the soul grasps the truth by way of affir-
mation and denial be five in number: craft knowledge, scientific
knowledge, practical wisdom, theoretical wisdom, and under-
standing. (NE VI 3 1139°14-16)

Some of these propositions are indemonstrable starting-points, which
are or are expressed in definitions, and others are theorems demonstrable
from them. We can have scientific knowledge only of the theorems, since—
exactly speaking—“what is scientifically known is demonstrable” (NE VI
6 1140°35). Yet—in what is clearly another lapse from exact speaking—
Aristotle characterizes “the most exact of the sciences,” which is theoreti-
cal wisdom (sophia) or primary philosophy, as also involving a grasp by
understanding (nous) of the truth where the starting-points themselves are
concerned:

A theoretically-wise person not only must know what follows
from the starting-points but also must grasp the truth where the
starting-points are concerned. So theoretical wisdom must be
understanding plus scientific knowledge. (NE VI 7 1141°16-20;
compare Rh. 111 1371"28)

He does the same thing in the Metaphysics, where theoretical wisdom is
the epistémé that provides “a theoretical grasp on the primary starting-
points and causes”—among which are included “the good or the for-the-
sake-of-which” (I 2 982°7-10). Indeed, the grasp a person has of such
starting-points must result in their being “better known” than the theorems
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he demonstrates from them if he is to have any scientific knowledge of the
exact sort at all: “if they are not better known than the conclusion, it is
in a coincidental sense that he will have scientific knowledge” (NE VI 3
1139°34-35).

How like that is rhetoric? Are there starting-points there too and things
demonstrable from them? We might think this is an easy question to
answer. After all, the methodical inquiry the Rhetoric itself exemplifies
(I1 135522, 111 10 1410°8-9) does not seem to include any demonstra-
tions whatsoever, and neither do the Ethics or Politics on which it draws
(I 2 1356"25-27). For a demonstration is, among other things, a deduc-
tively valid argument that is syllogistic in form, and deductions of any sort
are scarcely to be found in the Ethics, Politics, or Rhetoric. This is also a
problem with the vast majority of Aristotle’s works, even those that are
usually classed as “scientific treatises”—for example, Meteorology and Parts
of Animals. For none of them seems to fit the description of a science as
developed in the Posterior Analytics. Attempts have certainly been made to
find elements of demonstration and axiomatic structure in these treatises,
but the results are somewhat underwhelming. In large part, this is because
the search seems misconceived from the outset.

If we think of a science in the exact sense as consisting exclusively of
what is demonstrable, as we have seen that Aristotle himself sometimes
does, we will be right to conclude that a treatise without demonstrations
in it cannot be scientific. But if, as he also does, we include knowledge of
starting-points as parts of science, we will not be right: a treatise could con-
tribute to a science not by demonstrating anything but by arguing to the
starting-points themselves—an enterprise that could not possibly consist
of demonstrations from those starting-points, since these would be cir-
cular. We might reasonably infer, therefore, that the rhetoric is a sort of
science—a craft (Rh. I 4 1359°6)—just because it contributes to the cor-
rect definition and secure grasp on starting-points without which no sci-
ence can exist. The same idea might be employed in the case of many of
Aristotle’s other treatises. They too, we might suppose, are scientific in just
this sense.

But even if rhetoric does have starting-points, it will not be a science
unless it is also possible to demonstrate things from these. Yet here too we
seem to face an obstacle. For Aristotle tells us that we cannot demonstrate
things that admit of being otherwise:

Things whose starting-points admit of being otherwise cannot

be demonstrated (for all of them also admit of being otherwise).
(NE VI 5 1140%33-35)
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And this seems to include much of the subject matter of rhetoric:

Few of the premises from which rhetorical deductions are com-
posed are necessary (for most of the things that judgments and
investigations are concerned with admit of being otherwise).
(Rh.121357%22-24)

Elsewhere, though, he allows that there can be demonstrations of what
admits of being otherwise provided it holds for the most part:

What admits of being otherwise is spoken of in two ways: in one,
it means what holds for the most part, that is, when the neces-
sity has gaps (dialeipein)—for example, a man’s turning grey or
growing or decaying, or, in general, what belongs to something
by nature (for this does not belong by continuous necessity,
since a human being does not exist forever, although if a human
being does exist, it belongs either necessarily or for the most
part); in the other, it means what is indeterminate, which is
what is capable of being thus or not thus—for example, an ani-
mal’s walking or an earthquake’s taking place while it is walking,
or, in general, what is the result of luck (for it is not more natu-
ral for it to be that way rather than the opposite). . . . Science
and demonstrative deductions are not concerned with things
that are indeterminate, because the middle term is irregular, but
there is scientific knowledge of what happens by nature, and
argument and investigations are pretty much concerned with
things that are possible in this way. (APr. 113 32°4-21)

Apparently, then, the notion of a demonstration is a bit like that of a sci-
ence. Speaking exactly, there are demonstrations only in the theoretical
sciences, since—speaking exactly again—these alone are sciences. Speak-
ing less exactly, though, there are also demonstrations in other bodies of
knowledge. Thus we find Aristotle referring to “rhetorical demonstration”
(Rh. 11 1355%), “rhetorical deductions” (I 2 1357%22-23), and to their
starting-points (IT 21 139427, III 17 1418°27). Indeed, if we do not allow
there to be demonstrations of what admits of being otherwise in the sense
of holding for the most part, it is not only rhetoric that will lose its putative
scientific status; natural science will too.

A penultimate problem. Scientific knowledge seems to be exclusively
about universals—about what is common to many particulars: “every
account and every science is of universals” (Met. XI 1 1059°25-26); “sci-
entific knowledge is supposition about universals and things that are by
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necessity” (NE VI 6 1140°31); “no craft investigates what is particular”
(Rh. 12 1356"30). Yet rhetoric must clearly also deal with particulars and
particular cases: it is this individual who is to be accused or defended,
praised or blamed, this particular situation that needs to be deliberated
about, and, moreover, in this political community with this sort of consti-
tution. Again, it seems an easy inference that rhetoric cannot be a science.

The first point to make in response is that even theoretical sciences,
though they deal with eternal and unchangeable necessary truths about
universals, can be “coincidentally useful to us where many of the necessi-
ties of life are concerned” (EE I 6 1216°15-16). Knowledge of astronomy,
for instance, helped Thales to make a killing in the olive business (Pol. I 11
1259°5-33). The second point is that Aristotle allows that sciences deal-
ing with universals can also deal—albeit coincidentally—with (perishable)
particulars:

There is neither demonstration nor unconditional scientific
knowledge of what is subject to passing away, but only the coin-
cidental sort, because it does not hold of this universally, but at
some time (pote) and in some way (pds). (APo.18 75°24- 26)

The scientific theorem that all light meats are healthy (NE VI 7 1141°18-19)
may enable me to infer that this meat is healthy now, but it does not tell me
whether it will still be healthy tomorrow (it may have rotted in the mean-
time) or whether, though it is healthy for most people, it is healthy for me (I
may have a fever that makes meat of any sort a bad choice). It does not even
tell me either whether the meat will so much as exist tomorrow (it might
have been eaten in the meantime). Similarly, while “rhetoric does not get
a theoretical grasp on a particular reputable belief either (for example, one
persuasive to Socrates or to Hippias),” it does get one on “people of such-
and-such a sort” (Rh. I 2 1356°33-34), and this has obvious application to
the particulars that are of this sort.

While each of these points does something to take the edge off our
problem, even collectively they do not seem to go quite far enough. And
the reason is this. It is quite possible to have craft knowledge or scientific
knowledge of universals without knowing how to apply it in particular
cases, but it is not possible to have a grasp on political science—which is
in a way the same state of the soul as practical wisdom (NE VI 8 1141°23-
24)—without knowing this. In fact, it is almost the other way around:

Nor is practical wisdom knowledge of universals only. On the
contrary, it must also know particulars. For it is practical, and

action is concerned with particulars. That is why, in other areas
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too, some people who lack knowledge—most of all, those with
experience—are more effective doers of action than are others
who have knowledge. For if someone knows that light meats
are digestible and healthy but is ignorant about which sorts of
meat are light, he will not produce health; but someone who
knows that bird meats are healthy will produce health more. But
practical wisdom is practical, so one must possess both sorts of
knowledge—or this one more. (NE VI 7 1141°14-21)

At the same time, knowledge of universals is a crucial part of politics. This
emerges most clearly in the final discussion in the Ethics, where we learn
not only about the importance of experience of particulars to politics but
also about the need to “take steps toward the universal” (X 9 1180°21), on
the grounds that “the best supervision in each particular case” will be pro-
vided by the person who has “knowledge of the universal and knows what
applies in all cases or in these sorts (since the sciences are said to be—and
actually are—of what is common)” (1180°13-16).

Once we register the fact that politics must include both a scientific
knowledge of universals and an experience of particulars that enables us to
apply those universals correctly to them, we can see that something similar
must apply to rhetoric, since it is partly composed of politics. Rhetoric, in
other words, is something like an applied science as opposed to a pure one.
And this seems to be what Aristotle has in mind by classifying it as a craft
that deals with, or “get[s] a theoretical grasp on (thedrésai) what is possibly
persuasive (pithanon),” possibly productive of conviction, “in each case”
(Rh. 1 2 1355"25-26). When we look for the similarities that may justify
him in classifying it as a productive science, then, we must look not at its
particularist component but at its universalist one, since a science, as we
saw, is always of what is universal. A productive science, then, might to
some extent be usefully thought of as a combination of something like a
theoretical science (in any case, in the sense in which natural science is
theoretical) and the experience-based knowledge of how to apply it.

Legislative Science

What the universalist component of politics consists in is uncontroversial,
since Aristotle tells us plainly that it is nomothetiké, or legislative science:

Maybe, then, someone who wishes to make people—whether
many or few—better because of his supervision should also

try to acquire legislative science, if it is through laws that we

XXVvii



Introduction

can become good. For producing a noble disposition in anyone
whatever—in anyone put before him—is not a matter for some
random person, but if indeed anyone can do it, it is a person
who knows, just as in medicine and in all other matters that
involve a sort of supervision and practical wisdom. (NE X 9
1180°23-28)

What legislative science does, as its name suggests, is produce a set of uni-
versal laws—for “all law is universal” (NE V 10 1137°13)—that will “make
citizens good by habituating them” (I 1 1103°3-4). Thus one very impor-
tant subset of these laws bears on education, since “what produces virtue as
a whole are the actions that are ordained by the laws concerned with edu-
cation that looks to the common good” (V 2 1130°25-26). Another subset,
however, governs the actions of already educated adults:

It is not enough, presumably, that when people are young they
get the correct nurture and supervision. On the contrary, even
when they have grown into manhood they must continue to
practice the same things and be habituated to them. And so
there will need to be laws concerning these matters as well, and,
in general, then, concerning all of life. (NE X 9 1180*1-4)

The phrase “concerning all of life” nicely captures the ideal extent of the
laws: “it is fitting for laws that are correctly laid down to define everything
themselves, wherever possible, and leave the fewest things up to the jurors”
(Rh. 11 1354%31-33), since “the wish of human beings . . . is not a safe
standard” (Pol. II 10 1272°6-7).

We are now able to solve a final problem. Theorems in canonical theoret-
ical sciences are not just universal, they are also necessary: they are about
relations between universals that do not “at all admit of being otherwise”
(NE VI 3 1139°20-21). The theorems of natural science too, although not
as strictly necessary as this, also describe relations between universals that
are far from simply being matters of luck or contingency. Were it other-
wise, there would, as we noticed, simply be no such thing as natural science.
Obviously the theorems of politics, which are universal laws, are not like
either of these, since they govern voluntary action, which, as something
whose starting-point is in us, is up to us to do or not to do (IT1 5 1113°7-8).
This difference, however, is due to a difference in direction of fit. Theo-
rems of a theoretical science describe how things must be; practical laws
prescribe how they must be. Thus when Aristotle gives an example of an
ethical proposition, it is this: “whether we should obey our parents or the
laws, if they disagree” (Top. I 14 105°22-23). What practical laws prescribe
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will be correct, if it is what the virtues require of us (NE V 2 1130°22-24),
and it will be what the virtues require of us if it is what the practical wis-
dom they presuppose would prescribe, and it will be what practical wis-
dom would prescribe if it is what best furthers happiness or the human
good, not some random apparent good (VI 9 1142°31-33, 10 1143°8). For
the law owes its compulsive force to the fact that it is “reason that derives
from a sort of practical wisdom and understanding” (X 9 1180°21-22).

Although it is through laws that we can “become good” (NE X 9 1180°25),
it is not just through any old laws. Rather, we need correct laws—laws that
really do further genuine happiness by inculcating genuine virtues. The
question arises, therefore, of how such laws are to be found. A good place
to start, Aristotle thinks, is by collecting the laws and constitutions that
are in use in different places, as well as those ideal ones suggested by wise
people, such as Plato, who have thought a lot about the issue. But this by
itself will not be enough, since selecting the best ones from these requires
“correct discernment” (X 9 1181°17), correct judgment, based on knowl-
edge of what virtue and vice really are. In Aristotle’s view, there is only one
such constitution:

[The constitution] consisting of the those who are uncondition-
ally best in accord with virtue, and not those who are good men
relative to a hypothesis, is the only constitution that it is just to
call an aristocracy. For only in it is the same person uncondi-
tionally a good man and a good citizen, whereas those who are
good in the others are so relative to their constitutions. (Pol. IV
7 1293"3-6; compare NE V 7 1135°5)

Thus when the subject of the best constitution is taken up in the Politics,
Aristotle begins by noting that “anyone who is going to make an inquiry
into the best constitution in the appropriate way must first determine what
the most choiceworthy life is” (VII 1 1323%14-17), referring us for a fuller
discussion to “external accounts,” whose subject areas significantly over-
lap those of the Ethics. Other constitutions, however—and this is a point
that we shall return to in a moment—can come close enough to the best
one that something approximating full virtue can be acquired in them;
these are the non-deviant constitutions (kingship, aristocracy, and polity)
described in the relevant parts of the Politics.

It is scarcely a step at this point to see what the Ethics contributes to
legislative science. After all, the Ethics is devoted in large part to defin-
ing the virtues of character, which are starting-points of politics (Met. XIII
4 1078°17-30, quoted below), as well as to correctly and clearly defining
the fundamental starting-point, happiness, which is the end or target that
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politics aims at (NE T2 1094*26-"7, Pol. VII 1 1323*15-21). It is a contri-
bution to the philosophy of human affairs, as we saw, and “the political
philosopher is the architectonic craftsman of the end to which we look in
calling each thing unconditionally bad or good” (NE VII 11 1152°1-3)—
namely, happiness.

This helps us to understand something that is much more mysterious
than is usually recognized, namely, how it is that Aristotle can do the fol-
lowing three things: First, characterize the Ethics as “not undertaken for
the sake of theoretical knowledge . . . but in order to become good peo-
ple, since otherwise there would be nothing of benefit in it” (I 2 110326~
29; also I 3 1095°5-6). Second, insist that we become good in large part
through habituation, not through reading books (IT 2 1103*23-25). And,
third, that we must already have been “nobly brought up if, where noble
things, just things, and the things belonging to politics as a whole are con-
cerned, we are to be an adequate audience” (I 4 1095"4-6). For “argument
and teaching. .. do not have strength in everyone,” but only in those whose
souls have been “prepared beforehand through habits to enjoy and hate in
a noble way, like earth that is to nourish seed” and may not even be com-
prehensible to anyone else (X 9 1179*23-31). The heavy lifting of the Ethics’
practicality is done, then, not so much by the book itself, which presup-
poses an already existing noble condition in a comprehending reader, but
by the contribution it makes to legislative science, ensuring that the laws
it selects will habituate people in genuine virtues that have happiness cor-
rectly conceived and clearly defined as their end. The Politics comes into
play at this point to actually find those laws and the constitution to which
they belong.

Because the heavy lifting is done by legislation and habituation, it mat-
ters enormously that the legislation and habituation in question are not
required to be of the ideal or very best sort available only in a true aris-
tocracy of virtue. For such a constitution does not exist, and never has
existed. But even if it had, Aristotle was not brought up in it—Stagira and
Athens were certainly not such true aristocracies—and his audience and
fellow Lyceum members were not brought up in it either. What is required,
though, is that we not be “disabled in relation to virtue” (NE 1 9 1099°19),
that we have the natural resources needed to develop it—which may
include possession of the so-called natural virtues (VI 13 1144°5-6), that
we have been sufficiently well brought up that we do not, like children,
pursue each thing in accord with our feelings, but rather form our desires
and perform our actions to some extent at least “in accord with reason” (I 3
1095"4-11), and that we have “sufficient experience of the actions of life,”
since “the arguments are in accord with these and concerned with these”
(1095°3-4). Aristotle does not go into detail in the Ethics about just how
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much experience of just what sorts of actions we need, but there is clear
evidence in the Rhetoric that we may not have it until we have reached the
age of around forty-nine (IT 14 1390°9-11; compare Pol. VII 9 1328"34-
132917). Because our nature, upbringing, and experience are unlikely to
have been ideal, moreover, we must not expect too much, but rather “be
content if, when we have all the things through which it seems we become
decent people, we achieve some share of virtue” (NE X 9 1179°18-20).

The bearing of all this on rhetoric, given its defining aim of getting a
theoretical grasp on what is possibly persuasive in each case, is made plain
in the following three texts:

With a view to safety, it is necessary for [a deliberative speaker]
to be capable of getting a theoretical grasp on all these things,
but not least to have knowledge of legislation. For it is in the
laws that the preservation of the city is based. So it is neces-
sary to know how many kinds (eidos) of constitution there are,
and what sorts of things are advantageous for each, and by what
sorts—whether proper to it or the contrary—it is naturally
destroyed. (Rh. 14 1360"18-22)

In relation to legislation it is useful for the person who has a
theoretical grasp on the matter not only to get knowledge of
what constitution is advantageous on the basis of its past but
also to know the constitutions present in others, that is, which
ones are fitting for which sorts of people. So it is clear that in
relation to legislation reports of world travelers are useful (for
there one can get hold of the laws of [foreign] nations), and in
relation to political deliberations, the researches of those writ-
ing about actions. (Rh. 14 1360°30-37)

The greatest and most controlling of all things as regards being
capable of persuading and giving good advice is to get a grasp
on all constitutions and to distinguish the characters, customs,
and advantages of each. For all people are persuaded by what is
advantageous, and what preserves the constitution is advanta-
geous. (Rh. 18 1365°21-25)

But rhetoric itself does not have to develop these resources. Instead, just
as it draws on the Analytics for its knowledge of deduction, on the Topics
and Sophistical Refutations for its knowledge of dialectic, so it draws on the
Ethics and Politics for its knowledge of constitutions and laws and the dif-
ferent sorts of characters that go along with each: “All these are a function
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of politics, however, not of rhetoric” (Rh. I 4 1360°37). When we see that
honest practitioners of rhetoric subject themselves to ethical norms, the
bearing of politics on rhetoric will acquire yet another dimension.

Deliberation

We turn now to the particularist part of politics, which is concerned with
deliberation:

The part concerned with particulars has the name common to
both—"politics” This part is practical and deliberative, since a
decree is doable in action, as the last thing. (NEVI8 1 141°25-28)

Just because this part is particularist, it cannot itself be a science, since—to
repeat—sciences are always (anyway non-coincidentally) about universals.
Nonetheless, it is some sort of knowledge or ability that makes its possessor
a competent deliberator—someone who is reliably able to deliberate cor-
rectly by working out the best means to the best end (NE VI 9 1142°28-33),
this being happiness or the human good. Since only a practically-wise per-
son is in this position and since practical wisdom is as much if not more
concerned with particulars than with universals, the function of such a
person is “most of all . . . to deliberate well” (VI 7 1141°9-10).

Now the sphere of deliberation is the part of what admits of being other-
wise that deliberators can change through their own actions:

We do deliberate, though, about things that are up to us
and doable in action. . . . For the causes of things seem to be
nature, necessity, luck, and, furthermore, understanding and
everything that comes about through a human being. Among
human beings, however, each group deliberates about what is
doable in action through itself. (NE III 3 1112°30-34)

Hence it is also the sphere of the practical and productive sciences, such as
rhetoric, which helps deliberators make good choices within that sphere.
But once these sciences are factored into the equation, the scope of delib-
eration within the sphere is affected, so that as their scope expands, that of
deliberation contracts:

There is no deliberation, however, where sciences that are both

exact and self-sufficient are concerned—where writing the let-
ters of the alphabet is concerned, for example, since we have
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no hesitation about what way to write them. We do deliberate,
however, about those things that come about through ourselves,
but not always in the same way (for example, about the things
that medicine or moneymaking deals with). And we deliber-
ate more about navigation than about athletic training, insofar
as navigation is less exactly developed. Further, deliberation
is involved in a similar way where the rest are concerned, but
more where crafts are concerned than sciences, since we are
more hesitant about them. (NE III 3 1112%34-"9)

As Aristotle succinctly puts it at one point: “Craft does not deliberate”
(Ph. 11 8 199°28). He means, as we see, that a craft, insofar as it is exact,
tully developed, and self-contained, does not do so.

Even when the productive sciences are less exact or developed, however,
as is true, for example, of medicine and wealth acquisition, their universal
laws should generally be followed:

Those who think it advantageous to be ruled by a king hold
that laws speak only of the universal, and do not prescribe with
a view to particular circumstances, so that it is foolish to rule
in any craft in accord with what is written down. And so it is
a good thing that in Egypt the doctors are allowed to change
the treatment [prescribed by the manuals] until after the fourth
day—although, if they do so earlier, it is at their own risk. It is
evident, therefore, that the best constitution is not one that is
in accord with what is written down and laws, due to the same
cause. But then, the rulers should possess the universal account
as well. And something to which the passionate element is
wholly unattached is better than something in which it is innate.
This element does not belong to the law, whereas every human
soul necessarily possesses it. But presumably it should be said,
to balance this, that a human being will deliberate better about
particular cases. That he must, therefore, be a legislator is clear,
and that laws must be laid down, but they must not be in control
insofar as they deviate from what is best, although they should
certainly be in control everywhere else. (Pol. I1I 15 1286"9-25;
also 16 1287°33-1287"5)

It is when the universal laws fail us—as the Egyptian doctors imagine them
doing by the fourth day of a patient’s unresponsiveness to the prescribed
treatment—that deliberation comes into play. It is then that the practi-
cal wisdom possessed by the better practitioners of the science becomes
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important. We “speak of people as practically-wise in some area, when they
rationally calculate well about what furthers some excellent end, concern-
ing which no craft [prescription] exists” (NE VI 5 1140"28-30).

