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Material: Ch 4

[There are 13 kinds of Sophistical refutations, what is the best way to divide these 13 in order to understand?]

Duane’s rule of 2 or 3

· the human mind, for the most part, can not handle a division into more three. Hence, we must (in order to better understand a division of more than two or three) break up the division into twos and threes
· Two philosophers who always seems to divide into some definite number
· 1. Plato: always divides into two
· 2. Hegel: always divides into three
· Carl Marx (famous student of Hegel) “under the influence of Hegel, I was always dividing into three”
· There seems to be no other famous philosopher who consistently divides into four or more
· What is the reason 
· for dividing into two: one should divide by opposites, but opposites are two
· Ex. Good/bad, hot/cold, virtue/vice, ect. 
· For dividing into three: ‘three’ is the first number which we say ‘all’ 
· If two are come, one would say ‘we’re both coming’; but if three are coming, one would say ‘we’re all coming’
· Many times, in the arts and sciences, a division into two is not enough
· Ex. In Plot: beginning/middle/end
· In Language: noun/ verb/ adverb (to express yourself properly you seem to need the adverb ‘he is very sick’ or ‘he is a little sick’
· In Rhetoric: (3 means of persuasion) image projected of the speaker/ the way he moves emotions/ arguments (or apparent arguments) he gives. 
· Ex. Iago’s persuasion of Otello follows these three. First he presents himself as a man who does not speak is suspicions lightly; second he arouses jealousy; third provides a week argument for Desdemona’s infidelity 
· In Rhetoric: (3 species) courtroom (concerns the past)/ political (concerns the future)/ ceremonial (concerns the present)
· In music: three movements seem to be enough; many works have four, but three seems to be enough. 
· The only famous symphony which only has two movements is Schubert's ‘unfinished’ symphony
· In Logic: three acts of reasoning
[So how ought we to divide the 13 refutations into twos and threes?]

· It seems that we ought to divide into three, since error is concerned with knowing, but there are three principles involved in coming to know
· A sign of this is that the Categories (which is the foundation of all thoughts) is said to be about words signifying things through thought
· Accordingly there are three kinds of errors
· Through words (ex. Equivocation)
· Through thoughts (if I’m mistaken about x, then knowledge built upon x will be mistaken as well)
· Through things
But Aristotle does not divide into three, but instead he divides into two

· Aristotle first divides into two
· 1. From words (six)
· 2. Outside of words (seven)
· [when Aristotle claims one category as ‘outside of words’, does he intend to include deceptions from though and deception from things, or only deception from things?]
· three known commentaries on the sophistical refutations (Alexander of Aphrodisias, Albert the Great, one attributed to St. Thomas, but debated)
· All three divide the kinds of errors into words and things
· [why doesn’t Aristotle provide another cause of error for errors brought about through thoughts?]
· Aristotle is not illustrating all causes of deception, but rather the beginnings of deception
· Hence, a mistake can be through thoughts, but only from some thought which is already mistaken (finally beginning with some mistake in either words or things)
· So one can see that a mistake through thoughts will presuppose a mistake through either words or things
· Hence, since we are seeking the beginnings of error, the 13 Sophistical Refutations
 ought to be divided into two?
· Following Aristotle, but re-wording him, we will divide the 13 Refutations into two:
· 1. From words (six)
· 2. From things (seven)
Now that we have divided the refutations into two (six from words and seven from things), we must now divide the six from words into either two or three

· division into three

· A. Whether the words actually signify many things
· B. Or able to signify many
· C. Or they are imagined to signified to signify what they don’t signify
Exposition of the division

· A. Whether the words actually signify many things
· Name vs. Speech
· Name: vocal sound signifying by agreement having no parts which signify something
· Speech: vocal sound signifying by agreement having parts signify something
· 1. Equivocation - a name (one word) which actually signify many things
· Ex. ‘Bat’ can mean a flying rodent or a piece of wood 
· 2. Amphiboly - a speech which actually signifies many things
· Ex. ‘The haircut of John’
· B. Or able to signify many
· 3. Composition - depending on the way words are put together, different meanings result
· Ex. I want you in the game with them to be the winner.
· 4. Division - depending on the way words are divided, different meanings result
· Ex. Slow children.
· 5. Accent - found more with the written word
· If I read a word aloud, depending on how I pronounce it it can have different meanings (common in the Chinese language where there can be up to 8 different ways to pronounce the same word)
· C. Or they are imagined to signified to signify what they don’t signify
· 6. Figure of diction - when a word doesn't actually, or in ability, mean many things, but because of the grammatical ending, it appears to have an end it doesn't have
· Ex. ‘seeing’ might be imagined to be active because words like ‘running’ and ‘fighting’ are active verbs; but actually, despite the ‘ing’ ending, ‘seeing’ is passive.
Sn: definition of definition, statement, syllogism (3 kinds of speech)

· Definition: speech signifying what a thing is
· Statement: speech signifying the true or the false
· Syllogism: speech in which some statements laid down, another follows necessarily
Examples of equivocation

1. Happiness is the end of human life
a. But the end of human life is death
b. Happiness is death
2. If nature acts for an end
a. Then all natural things would come to an end
b. But all natural things do not come to an end
c. Nature does not act for an end
3. The defined is limited
a. But the infinite is not limited
b. The infinite can not be defined
4. Aristotle’s contradiction
a. “we know things in a confused way before we know them in a distinct way” (physics) 
i. But the general: particular:: confused: distinct
ii. We know the general before the particular
b. “the senses are before reason in our knowledge”
i. But the senses know the particular while the reason knows the general
ii. We know the particular before the general
5. animal is part of man
i. A man is not just an animal, but an animal with reason
b. But many more than man is an animal
c. Many more than man is part of man
d. [so sometimes the part is greater than the whole]
Solutions

1. - 3. Senses of ‘end’ or ‘limit’ (5th bk of Metaphysics)
a. 1. End of the continuous 
b. 2. End of motion
c. 3. End as intention 
d. 4. End of reasons investigation (definition)
4. A. General known before particular: general - more universal; particular - less universal
    B. Particular known before the general: particular - singular; general - universal

5. Confusing the composite whole with the universal whole
a. Confusing the different senses of ‘in’ as ‘part in whole’ 
i. The composed parts are ‘in’ the whole as ‘part in composed whole’

ii. The subject parts are ‘in’ the whole as ‘species in genus’ [subject part in the universal whole’]

� perhaps this is where we get the notion that 13 is an unlucky number


� a sign that we ought to divide the six into three, is that all three commentators (Alexander of Aphrodisias, Albert the Great, one attributed to St. Thomas, but debated) made the same division into three 


� 2nd sense of ‘in’


� 4th sense of ‘in’
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