The element in practical wisdom particularly involved in the kinds of
cases where the end is “living well as a whole” (NE VI 5 1140"27-28) is
decency (epieikeia):

All law is universal, but about some sorts of things it is not pos-
sible to pronounce correctly in universal terms. . . . So whenever
the law makes a universal pronouncement and a particular case
arises that is contrary to the universal pronouncement, at that
time it is correct (insofar as the legislator has omitted some-
thing, and he has made an error in pronouncing uncondition-
ally) to rectify the deficiency—to pronounce what the legislator
himself would have pronounced had he been present and would
have put into his law had he known about the case. ... And this
is the very nature of what is decent—a rectification of law inso-
far as it is deficient because of its universality. For this is also the
cause of not everything’s being regulated by law—namely, that
there are some cases where it is impossible to set up a law, so
that decrees (pséphismata) are needed. For the standard of what
is indeterminate is itself indeterminate, just like the lead stand-
ard used in Lesbian building. For the standard is not fixed but
adapts itself to the shape of the stone and a decree adapts itself
to the things themselves. (NE V 10 1137°13-32)

Though this comment applies primarily to the context of political delib-
eration by members of a city’s ruling deliberative body, it is the model for
Aristotle’s account of an individual agent’s deliberation as well. This is par-
ticularly clear when an individual’s action-controlling beliefs—the guiding
premises of his deliberative reasoning—are analogized to decrees (NE VII
9 1151°15, 10 1152°20-21). But it is similarly in operation when the last
thing reached in deliberation is identified as a decree (VI 8 1141°26-28).
Practical wisdom is prescriptive (VI 10 1143°8) indeed because it issues in
decrees which, like laws, have prescriptive force.

The picture that finally emerges of politics, therefore, is of a science that
has three elements. The first is legislative science, which, since it issues uni-
versal laws that have the right sort of modal status (allowing for differences
of direction of fit), makes politics similar enough to a canonical theoretical
science to justify its classification as a science. The second is deliberative
ability (bouleutiké), which is particularistic enough to justify its classifi-
cation as practical. The third is the judicial science (dikastiké), which is
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primarily exercised in the administration of legal justice (diké) (NE VI 8
1141°33, Pol. T 2 1253°36-38). But this is a picture of politics that has, as
it were, a concealed element, which is the one providing an argument for
the starting-points—happiness, the virtues—that are crucial to it. These, as
we learned, it is the job of the methodical inquiry of the Ethics to provide.

The Foundations of Politics

We know that scientific starting-points cannot be demonstrated: they are
what we construct demonstrations from, not to. Of scientific starting-
points, therefore, we have understanding, not scientific knowledge (NE
VI 6 1141°7-8). How, then, do we get this understanding? Where do we
start the process? “We must,” Aristotle says, “start from things that are
knowable. But things are knowable in two ways, since some are knowable
to us, some unconditionally. So presumably we should start from things
knowable to us” (I 4 1095°2-4). For the sake of clarity, let us call these
raw starting-points. They are what we start from when we are arguing to
explanatory scientific starting-points. It is important not to confuse the two.

In the case of the methodical inquiry of the Ethics, we are told that a
raw starting-point is “the fact that something is so” (NE T 4 1095%; also T
7 1098"2-3) and that this fact concerns “noble things, just things, and the
things belonging to politics as a whole” (14 1095°5-6). But since no explicit
examples are given of these starting-points, we need to do some detective
work to get a better understanding of what exactly they are.

An important clue to their nature derives from the way that we gain
access to them: “it is virtue, whether natural or habituated, that teaches
correct belief about the starting-point” (NE VII 8 1151°18-19). Hence
Aristotle’s insistence on the importance of being well or nobly brought up:
“it makes no small difference whether people are habituated in one way or
in another way straight from childhood; on the contrary, it makes a huge
one—or rather, all the difference” (I 1 1103°23-25). Equally important is
the account of the way that failure to be brought up well affects or blocks
our access to raw starting-points:

Ordinary people naturally obey not shame but fear, and abstain
from base things not because of their shamefulness but because
of the sanctions involved. For living by feeling as they do, they
pursue the pleasures that are properly their own as well as the
things through which these come about, and avoid the oppos-
ing pains. Of what is noble and what is truly pleasant, however,
they have no understanding at all, not having tasted it. What
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sort of argument, then, could reform such people? For it is not
possible—or not easy—to alter by argument what has long since
been locked up in traits of character. (NEX 9 1179°11-16)

By being habituated badly where pleasures and pains are concerned, people
are prevented from experiencing what is noble and truly pleasant. When
such people read in the Ethics that we should sacrifice wealth, power,
honor, the satisfaction of their appetites, and other such so-called external
goods (Rh.15 1360°25n) in order to gain what is noble for ourselves, they
should disregard it:

The truth in practical matters must be discerned from the facts
of our life, since these are what have the controlling vote. When
we examine what has been previously said, then, it must be dis-
cerned by bringing it to bear on the facts of our life, and if it is
in harmony with the facts, we should accept it, but if it clashes,
we should suppose it mere words. (NE X 8 1179°18-22)

After all, their own life experience, which is what casts “the controlling
vote,” tells them in no uncertain terms that words is all it is. For ordinary
people “judge by external goods, since these are the only ones they can per-
ceive” (NE X 8 1179°16), and so when they see someone who lacks these,
they cannot see how he could be happy, and when they see him sacrifice
these for the sake of what is noble, they cannot do otherwise than take him
to be sacrificing his self-interest for an empty dream. An orator speaking to
an audience of such people will need to keep this in mind if his speech to
them is to prove persuasive.

One kind of raw political starting-point, then, is a belief about the sort
of value that noble things (as well as just things) have. People who have
been correctly habituated to enjoy and hate in a noble way see correctly
that these things are intrinsically valuable or choiceworthy for their own
sake and that they are more valuable than external goods. People who have
been inadequately habituated cannot see this, and so reject one of the raw
starting-points of politics right off the bat. When they read the Ethics and
Politics, therefore, they simply cannot see the truth in them, and so these
works are of no practical value. They do what virtue requires of them from
fear of penalties rather than for the sake of what is noble: “ordinary people
obey force rather than argument; and they obey penalties rather than what
is noble” (NE X 9 1180%4-5).

Happiness is also a raw starting-point of politics (Pol. VII 1 1323"15-21,
NET 12 1102*2-4), about which people quite reasonably get “their suppo-
sitions . . . from their lives” (NE 1 5 1095°15-16). Hence happiness too can
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seem as variable as good things generally (I 3 1094°16-17). As a result,
ordinary people—anyway “the most vulgar ones”—suppose that happi-
ness is bodily pleasure, since their bad habituation, especially where bod-
ily pleasures and pains are concerned, leads them exclusively to pursue
“money, honors, and bodily pleasures . . . on the supposition that they
are the best goods” (IX 8 1168°16-18). Yet, as Aristotle points out, they
“have an argument for their choice,” since people in positions of power,
like Sardanapalus, who are able to do what they want, pursue these goods
(I51095°18-22). It is this argument that makes their views worth examin-
ing (14 1095'28-30). The same goes for people whose upbringings have led
them to pursue honor as if it were the best good.

Raw political starting-points, we now see, are socially mediated and
language-mediated facts (or putative facts) that are accessible only to prop-
erly socialized subjects and so only to subjects who are members of soci-
eties—that is, groups that socialize or habituate their members into some
common form of life. Here is Aristotle himself on the subject:

The voice is a signifier of what is pleasant or painful, which is
why it is also possessed by the other animals (for their nature
does extend this far, namely, to having the perception of pleas-
ure and pain and signifying them to each other). But speech is
for making clear what is advantageous or harmful, and so too
what is just or unjust. For this is special to humans, in compari-
son to the other animals, that they alone have perception of the
good and the bad, the just and the unjust, and the rest. And it
is community in these that makes a household and a city. (Pol.
121253"10-18)

It follows, then, that the beliefs of properly socialized subjects—or the way
things noble, just, and so on appear to them as a result of such socializa-
tion—are the rawest data available. It is to these that politics is ultimately
answerable.

It is useful to juxtapose this picture of politics to a picture Aristotle gives
of the canonical sciences and of the importance in them of experience and
ultimately of perception:

The cause of our being incapable of taking a comprehensive
view of the agreed-upon facts is lack of experience. That is why
those who are at home among natural things are better able to
posit the sort of starting-points that can collect together a good
many of these, whereas those who from their many arguments
do not get a theoretical grasp on the facts, but look at only a
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few, make their declarations too recklessly. One can see from
this too how much difference there is between investigating in
the way appropriate to natural science and in a logico-linguistic
one. (GC12316°-11)

We might advisedly see “those who are at home among natural things,” in
other words, as the equivalent in a canonical science of the well brought
up or properly socialized and habituated subjects of the Ethics and Politics,
who, “because they have an eye formed from experience, . . . see correctly”
(NE VI 11 1143"13-14). And one reason we might do so is that canoni-
cal scientists too are socialized subjects, albeit of a somewhat specialized
sort. For it is only within scientific communities or communities of knowl-
edge that, through complex processes of habituation and teaching, canon-
ical scientists are produced: we learn science from other scientists (X 9
1180°28-34). But communities of knowledge, both in Aristotle’s view and
in reality, are parts of the political community and are regulated and sus-
tained by it. When we first meet politics, indeed, it is as an architectonic
science that oversees the others, ensuring that all sciences work together to
further human happiness:

Politics seems to be [the most architectonic science], since it
is the one that prescribes which of the sciences need to exist
in cities and which ones each group in cities should learn and
up to what point. Indeed, we see that even the capacities that
are generally most honored are under it—for example, gener-
alship, household management, and rhetoric. And since it uses
the other practical sciences and, furthermore, legislates about
what must be done and what avoided, its end will circumscribe
those of the others, so that it will be the human good. (NET 2
1094%26-"7)

As he moves from a city with one constitution to a city with another, this
too is something a speechwriter or speechmaker will need to keep in
mind, since not every sort of speech is permitted in every one (Rh. I 1
1354°18-23).

Because the things that appear to be so to appropriately socialized sub-
jects are the raw starting-points in canonical sciences just as much as in
politics, the only difference between them lying in the sort of socialization
involved, we must be careful not to think of an appeal to “the things we say
(ta legomena)” (NE18 1098°10, VII 1 1145°20) as an appeal to evidence of
a sort quite different from the sort appealed to in a canonical science. We
are not in the one case appealing to conceptual considerations or intuitions
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and in the other to empirical facts or findings. We are not looking at ana-
lytic matters as opposed to synthetic ones. Instead, what we have in both
cases are socially mediated facts, some closer to the conceptual or the ana-
lytic, some closer to the empirical or synthetic. Political subjects who disa-
gree about the intrinsic choiceworthiness of what is noble, for example, are
not disagreeing about a concept or about the meaning of a word but about
a substantive issue concerning how to live. Aristotle’s account of happiness
and his definition of virtue of character as a sort of medial state are to be
evaluated not by appeal to our intuitions but, as we saw, by appeal to the
facts of our lives (X 8 1179°18-22 above).

The significance of these conclusions about raw political starting-points
and the kinds of subjects who can detect them is most easily seen when we
run across—as readers of the secondary literature on the Ethics and Politics
inevitably will—discussions related to the “foundations” of Aristotle’s ethics
and politics. Often a central exhibit in these is the famous function (ergon)
argument (NE I 7 1097°22-1098°20), where it is thought that the notion
of a function is introduced into politics as something already grounded in
the facts (or putative facts) of Aristotle’s biological or metaphysical investi-
gations and that politics then inherits these grounds and becomes hostage
to these facts—facts that are not themselves political facts or putative facts.
Another frequent exhibit is the use Aristotle makes, at various junctures, of
his own account of the soul—an account supported not by political facts or
putative facts, apparently, but by biological or psychological ones (NE1 13
1102°14-26, Pol. 15 1254°34-"4, 13 1260°4-14).

What these discussions fail to give proper weight to is the difference
between empirical foundations, or the facts to which politics or any other
body of knowledge is ultimately answerable, and explanatory foundations,
or the explanatory notions that politics makes use of in explaining those
facts. To be sure, these notions may also often play explanatory roles in
various other Aristotelian bodies of knowledge, including various theoret-
ical sciences, and may for that reason recommend themselves to Aristotle
for use elsewhere. It would be strange if it were otherwise. These notions
may well, then, also be epistemically sanctioned within these other bodies
of knowledge providing correct explanations of the relevant sorts of facts.
But this does not mean that politics must be committed to them as fixed
points of its own explanatory enterprise. Rather, it takes them on board
wholly and entirely as answerable to raw political starting-points and must
reject them if they prove inadequate for those purposes. In the only really
important sense, then, politics has political facts as its sole foundations.
Biology, metaphysics, and other bodies of knowledge have no foundational
role in politics whatsoever. When rhetoric draws on politics, therefore, it
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is ultimately on political facts that it draws, and less ultimately on what
political science does by way of explaining those facts.

When such knowledge enters rhetoric, however, it undergoes some
pruning in the process, which fit it to serve the persuasive functions defini-
tive of rhetoric. Aristotle tells us about this at the very start of the Rheforic:

Rhetoric is the counterpart of dialectic. For both are concerned
with such common things as are in a way known to all and
belong to no definite (aphérismenés) science. (Rh.11 1354°1-3)

These common things stemming in part from politics are grouped for the
purposes of rhetoric into so-called topoi, or topics (Rh. I 2 1358°12-21).
The concept of a topic, like that of an enthymeme or rhetorical demonstra-
tion or deduction (1 1355%, 2 1356°4-5), is thus belonging to rhetoric, and
is important, as we shall see, to understanding the sort of craft or science
rhetoric is.

Explanatory Starting-Points and Dialectic

In the case of canonical sciences, the most important explanatory
starting-points consist of definitions that specify the genus and differentia
of the real (as opposed to nominal) universal essences of the beings with
which the science deals:

Since a definition is said to be an account of what something is,
it is evident that one sort will be an account of what its name,
or some other name-like account, signifies—for example, what
triangle signifies. . . . Another sort of definition is an account
that makes clear why it exists. So the former sort signifies some-
thing but does not show it, whereas the latter will evidently be
like a demonstration of what it is, differing in arrangement from
a demonstration. For there is a difference between saying why
it thunders and saying what thunder is. In the first case you will
say: because fire is being extinguished in the clouds. And what
is thunder? The loud noise of fire being extinguished in the
clouds. Hence the same account is given in different ways. In
one way it is a continuous demonstration, in the other a defi-
nition. Further, a definition of thunder is a noise in the clouds,
and this is a conclusion of the demonstration of what it is. The
definition of an immediate item, though, is an indemonstrable
positing (thesis) of what it is. (APo. II 10 93°29-94°10)
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The definitional account must not only make clear “the that,”
which is what most definitions state, but must also include the
cause and make it evident. As things stand, though, definitional
accounts are like conclusions. For example, What is squar-
ing? Making an equilateral rectangle equal to one that is not
equilateral. But such a definition is an account of the conclu-
sion, whereas the one that says that squaring is the finding of
the mean proportional states the cause of the thing. (DA II 2
413°13-20)

Since scientific definitions must be apt starting-points of demonstrations,
this implies, Aristotle thinks, that the “extremes and the middle terms
must come from the same genus” (APo. 17 75°10-11). As a result, a single
canonical science must deal with a single genus (I 28 87'38-39)—a fact to
which we shall be returning.

The question is, how do we arrive at these definitions by beginning from
raw starting-points. Well, first we have to have the raw starting-points
ready at hand. Aristotle is clear about this, as he is indeed about what is
supposed to happen next:

The way [of inquiry] (hodos) is the same in all cases, in phi-
losophy as well as in the crafts or any sort of learning whatso-
ever. For one must observe for both terms what belongs to them
and what they belong to, and be supplied with as many of these
terms as possible. . .. When it is in accord with truth, it must be
from the terms that are catalogued (diagegrammenndén) as truly
belonging, but in dialectical deductions it must be from prem-
ises that are in accord with [reputable] belief. . . . Most of the
starting-points, however, are special to each science. That is why
experience must provide us with the starting-points where each
is concerned—I mean, for example, that experience in astron-
omy must do so in the case of astronomical science. For when
the appearances had been adequately grasped, the demonstra-
tions in astronomy were found in the way we described. And
it is the same way where any other craft or science whatsoever
is concerned. Hence if what belongs to each thing has been
grasped, at that point we can readily exhibit the demonstra-
tions. For if nothing that truly belongs to the relevant things has
been omitted from the collection, then, concerning everything,
if a demonstration of it exists, we will be able to find it and give
the demonstration, and if it is by nature indemonstrable, we will
be able to make that evident. (APr. I 30 46°3-27)
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So once we have a catalogue of the raw starting-points, the demonstrative
explanation of them from explanatory scientific starting-points is suppos-
edly fairly routine. We should not, however, demand “the cause [or expla-
nation] in all cases alike. Rather, in some it will be adequate if the fact that
they are so has been correctly shown (deiknunai)—as it is indeed where
starting-points are concerned” (NE I 8 1098°33-2). But what exactly is it
to show a starting-point correctly or adequately? It can’t be to demonstrate
it, we know that.

Aristotle categorizes what he is undertaking in the Ethics as a “method-
ical inquiry (methodos)” that is “a sort of politics” (NE I 2 1094°11), and
categorizes rhetoric as a “methodical inquiry that is within the province
of craft (entechnos methodos)” (Rh. 1 1 1355%4; also 135522). And to the
explanatory scientific starting-points of such inquiries, he claims, there is
a unique route:

Dialectic is useful in the philosophical sciences because the
capacity to go through the puzzles on both sides of a question
will make it easier to discern what is true and what is false in
each. Furthermore, dialectic is useful as regards the primary
[starting-points] (ta prota) in each science. For itis impossible to
say anything about these based on the starting-points properly
belonging to the science in question, since these starting-points
are, of all of them, the primary ones, and it is through reputable
beliefs (endoxa) about each that it is necessary to discuss them.
This, though, is a task special to, or most characteristic of, dia-
lectic. For because of its ability to examine (exetastiké) it has
a route toward the starting-points of all methodical inquiries.
(Top. 12 101°34-"4)

Prima facie, then, the Politics—and also the Rhetoric to the extent that
it involves new starting-points—should correctly show the explanatory
starting-points of politics or rhetoric by going through puzzles and solving
them by appeal to reputable beliefs.

Now Aristotelian dialectic is recognizably a descendant of the Socratic
elenchus, which famously begins with a question like this: Ti esti to kalon?
What is the noble? The respondent, sometimes after a bit of nudging,
comes up with a universal definition: what is noble is what all the gods
love, or whatever it might be (I adapt a well-known answer from Plato’s
Euthyphro). Socrates then puts this definition to the test by drawing atten-
tion to some things that seem true to the respondent himself but that con-
flict with his definition. The puzzle, or aporia, that results from this conflict
then remains for the respondent to try to solve, usually by reformulating
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or rejecting his definition. Aristotle understood this process in terms that
reveal its relationship to his own:

Socrates . . . busied himself about the virtues of character, and
in connection with these was the first to inquire into univer-
sal definition. . . . It was reasonable, though, that Socrates was
inquiring into the what-it-is. For he was inquiring in order to
deduce, and the what-it-is is a starting-point of deductions. . ..
For there are two things that may be fairly ascribed to Socrates—
inductive arguments and universal definition, both of which are
concerned with a starting-point of scientific knowledge. (Met.
XIIT 4 1078°17-30; also 1 6 987°1-4)

In Plato too dialectic is primarily concerned with scientific starting-points,
such as those of mathematics, and seems to consist in some sort of
elenchus-like process of reformulating definitions in the face of conflicting
evidence so as to render them puzzle free (Rep. VII 532a1-533d1). Aristotle
can reasonably be seen, then, as continuing a line of thought about dialec-
tic which, in the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations, he explores, system-
atizes, and elaborates.

Think now about the respondent’s first answer, his first definition: what
is noble is what the gods love. Although it is soon shown to be incorrect,
there is something quite remarkable about its very existence. Through
experience shaped by acculturation and habituation involving the learning
of a natural language, the respondent is confident that he can say what
nobility is. He has learned to apply the word “noble” to particular people,
actions, and so on correctly enough to pass muster as knowing its mean-
ing, knowing how to use it. From these particular cases he has reached a
putative universal, something the particular cases have in common. But
when he tries to define that universal in words, he gets it wrong, as Socrates
shows. Here is Aristotle registering the significance of this:

What is knowable to each person at first is often knowable to a
very small extent and possesses little or nothing of what is real
[or true]. All the same, we must start from what is but badly
knowable to us and try . . . to proceed through this to a knowl-
edge of what is entirely knowable. (Met. VII 3 1029°8-12)

The route by which the respondent reaches the universal that he is una-
ble to define correctly is what Aristotle calls “induction” (epagégé), or that
variant of induction, which also involves the shaping of feelings and the
development of character, namely, habituation (ethismos).
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Induction begins with (1) perception of particulars, which leads to (2)
retention of perceptual contents in memory, and, when many such contents
have been retained, to (3) an experience, so that for the first time “there is a
universal in the soul” (APo. IT 19 100*3-16). The universal reached at stage
(3), which is the one the respondent reaches, is described as “indetermi-
nate” and “better known by perception” (Ph. I 1 184°22-25). It is the sort
of universal, often quite complex, that constitutes a nominal essence corre-
sponding to the nominal definition or meaning of a general term. Finally,
(4) from experience come craft knowledge and scientific knowledge, when
“from many intelligible objects arising from experience one universal sup-
position about similar objects is produced” (Met. I 1 981°5-7).*

The nominal (or analytic, meaning-based) definition of the general
term “thunder,” for example, might pick out the universal loud noise in the
clouds. When science investigates the things that have this nominal essence,
it may find that they also have a real essence or nature in terms of which
their other features can be scientifically explained (APo. IT 10 93°29-94°10,
quoted earlier). A real (or synthetic, fact-based) definition analyzes this
real essence into its “constituents (stoicheia) and starting-points” (Ph. I 1
184°23), which will be definable but indemonstrable. It makes intrinsically
clear what the nominal definition made clear only to us by enabling us to
recognize instances of thunder in a fairly—but imperfectly—reliable way.
As a result, thunder itself, now clearly a natural and not just a conventional
kind, becomes better known not just to us but entirely or unconditionally
(NET141095°2-8). These analyzed universals, which are the sort reached at
stage (4), are the ones suited to serve as starting-points of the sciences and
crafts: “People with experience know the fact that but not the explanation
why, whereas those with craft knowledge know the explanation why, that
is, the cause” (Met. I 1 981°28-30).

Socrates too, we see, wanted definitions that were not just empirically
adequate but also explanatory. Thus in telling Euthyphro what he wants
in the case of piety, he says that he is seeking “the form itself by dint of
which all the pieties are pieties” (Euthphr. 6d10-11). That is why he rejects

* “Unconditionally, what is prior is more knowable than what is posterior—for
example, a point than a line, a line than a plane, and a plane than a solid, just
as a unit is more so than a number, since it is prior to and a starting-point of all
number. Similarly, a letter is more so than a syllable. To us, on the other hand,
it sometimes happens that the reverse is the case. For the solid falls most under
perception, the plane more than the line, line more than point. For ordinary peo-
ple know things of the former sort earlier. For to learn them is a task for random
thought, whereas to learn the others is a task for exact and extraordinary thought”
(Top. VI 4 141°5-14).
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the definition of piety as being what all the gods love. This definition is in
one way correct, presumably, in that if something is pious, it is necessarily
loved by all the gods, and vice versa, but it is not explanatory, since it does
not tell us what it is about pious things that makes all the gods love them,
and so it does not identify the form by dint of which, or because of which,
they are pious (9e-11b).

Let us go back. We wanted to know what was involved in showing a scien-
tific starting-point. We were told how we could not do this, namely, by demon-
strating it from scientific starting-points. Next we learned that dialectic has a
route to it from reputable beliefs. At the same time, we were told that induction
has a route to it as well—something the Ethics also tells us: “we get a theoretical
grasp on some starting-points through induction, some through perception,
some through some sort of habituation, and others through other means” (I 7
1098°3-4). This suggests that induction and dialectic are in some way or other
the same process. It is a suggestion to keep in mind.

What shows a Socratic respondent to be wrong is an example that
the respondent’s definition does not fit. The presentation of the example
might be quite indirect, however. It might take quite a bit of stage setting,
elicited by the asking of many questions, to bring out a puzzle. But if
the example is one the definition does not fit, it shows that the universal
grasped by the respondent and the definition he produces are not entirely
or unconditionally knowable and that his state is not one of clear-eyed
understanding:

A puzzle in thought reveals a knot in its subject matter. For
thought caught in a puzzle is like people who are tied up, since
in either case it is impossible to make progress. That is why
one must get a theoretical grasp on all the difficulties ahead
of time, both for these reasons and because those who inquire
without first going through the puzzles are like people who
don’'t know where they have to go, and, in addition, don’t
even know whether they have found what they were inquir-
ing about, since the end is not clear to them. But to someone
who has first gone through the puzzles it is clear. (Met. 11 1
995%30-"2)

But lack of such clear-eyed understanding of a scientific starting-point has
serious downstream consequences:

If we are to have scientific knowledge through demonstra-
tion, . . . we must know the starting-points better and be bet-
ter persuaded of them than of what is being shown, but we
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must also not find anything more persuasive or better known
among things opposed to the starting-points from which a
contrary mistaken conclusion may be deduced, since some-
one who has unconditional scientific knowledge must be inca-
pable of being persuaded out of it. (APo. 1 2 72*37-"4; also
NE VI 31139°33-35)

If dialectical examination reveals a puzzle in a respondent’s thought about
a scientific starting-point, then, he cannot have any unconditional scien-
tific knowledge even of what he may well be able to demonstrate correctly
from it. Contrariwise, if dialectical examination reveals no such puzzle, he
apparently does have clear-eyed understanding, and his route to what he
can demonstrate is free of obstacles.

At the heart of dialectic, as Aristotle understands it, is the dialectical
deduction (dialektikos sullogismos). This is the argument lying behind the
questioner’s questions, partly dictating their order and content and partly
determining the strategy of his examination. In the following passage it is
defined and contrasted with two relevant others:

Dialectical arguments are those that deduce from reputa-
ble beliefs in a way that reaches a contradiction; peirastic
arguments are those that deduce from those beliefs of the
respondent that anyone must know (eidenai) who pretends
to possess scientific knowledge. . . . Contentious (eristikos)
arguments are those that deduce or appear to deduce from
what appear to be reputable beliefs but are not really such.
(SE 2 165°3-8)

If we think of dialectical deductions in this way, a dialectician, in contrast
to a contender, is an honest questioner, appealing to genuinely reputable
beliefs and employing valid deductions. “Contenders and sophists use the
same arguments,” Aristotle says, “but not to achieve the same goal. . . . If
the goal is apparent victory, the argument is contentious; if it is apparent
wisdom, sophistic” (SE 11 171°27-33). Nonetheless, he does also use the
term dialektiké as the name for the craft that honest dialecticians and soph-
ists both use:

In dialectic, a sophist is so called in virtue of his deliber-
ate choice, and a dialectician is so called not in virtue of his
deliberate choice, but in virtue of the capacity he has. (Rh. 11
1355°20-21)
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If dialectic is understood in this way, a dialectician who deliberately chooses
to employ contentious arguments is a sophist (Rh. I 1 1355°24-"7).* We
need to be careful, therefore, to distinguish honest dialectic from what we
may call plain dialectic, which—like all crafts—can be used for good and
evil (NE V 1 1129°13-17). In an exactly parallel way we will need to dis-
tinguish honest rhetoric from plain rhetoric—an honest orator from a plain
one: “in the case of rhetoric, however, one person is an orator in virtue of
his scientific knowledge, another in virtue of his deliberate choice” (Rh. I
1 135518-20).

The canonical occasion for the practice of the Socratic elenchus, obvi-
ously, is the examination of someone else. But there is nothing to prevent
a person from practicing it on himself: “How could you think;” Socrates
asks Critias, “that I would refute you for any reason other than the one
for which I would refute myself, fearing lest I might inadvertently think I
know something when I don’t know it?” (Chrm. 166¢7-d2). Dialectic is no
different in this regard:

But the philosopher, who is investigating by himself, does not
care whether, though the things through which his deduction
proceeds are true and knowable, the answerer does not con-
cede them, because they are close to what was proposed at the
start, and he foresees what is going to result, but rather he is
presumably eager for his claims to be as knowable and as close
to it as possible. For it is from things of this sort that scientific
deductions proceed. (Top. VIII 1 155°10-16; compare Ph. VIII
263%15-23)

An inquiry with another person is carried out by means of
words (logdn), whereas an inquiry by oneself is carried out no
less by means of the things at issue themselves. (SE 7 169°38-40)

What we are to imagine, then, is that the political philosopher, to focus
on him, surveys the raw political starting-points (the empirical founda-
tions of politics), constructing detailed catalogues of these. He then tries
to formulate definitions of the various universals involved in them that
seem to be candidate scientific starting-points (virtue, happiness, and so

* Compare: “There are some things that cannot be put in only one genus—for
example, the cheat and the slanderous accuser. For neither the one with the delib-
erate choice to do it but without the capacity, nor the one with the capacity but not
the deliberate choice, is a slanderous accuser or a cheat, but rather the one with
both” (Top. IV 5 126"8-11).
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on), testing these against the raw political starting-points by trying to
construct demonstrations from them. But these definitions will often be
no more than partial; our political philosopher is on his way to com-
plete definitional starting-points, just as the demonstrations will often be
no more than proto or nascent demonstrations. The often rudimentary
demonstrations that we find in Aristotle’s scientific treatises are parts of
this process of arguing to, not demonstrating from starting-points: we
argue to them in part by seeing whether or to what extent we could
demonstrate from them.

So, first, we have the important distinction between dialectic proper,
which includes the use of what appear to be deductions from what appear
to be reputable beliefs, and honest dialectic, which uses only genuine
deductions from genuine reputable beliefs. Second, we have the equally
important distinction between the use of dialectic in examining a poten-
tially hostile respondent and its use by the philosopher in a perhaps private
pursuit of the truth. Third, we have an important contrast between honest
dialectical premises and philosophical ones or scientific ones. Honest dia-
lectical premises are reputable beliefs; philosophical and scientific prem-
ises must be true and knowable. Fourth, we have two apparently equivalent
routes to scientific starting-points, one inductive, which starts from raw
political starting-points, and the other dialectic, which starts from repu-
table beliefs.

According to the official definition, genuine reputable beliefs are “things
that are believed by everyone, by the majority, or by the wise—either by all
of them, or by most, or by the most notable and most reputable” (Top. I 1
100°21-23). Just as the scientist should have a catalogue of scientific truths
ready to hand from which to select the premises of his demonstrations, so
a dialectician ought also to select premises “from arguments that have been
written down and produce catalogues (diagraphas) of them concerning
each kind of subject, putting them under separate headings—for example,
‘Concerned with good, ‘Concerned with life” (Top. I 14 105°12-15). We
should be reminded of the collections of laws and constitutions that enjoy
“a good reputation (eudokimountas),” from which the legislative scientist
selects the best ones (NE X 9 1181°12-"12, Pol. I1 5 1263%39).

Clearly, then, there will be considerable overlap between the scientist’s
catalogue of raw starting-points and the honest dialectician’s catalogue of
genuine reputable beliefs. For, first, things that are believed by reputably
wise people are themselves reputable beliefs, and, second, any respondent
would accept “the beliefs of those who have investigated the subjects in
question—for example, on a question of medicine he will agree with a doc-
tor, and on a question of geometry with a geometer” (Top. 110 104'8-37).
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The catalogues also differ, however, in that not all reputable beliefs need be
true. If a proposition is a reputable belief, if it would be accepted by all or
most people, it is everything an honest dialectician could ask for in a prem-
ise, since his goal is simply this: to reveal by honest deductions that a defi-
nition offered by any respondent whatsoever conflicts—if it does—with
other beliefs that the respondent has. That is why having a complete or
fairly complete catalogue of reputable beliefs is such an important resource
for a dialectician.* It is because dialectic deals with things only “in relation
to belief;” then, and not as philosophy and science do, “in relation to truth”
(114 105°30-31) that it needs nothing more than reputable beliefs.

Nonetheless, the fact that all or most people believe something leads us
“to trust it as something in accord with experience” (Div. Somn. 1 426°14-
16), and—since human beings “are naturally adequate as regards the truth
and in most cases hit upon it” (Rh. I 1 1355%15-17)—as containing some
truth. That is why, no doubt, “true and better [things] are always by nature
more easily deduced and unconditionally more persuasive” (1355*37-38).
But it is in any case why, having catalogued some of the things that people
believe happiness to be, Aristotle writes:

Some of these views are held by many and are of long stand-
ing, while others are held by a few reputable men. And it is not
reasonable to suppose that either group is entirely wrong, but
rather that they are correct on one point at least or even on most
of them. (NE I 8 1098°27-29)

Later he generalizes the claim: “things that seem to be so to everyone,
these, we say, are” (NE X 2 1172°36-1173%1). Raw starting-points are just
that—raw. But when refined, some shred of truth is likely to be found in
them. So likely, indeed, that if none is found, this will itself be a surprising
fact needing to be explained: “when a reasonable explanation is given of
why an untrue view appears true, this makes us more convinced of the true
view” (VII 14 1154'24-25). It is in the perhaps mere grain of truth enclosed
in a reputable belief that a philosopher or scientist is interested, then, not in
the general acceptability of the surrounding husk, much of which he may
discard.

The process of refinement in the case of a candidate explanatory
starting-point is that of testing a definition of it against reputable beliefs.

* Compare: “One must seek [premises] in the same way, looking not to indefinite
things but to the facts the argument is about, marking off as many facts as possible
and the ones closest to the thing at issue” (Rh. II 22 1396°6-8).
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This may result in the definition being accepted as it stands or in its
being altered or modified: when a definition is non-perspicuous, Aris-
totle tells us at Top. VI 13 151°7-8, it must be “corrected and reconfig-
ured (sundiorthdésanta kai suschématisanta),” until it is made clear. The
same process applies to the reputable beliefs themselves, since they may
conflict not only with the definition but also with each other. Again, this
may also result in their being modified, often by uncovering ambiguities
within them or in the argument supporting them or by drawing dis-
tinctions that uncover complexities in these. Thus Aristotle’s view that
it is “from oneself that all the features fitted to friendship also extend to
others” is in accord with the reputable beliefs embodied in “all the prov-
erbs” (NE IX 8 1168"5-10). But both conflict with the view that there is
something shameful about being a self-lover, since a base person “does
all his actions for the sake of himself,” whereas a decent one “seems to
act because of what is noble . . . and for the sake of a friend, disregarding
his own interests” (1168*31-35). As a result, “it is reasonable to be puz-
zled . . . as to which side we should follow, since both carry conviction.”
Hence, to ease our puzzlement not just in this case but in all others
like it, “we need to draw distinctions in connection with the arguments
and determine to what extent and in what ways they grasp the truth. If,
then, we were to find out what those on each side mean by ‘self-love,
perhaps this would be clear” (1168°10-15). By the end of the chapter,
this is just what has been accomplished. If, as ordinary people do, we
think of self-lovers as those who gratify the non-rational part of their
soul (as if it were their true self) with money, honors, and bodily pleas-
ures (as if these were the greatest goods), we can see why they are right
to think that “self-love” is a term of reproach. But if we recognize that
noble things are better than these other goods, and that the true self is
the understanding, we will also see what is wrong in their view and what
is right in the opposing one, and agree that we should be “self-lovers”
in that sense of the term.

A more extreme possibility, as we saw, is that a reputable belief is not
modified at all but is rejected entirely and has its appearance of truth
explained away. This is what happens in the case of bodily pleasures. These
are not more choiceworthy, Aristotle argues, yet they appear to some people
to be more choiceworthy. So we must explain away their false appearance
of choiceworthiness, one source of which is that they “knock out pain,” and
“get their intensity (which is why they are pursued) from the fact that they
appear alongside their contrary” (NE VII 14 1154"26-31). Sometimes all
the reputable beliefs on a certain subject stemming from a certain group
can be excluded en masse:
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To investigate all the beliefs about happiness held by differ-
ent people is superfluous, since little children, sick people,
and lunatics apparently have many views, but no one with any
understanding would go through these. For these people need
not arguments but, in some cases, time in which to mature, in
others, medical or political correction [or punishment]—for a
drug is no less correctional than a flogging. Similarly there is no
need to investigate the beliefs of the majority, since they speak
baselessly on pretty much every subject but most of all this one.
On it, only the beliefs of wise people need be investigated. (EE
131214°28-12152)

We might see Aristotle’s account of the distorting effects on beliefs about
happiness of inadequate habituation where pleasures and pains are con-
cerned as the justification of this bold claim. Readers who think that Aristotle
gives the life of enjoyment shrift that is much too short (NE 15 10951922,
X 6 1176°9-1177%1) should not overlook its bearing on their concern.

The canonical occasion for the use of honest dialectic, as of the Socratic
elenchus and plain dialectic, is the examination of a respondent. The relevant
premises for the questioner to use, therefore, are the reputable beliefs in his
catalogue that the respondent will accept. Just how wide this set of beliefs is
in a given case depends naturally on how accessible to the untrained subject
the subject matter is on which he is being examined. In this regard our target
candidate science, politics, is in a somewhat special position, since all ade-
quately socialized subjects have access to the relevant subject matter and are
even likely to have received some—however vestigial—training in politics
itself. That is no doubt why Socrates’ respondents are so confident, prior to
examination, that they do know how to define the virtues. We might use-
fully compare the case of religious beliefs about the nature of human beings
and the origins of life and cosmos in a society where all the citizens prac-
tice the same religion and all the schools teach it. In other more esoteric
areas the class of reputable beliefs may be substantially narrower. We may all
have some beliefs about thunder and other phenomena readily perceptible
to everyone, that are—for that very reason—reputable. But about Mandel-
brot sets, Bell’s theorem, or messenger RNA we may have none at all. We
can already see, then, why an orator, facing an audience of non-experts, or
a mixed audience, will not be able to draw on them, and why rhetoric is an
offshoot of ethics and politics, not of physics.

When a scientist is investigating by himself, the class of premises he will
select from is the catalogue of all the raw starting-points of his science,
despite a natural human inclination to do otherwise:
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People seem to inquire up to a certain point, but not as far as it
is possible to take the puzzle. For it is customary for all of us to
make our inquiry not with an eye to the thing at issue but with
an eye to the person who says the contrary. For a person even
inquires within himself up to the point at which he is no longer
able to argue against himself. That is why a person who is going
to inquire well must be capable of objecting by means of objec-
tions proper to the relevant genus, and this comes from having
a theoretical grasp on all the differentiae (Cael. I1 13 294°6-13)

Hence our scientist will want to err on the side of excess, adding any repu-
table belief that appears to have any relevance whatsoever, to his catalogue.
When he formulates definitions of candidate scientific starting-points from
which he thinks he can demonstrate the raw ones, he must then examine
himself to see whether he really does in this case have the scientific knowl-
edge he thinks he has. If he is investigating together with fellow scientists,
others may examine him: we all do better with the aid of co-workers (NE
X 7 1177*34), among whom time figures as one (I 7 1095'23-24). What he
is doing is using honest dialectic on himself or having it used on him. But
this, we see, is little different from the final stage—stage (4)—of the induc-
tion we looked at earlier. Induction, as we might put it, is, in its final stage,
(possibly self-directed) honest dialectic.
In a famous and much debated passage Aristotle writes:

We must, as in the other cases, set out the things that appear to
be so and first go through the puzzles, and, in that way show
preferably all the reputable beliefs about these ways of being
affected, or, if not all of them then most of them, and the ones
with the most control. For if the objections are refuted and the
reputable beliefs are left standing, that would be an adequate
showing. (NE VII 1 1145°1-7)

The specific focus of the comment is “these ways of being affected,” which
are self-control and its lack as well as resilience and softness. Some people
think that the comment applies only to this and should not be generalized,
even though “as in the other cases” surely suggests a wider scope. And as
we can now see, that scope is in fact entirely general, since it describes
the honest dialectical or inductive route to the starting-points of all the
sciences and methodical inquiries, with tithenai ta phainomena (“set[ting]
out the things that appear to be so”) describing the initial phase in which
the raw starting-points are collected and catalogued.
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Rhetoric as a Transgeneric Science

An Aristotelian science, we have just seen, must deal with a single genus:
the nature of definition and demonstration mandates as much (Rh. 1 1
1354*3n(5)). Yet rhetoric, though a productive science or craft, “does not
deal with a definite (aphdrismenou) genus” (I 1 1355"°8-9), and so is not
itself a “definite (aphdrismenés) science” (1354*3; also 2 1355°33-34). Once
again, then, its scientific status seems in jeopardy.

It is a cliché of the history of philosophy that Aristotle is an empiricist.
And like all clichés there is some truth in it. But he is not just an empiricist
at the level of the definite, genus-specific sciences; he is an empiricist at all
levels. To see what I mean, think of each of the definite sciences as giving
us a picture of a piece of the world, a region of being—a definite first-order
genus. Then ask, what is the world like that these sciences collectively por-
tray? For precision (and concision) focus on the part of it that the math-
ematical sciences—arithmetic, geometry, and so on—collectively portray.
What does mathematical reality as a whole look like?

Many theorems in mathematics are of course special to some branch
of it, and describe only the correlative first-order genus. But there are also
“certain mathematical theorems of a universal character” (Met. XIII 2
1077°9-10):

That proportionals alternate might be thought to apply to
numbers qua numbers, lines qua lines, solids qua solids, and
times qua times, as used to be demonstrated of these separately,
although it is possible to show it of all cases by a single demon-
stration. But because all these things—numbers, lengths, times,
solids—do not constitute a single named [genus] and differ in
form from one another, they were treated separately. But now
it is demonstrated universally: for what is supposed to hold of
them universally does not hold of them qua lines or qua num-
bers but qua this [unnamed genus]. (APo. I 5 74%17-25)

But “it is impossible that what is shown should cross from one genus to
another” (APo. 23 84°17-18). Hence the reason why the theorem about
proportionals holds in the case of lines and also in that of numbers, which
is what the demonstration reveals, “is different” in each case (II 17 99*8-9),
so that separate demonstrations seem to be needed for each. Yet, “qua such-
and-such an increase in quantity” (APo. II 17 99°9-10), the demonstration
is the same, so that the theorem “holds in common of all quantities” (Met.
XI 4 1061°19-21). For “while the genera of the beings are different, some
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attributes belong to quantities and others of qualities alone, with the help
of which we can show things” (APo. II 32 88°1-3).

The universal theorem not only holds of all quantities, however, it does
so in a distinctive way:

Of the items used in the demonstrative sciences some are special
to each science and others common—but common by analogy,
since they are only useful in so far as they bear on the genus fall-
ing under the science. Proper—for example that a line is such-
and-such, and straight so-and-so. Common—for example, that
if equals are taken from equals, the remainders are equal. (APo.
[1076%37-41)

Thus the genus to which lines, numbers, and so on belong, which is the
ontological correlate of any theorem of universal mathematics, is not a
first-order genus, but an analogical unity—a quantity. And about quanti-
ties as such there is much to say—enough indeed to suit them for explan-
atory scientific purposes in mathematics (Cat. 6). Indeed, Aristotle often
refers to quantity, as to the other so-called categories, as genera: things are
“one in kind (genos), those whose figure of predication [= category] is the
same” (Met. V 6 1016"33-34).

Something similar, we must suppose, is true of topic, enthymeme, and
the other such notions that rhetoric needs for its explanatory purposes.
They too are not first-order genera, but higher-order ones—analogical uni-
ties that have sufficient foundation in sciences that are themselves based
on first-order genera to support a genuine science. If quantity can do this
for mathematics, topic and enthymeme can surely do it for rhetoric. As
universal mathematics is a transgeneric science, so too is rhetoric. The dif-
ference is that one is theoretical, the other productive.

The Definition of Rhetoric

We have seen in passing that rhetoric is “a sort of offshoot of dialectic and
of work in ethics, which it is right to call politics” (Rh. 12 1356'25-27), and
that it is “the capacity to get a theoretical grasp on what is possibly persua-
sive in each case” (1355"25-26). We have explored in some detail what evi-
dence politics is based on and noticed in a cursory way why it is the sort of
evidence that a speaker might draw on. Our task now is to explore rhetoric
itself and to see why Aristotle defines it as he does.

He starts in his usual way with an implicit nominal definition of
rhetoric as what is involved when people defend or accuse someone
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(Rh.11 1354°5-6). Extemporaneously or by habit, ordinary people do this,
but it is possible to get a “theoretical grasp on the cause due to which some
succeed because of habit and others because of chance” (1354°10-11),
which “all would immediately agree, is the function of a craft” (1354°11).
Hence it is this grasp that constitutes the explanatory foundation of rheto-
ric as a craft. It enables us to say not just that certain means of persuasion
succeed in persuading people, but also—and this is the mark of a craft or
science—to explain why they do. Thus if “only the means of persuasion
(pisteis) are within the province of craft” (1354°13), anything that fails to
focus on them will fail to have the real essence that constitutes something
as genuine rhetoric.

This, Aristotle claims, is in fact pretty much the lot of those who have
previously written about the subject:

Now as things stand those who have put together works on the
craft of speeches [= rhetoric] have provided (one might almost
say) no part of it. For only the means of persuasion (pisteis) are
within the province of craft; the other things are appendages.
But these writers say nothing about enthymemes, which just are
the body of the means of persuasion, but mostly busy them-
selves with matters that are outside the thing at issue. (Rh. I 1
1354"11-16)

What gives means of persuasion their special salience to rhetoric, we see,
is that they alone focus on the thing at issue.* And what makes previous
works on rhetoric largely irrelevant to the craft is that they have not focused
on it. If we ask what, in turn, gives the thing at issue its special salience, it
is to the nominal essence of rhetoric that we are returned: “all try . . . to
defend someone and accuse someone (apologeisthai kai katégorein)” (Rh.
I 1 1354°5-6). So all bring in the thing at issue—did he do it or didn't he,
should it be done or shouldn't it, and so on.

The thing at issue is the pertinent thing and the means of persuasion
bear on it. But other things, such as narratives, stories, poems, and the like,
might surely bear on it too. So why of all these is it the means of persuasion
that are alone relevant to the craft of rhetoric? The answer is determined by
the end or goal of speaking, which is to persuade the listener of something.
Thus a craft that aims to achieve this end or goal will need to take not just
any means to it, but the best possible one. And this is just what a means of
persuasion is:

* For some elaborations and qualifications necessitated by the different functions
of different sorts of speeches, see Rh. III 17.
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A means of persuasion is a sort of demonstration (for we are
most persuaded when we take something to have been demon-
strated). (Rh. 11 1355%4-6)

So if we want to be better at persuading people than those who do so
extemporaneously or by habit, it is the means of persuasion we will want to
learn how to produce.

Aristotle has now explained what previous writers did not focus on, but
when he turns to explain what they did focus on, we encounter an appar-
ently difficult problem. For what they focused on, he says, is “accusation
(diabolé), pity, anger, and such feelings of the soul [that] do not have to do
with the thing at issue, but are related to the juror” (Rh. 11 1354°16-18).
And this is strange on two different fronts. First, accusation is not a feel-
ing of the soul, and strife (eris), which is substituted for it later on (III 19
1419°25-27), is not one either. Second, when Aristotle tells us what the
means of persuasion are, he includes those that depend on “disposing the
listener in some way” (I 2 1356°3), and defines them as follows:

Persuasion is through the listeners whenever they are led to feel
things by the speech. For we do not give the same judgments
pained and pleased, or loving and hating. It is with this, and
only with this, we say, that those people busy themselves who
now treat the subject as within the province of craft. (Rh. T 2
1356"14-17)

So aren't these means of persuasion just what Aristotle should not be
including within the province of craft?

The fact that accusation and strife—diabolé and eris—are not feelings
indicates that the issue is not so much feelings themselves as how people
are led to them: the verb diaballein means, among other things, “to make
hostile, to engender a mutual dislike between two parties.” When they are
led to them by the argument, which is about the things at issue, it is one
thing, however, when they are led to them by other means it is another.
What Aristotle says in further criticism of his predecessors explains why:

If all trials were conducted as they now are at any rate in some
cities, especially those that are in good legislative order, these
writers would have nothing to say. For everyone thinks that
the laws should proclaim this way of doing things, and some
even make use of such laws and prohibit speaking of mat-
ters outside the thing at issue, as they in fact do in the court
of the Areopagus, which correctly legislates against this. For
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one should not distort [the judgment of] the juror by arousing
anger, fear, or pity in him, since this would be as if someone who
is going to use a standard, made it crooked. (Rh.11 1354"18-26)

But the explanation needs some unpacking.
What the standard is that feelings distort or make crooked is identified
for us this way:

Each state [of character] has its own special set of things that
are pleasant or noble, and an excellent person is perhaps dis-
tinguished most by his seeing what is true in each case, since
he is like a standard and measure of them. In the case of ordi-
nary people, however, deception seems to come about because
of pleasure, which appears to be a good thing when it is not. So
they choose what is pleasant as good and avoid what is painful
as bad. (NEIII 4 1113*31-"2)

Pleasure and pain, then, are the culprits. But the feelings relevant to rhet-
oric involve these:

The feelings are those things due to which people, by undergo-
ing a change, differ in their judgments, and that entail pain and
pleasure—for example, anger, pity, fear, and other such things,
and their contraries. (Rh. 111 1378°19-21)

So when speakers arouse these feelings, pleasure or pain go along with
them, and these influence judgment:

The assemblyman and the juror are actually judging about pres-
ent and definite issues, in relation to which they already feel both
love and hatred, and with which their own private advantage is
already knitted together, so that they are no longer capable of
adequately seeing the truth, but instead their own private pleas-
ure or pain overshadows their judgment. (Rh. 11 1354"6-11)

Fair enough. But are enthymemes—the very body of the means of persua-
sion that are rhetoric’s stock in trade—supposed then to influence feel-
ings in a way that is not distorting of judgment? Here is Aristotle’s incisive
answer:

When you are trying to arouse feelings, do not speak in
enthymemes. For an enthymeme either knocks out feeling or
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is spoken pointlessly, since simultaneous movements knock out
each other and either extinguish each other or make each other
weak. Nor, when the speech is expressive of character, should
you look for an enthymeme at the same time. For demonstra-
tion involves neither character nor deliberate choice. (Rh. III 17
1418°12-17)

It is not to the enthymeme, therefore, that we should look for an effect
on feeling—but then there is more to a means of persuasion than an
enthymeme.

Large questions arise at this point about the nature of feelings but we can
keep them in check by narrowing our attention to just one problematically
“negative” feeling, namely, anger. Aristotle defines it this way:

[Anger is] desire, involving pain, for apparent revenge (timérias
phainomenés), because of apparent contempt (phainomenén
oligérian) on the part of someone unfitted to treat the person
himself, or one of those close to him, with contempt. (Rh. 1T 2
1378%30-32)

Anger, like other relevant feelings, we see, is aroused not by how things
actually are (real contempt) but by how they appear to us (apparent con-
tempt). Here is Aristotle himself making the point in speaking explicitly
about definitions:

Further, in the case of desires, and in the case of any other
things where it is fitting, look to see whether he [namely, the
one giving the definition] has not added “apparent”—for exam-
ple, in saying that wish is a desire for good, or appetite a desire
for pleasant, instead of for apparent good or pleasant. For often
the thing that is good or pleasant escapes the notice of those
who feel desire, so that what they desire is not necessarily good
or pleasant but only apparently so. He should, then, have made
[the definition] he assigns in this way. (Top. VI 8 146°36-147°5)

But how things do in fact appear to us is affected by our feelings:

We are easily deceived by our perceptions when we are in the
grip of feelings (en tois pathesin), some when in the grip of one,
others in the grip of others (for example, the coward when in
the grip of fear, the lover when in the grip of passion), so that
even from a very slight resemblance the coward thinks he sees
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his enemy and the lover his beloved, and the more in the grip of
the feeling he is, the smaller is the similarity required to produce
the appearance. In the same way both in fits of anger (en orgais)
and in the grip of all appetites, everyone is easily deceived, and
the more easily, the more they are in the grip of the feelings.
(Insomn. 2 460°3-11)

As a result, means of persuasion that aim to get us to see things as they
actually are may have to so influence how they appear to us as to bring
appearance (perhaps distorted by feeling) into congruence with reality. We
might remember in this regard what Thucydides said about Pericles:

Whenever he perceived that the majority were in any way over
confident in their wanton aggression beyond what the situation
justified, he shocked them into a state of fear by his speaking,
and again, when they were unreasonably afraid, he restored
them to confidence. (11.65.9)

A means of persuasion can arouse anger or other feelings, then, not in
order to distort judgment, but to un-distort it.

When, as a result of the feelings that a speaker’s means of persuasion
has aroused in them, listeners’ judgment is other than the one that excel-
lent (or virtuous) people would make, the speaker is guilty of distorting
the very standard of judgment that a constitution in good legislative order,
aiming at wise deliberative decisions and just judicial judgments, would
seek to inculcate in its citizens. By the same token, when a speaker’s means
of persuasion arouses feelings that so influence judgment that it becomes
congruent with that of an excellent person, it is not distorting the measure
but preserving it, if it is already correct (as it will be if the listeners are
excellent), or un-distorting it—straightening it out—if it is crooked. For “it
is characteristic of virtue to be pleased and pained at the things we should
and in the way we should” (NEIV 1 1121°3-4).

Though this is and will remain the solution to the problem of feelings
and their place in means of persuasion, there is more to the story. For when
Aristotle again characterizes the errors made by his predecessors, he adds
an apparently problematic detail, which I have italicized:

If this is so, however, it is evident that those who define the other
things are attempting to treat matters outside the thing at issue as
being within the province of craft—for example, what the intro-
duction or the narration should contain, as well as each of the
other parts. For they busy themselves only with how to produce a
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certain quality in the judge, whereas about the means of persua-
sion that are within the province of craft they show nothing, but
it is on the basis of these that one would become enthymemati-
cally competent. (Rh. 11 1354°16-22)

And the reason it is problematic is this: Aristotle himself discusses what
the introduction and the narration should contain, as well as each of the
other parts (ITI 13-19). Why is it all right for Aristotle to do this but not all
right for his predecessors?

The solution to the problem, though not presented as such (the prob-
lem is ours, not Aristotle’s), lies in the difference between things that
are inside or outside the province of craft and things that are inside or
outside the thing at issue. Consider the case of the means of persuasion
(pisteis). Only these are within the province of craft (Rh. I 1 1354°13).
But what this amounts to, we soon discover, is not that all the means of
persuasion are inside it, but that nothing except a means of persuasion
is inside it:

Of the means of persuasion, though, some are outside the prov-
ince of craft, whereas others are within the province of craft. By
outside the province of craft I mean those that are not provided
by ourselves [as orators] but are there at the start—for exam-
ple, witnesses, results of torture, contracts, and the like. And
by within the province of craft I mean those capable of being
furnished by the methodical inquiry and ourselves. (Rh. I 2
1355°35-39)

Now turn to Aristotle’s predecessors and ask, which means of persuasion
did they fail to discuss—those that are inside or those that are outside the
province of craft? Again Aristotle is clear: “about the means of persuasion
that are within the province of craft they show nothing” (Rh. 11 1354"21).
Since these are the ones on the basis of which one would become compe-
tent with enthymemes (1354°21-22), their silence about them amounts to
a silence about the things that “just are the body of the means of persua-
sion” (1354°14-15).

Now turn to the thing at issue and to the parts of the means of persua-
sion in a speech that bear on it:

There are two parts to a speech. For it is necessary to state the

thing at issue and also to demonstrate it. . . . The necessary parts
[of a speech], therefore, are the statement of the case and the
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means of persuasion. These, then, are its special ones, and the
most it has are: introduction, statement of the thing at issue,
means of persuasion, and epilogue. For the replies to the oppo-
nent belong to the means of persuasion, and the reply by com-
parison is amplification of one’s own case, so that it is a part of
the means of persuasion. For one who does this demonstrates
something, whereas the introduction does not and neither
does the epilogue, but rather serves as a reminder. (Rh. III 13
1414%31-"13)

Thus:

What one should in fact do [in the introduction] is state the
thing at issue, in order that it not escape notice what the judg-
ment is about, whereas in the epilogue one should speak in
summary form (kephalaiédos) of the things through which the
conclusion has been shown. (IIT 19 1419°30-33)

In ignoring enthymemes, Aristotle’s predecessors ignored the body of
the means of persuasion—the demonstration of the thing at issue—
and focused instead on the introduction and the other ancillary parts
in isolation from that body: the adverb kephalaiédés, which derives
from kephalé (“head”), preserves the metaphor. But if the introduction
should state the thing at issue and the epilogue should summarize the
enthymematic demonstration, which is alone within the province of
the craft, any attempt to discuss the contents of these in isolation must
result in “attempting to treat matters outside the thing at issue as being
within the province of craft” (Rh. I 1 1354°16-18). However, when the
function of these parts is properly understood to be that of “append-
ages (prosthékai)” (11 1354"14), they are properly treatable as within the
province of craft—which is precisely the way Aristotle does treat them
in IIT 13-19.
An important case in point is that of so-called remedies (iatreumata):

The other kinds (eidos) of introduction that are used are rem-
edies and are common [to all the kinds of speeches]. These say
things based on the speaker, the listener, the thing at issue, and
the opponent. Those based on the speaker himself and the oppo-
nent are all those concerned with refuting or making an accu-
sation (diabolén). But these are not done in the same way. For
in the defendant’s case things having to do with the accusation
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come first, whereas in the accuser’s they come in the epilogue.
Why this is so is quite clear. For the defendant, when he is about
to introduce his own case must do away with any hindrances to
it, and so must first refute the accusation. But the one attacking
him should put his accusation in the epilogue in order that the
listeners may remember it better. (Rh. III 14 1415%25-34)

Again, T have italicized the crucial element. For what it shows—and shows
unequivocally—is that what defendants and accusers say about each other
(to stick to judicial examples), whether in the introduction (defendant)
or epilogue (accuser), is not separate from the enthymematic body of the
means of persuasion, but serves rather to clear away the sorts of prejudi-
cial beliefs that are likely to prevent enthymemes from having their proper
weight with judges. This, for example, is what Plato presents Socrates doing
in his speech of defense:

The first thing justice demands, then, men of Athens, is that
I defend myself from the first false accusations made against
me and from my first accusers, and then from the later accusa-
tions and the later accusers. You see, many people have accused
me in front of you, and for very many years now—and nothing
they say is true. And I fear them more than Anytus and the rest,
though the latter are dangerous too.* But the earlier ones, gen-
tlemen, are more dangerous. They got hold of most of you from
childhood, and persuaded you with their accusations against
me—accusations no more true than the current ones. (Plato,
Ap. 18a-b)

Remedies thus serve the enthymeme, and are not, as in the sort of intro-
ductions favored by Aristotle’s predecessors, an independent alternative to
it, biasing the listeners one way or the other in total disregard of the thing
at issue. But they are sufficiently important—people being what they are—
that Aristotle devotes an entire chapter to the topics appropriate to them,
mentioning twelve (Rh. I1I 15).

* Anytus was a democratic leader who helped restore democracy to Athens in 403
BC after the overthrow of the Thirty Tyrants (Rh. II 23 1400°18n), under whom
he had lost most of his wealth. Perhaps believing him responsible for the ruin of
his son (Xenophon, Apology 29-31), and passionately opposed to sophists (Plato,
Meno 89e-92c), he joined Meletus and Lycon in bringing a formal charge of impi-
ety and corruption of the youth against Socrates in 399 BC.
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With all this behind us we are in a position to understand the following
text in the correct way:

But since rhetoric is for the sake of judgment (for people judge
deliberations and a trial is a judgment), it is necessary for the
speaker to look not only to the argument, that it be demonstra-
tive and persuasive, but also to himself, that he be of a certain
quality, and to the judge, to produce a certain quality in him
too. For it makes a great difference with a view to persuading—
especially in deliberative speeches, but next in judicial ones—
both that the speaker appear to be of a certain quality and that
his listeners take him to be disposed in a certain way toward
them, and if, in addition, they too will be disposed in a certain
way. (Rh. 11 1 1377°20-28)

The argumentative body of a speech is a dispassionate demonstration,
involving neither the character of the speaker nor the feelings of the judges.
But for this to do its work successfully other elements in the speech, which
do relate to feelings and character, will need to do theirs. And the greater
the external political disorder, the more debased the listeners, the more
extravagant the lies and accusations, the greater their work will be: “For
it is not possible—or not easy—to alter by argument what has long since
been locked up in traits of character” (NE X 9 1179°16-18).

This provides a nice point of transition into another important element
in Aristotle’s account of rhetoric, I mean the distinction, already noticed,
between honest rhetoric and plain rhetoric:

It is evident that it is a function of the same craft to see what is
persuasive and what is apparently persuasive, just as in the case
of dialectic it is to see the deduction and the apparent deduc-
tion. For sophistic is what it is in virtue not of the capacity but of
the deliberate choice. Here, in the case of rhetoric, however, one
person is an orator in virtue of his scientific knowledge, another
in virtue of his deliberate choice, whereas there, in dialectic, a
sophist is so called in virtue of his deliberate choice, and a dia-
lectician is so called not in virtue of his deliberate choice, but in
virtue of the capacity he has. (Rh. 11 1355°15-21)

So when we discuss what is inside and what is outside the province of the
craft of rhetoric, we need to be clear about what we have in mind. For while
an honest orator, possessed of the plain craft, must know about apparent
enthymemes and the topics they are based on, so as to better detect and
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refute them when other less scrupulous orators use them against him, and
s0 as to persuade non-virtuous audiences to do what is in fact best, he will
not use them himself to achieve bad ends:

One should be capable of persuading people of contraries, just
as in the case of [dialectical] deductions, not so as to do both in
action (for one should not persuade people of base things), but
in order that it not escape our notice how things stand, and, if
someone else uses arguments (logos) in an unjust way, so as to
be able to refute them for ourselves. (Rh. 11 1355%29-33)

A plain orator, by contrast, will use whatever craft resources he needs to
persuade his listeners of whatever end he happens to have, whether vir-
tuous or vicious. When in II 24 we find Aristotle discussing apparent
enthymemes and the topics on which they are based, then, we should not
be surprised.

In addition to the arguments we have been considering, Aristotle also gives
a number of others in support of his claim—on which his (real) definition
of rhetoric will be based—that rhetoric is concerned exclusively with means
of persuasion (Rh. 11 1355"3-4, 4 1359°9-16). One of these, we noticed, is
that the rhetoric of his predecessors, since it is focused almost entirely on
something else, would be useless in cities that are in good legislative order
(I'11354"18-24). Another focuses on the fact that in judicial cases, “the task
of the opponent is nothing at all outside of showing that [the thing at issue] is
or is not the case, or did or did not occur” (1354°26-31). Another focuses on
the nature of good legislation itself, arguing that “it is fitting for laws that are
correctly laid down to define everything themselves, wherever possible, and
leave the fewest things up to the jurors” (1354*31-"16). Rhetoric that focuses
on the jurors, therefore, independently of the enthymeme, is for this reason
too focusing on the wrong thing.

With rhetoric’s goal now established, Aristotle turns to the question of
utility. He does the same thing in the Topics, where dialectic is concerned:

Our next task . . . is to say how many areas, and also of what
sorts, our work is useful in. It is useful, then, in three: in train-
ing, in argumentative encounters, and in the philosophical
sciences. (Top. 12 101%25-28)

The four uses of rhetoric he mentions (Rh. I 1 1355*21-"7) are discussed in

the associated notes and need not further detain us here. What is impor-
tant to register, however, is the relevance of utility to rhetoric, since its
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aim, as a productive science, is not theoretical knowledge, but usable
knowledge.

Aristotle is now ready to give not merely the nominal but the real defini-
tion of rhetoric. He does this by first specifying its function (Rh. 11 1354°11),
which is “not to persuade but to see the persuasive factors belonging in
each case, just as in all the other crafts” (1355°10-12). Armed with these,
like a chef with a good universal recipe, a speaker is then able to produce
a particular speech that—everything else being equal—will persuade
his audience. Next, the definition itself is stated as a conclusion of the
preceding critique of his predecessors: “Let rhetoric, then, be a capacity
to get a theoretical grasp on what is possibly persuasive in each case” (I 2
1355°25-26)—that is to say, on the possibly persuasive means of persua-
sion. Aristotle does not describe this critique as dialectical in nature, or
represent it as going through and resolving puzzles, but it is not difficult to
recast it as such.

Means of Persuasion, Enthymemes, and Topics

To get a grip on what a pistis (“means of persuasion” in the translation)
is it is useful to begin with a text that we have already looked at for other
purposes:

Of the means of persuasion, though, some are outside the prov-
ince of craft, whereas others are within the province of craft.
By outside the province of craft I mean those that are not pro-
vided by ourselves [as orators] but are there at the start—for
example, witnesses, results of torture, contracts, and the like.
And by within the province of craft I mean those capable of
being furnished by the methodical inquiry and ourselves. (Rh.
12 1355"35-39)

Focus first on those outside the province of craft. They are special to judicial
oratory and there are just five of them: “laws, witnesses, contracts, [results
of] torture, and oaths” (Rh. I 15 1375"22-25). What they have in com-
mon with things that are within the province of craft is what makes “means
of persuasion” a good translation of both, namely, that they are probative
items—items productive of persuasion, or conviction (I 1 1354°13n). And
a witness, a contract, or an oath (anyway in places where oaths are taken
seriously) can be as probative as an argument. What puts these outside
the province of craft is that the craft of rhetoric is not in a position to
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provide them: they are either there at the start or they are not. Having said
that much about them, then, we may leave them aside, and restrict the rest
of our discussion to those that are within the province of rhetoric.

Beginning again, then, let us ask what a means of persuasion is in that
narrower sense. And here we may distinguish the logical aspects of a means
of persuasion from other aspects. From the logical point of view a means of
persuasion is a certain sort of deduction or demonstration, and, as such, is
no different from any other deduction or demonstration. That is why rhet-
oric is in part “composed of the science of analytics” (Rh. I 4 13599-10):
it draws its logic from there. What makes a demonstration or deduction a
peculiarly rhetorical one—an enthymeme (I 1 13556, 2 1256°4-5)—is not
its logic, therefore, but something else, namely, the shape the deduction
takes and what it is based on, both of which are dictated by the special goals
or purposes of rhetoric.

We may begin, then, with the first of these factors and with the notion,
characterized in the following text, of a primary deduction:

It is possible, though, to deduce and draw conclusions either
from previous deductions or from things that are not deduced,
but which are in need of being deduced because they are not
reputable beliefs. The former, however, are of necessity not easy
to follow due to their length (for the judge is assumed to be a
simple person), while the latter are not persuasive because they
are not drawn from things that are agreed nor from reputable
beliefs. So it is necessary for both an enthymeme and a para-
digm to be concerned with things that for the most part admit
of being other than they are (a paradigm being an induction,
an enthymeme being a deduction), and to be composed of few
premises and fewer often than those that compose the primary
deduction. For if one of these is known, there is no need to state
it, since the listener himself supplies it. (Rh. 12 1357°7-19)

The primary deduction, then, is the analogue of a dialectical syllogism: as
the latter lies in the background guiding in the one case the questioner’s
questions, in the other the answerer’s answers, so the primary deduction
lies in the background guiding the speaker’s enthymeme. And, again like
a dialectical deduction, a primary deduction is a syllogistic deduction, or
chain of such deductions. By contrast, the enthymeme that the speaker
actually presents to his listeners is sculpted in accord with their beliefs (if
they know a premise, there is no need to state it), with their capacity to
follow long chains of deductions, their level of education, and so on:
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Now, that the enthymeme is a deduction was stated earlier, and
in what way it is a deduction, and in what respect it difters from
those in dialectic. For it should not draw its conclusion from far
back, nor by necessarily including everything, since the former
is not perspicuous because of length, while the latter amounts
to babbling, because what is said is evident. This is the cause of
the uneducated being more persuasive than the well-educated
in front of crowds of people—as the poets tell us, the unedu-
cated are “more accomplished at speaking before a crowd.” For
the well-educated say the common things and universals, while
the uneducated say things on the basis of what they know and
things close at hand. So one should not speak on the basis of
all the things that seem to be so but on the basis of definite
ones—for example, those accepted by the judges or of those
they approve. And in fact it should be clear that what is said
appears so to all or to most. And one should not only draw the
conclusion from what is necessary, but also from what holds for
the most part. (Rh. I1 22 1395°23-1396°3)

In this regard enthymemes are no different from deductions used for other
productive or practical purposes:

As sometimes happens in asking [dialectical] questions, how-
ever, so here [in practical deliberation] thought does not stop to
consider the other premise, the one that is clear. For example,
if taking walks is good for a man, he does not linger over the
thought that he is a man. (MA 7 701*26-29)

An actual enthymeme, then, is always the tip of a deductive iceberg, just
enough of which it exposes to achieve its end. But while a speaker “should
compress enthymemes as much as possible” (III 18 1419°19), that does not
mean that he will never have to expose the whole iceberg.

None of this need imply, either, that primary deductions are always
explicitly articulated by speakers, or that speakers work from them, as from
an explicit recipe, to which they have access. They may be—and no doubt
usually are—further removed from actual practice than that. What they
do is make fully explicit to students of rhetoric what is needed in order to
rationalize or make fully intelligible what skilled speakers are doing when
they argue as they do. They articulate part of the craft knowledge—the
competence—of a skilled speaker but not necessarily by giving the proto-
cols he actually follows.
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Though their logic is that of deductions generally, enthymemes, like
dialectical deductions, are not categorical ones, of the sort found in the
sciences (Rh. 11 1354"3n(6)), which prove their conclusions uncondition-
ally, but so-called hypothetical ones:

In every case the deduction leads up to the substituted premise,*
but what follows from the starting-point is concluded through
an agreement or through some other hypothesis. (APr. T 23
41°38-"1; also 29 45°17-19)

An enthymeme suited to showing draws its conclusion from
what is agreed to. (Rh. IT 22 1396°25-26)

But as with their length or degree of compression, this seems to be typi-
cally, rather than essentially, true of them. In any case, that seems to be the
message of the following text:

The better someone is at selecting premises, [the more] he
will—without noticing it—produce a science that is distinct
from dialectic and rhetoric. For if he hits upon starting-points,
it will no longer be dialectic or rhetoric, but instead will
be that science whose starting-points he possesses. (Rh. 1 2
1358'23-26)

Thus, while the premises of enthymemes may be scientific starting-points,
rhetoric does not select them as such (which is why the speaker who selects
them is unaware of the fact that he is doing a bit of science), but on other
grounds altogether.

Before turning to what these grounds are, which was our second factor,
we should also notice that enthymemes, understood in the way we have
been discussing, are further divided into two kinds:

One lot are suited to showing that something is or is not the
case, while another lot are refutative, and the difference is like
that in dialectical ones between refutation and deduction. (Rh.
IT 22 1396"23-25)

But while these differ in their popularity—

* See Top. 118 108°12-19, 11 5 112°16-23.
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Refutative enthymemes are more popular than demonstrative
ones because a refutative enthymeme is a bringing together of
contraries in a small space, and when these are set side by side
they are more evident to the listener (Rh. IT 23 1400°26-29)

—they are not two distinct species, but rather the very same one used for
distinct purposes:

Nor are refutative enthymemes some one species (eidos) of
enthymemes. For it is clear that one refutes by showing some-
thing or by bringing an objection. In the first case they show
the opposite in reply—for example, if he showed that something
happened, the other shows that it did not. So this is not a differ-
entiating feature (diaphora), since they both use the same [top-
ics]. For they bring in enthymemes to show that something is
not the case or that it is the case. (Rh. II 26 1403"24-29)

There is nothing formally or logically distinctive about them, therefore,
that requires special notice or discussion.

What is true of them formally or logically is also true of what they are
based on, to come now to that factor, and this we learn in the very opening
(Greek) sentence of the Rhetoric consists of “such common things as are in
a way known to all and belong to no definite science” (I 1 1354°1-3). Later
these are identified as including topics:

Dialectical and rhetorical deductions are those concerned with
what we call topics, which are common when they concern
what is just, what is natural, what is political, and many things
that differ in species (eidos)—for example, the topic of the more
and the less. (Rh. 12 1358*10-14)

Then topics themselves are identified with (1) elements of enthymemes:

Let us now speak of the elements of enthymemes. And by ele-
ment (stoicheion) and topic, I mean the same thing. (Rh. II 22
1396°20-21)

Then, in what looks like a definition, both elements and topics are described
as (2) items “into the province of which many enthymemes fall (eis . . .
empiptei)” (Rh. 11 26 1403°17-18).

Now an enthymeme has two sorts of things in it that we might intu-
itively call elements: premises and a logical form determinative of its
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syllogistic mood (Rh. I 1 1354*3n[3])—which is something like a rule of
inference. And in fact common things seem to include such rules or prem-
ises expressing them:

By the starting-points of demonstration I mean the common
beliefs (koinas doxas) on the basis of which we all prove things,
such as that in every case it is necessary either to affirm or deny,
and that it is impossible for something at the same time to both
be and not be, and any other propositions like that. (Met. III 2
996°27-29)

And this makes perfect sense. For if an enthymeme is to persuade listeners
it must at least appear valid to them (RA. IT 24 1401°20-28). This does not
mean, though, that the proposition expressing the rule need be a premise
in the demonstration. Instead, the belief in it disposes a person having it
to accept demonstrations or deductions exemplifying the rule. It is an ele-
ment in that sense.

In keeping with the idea in (1) that topics are elements of enthymemes—
propositions expressing common beliefs—is the implication that they are
themselves reputable beliefs:

It is clear that it is possible to produce the stating of a coun-
ter-deduction on the basis of the same topics [as a deduction].
For the deductions are based on reputable beliefs, and many
things that seem to be so are contrary to one another. (Rh. I 25
1402°32-34)

And this too makes perfect sense. For reputable beliefs must be, or must
include, common ones—ones that apply transgenerically. But if that is what
a topic is, what could it possibly mean to say that (2) many enthymemes
fall into the province of an element or topic? Here the following provides
the essential clue:

One must also try to get possession of the [headings] into the
province of which many arguments fall (eis . . . empiptousin).
For just as in geometry it furthers the work to be trained in the
elements (stoicheia), and in arithmetic to have the multiplica-
tion table up to ten at one’s fingertips (kephalismous) (it makes
a great difference also to knowing the multiples of the other
numbers), so likewise in arguments too does having things
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at hand about starting-points.* For just as in mnemonics, the
mere mention of their places (topoi) straightaway makes the
things themselves be remembered, so these [headings] will
make one more capable at deducing (sullogistikéteron) because
one sees these items defined and numbered. And a common
(koinén) premise should be committed to memory rather than
an argument. For to be well-equipped with a starting-point—
that is, a hypothesis—is [only] moderately difficult. (Top. VIII
14 163"22-33)

A common premise (for a dialectical deduction), we now see, is also some-
thing that can serve as a mnemonic device—a fopos—for arguments, and
as such is an item into the province of which these arguments fall. It is this,
surely, that allows Aristotle to speak of topics in the two ways we distin-
guished. In (1) they are common propositions; in (2) they are common
propositions serving as reminders of correlative arguments. They are thus
at once headings in those catalogues of evidence we looked at that are all
important in any science and items falling under them.

Though these two features are possessed by topics in both dialectic and
rhetoric, the topics they are possessed by typically differ and have different
purposes. Rhetoric is the “counterpart (antistrophos)” (Rh. 11 1354°1) of
dialectic; it is not dialectic itself. Thus:

Someone who is about to ask [dialectical] questions (erétéma-
tizein) must first find the topic from which he must make his
attack; second, formulate them [the things in the province of
the topic] as questions (erotématisai) and arrange them (faxai)
each by each for himself; thirdly and lastly he must go on to
address them to the other party [the answerer]. (Top. VIII 1
155°4-7)

A speechmaker, by contrast, is typically not going to be asking questions,
though in some cases he might (Rh. IIT 18). Consequently, he is typically
not going to be formulating what is in the province of his topic as ques-
tions, or addressing them to anyone. What a speechmaker needs to find
in the province of his mnemonic topics are the bases, not for attacking or
defending a proposition, but for arguments that his audience should find
persuasive. (That the two may overlap goes without saying.)

* Secluding kal tég mpotaoelg anod atopatog £feniotacba (“and learning their
premises by heart until they are at the tip of one’s tongue”).

Ixxi



Introduction

I have thus far been understanding the notion of a stoicheion, in the way
Aristotle himself usually does, as an element in the intuitive sense of an
elementary component. It is also possible to understand it, however, not as
explaining what a topic is by adding a semantic contribution of its own to
the mix, but simply as meaning what topos does. This is the sense one gets
from, for example, the following texts:

Again, for [getting people] to say contradoxical things, look to
see what school (genos) the one arguing dialectically belongs
to, and then question him on something it says that to most
people is contradoxical. For in the case of each school there is
something of this sort. A stoicheion in these cases is having the
theses of each school among the premises one has hold of. (SE
12 172°29-32)

With a view to refutation, one thing is length. For it is difficult
to keep many things in view at the same time. And to pro-
duce length the stoicheia that have been mentioned must be
used. One is speed. For when people are left behind they see
less far ahead. Further, there is anger and rivalry. For when
people are agitated they are all less capable of being on their
guard. Stoicheia having to do with anger are: making it evident
that one wishes to act unjustly and to be altogether shameless.
(SE 15 174"21-23)

But, as in the case of topos itself, there is nothing to prevent us from
taking a leaf from both books. The stoicheia of anger, like the stoi-
cheion that consists in having theses of the various schools among the
premises from which one constructs one’s enthymemes or dialectical
deductions, are things one is to remember and have ready at hand when
one wishes to produce anger in an opponent so as to agitate him and
put him off his guard. But it is equally true that just as these prem-
ises will be elementary constituents of one’s deductions, so what pro-
duces anger relies on what the elementary constituents of anger itself
actually are. It is because anger is “desire, involving pain, for apparent
revenge, because of apparent contempt on the part of someone unfitted
to treat the person himself, or one of those close to him, with contempt”
(Rh. II 2 1378%30-32) that it can be aroused by an evident intention to
act unjustly and shamelessly.

A final point. Topics fall, Aristotle claims, into two kinds: so called spe-
cies or special topics, which are “premises special to a given genus” (Rh. I
2 1358%31); and common ones, which “will not make someone wise about
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any genus” (1358°21-22), since they are transgeneric. The latter on one
occasion actually usurp the name “topics™: “by topics [I mean] those equally
common to all” (1358°32). But the predominant and clearer nomenclature
is that of special and common topics, so I shall stick to that. Perhaps the use
of the term eidos for the former derives from the fact that species gener-
ally—including canonical biological species—are special to their genus. Be
that as it may, the fact that special topics are explicitly stated to be premises
further supports our view of them.

There is more to a means of persuasion, as we saw, than its enthymematic
body; there is also, for example, its typically non-enthymematic intro-
duction and epilogue. When, as a result, we ask what rhetorical topics—
whether special or common—are, we need to keep in mind that some of
these will be topics for enthymemes proper, while others will be topics
for other parts of the means of persuasion. Thus while Aristotle speaks
of topics “concerning each of the kinds (eidos)” of enthymemes (Rh. II 22
1396°28-29) and for apparent enthymemes (IT 24 1401°1), he also speaks of
topics that “those who wish to make their listeners mild-mannered should
speak from” (I 3 1380°31-32), topics from which one should establish
that someone is excellent or base (III 19 1419°18-19), and, of course, top-
ics related to accusation, which bear exclusively on the introduction and
epilogue (II 23-24). While many enthymemes do fall into the province of
a topic, then, they are not the only contents of a means of persuasion to
do so.

Consider in this regard the topic of anger. Aristotle’s discussion of it
begins with a definition:

Let anger be desire, involving pain, for apparent revenge,
because of apparent contempt on the part of someone unfitted
to treat the person himself, or one of those close to him, with
contempt. (Rh. II 2 1378*30-32)

We might think of this as falling under the rhetorical analogue of the dia-
lectical maxim that “one should be well-equipped with definitions. . . . For
it is through these that deductions come about” (Top. VIII 14 163°20-22).
But we should notice what sort of definition it is. And here we are helped
by the following contrast:

A natural scientist and a dialectician would define each of these
[affections of the soul] differently—for example, what anger is.
For a dialectician it is a desire for retaliation or something like
that, whereas for a natural scientist it is a boiling of the blood
and hot stuff around the heart. Of these, the natural scientist
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gives the matter, whereas the dialectician gives the form and the
account. (DA 11 40329-"2)

Focus on the final clause: “the dialectician gives the form and the account”
No doubt this implies that the definition is based on reputable beliefs,
which are the dialectician’s ground-level evidence. But because dialectic is
also “useful as regards the primary [starting-points] in each science” (Top. I
2 101*36-37), and because reputable beliefs about things like anger and the
raw starting-points of scientific psychology (or the science of soul) overlap,
we cannot cavalierly assign the definition to popular thought rather than to
science. And indeed Aristotle goes on in the De Anima to assign to the nat-
ural scientist knowledge of both the form and the matter of those affections
of the soul that, like anger, are inseparable from the body (I 1 403°9-19).
That the definition, which is clearly Aristotle’s own, is scientific is evi-
denced by its very content, which is hardly what untutored popular thought
would come up with, but also—and more importantly—by the fact that it
must be a scientific one if indeed rhetoric is to get a theoretical grasp on
“the cause (aitian) due to which some succeed [in persuading] because of
habit and others because of chance,” in the way requisite in a genuine craft,
a genuine productive science (Rh.111354°10-11). For it is clear that rheto-
ric will not specify the cause of a speaker’s arousing anger in his listeners if
it does not have a correct (real) definition of anger available to it. To know
which reputable beliefs are true, we must know the truth of the matter:

It belongs to the same capacity [= craft] to see the truth and
what is like the truth. . .. That is why the capacity to aim at and
hit upon the reputable beliefs belongs to the person who has a
similar one with regard to the truth. (Rh. 11 1355%15-18)

But this does not mean, of course, that rhetoric establishes such scientific
definitions for itself: it is exclusively “a capacity to get a theoretical grasp
on what is possibly persuasive in each case” (I 2 1355°25-26). Instead, it
derives these from the associated sciences. Politics, for example, which
Aristotle names as one of these (RhA. I 4 1359°9-12), must itself know quite
a lot about the soul:

A politician must in a way know about what pertains to the soul,
just as someone who is going to take care of people’s eyes must
know about the body generally—more so, indeed, to the extent
that politics is more estimable and better than medicine—and
that doctors (the ones who are more sophisticated) occupy
themselves greatly with knowing about the body. It is also for
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a politician, then, to get a theoretical grasp on what concerns
the soul. But his theoretical grasp should be for the sake of the
things in question and of an extent that is adequate to the things
being looked for, since a more exact treatment is perhaps harder
work than the issues before us require. (NE113 1102°18-26)

We might say the same sort of thing about rhetoric itself.

The second point we should notice about the definition of anger, related
to the first, is that it is not intended to figure as a premise in a speaker’s
enthymeme: he is not giving a scientific lecture on anger, aimed at teach-
ing the truth about it (Rh. 1 1 1355"24-26). Instead, it is serving as a topic,
telling or reminding him of what anger is in such a way as to have bearing
on how to arouse or quiet it by means not of his enthymeme but of the
other parts of his means of persuasion. Thus when anger is relevant to his
rhetorical purposes, the topic comes immediately to his mind, and with it
the argument-relevant definition.

By and large, then, one should cast a cautious eye on claims that the
sorts of, for example, definitions found in the Rhetoric are loose and pop-
ular rather that strict or scientific. The truth is more nuanced. Whatever
actually appears in a rhetorical argument must, of course, be accessible to
the audience, and so must be based on common and reputable beliefs. But
when, as in the case of anger, it guides the speaker’s persuasive strategy,
it must be based on scientific knowledge of genuine causes. Even then,
however, whatever scientific bells and whistles it contains must be justi-
fied by its contribution to crafting persuasive arguments.* Moreover, many
of the elements in a topic, though themselves based on causes, are clearly
selected for their special relevance to rhetoric, rather than because of their
importance to the sort of scientific psychology we find in De Anima. The
following remarks about anger are a case in point:

It is already evident from these considerations by being dis-
posed in which way people are angry, at whom they are angry,
and because of what sorts of things. For they are angry when
they are pained; for the one who is pained seeks something.
If, then, anyone in any way directly obstructs, for example, a
thirsty man from drinking, or if he does not do so directly,
appears to be doing the same thing, or if he acts against him
or does not assist him in acting, or annoys him in some other
respect when he is so disposed [namely, seeking something], at
all such people he is angry. That is why those who are ill, poor,

* See III 1 1378°8-19 and the associated notes.
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relative frequency, so that, at a first pass, to say that “for the most part
all crabs have the right claw bigger and stronger than the left” (HA IV 3
527°6-7) is to say that most crabs do. One obvious problem with this pro-
posal is that the statement about crabs will now involve two potentially
inconsistent quantifiers, “all” and “most” A second problem with it per-
tains to validity. On Aristotle’s view, syllogisms with universal premises
and conclusions remain valid even when these hold for the most part:

One must take also the for-the-most part things that follow (ta
hos epi to polu hepomena) and the ones they follow from; for in
the case of problems about what holds for the most part, deduc-
tions depend on premises that, either all or some of them, hold
for the most part (for the conclusion of each deduction is simi-
lar to its starting-points). (APr. I 27 43°32-36)

The corresponding syllogisms with “most” (m) in place of “all” (a), on the
other hand, are not always valid. For example, all syllogisms of the form,
aAB, aBC | aAC (all As are Bs, all Bs are Cs, therefore, all As are Cs), are
valid. But this is not true of all syllogisms of the form, mAB, mBC | mAC
(most As are Bs, most Bs are Cs, therefore, most As are Cs): most cente-
narians are women; most women are under seventy; but no centenarians
are under seventy. Similarly, if something is a centenarian, it is rare that it
is not a woman; if it is a woman, it is rare that it is not under seventy; but it
does not follow that, on the condition that something is a centenarian, it is
merely rare that it is not under seventy. Thus if propositions that hold for
the most part are of the form mAB or the like, the logic Aristotle provides
for them is inconsistent.

Besides associating what holds for the most part with a notion of relative
frequency, Aristotle also associates it with what holds “provided there is no
impediment” (Ph. 11 8 199°18). It might seem, then, that propositions that
hold for the most part might be transformed into propositions that hold
necessarily and always by incorporating an explicit reference to the condi-
tions under which the impediments are missing, so that mAB would then
be analyzed as, aAB on condition C. The problem with this suggestion is
that the conditions under which aAB holds need not be the same as those
under which aBC does. And when they are not, the validity of what holds
for the most part deductions is again compromised. For aAB on condition
C,, aBC on condition C, | aAC on condition C,, is not generally valid.

Since what holds for the most part rarely fails to occur, it seems that
whatever impediments prevent something that does hold for the most part
from holding always must themselves occur rarely. Yet this Aristotle seems
to deny:
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Nature tends, then, to measure the coming to be and end of
animals by the regular movements of these bodies [the sun and
moon], but nature cannot bring this about exactly because of
the indefiniteness of matter, and because many starting-points
exist which impede coming to be and passing away from being
according to nature, and often (pollakis) cause things to occur
contrary to nature. (GA IV 10 7784-9)

But since the “indeterminateness of matter” seems to be a standing con-
dition, while the many starting-points that impede do not, we should
presumably divide things up as follows. The indeterminateness of matter
explains why propositions hold for the most part, and so have contraries
that are rarely true, while impediments explain why what otherwise would
occur rarely may occur quite often. All human beings are quadrupeds, and
this would remain true even if some freak accident or genetic disorder
resulted in all or most human beings having only one leg. Nonetheless,
absent impediments, frequency is a good guide to holding for the most
part, and for the most part does imply frequently.

If we want to explain what it is for a proposition to hold for the most
part, then, it is useful to begin not with the propositions themselves but
with their ontological correlates or truth-makers—with the state of affairs
A*B that makes aAB true rather than with aAB itself. Whenever we have
a true proposition aAB, whether holding always or for the most part,
the fact that A (the thing) and B (the thing) are related by the relation *
is what makes it true. If, as we may suppose, * is transitive, the states of
affairs A*B and B*C cannot obtain unless A*C does, the corresponding
deduction, aAB, aBC | aAC, is valid. That is step one. The second step
brings in the indefiniteness of matter. It is a standing and unchangea-
ble condition. It is also one that cannot be captured in universal terms,
which might then be used to transform what holds for the most part into
something that holds always and without exception. The effect of intro-
ducing the indefiniteness of matter is not to threaten the existence of
A*B, the transitivity of *, or the validity of the corresponding deduction.
Instead, it explains why, even though the indefiniteness of matter does
not threaten them, the proposition aAB can be false because of it: the
necessity in it is gappy.

Take away from this discussion just these two things: gappy necessity of
the sort involved in what holds for the most part is not the same as con-
tingency; and this gappy necessity is first and foremost a feature of prop-
ositions, not of deductions—a deduction holds for the most part if and
only if one of its constituent premises does. Now ask, what is it to refute a
likelihood, or an enthymeme based on one? Here is the key text:
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so in refuting the deductions—in the case of rhetoric, the enthymemes—of
which they are a part.

Signs, Proofs, and Paradigms

Enthymemes, to repeat, are “based on likelihoods (eikotén) and signs
(sémeidn)” (Rh. 1 2 1357°31-32), and signs, to come now to them, are
divided into proofs (tekmérion) and a nameless sort that Aristotle refers
to simply as signs—and we shall now follow him in this. Proofs, for their
part, are necessary signs, that is to say, “those from which a deduction
comes about,” and which, as such, are irrefutable, if true (I 2 1357"5-9,
IT 25 1403°10-12). Thus proofs are reasonably easy to understand, given
what we have already said about enthymemes: they are rhetorical premises
that hold “necessarily and always” (II 25 1402°18-19), and so can be parts
even of demonstrations (1403"14-15). We may reasonably conclude that
their role in rhetoric is a minor one. For “while some of the premises on
the basis of which enthymemes [rhetorical demonstrations] are stated will
be necessary, the majority will hold for the most part” (I 2 1357°30-32).
It is on signs proper, then, and not on proofs, that rhetoric should more
particularly focus.

Signs are of two sorts: related as (1) particular to universal or (2) as
universal to particular (Rh. I 2 1357°1-3). An example of (1): “if someone
were to say that since Socrates is wise and just it is a sign that the wise are
just” (1357°11-13); an example of (2): “if someone were to say that there is
a sign that a person is feverish, since he is breathing rapidly” (1357°18-19).
Both of these are refutable (135713, 19-20). Yet, as Aristotle puts it in
the Prior Analytics, “truth may be found in signs whatever their sort” (II
27 70*37-38). The question is what sort of truth? Not necessary truth, we
know that: signs are not proofs. But is it contingent truth or the sort of
gappy necessary truth characteristic of likelihoods? And if it is the latter,
are signs distinct from likelihoods or the very same thing?

It is useful in this regard to turn first to paradigms, which are rhetorical
inductions (Rh. I 2 1356"5-6). A paradigm involves showing “on the basis
of many similar cases that things are a certain way” (1356"14-15):

It is not the relation of part to whole, of whole to part, or of
whole to whole, but of part to part, and like to like—and it is
a paradigm when both fall under the same kind (genos), but
one is more knowable than the other. For example, [someone
might claim] that Dionysius is aiming at tyranny in demand-
ing a bodyguard, since Pisistratus too, when aiming at tyranny
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previously, demanded a bodyguard and, having got one, made
himself tyrant, and Theagenes did the same in Megara. (Rh. 12
1357°27-33)

How, then, should a paradigm be refuted? Here is the answer:

The refutation of enthymemes based on paradigms is the same
as that of likelihoods. For if we have one case that is not so,
there is a refutation, because the argument is not a necessity,
even if more cases on more occasions are otherwise, but if more
cases or more occasions are that way, we should contend that
his present one is not like them, or not like them in the relevant
way, or at least has some differentiating feature (diaphora). (Rh.
1125 1403%6-10)

An enthymeme based on an induction is a putative deduction with a prem-
ise based on an induction. Dionysus is aiming at tyranny in demanding a
bodyguard. Why should we believe that? Answer: Pisistratus aimed at tyr-
anny in demanding one. Dionysus is relevantly like Pisistratus. Therefore,
Dionysius is aiming at tyranny in demanding one. This can be refuted by
presenting the case of X who demanded a bodyguard but did not try to
establish a tyranny. If more favorable cases than just Pisistratus are pre-
sented, what we should do to refute the argument is establish a relevant
lack of similarity between these cases and Dionysus, or some differentiat-
ing feature that provides grounds for thinking that inductively-supported
claim that people who demand bodyguards aim at tyranny does not apply
to him. What we do not have to do—but which we do have to do to refute
a likelihood—is to show that it is not likely that Dionysius in demanding
a bodyguard is aiming at tyranny. That, as we have seen, is much harder
to do.

With the difference between signs and paradigms clear in our minds we
can turn to our second question, which is that of the relationship between
signs and likelihoods. And there is a text that seems to tell us the answer in
no uncertain terms:

A likelihood and a sign are not the same, but rather a likeli-
hood is a premise that is a reputable belief. For what people
know happens or does not happen for the most part, or is or is
not for the most part, is a likelihood—for example, “people hate
those they envy” or “people love those they sexually desire” A
sign, on the other hand, is meant to be a demonstrative premise,
whether a necessity or a reputable belief. (APr. I1 27 70°2-7)
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What is difficult about the answer, though, is that it seems to treat signs
as if they were proofs (necessary signs), whereas the Rhetoric is careful to
distinguish the two. What it tells us, in other words, is just that proofs are
not likelihoods. But we already knew that.

To some extent, then, we must go part way back to the drawing board. A
likelihood is something that holds for the most part: the Rhetoric and the
Analytics are united on that front. So ask yourself this: what sort of propo-
sition holds for the most part? The answer is obvious: a universally quan-
tified one, like the one we encountered about crabs. For it certainly cannot
hold for the most part that some crabs have their right claw bigger than
their left. Their right claw is either bigger than the left or it isn't. The same
goes for any particular crab. With signs, by contrast, there are some that are
related as particular to universal, as the fact that Socrates is wise and just
is a sign that the wise are just. Therein lies the difference we were looking
for between likelihoods and signs. A sign can be a particular proposition;
a likelihood cannot. At the same time, though, a sign is not just one of a
bunch of similar things in a rhetorical induction, or paradigm. For it is not
just a contingent fact that Socrates is both wise and just, as it might be that
he was married to Xanthippe, but something (putatively) more robust than
that, namely, a particular instance of a likelihood, or gappy necessity.*

What rhetoric itself is, then, and what its distinctive starting-points—
means of persuasion, enthymeme, topic, likelihood, sign, proof, and
paradigm—are have now been, if not determined, at least discussed and
explored. It is an appropriate moment, therefore, for a backward look.

The Shadow of Plato

The soul, whether divine or human, Socrates claims in the Phaedrus, is
like “the natural union of a team of winged horses and their charioteer”
(246a6-7). But whereas in a divine soul all three elements are “good and
come from good stock;” in a human soul the white horse (familiar from
Republic TV as the honor-loving spirited part) is “beautiful and good, and
of similar stock,” while the black one (the Republic’s appetitive element) is
“the opposite and of the opposite stock,” so that “the driving in our case is
necessarily difficult and troublesome” (246a7-b4). When spirit together
with the charioteer (the Republic’s rational element, there too identi-
fied with what is truly human rather than bestial in us [588b10-589a4])

* Aristotle uses signs in support of claims of his own more than thirty times in the
Rhetoric, always, it seems, on the supposition that the sign has this sort of charac-
ter. See Index of Terms, s.v. Sign(s).
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Achaeans, 01°18 Antidosis (Isocrates) 18°16

Achilles, 59°3, 63'19, 78°31, 80°29, 9625, Antigone, 739, 7534, 1730
°11, 14, 15,97°25, 01"18, 0624, 16°27,  Antiphon, 97°15, 85°10, 9926
1836 Antisthenes, 07°10

Acropolis, 00°34 Aphrodite, 00°24

Aeacus, 1836 Archelaus, 9824

Aegina, 9619, 11°15 Archibius, 7611

Aenesidemus, 73*22 Archidamus, 06°30

Aeschines, 17°1 Archilochus, 98°12, 18°27

Aesion, 11*25 Archytas, 12713

Aesop, 939, 22 Areopagus, 54°23, 98°28

Aesopic fables, 93%30 Ares, wine-saucer of, 07°18, 131, 6

Agamemnon, 1333 Argos, 75%5

Agathon, 927, 02°10 Aristides, 989, 14°37

Aglaia, 143 Aristippus, 98°30

Ajax of Theodectes, 99°29, 00°28 Aristogeiton, 68°18, 9821, 01°11

Alcaeus, 67°9 Aristophanes, 05°30

Alcibiades, 90"28 Aristophon, 98°5, 7

Alcidamas, 73°18, 98°11, 06°1, 8, 18, °1 Athena, 63°18

Alcinous, 1714 Athenians, 98"17

Alcmeon of Theodectes, 97°2 Attic, 95°20, 11°24, orators, 13°2

Alexandros. See Paris Attica, 98°1

Alphesiboa, 97°5 Autocles, 98°27

Amasis, 86"20

Amphiaraus, 89°16 Babylonians of Aristophanes, 05"31

Analytics, 56°10, 57°29, °24, 03°5, 12 Bias, 8924

Anaschetos, 12°13 Boeotians, 07°4, 6

Anaxagoras, 9816 Bryson, 059

Anaxandrides, 11°19, 12°17, 1326

Androcles of Pitthus, 00?9 Callias, 5631, 82°5, 05°19

Androtion, 06°27 Calliope, 0533
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Callippus, 73%19, 99°17, 004 Dodona, 984

Callisthenes, 80°12 Dorieus, 57*19

Callistratus, 64°19, 7426, 18"10 Draco, 00°22

Calydon, 09°10, 12

Carcinus, 0010, 17"18 Egypt, Egyptians, 9334, "1, 17°7

Carpathian, 1319 Elea, people of, 00°6

Carthaginians, 72"28 Eleans, 162

Caunian love, 02°3 Elis, 163

Cephisodotus, 07°10, 1176, 23, 28 Empedocles, 73°14

Chabrias, 64'21, 11°6 Epidaurus, 11°12

Chaeremon, 00°25, 13"13 Epimenides the Cretan, 1824

Chares, 76°10, 11°6, 1832 Ergophilus, 80°11

Charidemus, 99°3 Eubulus, 769

Charon, 18°30 Euripides, 84°15, 00°23, 04°25, 05°28, 1629

Chilon, 89"3, 98"14 Euthydemus, 01°18

Chios, 9812, 09°26 Euthynos, 92°12

Choerilus, 15°3 Fuxenus, 06°30

Cimon, 9030 Evagoras, 994, 6

Cleon, 7834, 07°27, 08°26

Cleophon, 7531, 0815 Gelon, 73%22

Conon, 99°5, 00°20 Glaucon of Teos, 03°26

Corax, 0218 Gorgias, 0426, 0538, 06"9, 15, 08"20,

Corinthians, 6315, 16, 75°31 14°31, 16°1, 1835, 19°4

Cratylus, 17°1 Gyges, 18°31

Creon, 75"34

Crete, 1824 Haemon (of Sophocles), 1720, 1832

Critias, 75°34, 1629 Harmodius, 68°18, 98°18, 21, 01°11

Cycnus, 96"16 Hecuba (Euripides), 00"23

Cydias, 84"32 Hera, 18"21

Cynic, 11724 Heracles, children of, 9614

Heraclitus, 07°13, 14

Darius, 9334 Hermes, 01°21

Delphi, oracle at, 9833 Herodicus, 61°5, 00°20

Demades, 01°32 Herodotus, 09°29

Democritus, 07°8 Hesione, 16”2

Democritus of Chios, 09°26 Hiero, 91°9

Demosthenes, 97°7, 01°32, 07°6 Himera, people of, 93°11

Diomedes, 96°14, 9929, 16°12 Hipparchus, tyrant, 0112

Diomedon, 9725 Hippias, 56"34

Dion, 73%20 Hippolochus, 6817

Dionysius, 57°31, 34, 85'11, 9029, 01"12, Homer, 63'19, 70°11, 9813, 1132, 142, 17°4
0532 Hygiaenon, 16*29

Dionysus, court of, 16"33

Dionysus, shield of, 07°17 Ida, Mount, 01°21

Diopeithes, 8614 Idreus, 06°27, 29

380



Tlium (Troy), 63°16, 96°12

Iphicrates, 6528, 67°18, 94*23, 97°30, 98°5,
8, 17, 9933, 05°20, 1110, 1610

Ismenias, 98°5

Isocrates, 6820, 92°11, 992, 4, 10,
08°15, 11°29, 12%6, 14°27, 33, 18°31,
34,%26

Isthmian games, 06"21

Italians, 98°15

Jason (Euripides), 00°13
Jason the Thessalian, 73°25
Jocasta, 17°18

Laconic apothegms, 9435
Lampon, 192

Lampsacenes, 98"16

Law (of Theodectes), 98%, 99°1
Leptines, 11°15

Leucothea, 00°7

Licymnius, 05°6, 13°14, 14°17
Locrians, 95°1

Lybian, 9331

Lyceum, 85°27

Lycoleon, 11°%

Lycophron, 5"36, 6'7, 10°18
Lycurgus, 98°18

Mantias, 98"1

Medea (of Carcinus), 00°10, 12

Megara, 57°33

Melanippides, 09°26

Melanopus, 74°25

Meleagros, 65°12, 79°15, 9926

Meletus, 19°8

Messianicus (of Alcidamas), 73°18, 97°11,
1811

Miltiades, 11*11

Mixidemides, 98°27, 28

Moerocles, 11°16

Mysian spoil, 72°33

Mpytileneans, 9813

Nausicrates, 16°10
Nicanor, 97°7
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Niceratus, 13'7, 9
Nikon, 12°34

Odysseus, 6318, 99°30, 00°28, 162, 12
Odyssey, 06°12

Oedipus (of Carcinus), 17°19

Qeneus, 9722, 17°16

Oeneus (of Euripides), 17°16

Olympia, oracle at, 98"34

Olympic games, 57°20, 21

Olympic Speech (of Gorgias), 14°31
Olynthian war, 11°7

Orestes (of Theodectes), 01°36

Palamedes, 13°27
Pamphilius, 00%4

Pan, 01716

Parians, 98°11

Paris, 63'19, 97°23, 99°3
Patroclus, 594, 97°24
Peitholaus, 10°17, 11°13
Peleus, 1836
Peloponnese, 09°12
Penelope, 17°14
Peparethus, 98°33
Periander, 75°31

Pericles, 65°31, 90°30, 07°2, 11°2, 15, 19°2
Phaedrus (of Plato), 08°20
Phalaris, 93%9, 11, 22
Phayllus, 17°15
Philammon, 1314, 25, 26
Philemon, 13°25

Philip, 97°34

Philippus (Isocrates), 18°26
Philocrates, 80"8
Philoctetes, 13°7
Philomela, 06°17

Phocis, 98°1

Piraeus, 01°29, 11°15, 16
Pisander, 19*27
Pisistratus, 57°31
Pitholaus, 10°17

Pittacus, 89°15, 02°11
Pitthus, 00*9

Plato, 76°10, 9831, 06°32
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Plexippus, 79°15
Polus, 00°21
Polycrates, 01'35, *15
Polyeuctus, 1121
Polyneices, 73"10
Potidaea, 96°20
Pratys, 138

Priam, 1439, 16"2, 3
Prodicus, 1515
Protagoras, 98°15

Rhadamanthus, 1326

Salamis, 7530, 96°12, 11'32
Samians, 93°31, 07°2

Samos, 8432, 93°23

Sappho, 67°8, 98°13, 29

Sciron, 06°8

Scythians, 67°10

Sestus, 11715

Sicily, 11°25

Simonides, 63°15, 67°20, 918, 05°23
Sisyphus, 126

Socrates, 56°31, 34, 57°12, 67°8, 826, 90°31,

98°24, "33, 99°8, 15°31, 19°8
Socratic arguments, 17°21
Solon, 7532, 33, 98°17
Sophocles (?), 7436, 16’15

Sophocles (dramatist), 00"17, 09°9, 1729,

18°32
Antigone, 739, 7533, 1730

Steisichorus, 93%9, 10, 95°1, 1223
Stilbon, 986

Strabax, 992

Syme, 14°3

Syracusans, 84"16

Telemon, 16°3

Telephus (of Euripides), 05°28
Tenedians, 75"30

Tenedos, 01°18

Teucer (of Sophocles?), 984, 16°1
Teumessos, 082

Theagenes, 57°33

Thebans, 97°34

Thebes, 979, 98°3, 18
Themistocles, 76*1
Theodamus, 06°30

Theodectes, 97°3, 98%, 99°9, "1, 29, 00°28,

01°36
Theodorus (actor), 04°22, 12*347
Theodorus (rhetorician), 00°16, 1224,
34(7), 14°13
Theseus, 6318, 97°23, 992
Thettaliscus, 98°5
Thrasybulus, 00°33, °20, 01°35
Thrasymachus, 00°29, 09°14, 09°2, 13°8
Topics, 55*28, 56"13, 58*29, 96"3, 9828,
99, 0235, 03°31, 19%24
Trojans, 96°16
Troy (Ilium), 63°16, 96"12
Tyndareus, sons of, 97°24

Oedipus Tyrannus, 1521, 17°20, 18°32
Sophocles (preliminary councilor), 19°26
Sparta, Spartans, 61°10, 67°30, 10, 98"14,

18,1145, 15°32
Speusippus, 11°21 Zeno, 72°5

Xenophanes, 77°19, 23, 99%, 00°6
Xerxes, 93°2, 067
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Note: Page numbers beginning with 13 and ending with 54°~99" omit
the 13—for example, 1379" = 79", Those beginning with 14 and end-
ing with 00°-20° omit the 14. Line numbers are to the Greek text, but
are closely approximate in the translation. References are typically
to key doctrines or discussions in the text and, when in bold, in the

associated notes.

Account (logos), 54°5
sample of the, 15*12
Accusation, accuse (diabolé, diaballein),
5416, 00°27, 164
as a remedy in the introduction to a
speech, 1528
counter- (antidiaballein), 1627
Accusations (egklémata), 7222, 7333, 81°5
Accuse (katégorein)
vs. defend (apologeisthai), 54°6
Acquisitiveness. See generosity
Action(s) (praxis), 6014
and definition, 74*34
and states of character, 69*17
do in (prattein), 62°23, 63°35
doer of (praktikos), 7212
doing well in (eupraxia), 60°14
done due to wealth vs. due to appetite,
6914
inconsistency in, 00°16
praise is based on, 6722
writings about, 60"36
vs. signs, 86"1
vs. word, 73%, 00" 16
vs. works, 67°29
Activation, activity (energeia), 61°24
as applied to a style, 11%25, 12°32; = set
before the eyes, 11°25; ~ animate, 123
of belief, 78"11
= movement, 1210

Actor (hupokrités), 03°33, 0423, 13°11, 25

Advantageous (sumpheron)
greater good and the more, 63°7
vs. disadvantageous (asumpheron),
7615
vs. harmful (blaberon), 58°22, 59°1,
9630
vs. just, 54°4; and noble, 99°31
vs. noble, 59°5, 89734, °36, 90°34
vs. virtue, 9017
= beneficial, 5835
Advice, give, advise (sumbouleuein)
concerns what we deliberate about,
5937
vs. action, 6419
See also deliberative oratory; public
oratory
Aesopic fable, 9330
Alienation of property (apallotriésis),
6122
Always (aei)
nature belongs with, 70°8
vs. for the most part, 62°37, 69°33,"1,
74°16, 0221

Ambiguous statement (amphibolos), 75°11,

0732, 37,19"20
Ambitious (philotimos)
vs. unambitious (aphilotimos),
87°11; more envious than,
87°32
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Amplification (auxésis), means of
(auxétikon), amplify (auxanein), 6810
and diminishing not elements of
enthymemes, 0316
best suited to the epideictic speeches,
68°27,92%4
by accuser vs. by accused, 01°5
falls within the means of praise, 6823
in epilogues, 1912
in the results of torture, 76"34
material of, 93*15
the thing at issue, 015
topics related to, 1923
vs. reducing contracts (kathairein), 7634
vs. diminishing (meioun), 9131, 03°16
vs. minimizing (tapeinoun), 19°12
Analytics (analutika)
science of, 59°10
Ancient, long established (archaios)
appears close to what is by nature, 87°16
poets, 09°26
style, 09°27
tongue, 57°10
vs. indigenous, 60°32
Anger (orgé)
desire, involving pain, for apparent
revenge, because of apparent
contempt on the part of someone
unfitted to treat the person himself,
or one of those close to him, with
contempt, 7830
= spirit (thumos), 69°4
Animate (empsuchon), 7314
See also inanimate
Antithesis (antithesis), 10°24, 11°1, 12°33
false, 10°4
+ metaphor, activity, 10°36
Appeals to the audience (ta pros ton
akroatén), 04°11, 15°1, 7, 35
Appear (phainesthai), 56*4
Appetite(s) (epithumia), 63*37
as a cause, 69°7
as a feeling, 88"33
excellent, 6922
for unnecessary pleasures, 69"14
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nobler and better, 64°4
none for impossible things, 9224
non-rational vs. involving reason,
70°18
of the body, 89*4
Vvs. spirit, 90°2
vs. profit, 90°13
whatever is done that appears pleasant is
due to, 6915
= desire for what is pleasant, 70°17
= non-rational desires, 69°4
= desire, 70°17
Applied terms (epitheta), 05°10, 05°20
as causes of frigidity, 0610
Appropriate, appropriateness (prepon) in a
style of speech, IT1 7, 04°4, 04°15
persuasiveness based on what is, 1428
vs. low or too elevated, 04°4
= expresses feeling as well as character
and is proportional to the underlying
things at issue, 0810
in- (aprepeia, aprepes), 05°12, metaphors,
06°6
Arbitrator (diaitétés), 74°21
looks to what is decent, 74°21
Vs, juror, 7421
= altar (Archytas), 12°14
Argument (logos), 54°5
Argument, supplementary (epilogos),
94°11, 13, 15,8, 10, 12, 17, 29, 30
state the cause in a, 9528
See also epilogue
Aristocracy (aristokrateia)
end of = things concerned with
education and customs, 665
= a constitution in which offices are
distributed on the basis of education,
65°33
Arithmetic (arithmétiké), 55°30
Arrangement of a speech (taxis), 03°3,
14*30
Arrogant (huperéphanos), 90°33, 91°33
Assemblyman (ekklésiastés), 54°7
Asyndeton, 07°39, 13°19, 29, 32, 20°7
Athletes (athlétai), 93°6



Athletic capacity (agonistiké), 60°22, 61°3
See also competition

Babbling (adoleschia), 90%9, 9526
= lack of perspicuousness, 06*33, 14'25
Bad (kakos)
unconditionally vs. in certain respects,
19°17
Barbarian (barbarikos, barbaros), 9619
honors, 6136
Beast (thérion), beast-like (thériddés),
71°15, 75%6
Being true to one’s stock (gennaios)
vs. virtue of stock, 90°22
Belief(s), believe, opinion, seeming (doxa,
doxazein)
contrary to, 79°26
either way (amphidoxein), 568, 89°18
related to truth vs. related to, 651,
81°20, 31
the whole business of rhetoric is related
to, 0471
See also reputation
Benefaction(s), benefactor (euergesia,
euergetés), 61°28, 30, 67°, 81°3
great, 66738, °17
Benefit, beneficial (dphelein, dphelimon)
vs. harm, harmful, 55°6, 7822, 99*36
vs. noble, 17°27
vs. non-advantageous, 58°35
Boastfulness (alazoneia), 56*29, 84°6
Body (séma)
of the means of persuasion, 54*15
Boorishness, boorish, boors (agroikia,
agroikoi), 95%, 1723, 18°26
vs. well-educated people, 08°32
Buffoon, buffoonery (béwmolochos,
bémolochia), 198, 10

Capacity (esp. political) (dunamis), 63°29,
117,928
as an element in fortune, 89°1
virtue is a, 66°36
vs. appetite, anger, or rational
calculation, 933
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vs. birth, virtue, 78°36
vs. family, 6329
vs. good breeding, 89°1
vs. luck, 60°28
vs. opportune times, stages of life, places,
the times, 65°21
vs. wealth, 87°13
vs. wish, 932
Capacity, a (dunamis)
is for contraries, insofar as they are
conftraries, 92°11
to see the truth = the capacity to see
what is like the truth, 55°15
virtue is, 66°36
vs. deliberate choice, 55°18, 21
vs. sciences, 59°13
vs. things past or future, 58"6
+ crafts, 58°7
See also possible
Category (katégoria), 54’3, 85°5
Cause(s) (aitia, aition), 54°10
due to which some signs are non-
deductive others deductive, 57°23
due to which speakers themselves are
persuasive are three, 78°7; = practical
wisdom, virtue, and goodwill, 78°7
fallacious argument proceeding from
the, 67°4
fallacious topic taking a non-cause as a,
01°30
indefinite, 69*33; = luck, 6932
like results naturally come about from
like, 605
nothing can exist without its cause,
0031
of existence, 61°31
of frozenness in style, 06°6
of greater things is greater and vice
versa, 6415
of the uneducated being more persuasive
than the well-educated in front of
crowds of people, 9527
of why enthymemes are more applauded
than arguments through paradigms,
56"25
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Cause (cont.)
of why the speeches of the writers appear
thin in debates, while those of the
orators, oneself as a, 84°14
stated by an enthymeme, 94°31, "22
stated in a supplementary argument,
9528
though well-spoken, appear prosaic in
the hands, 13°17
what a speaker should do if he does not
have a, 17°34
what has happened is most of all
receptive of a, 68'32
when ignorance is not an excusing,
17°29
= starting-point, 6518
= the why, 94'31
Chance (automaton), 54*10
Character(s) (éthos), I1 12-17
all hearers approve of speeches spoken
in, and reflecting, their own, 90°25
and capacity, 91°21
and indignation, 86°10
and luck, 90°15
and maxims, 95*22
and pity, 8626
and wealth, 90°32
circumstances that make for different,
6929
contrariety in, 72"8
demonstration does not involve, 18*17
getting hold of means of persuasions >
having a theoretical grasp on, 56*23
made apparent in accord with deliberate
choice, 66*15
mathematical arguments do not involve,
1720
of, or in accord with, constitutions,
65"23, 66'7,91°19
of old people, 89"13
of rich person, 91°14; of nouveaux rich,
9115
of those in their prime, 90°28
of young people, 89°3
persuasion operates through, 565
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state of, 698; actions in accord with,
6917
topics on the basis of which enthymemes
should be derived concerning, 96"32
vices of, 84'7
virtue of, 14*22
vs. rational calculation, 8933, 90°17
what makes a speaker appear to have
good, 95°13
when speeches involve, 95"13
= means of persuasion, 66*26; through
speech, 562
= pretty much (one might almost
say) the most controlling factor in
persuasion, 56"13
Character, expressive of (éthikos), 669
having demonstrations, you should
speak both demonstratively and in a
way, 18°38
maxims make speeches, 95°13, 18°18
narration should be, 17°16
speeches that are, 9121, 25; and
enthymemes, 18°15
showing based on signs is, 08°25
style that is, 0811
vs. expressive of feeling, 08°11, 1310
Character, persuasion through, 56°5
should come about through the
argument, not through prior belief
that the speaker is of a certain quality,
56"8
Child, small (paidion)
+ beast (thérion), 71°15, 84°25
Choice, choose (hairesis, haireisthai), 01°35
vs. avoid, 60°5
Choiceworthy (haireton)
because of itself, 66*33
even if purposeless, 67°23
for its own sake, 6222, 63°14
intrinsically, 62°11, 19, 27
City (polis), 5419
Clear (délos), make (déloun)
both understanding and light, 11°13
by means of metaphors and epithets,
07°31



function of speech is to, 04"2
not contradoxical yet not, 9433
the deliberate choice, 17°18
the thing at issue, 1636
the truth or the apparent truth,
56°20
Close kinship (agchisteia), 853
Comedy (kémo[i]dia), 0814, 15*22
Comic poets (kémd[i]dopoioi), 84°10,
06"7
Common facts (koina), 9611
Common things (koina), 54*2
Compare, comparison, reply by
(antiparaballein, antiparabolé), 59*22,
6820
part of a speech, 14°2, 10, 19°34
Comparison (parabolé)
as a kind of paradigm, 9330, 944
Socratic arguments are cases of, 93"4
vs. fable, 9330
Competition, court, debate (agén)
athletic, 57°19, 61°21, 0330
jokes have some use in, 19°4
of Dionysius, 1633
political, 72°13, 91°17, 03°34
speeches of the writers appear thin in,
1315
See also debate
Complaint, passionate (schetliasmos),
959
Complexity (poikilos)
vs. simplicity in a speech, 16°25
= not plain-sailing (ou litos), 1625
Concision (suntomia), speaking concisely
(suntomds), 07°28, 37, 16°5
vs. dividing by account, 19°21
vs. idle chattering, 14*25
vs. rapidity, 1635
= due measure, 16°35
Confidence (tharros), 85°30
= contrary of fear, 83°15
Consideration (gnomeé), 74°29
best, 7529, 02°33
See also maxim; sympathetic
consideration
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Constitution(s) (politeia)
advantages of, 65°23
best, 60°24
characters of, 65"22, 6612, 91°19
customs of, 65°23
end aimed at by each kind, 66°3
kinds (eidos) of, 60°21; = democracy,
oligarchy, aristocracy, 65°28
relevance of knowledge of them to
legislation, 60°31; to persuasion and
giving advice, 6522
Contempt (oligdria)
kinds (eidos) of, 78°14
= an activation of belief concerned with
what appears to be worth nothing,
7811
Contentious argument (eristiké), 71°1, 7,
02°3
Contest (hamilla), 71°6
Contract (sunthéké), 76*33
Contradoxical (paradoxos), 94°10, 29, 33,
9933, 12727, 152, 19°13
= prejudicial, 00"24
Control (kurios), 55°7
contracts without (akuron),
76°12
See also prevalent
Co-ordinates (sustoicha), 64°34
Counterbalance (antikatallattesthai), 1612,
17
Counterpart (antistrophos)
of dialectic = rhetoric, 541
= antistrophe, 09°26
Courage, courageous (andreia, andreios)
state of feeling, 85"29
= the virtue due to which people are
capable in the midst of dangers
of doing noble works, both as law
prescribes and in submission to it,
66"11
+ intemperate, 90°5
Coward, cowardice (deilos, deilia), 83°19,
85°26, 90°6
= contrary of courage, 66°13
+ lack of manliness, 84°20
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Craft(s), craft knowledge (techné), 54*11
concerned with delivery, 0335
do not deduce contraries, except for
rhetoric and dialectic, 55°34
do not investigate what is particular, 56°30
function of = getting a theoretical grasp
on causes, 54"11
imitative, 71°6
of debate, 13°5
of rhapsodizing, delivery, and others,
04723
of rhetoric, 59°6
of speeches, 5412
vs. luck as causes, 62°2
vs. what we deliberate about, 572
vulgar, 67°32
+ capacities, 58°6
+ carefulness vs, without craft
knowledge or preparation, 92°5
+ sciences, 55°31, 62%26, 9225
Craft, outside the province of (atechnon)
vs. what comes from the craft, 1620
what concerns delivery is largely, 04°15
= laws, witnesses, contracts, [results of |
torture, and oaths, 57422
= those things that are not provided by
ourselves [as orators] but are there at
the start, 55°35
Craft, within the province of (entechnon)
means of persuasion that are, 54"11
the methodical inquiry that is, 554
treat as being (technologein), 54°17, 26,
55°19, 5611, 17
vs. appendages, 54°13
vs. matters outside the thing at issue,
5519
what concerns style is, 04°16
= what comes from the craft, 16°20
Craft-like, crafty (technikon), 5534
most crafty (technikotaton), 16°7
Craftsman (démiourgos), 06"26
Craftsmen (technétai)
=~ philosophers, 97°25
Cure (akos)
for every excess in speech, 08”2
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Customs (nomima), 65°23
Cynical (kakoéthés) vs. naive (euéthés),
89°16

Danger (kindunos)
= the approaching of something
fearsome, 8231
Debate (agénistikeé),
jokes in, 19°4
speeches of the writers in, 13°15
style in, 133
See also competition
Decency (epieikeia), 566, 72°18, 73°18,
74"26
of the speaker, 5611
vs. baseness, 7628
Decent (epieikés), 566, 8632
and appearing good vs. exact argument,
18°40
appear to be, 1539
metaphors, 05°4
vs. base, 92524
Deduce, deducing (sullogizesthai),
deduction(s) (sullogismos)
based on reputable beliefs, 02°33
by defining and grasping the what-it-is,
9827
by grasping the universal, 02°17
contraries are like, 10*22
counter- (antisullogizesthai), 02*31; +
refuting, 1813
dialectical and rhetorical, 58'11;
concerned with topics, 58°11;
premises of, 59°9
dialectical methodical investigation of,
584
from necessary things vs. from things
that hold for the most part, 57°28
from previous deductions vs. from
things that are not deduced, 57°8
in a more exact or in a more loose
fashion, 9634
logico-linguistic, 5513
omitted, 94°8
primary, 57°17



refutative vs. demonstrative, 00°30, 18°1
rhetorical = enthymeme, 56°5, 18; few
premises are necessary, 57°23
things that are more knowable and more
persuasive than the things from which
they are deduced, 1811
vs. apparent deduction, 55°16, 56°1,
0034, 02*5
vs. asking further questions, 19'23
vs. assumed something false, 03°32
vs. induction, 56°8
vs. non-deductive (asullogiston), 5724,
019, 034,11
vs. refutation, 96°25
wholly composed of premises, 59°9
Defend, defendant, defense (apologeisthai,
apologoumenos, apologia)
vs. accuse (katégorein), 54°5
vs. accuser (diaballén), 15*29
vs. accuser (katégoron), 68°31
Define, determine (diorizein), 54*30, 74°23,
75°25
more clearly, 56°27
the truth, 98°1; in accord with, 594
what injustice is, 68°5
Definite (aphérismenon)
genus, 55"8; special genus, 55°33
issues vs. future things and the universal,
548
science, 543
Definition (horismos), 69°35, 80°22, 86°5
Definition, defining mark (horos), 85°18,
187
Deliberate, deliberation (bouleuein,
bouleusis), 57*2
about and have no crafts for, 57°2
about and speak about in the assembly,
59"19
not about the end but about the things
that further the end, 62°18
well with a view to happiness, 66°21
+ investigate, 57°25
Deliberate choice, deliberately choose
(prohairesis, prohaireisthai), 55°18
objects of, 95°15

Index of Terms

speak as from thought vs. as from, 17°25
vs. action, 74°14
vs. capacity, 55°20
vs. due to feeling, 7336
vs. scientific knowledge, 55°19
vs. voluntary, 68°11
Deliberative oratory, speech(es), speaker
(sumbouleutikos, sumboulé,
sumbouleudn)
and incentives and disincentives, 99°32
as a kind (genos) of oratory, 587
end is the advantageous and harmful,
5822, 62°17
fables useful in, 94°7
importance of the quality of the speaker
in, 77°25
is either exhortation or dissuasion, 58°8
must have knowledge of the end of each
constitution, 66°3; of legislation, 60*19
must possess premises dealing with
possible and impossible, 5914
paradigms best suited to, 68°30
possibility and the future most belongs
to, 92%6
relevance of the past to, 18°14
what it gives advice about, 59'31
= public oratory, 58°7
See also advice; deliberation
Delivery (hupokrisis), 03°22
craft of (hupokritikeé), 04°23
style most suited to, 139; two kinds of,
13"10
Democracy (démokratia), 60*25
end of = freedom, 664
= a constitution in which offices are
distributed by lot, 65°31
Demonstrate (apodeiknunai), 54°30, 82*17,
95°10, 96°34, 98°4, 14°11, 19°14
the thing at issue vs. stating it, 14*32
through similarities, 0227
Demonstration(s) (apodeixis)
a means of persuasion is a sort of, 55'5
a speaker who does not possess
enthymemes should use paradigms
as, 9410
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Demonstration (cont.)
involves neither character nor
deliberate choice, 1817
maxims that need a, 94°8
persuasion is through, 9410
rarely bear on things that are noble or
beneficial, 18*33
rhetorical (= enthymeme), 55°6
should bear on the disputed issue, 17°24
the law is a given in judicial speeches,
and, having a starting-point, it is
easier to find a, 1827
things outside of; due to which we trust,
78'7; superfluous, 046
to speak in universal terms of what is
not universal is especially appropriate
either at the start or after the, 95°10
vs. problem, 14*37
what has happened is most of all
receptive of a cause and a, 6831
you should speak both in a way
expressive of character and
demonstratively, if you possess, 18*37
+ necessity, 18°5
Demonstrative (apodeiktikos)
argument vs. argument expressive of
character, 669
means of persuasion should be, 17°21
speech, 14'1
vs. refutative enthymemes, 00°27, 18°2
+ persuasive, 77°23
Demonstratively (apodeiktikos)
vs. in a way expressive of character
(éthikos), 18%39
Deserve, be worthy of (axioun), 745
Desire (orexis)
for what is pleasant = appetite, 70°17
greater ones are for greater things, 64°5
rationally calculative vs. non-rational,
692
Despising (kataphronésis), 78"15
Dexterous people (epidexioi), 81°33
Dialectic (dialektiké), 54*1
as a capacity rather than a science of
certain underlying things, 59°11
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counterpart of rhetoric, 54°1
deduces contraries, 55*34; from things
[that appear to be so] to those in need
of argument, 56°35
deduction in, 56"18; vs. enthymemes,
95°25; vs. refutation, 96°24
does not deal with a definite genus, 55°9
function of = to see the deduction and
the apparent deduction, 55"16, 56"1
has rhetoric as a part, 56*31; as a sort of
offshoot, 56*25; is like rhetoric, 59°10
induction in, 56"15
persuasive not to particular people but
to people of such-and-such a sort,
56°35
sees about every sort of deduction, 559
vs. science, 5825
Dialectician, dialectical (dialektikos)
arguments, 02°5
deductions = those concerned with
topics, 5811
is so called not in virtue of his deliberate
choice, but in virtue of the capacity he
has, 55°20
methodical investigation of deductions,
58'4; some enthymemes are in accord
with, 58°5
topics, 01°3
Differentia, differentiating feature,
difference (diaphora), 5513, 76*31,
0310, 29
among enthymemes, 582
vs. species, 14°16
Diminutive (hupokorismos), 0529
Disablement (anapéria), 8611
Discuss (dialegesthai), 04°27
Disgusted (duscherainein), 78°5, 02°25,
05°25, 0817
Dishonor (atimia, atimazein)
vs. honor, 0522
Displeasing (aédés), 08°27, 0931, %4, 1214
Disposition, disposed, disposing (diathesis,
diakeisthai)
how people feeling X are disposed (= pds
echontes), 78'23, 79°10, 80°7, 82°20,



b28, 8315, 25, *12, 8427, 8516, 30,
*12, 861, 4, 87°7, *22, 8826, 31,
b24
of listeners in judicial speeches vs. in
deliberative ones, 77°30
of old people vs. of young ones, 89°30
of people who do injustice, 68°4, 724
of wealthy people, 90°34
+ opportune moments, times, and stages
of life, 7927
Dispute (amphisbétein), 58°31, 63"6, 769,
82°18, 87'31, 982, 4, 1724, 29, 35
Dispute (antilegein, antilogia), 80°17, 22,
143, 1536, 18°24
Disreputable, disrepute (adoxein, adoxia),
7221, 76°30, 83"13, 84°22, *13, 31
Dissolve, resolve (dialuein)
perspicuousness, 06°34
verses into their elements, 072
See also refute
Dissuasion (apotropé), 589
vs. exhortation, 589
Disturbance (taraché), 82°21, 83°14,
8624
Divided (style) (dié[iJrémené)
vs. opposed (antikeimené), 09°33
Divine (daimonion, daimén), 9815,
(Socrates) 19°11
Division, divided (diairesis)
in a style, 09"15
topic based on, 9830
vs. combination (sunthesis), 65°17,
01°37
Docked (kolobos), 09°19
Doing well (eupraxia, eupragia), 67°4,
86°11, 19, 87%9, 18,23
Doubling (diplésis), 06°6
See also names, double
Dress (ampechoné), 81°1

Ease of learning, easily learned (eumatheia,
eumathés)
as a feature of a speech, 09°1, 4, 1538,
19°30
as a good, 62"24
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Education, educated
lack of educatedness (apaideusia), 56°29,
95°28; in using maxims, 956; in
wealth, 91°17
See also well-educated
Effeminacy (truphé), 84*1
Elegant expressions (asteia), 107
are based on metaphors by analogy,
11°21
are due to metaphors and to
accompanying deception, 12°19
epigrams, 1223
must be said in the way that fits the case,
12°4
must be true and not superficial, 12*29
sources of, 1320
Elegies (elegeia), 75°32, 05%33
Element (stoicheion), 5835
of enthymemes, 96"20
= topic, 0317
Emancipated slave (apeleutheroumenos),
08°25
Encomium, praise (egkdmion,
egkomiazein), 68°1, 17, 35, 8821
Gorgias;, 16°1
End(s) (telos)
vs. what furthers the end, 62°19
Enjoyment, related to (apolausis,
apolaustikos), 61°17, *9, 72°25, 8616,
88°13, 98%23, 10°6
of others rather than ourselves, virtues
related to, 67°19
Enmity (echthra), 82°1
vs. anger, 82°3
Enthymematic (enthumématikos)
argument, 56°21; more applauded than
paradigmatic, 56"25
competence = grasping what sorts of
things an enthymeme is concerned
with and what sorts of differences
there are between it and logico-
linguistic deductions, 55°11; = on the
basis of means of persuasions,
5422
speakers, 56°23
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Enthymeme(s) (enthuméma), 11 20-24

about everything, not to be looked for,
18%9

amplifying and diminishing are, 03°19

and arousing feelings, 18*13; knocks
out feeling or is spoken pointlessly,
1813

apparent, II 24; not really enthymemes,
97°3; topics for, 01°1; = apparent
deductions, 56"4

based on likelihoods and signs, 57°32

based on premises, 57°30

based on topic(s), 76°32; common vs.
special, 58"27; of the more and the
less, 58°15

changed into maxims, 18°34

composed of few premises and fewer
often than those that compose the
primary deduction, 57°16

concerned with things that for the most
part admit of being other than they
are, 57°13

conclusion should not be drawn from
far back, nor is it necessary to include
everything, 9525

element of (= topic), 96°20, 03°18

holding for the most part, 56"18; vs.
necessarily, 57°30; vs. universally,
56°18

in accord with rhetoric vs. in accord
with the other crafts and capacities,
582

in rhetoric = deduction in dialectic,
56°18

involves neither character nor deliberate
choice, 1816

kinds (eidos) of (deductive, refutative),
9622, 03°14; # species, 03*24

maxim as conclusion or starting-point
of, 94*27; as part of, 93°25, 9417

most applauded are those of the sort the
listeners foresee from the start, as long
as they are not superficial, 00°30

objection #, 03°31

popular vs. unpopular, 10°22, 28
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possession or non-possession of and the
use of enthymemes, 18*38; and the use
of paradigms, 9410

refutations of and objections to, II 25,
97°5

refutative, 00°28; by objection or by
counter-deduction, 18"6; more
popular than demonstrative, 0026,
18"1; vs. demonstrative, 00"26; vs.
suited to showing, 96°23; = species of
enthymemes, 03°24, 185

should not be stated successively, but
rather mixed in, 186

special (one might almost say) to each
kind (genos) of speeches (logos) are
concerned with these and composed
of these, 77°19

suited to judicial speeches, 6831, 182

superficial, 10°22; not popular, 1022

topics belonging to all, IT 23

vs. paradigm, 56°12

vs. style, 10°20

= body of the means of persuasion, 5414

= maxim + cause, 9432

= (one might almost say)
unconditionally the most controlling
means of persuasion, 55°6

= rhetorical deduction, 56°4, 10;
demonstration, 55*6

= sort of deduction, 558, 57°16; based
on tokens, likelihoods, and signs,
59%9; likelihood, paradigm, token, and
sign, 02°13

See also topic

Envy (phthonos), 8615
Epideictic speech(es) (epideiktikos), 14*38,

59'29, 68°27, 14°24, 15°5

amplification most properly belongs to,
92'5,17°31

composed in relation to the spectator as
if in relation to a judge, 91°15

introductions in, 15°11, *28

narration in is part by part, 1617

style of, 14°18

variety in, 1833



Epideictic oratory (epideiktikos)
as a kind (genos) of oratory, 588
must possess premises dealing with
possible and impossible, 59°15
the present has the most control in,
58"17
Epilogue (epilogos), 141, 1530,
19°10
See also argument, supplementary
Epithets (epitheta), 08°11
ornamental, 08°14
Equalization (parisdsis), 10°24
Error, commit an, err (hamartanein,
hamartéma)
in syllables, 05°31
less chance of an, 07°1
made in ignorance, 02°10
not rectifiable, §2°22
of young people, 89°3
on the part of a doctor vs. the habit of
disobeying the ruler, 75°22
topic related to, 009, 1614
vs. injustice, 72°18, 74°5, 05°26
vs. misfortunes, 74°6
while drunk, 02°12
Establishing (kataskeuazein), 01°3
vs. disestablishing (anaskeuazein),
01"3
vs. doing away with (anairein), 97°9
Estimable (timios), 01°21
Exact (akribés), exact way (akribés),
exactness (akribeia), 55°25
account, argument, speech (akribologia),
6134, 692, 04°38; vs. appearing good,
1841
as a professional speechwriter, 13°13
deduce in a more loose fashion vs. in a
more, 96"34
is superfluous and gives a worse
appearance in public oratory, 14'10
least present where delivery is most a
factor, 14*16
rhythm in a speech, 08°31
scientific-knowledge, 5525
vs. lacking perspicuousness, 69°32
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vs. no belief either way, 568
writing style is the most, 13"9
Exaggeration (deinésis), 01°3
Examine (exetazein), 54°5
Exertions (ponoi), 61°8, 8335
Excellent, serious (spoudaios), 61°25
Exhort, one who exhorts, exhortation
(protrepein, protrepdn, protropé),
58'8
vs. dissuasion (apotropé), 58"8
= advise (sumbouleuein) about future
things, 58"15
Experience, experienced (empeiria,
empeiros), 59°30, 60°9, 72°13, 904
lack of, in- (apeiros), 83°31, 89°31, 955
+ naturally well-disposed toward, 63°35
+ practical wisdom, 8526

Fables (logoi)
as a kind (eidos) of paradigm, 93°30
vs. comparison (parabolé), 93*30
Fallacy, fallacious (paralogismos,
paralogistikon), 02°26, 14°6
argument drawn from the cause, 674
topic, 01*34
Farming (gedrgia)
justice of those who live from, 8123
Favor (charis)
= a service provided to one in need, not
in return for anything, nor in order
that the provider get something,
but in order that the recipient get
something, 85°17
Fearful, fearsome (phoberos), 80°33, 81°32,
82°7,83%35
Feelings, things undergone (pathé),
54*17
do not rationally calculate about future
things, 85°30
due to rational calculation vs. due to,
6918
= those things due which people, by
undergoing a change, differ in their
judgments, and that entail pain and
pleasure, 78°19
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Festal assembly (panéguris), 0622, 14°33
Fitting (armottein), 88°5
a distinct style is so to each kind (genos)
[of rhetoric], 13°3
a mean between babbling and concision
is, 14726
for the whole speech not to be of the
same kind, 1429
use of maxims, 9420
Fitting (prosékon), 55°23
beyond what is, 68°13, 79°29, 80"17; vs.
in accord with what is, 67°12
in the way that is, 12°3, 11, 13
Flatterer (kolax)
= an apparent admirer and an apparent
friend, 71°24
Flogged to death (apotumpanizesthai),
83%5, 85"10
For the most part (hds epi to polu), 56°17
Force, forced (bia, biaios), 69°6
by vs. by nature, 68°35
by = whatever things come to be,
contrary to their appetite or their
rational calculation, through the doers
themselves, 69°5
is contrary to nature, 70°9
what is done due to it is involuntary,
77°5, 84°19
Free, freedom (eleutheria, eleutherios),
61°16
See also generosity
Free from suffering, feeling something
(apathés), 61°30, 78%6, 8328
Friend(s) (philos)
apparent, 71°24
as external goods, 60°27
as starting-points, 92%27
fewness of (oligophilia), 86°10
having good (chréstophilia), 60°20
having many (poluphilia), 60°20
kinds (eidos) of = companionship,
intimate, familial, 81°34
of X = the sort of person who for the
sake of X is inclined to do in action
the things that he thinks to be good
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for X, 61"36; = wishes for X the very
things he wishes for himself, 81°10
= one who loves and is loved in return,
81°1
Friendless (aphilos), friendlessness
(aphilia), 73%5
luck as a cause of, 86*10
Friendliness (philia), 80°35
+ goodwill, 7818
Friendly, being (philein)
= wishing for someone what one thinks to
be good things, for his sake not for one’s
own, and to be productive in action of
such things so far as one can, 80°36
Frivolous (lérodes) name, 14°17
Frozen effects, frozenness (ta psuchra),
III3
Function (ergon), 5411
of a craft, 54°11
of a speech, 04°3
of an advisor, 17°16
of epideictic style, 14°18
of law, 75°5
of medicine, 55°12
of nobler or more shameful things, 64°33
of politics, 60*37
of rhetoric, 55°10, 571
of the introduction, 15*22
special, 1522

Geometry (gedmetria), 55°29, 04°12, 06°30,
32
Generosity, generous (eleutheria,
eleutherios)
vs. acquisitiveness (aneleutheria), 66°15
= the disposition to do good things in
money matters, 66°15
See also free, freedom
Genus, kind(s) (gernos), 55"8
definite, 55"8, 33
learning and knowledge produced
through the, 10°15
of names (Protagoras), 077
of rhetoric, 58'33; a distinct style is
fitting for each, 13°3



of speeches belonging to rhetoric, 58°7,
77°20, 9122

vs. species, 92°1

= birth, 8626, 8726

= family, 63*29; wealth that comes
through the, 87°19; + capacity, 6329

= general, 07"1

= stock, 9026; virtue of, 9022

God (theos), 66°30
Good(s) (agathos)

agreed upon vs. disputed, 62°29

and advantageous, 62°20, 90°1; greater
and more, 63°7

and excellent, 87°8

and noble, 90°1

by nature vs. for himself, 66°38; = long
established, 87°16

internal vs. external, 60°25

no one chooses what is unconditionally
50, but what is so for himself, 75°19

of the soul vs. of the body, 60"27

that are beyond account, 62°7

that come about by luck, 90°14

things = happiness, virtues of soul and
body, external goods, friends, honor,
etc., 62°10

unconditional vs. for the person, 65*35,
66°37, 75°19, 90°1; vs. in the relevant
respects, 19°16

vs. bad, evil (kakon), 59°20, 96°31, 0320

vs. harmful, 97°10

vs. practically-wise, 17°27

= whatever is choiceworthy for its own

sake; or that for whose sake we choose

something else; or what all things
seek, or all that have perception or
understanding, or would seek if they
got hold of understanding, 62°21,
63"13, 64°17
Good breeding (eugeneia), 60°31
Good fortune (eutuchia)
vs. misfortune (dustuchia), 89°2
See also luck
Good guesswork (eustochia), 12°13
Good legislative order (eunomia), 54*20
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Good natural disposition, natural
cleverness, naturally well-disposed
(euphuia), 62°24, 6335, 90°28,
10°8

Good old age (eugéria), 6021, 61°27

Good reputation (eudoxia), 61°25, 71°8

Goodwill (eunoia), 6611, 788, 12, 15*35,
25

Gossip, inclined to (exaggeltikos), 84°5

Grateful, feel (charis), gratitude feelings of,
85"16

and favor, 85*17
vs. feel ungrateful (acharistos), feelings
of ingratitude, 85*30
Greatness of soul (megalopsuchia)
= virtue productive of great
benefactions, 66°17
Greek, speak correct (hellénizein), 07°20
having a scientific knowledge of how to,
13°%

Habit, habituated (ethos, ethizesthai,

sunétheia, sunéthés), 54°7

and pleasure, 69°16, 18, 70°6, 13

as a cause, 69°6

is something like nature, 70*6

vs. craft, 549

vs. desire, 69°1

vs. in a methodical way, 54°7

= whatever things people do due to
having done them often, 69°6, 70°8

Happiness (eudaimonia), 60°14

is both intrinsically choiceworthy and
self-sufficient and we choose [all] the
other things for the sake of it, 62°10

or theoretical wisdom, 8731

= doing well in action involving virtue,
or self-sufficiency for living, or the
pleasantest life involving security,
or as abundance of possessions and
bodies, involving the capacity to
guard these and make use of them in
action, 60°14

= prosperity, prosperous, 91*4, 98°18,
0127, 28

395



Index of Terms

Harm, harmful (blabé, blaptein, blaberon)
vs. advantageous, 5822, 9630
vs. do an injustice, 16*12
vs. beneficial, 99°37; vs. benefit, 55°7,
78720
vs. good, 97°10
Harmony (harmonia), 03°31
suited to speaking, 08"33
Hearing (akoé), 70°24
Homonymy (homonumia), 01*13
Honor (timé)
awards of (timdnta), 68°16
is a sign of a good reputation as a
benefactor, 61°28
Hope, expect (elpis, elpizein)
vs. remember, 70°30, 89°24
Humbleness (tapeinotés), 80°22, 84°3,
8930, "25
See also lowness of style
Hunch, have a (manteuesthai), 73°7

Tambic (iambeion), meter, 04°31, poets,
064, style, 08°33
Ignorance, ignorant, to be (agnoia,
agnoein), 75°18
errors made in, 02°10
vs. deliberately chosen, 68"12
vs. knowingly, 73°34
Ilusionistic painting (skiagraphia), 14°8
Imagination (phantasia)
= a sort of weak perception, 70°28
Impiety, impious (asebés), 1630
vs. pious (eusebés), 77°20
Inanimate (apsuchos), 6630
made animate, 12°8; through metaphor,
11°32
yet animate, 11°10
Indefinite (aoristos)
cause, 69°33
monarchy = tyranny, 66*2
things vs. the facts the argument is
about, 967
Indifference (ameleia), = a sort of
contempt, 79°36
Indigenous (autochthon), 60°31
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Indignation (deindsis), 959, 17°13, 19°26
See also exaggeration
Indignation, being indignant (nemesis,
nemesan), 119, 84°4, 86°22, 87°6
Induction (epagdgé), 56°1
based on what is like, whether on one
case or more than one, 02°16
does not properly belong in rhetoric,
except in a few instances, 9413
is a starting-point, 93*27
rhetorical, 56°5
topic based on, 9833
= to show on the basis of many similar
cases that things are a certain way,
56°15
See also deduction
Industriousness (philergia), 61°12
Inflections (ptoseis), 64°34
Injustice (adikia)
doing it = doing harm voluntarily
contrary to the law, 68°6
in relation to accusation and defense, [
10-14, 96*29
lies in the deliberate choice, 74*11, 82*35
= having the capacity to do something
[fearsome], 82%35
= that due to which someone has what is
another’s, not as law prescribes, 66°10
See also justice
Injustice, do, doing (adikein)
and anger, 83"7
better to suffer than to, 64"22
in two ways, 73"21
vs. causing harm, 16"12
vs. committing an error, 7218, 0526
= doing harm voluntarily contrary to the
law, 68°6
Insolence, rashness (thrasutés), 90°30, 17°23
Inspection (euthuna), 11'7, 9, *20, 1931
Intemperance (akolasia). See temperance
Introduction (prooimion), 111 14
part of a speech, 14°2

Jealousy (zélos)
vs. envy (phthonos), 88°35



= a sort of pain at the apparent presence,
in the case of others who are by nature
like the person himself, of good things
that are honored and possible for
someone to acquire, not due to the
fact that another has them but rather
due to the fact that he himself does
not, 8832
Jibe (sképtein), 79°31
Joke(s) (geloion), 19°8, 12°28, 19°3
kinds (eidos) of, 196
See also ridiculous
Judge (dikazein), 541, 75°17, 77°25,"10
Judge (krinein, krités), 548, 13
Judicial speech (dikanikos logos, diké)
and the character of the speaker, 77°26, 31
as a kind (genos) of speech, 58°7
either accusatory or a defensive, 58°10
enthymemes more suited to, 68"31, 182
introductions in, 15°1
is more exact, 14°11
narration belongs only in, 14*38
past properly belongs to, 92°6
public and, 54°23
style of, 13°5
the law is a given in, 1826
the means of persuasion that outside the
province of craft are special to, 75*23
Juror (dikastés)
is a judge concerning things past, 58"5
is an umpire of what is just, 76°20
looks to the law, 74°21
one should not distort [the judgment
of], 5424
should doubtless recognize for himself
whatever the legislator has not
defined, 54*30
vs. arbitrator, 74°21
vs. thing at issue, 54°18
Just, justice (dikaios, dikaiosuné)
advantageous to a community, 62°28
as a virtue of soul, 62°12
as noble because related to the
enjoyment of others rather than
ourselves, 67°20
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as part of virtue, 66°1

by nature vs. by law, 73"11

common topics concern what is, 5812

counterfeit vs. true, 75°6

in relation to accusation and defense, I
10-14, 96*29

matters of vs. matters of natural science,
58°16

vs. advantage, 54°3, 75"12, 76°15, 99°31;
and noble, 93°15, 96°32

vs. beneficial, 17°36

vs. compulsory, 04°3

vs. unjust, 54°29

= the virtue due to which each has his
own, and as the law prescribes, 66°9

+ unjust as end of judicial speaker,
58°26; ancillary ends of others, 5826,
59°21

+ wise, 57°13

Keynote (endosimon), 14°24
King(s) (basileus), kingship (basileia),
86°14
indefinite = tyranny, 662
of cities = laws, 06°22
of Persia, 9332
= monarchy that is in accord with some
order, 662
Know (gndrizein), 54'3
Knucklebone, game of (astragaliseis),
71%2
Kottabos, 73*23

Lack (sterésis), 64*31
Lack of feeling (apatheia), 83°15
Lack of self-control (akrasia), one who
lacks self-control (akratés)
actions due to wanton aggression vs. due
to, 9118
is concerned with everything that people
desire, 72°13
vs. decent, 92°23
= something due to which people
deliberately choose to do harm and do
evil, 68°14
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Law(s) (nomos)
common = in accord with nature, 73°6;
vs. special, 68"7, 73"4; when to use in
judicial speeches, 75°25
education laid down by, 65"34
function of, 755
grasping other aspects of nobility vs.
being well-educated only by the, 8929
in relation to the community vs. in
relation to an individual member,
7319
is a given in judicial speeches, 1826
is a sort of contract, 76°10
looking to vs. vs to decency, 74°21; vs. to
the legislator, 74°11
outside the province of craft, 7524
preservation of the city is based in, 60°19
should define everything themselves,
5431
should prohibit speaking of matters
outside the thing at issue, 54'21, 551
special to judicial speeches, 7524
they should be used in exhorting
and dissuading and accusing and
defending, 75*25
two kinds (eidos) of unjust actions as
determined by unwritten, 74°20
voluntary vs. involuntary omissions in,
7427
vs. decency, 74"1
written vs. unwritten, 68°8, 73°4, 74°19
Laughter (gelos)
goes contrary to anger, 80°3; to attention,
1537
vs. seriousness (spoudé), 19°4
Learn, learning (manthanein, mathésis),
10°12, 1225
ease at, of (eumatheia), 62°24, 1538
vs. scientific knowing, 62*31
Leisurely digression in speeches (diatribé),
1828
See also spend time
Legislator (nomothetés)
decent not to look to the law but to the,
74°12
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things not defined by, 54°29
universality of his judgment, 54°6, 74°31
voluntary vs. involuntary omissions on
the part of, 74°29
what he cannot foresee, 54°15
Letter, change of (para gramma)
jibes involving, 12°29, 33
Life, lives (bios), 60°15
Likelihood(s) (eikos), 57°32
apparent, 02°27
enthymemes based on, 02°14
judgments made on the basis of, 76'18
refutation of enthymemes based on
paradigms is the same as that of, 03°7
unconditional vs. in a certain respect,
0217
vs. necessity, 0232
vs. testimony, 76°20
what is contrary to does occur, 02°13;
and is itself likely, 02°14
= rhetorical premises, 59°8
Listener(s) (akouon, akroatés)
must be either a spectator or a judge,
58°2
vulgarity of, 95°2
weakness of the, 19°18
who is base and ready to listen to what is
outside the thing at issue, 15°6
Logos, argument, speech, fable, account,
reason, word, 54'5
Long syllables (makra) vs. short (bracheia),
09°16
Long-windedness (makrologia), 18"25
Love (eréds, eran)
as an appetite, 85'23, 9223
bad sorts of, 02°3
by nature, 92°23
Caunian, 02°3
enthymeme about, 02°37
of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, 01°11
starting-point of, 70°22
Love of human beings (philanthrépia), 90a20
Lowness of style (tapeinos), 04°3, 0819,
1423
See also humbleness



Luck, fortune (tuché), 59°35

by nature vs. by, 59°35

cause of is indefinite, 69*32

due to vs. compelled, 85°2; vs. due
to error, or necessary, 16"14; vs.
due to nature, force, habit, rational
calculation, spirit, or appetite, 69°6; vs.
due to necessity, nature, or habit, 72°17;
vs. due to the person himself, 68°15

vs. craft as causes, 62°1

vs. unlucky, 69°30

+ certain capacities, 60°29

Magnificent (megaloprepés), 62°13, 66°2, 67°1
style, 1420
= virtue productive of greatness in
matter of expenditure, 66°18
Malice (kakourgia), 898
Man (anér) vs. woman (guné), 63*23, 67°18
Manic (manikos), 90°28
Maxim(s) (gndémeé), I1 21
and boorishness, 95*7
and lack of education, 954
coiners of (gnémotupoi), 95'7
common and oft-repeated, 9511
fitting for people who are older in age
and about matters of which a person
has experience, 953
kinds (eidos) of, 94°7
= an affirmation about universals, and
about the objects of actions, and with
things that are to be chosen or avoided
with a view to doing an action, 9421
= the conclusions of enthymemes or
their starting-points, the deduction
being omitted, 94°28
See also consideration
Messengers (apaggellontes), 17°9
Metaphor (metaphora), 04"32
a simile is also a, 06°20, 12*35, 13°15; but
stated or set out in a different way,
06°26, 1018
and setting things before the eyes, 11°26
and signifying activity, 11°26
as something to aim at in speaking, 10°35
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based on an analogy, 07°15
by analogy, 11%2, 12%5, 36; are most
popular, 11*1; elegant expressions are
based on, 11°22, 12°30
imply riddles, 054, 1225
inappropriate, 06°
kinds (eidos) of, 05°2
most of all produces learning, 10°13
most useful to iambic poets, 06”3
name introduced by homonymy or, 12°13
popular hyperboles are, 13°22
proportional, 088
should be drawn from things that are
closely related but not evidently so,
12711
strange, 10°32
+ accompanying deception, 1219
Meter, measure, verse (metron), 04°32,
08°27, 09°20
vs. a speech, 05%8
vs. prose, 09°6
vs. thythm, 08°30
Method, methodical (methodos)
dialectical, 584, 5
inquiry, 54°23, 55°3, 22, 38, 10°8
way, 54°8
Monarchy (monarchia)
in accord with some order (= kingship),
662
indefinite (= tyranny), 66'2
= a constitution in which one person is
in control of all, 65"37
More and less, the (to mallon kai hétton),
5814
topic of, 97°12
Move, movement (kinésis)
of the soul, 69"33, 997

Name(s) (onoma), 04*21
forgetfulness of, 79534
harsh, 08%
kinds (genos) of, 07°7
topic related to (= [T28]), 00°17
vs. account, 07°27
vs. verb, 04°5
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Names, double (dipla onomata), 0429
and frozen effects, 05°36
fitting for speaking in an expressive way,
08°11
most useful to dithyrambic poets,
06"2
Names, exotic (glottai), 04°28
are unknown, 10°12
most useful to epic poets, 06°3
use of, 06°7
Names, unfamiliar (xena), 08°11
See also unfamiliarity
Narration (diégésis), 5418, 16°16,
18°18
part of a speech, 14"39
post- (epidiégésis), 14°14
pre- (prodiégésis), 14°15
Nation (ethnos), 60*35, 31, 88°8
Nature (phusis), 62*3
by luck vs. by, 59°35
contrary to (para), 62a4, 69b2; = by
force, 70*9
Necessary, necessity, necessities
(anagkaion)
deductions of vs. of what holds for the
most part, 57°22, 9231, 963
function, 15*22
of life, 8931
of the past, 185
sign = proof, 57°4
vs. error, bad luck, 16*15
vs. excess, 72°20, 25
vs. likely, 02°24
vs. luck, nature, habit, 72°17
vs. possible, 59%32
vs. useful, 96°29
+ always, 0219, 29
+ demonstration, 18°5
+ special, 15%22
Noble, noble beauty (kalon), 5825
vs. advantageous, 59°5, 89°33
vs. beneficial, 17°28
vs. honored, 67°11
vs. profitable, 593
vs. shameful (aischron), 58°25
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Noses (mukiér), 60*30
Nouns (onomata) and verbs (rhémata),
04°5
Nouveaux riches vs. old money, 91°17
Number (arithmos)
all things are limited by, 08°28
of the scheme of a style = a rhythm,
0829
periodic style has a, 095

Oft-handedly (speak) (autokabdalos),
0812, 1539
Oikeios, 61°15
Old age (géras)
as a time of greater need, 65"34
as distressing and destructive, 86°8
disfigurements of, 61°14
good (eugéria), 61°27
vs. youth and prime as stages of life,
88°36
= stubble (Homer), 10°14
Oligarchy (oligarchia)
end of = wealth, 665
= a constitution in which offices are
distributed on the basis of a property
assessment, 65°32
Omission (elleipsis), 01°2, 29
Opponent(s) (amphisbéton)
the task of the, 54*27
See also dispute (amphisbétein)
Opponent (antidikos), 68°30, 77°7, 1528,
17°8, 1828
reply to (as part of a speech), 14°1,9,
18°5
Opponent (enantios), 15*27, 18"16, 19°11,
15, 34
Opportune (kairos), 82°10, 85*27, 15°12
Orator (rhétor), 56°22, 88°18, 04°18, 07°8,
1316, 21, 1415
in virtue of his scientific knowledge
vs. in virtue of his deliberate choice,
5520
Ordinary people (hoi polloi), 546
Ornament (kosmein), 0434
= honor, 05°14



Pain (lupé)
freedom from (alupia, alupos), 61°14,
27,6426, 65°11, 13, 80°36, *4, 87°17,
08'7,9
Pain, feel (algein), 79"23, 80°27
jointly (sunalgein), 79°22
over- (huperalgein), 8331
Painting, craft of (graphiké), 71°6
Pancratist, 61°26
Parable (parabolé), 93°4
Paradigm(s) (paradeigma), 11 20,
56"2
as demonstration, 94*10
as supplementary arguments to
enthymemes, 94°11
composed of few premises and fewer
often than those that compose the
primary deduction, 57°15
concerned with things that for the most
part admit of being other than they
are, 57'14
enthymemes are stated on the basis
of, whenever a person by grasping
the universal deduces the particular
cases, 02°14; refutation of = that of
likelihoods, 03%6
examples of, 607, 6632, 14°27, 17°13,
29
kinds (eidos) of, things that have
happened, made up (comparison,
fable), 9328
not the relation of part to whole, of
whole to part, or of whole to whole,
but of part to part, and like to like—
and it is a paradigm when both fall
under the same kind (genos), but one
is more knowable than the other,
57"26
of a topic for enthymemes, 998
suited to deliberative speeches (for we
judge future things by a hunch based
on past ones), 6829, 18°1
that are known to the judges, 77°6
= induction, 56°10, 57°15, "26, 93°27
= rhetorical induction, 56°5
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= to show on the basis of many similar
cases that things are a certain way,
56°15
Paradigmatic (paradeigmatodés)
arguments vs. speakers, 56"22
vs. enthymematic arguments
and speakers, 56°23; relative
persuasiveness of and applause given
to, 56°24
Parched (auchméros), 13*10
Particular(s) (to kath’ hekaston)
no craft investigates, 56"30
vs. universal, 57°2
= to kata meros (particular), 57°3
Pentathlete, 61°10
People, the (dérmos), 80°8, 0635, 07°7
= the democracy, 00736
Perception, perceive, perceptible (aisthésis,
aisthanesthai, aisthétos)
as a source of metaphors, 05°18
memory follows along with, 70°28
movement of the soul, 69°34
weak = imagination, 70*28
Period (periodos), 09°8, 10°2
= a style having an intrinsic starting-
point and end-point, and a magnitude
easily surveyed as a whole, 0935
Perspicuous, perspicuousness (saphés),
589,042
as a virtue of style, 04"2, 36
dissolve by casting a shadow over, 06°34
lack of (asaphés), 68°33; because of
babbling, 06*33; because of concision,
14°25; because of delayed connective,
07°30; because far-fetched, 06°8;
because of length, 95°26; because of
not setting out your thesis beforehand,
07°21; in definitions vs. too exact,
69"32; vs. evident, 6932
prevalent nouns and verbs make a
speech, 04%
vs. not making things clear, 04"2
+ pleasantness + an air of unfamiliarity
are most of all possessed by metaphor,
05°8
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Persuasion, means of (pistis), III 17, 5413
alone within the province of craft, 54°13
beliefs and premises useful in relation to
the three kinds of oratory, 773, 9124

body of, 54'15

come about not only through
demonstrative argument but also
through argument expressive of
character, 66°9

common (= paradigm, enthymeme), IT
20

concerning the means by which the
feelings may be aroused or dissolved,
88°30

craft-like methodical inquiry [in
rhetoric] is concerned with, 55°4

enthymeme (= a sort of deduction)
is most controlling, 55°7; directed
against an opponent is not a distinct
kind (eidos), but belongs among the,
18°6

include narrating both the things that
follow along with them, which the
hearers know, and the ones that are
special to oneself and one’s opponent,
17°2

inside the province of craft (entechnos),
54°21; necessarily produced out of
common things, 55*28; on the basis
of these one is enthymematically
competent, 54°21; writers on rhetoric
show nothing about, 54"21

necessary part of a speech, 14°36

on which exhortation and dissuasion
should be based, I 7, 65°19

on which speeches relating to good and
advantageous should be based, 16,
63"4, 66°18

outside the province of craft (atechnos),
115, 55"35; = those that are not
provided by ourselves but are there at
the start (witnesses, results of torture,
contracts, and the like), 5535

reply to the opponent belongs to, 14°10

should be demonstrative, 17°21
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should not be introduced or stated at
great length, 16°34

through argument, 56°1; three kinds
(eidos): (1) based on the character
of the speaker, (2) on disposing
the hearer in some way, (3) on the
argument itself, due to its showing or
appearing to show something, 56°1

through showing or through stating
paradigms, 56°6

vs. style and arrangement, 03°7

= a sort of demonstration, 555

Persuasive, persuasiveness (pithanon)

ancient witnesses are most, 76"16

based on what is appropriate, 14°28

causes due to which speakers themselves
are, 786

character belonging to a constitution is
most persuasive in it, 66"13

decency of the speaker contributes to,
5613

deductions are based on things agreed to
or on reputable beliefs, 57°12

fighting against all one’s opponent’s
arguments makes one’s own, 18°19

in the case of contracts, 7634

is to someone, 56°28; of such-and-such a
sort, 5634

of paradigms vs. of enthymemes, 56°23

of speaking in a natural way, 04°19

of the things at issue themselves, 03°19;
enhanced by proper style, 08°19

uneducated more so than well-educated
in front of crowds, 95°27

vs. apparently persuasive, 55°15

witness is always, 94'14

un- (apiston, apithanon), 00°5;
demonstrations, 17°33; of metaphors,
06°14; of metrical style, 08°22; of
proportionalities, 08°10; state cause of
its seeming so, 17°28, 35,"17

+ demonstrative, 77°23

Philosopher, philosophy (philosophos,

philosophia), 67°10, 79°36, 37, 99°11
and prosperity of cities, 98°20



