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Material: Ch 1 - 3

[does Aristotle treat of all kinds of errors and causes of errors in the Sophistical Refutations?]

· St. Thomas Proemium to Posteriori Analytic (a division of logic)
· First St. Thomas distinguishes the 3 acts of the intellect

· Then St. Thomas divides the 3rd act of the intellect in to three more 
· This division here is anticipated by Plato in the Pheado
· “don’t become hater’s of argument” -- [how does one become a misanthrope]
· By trusting some arguments, and by trusting some arguments too much
· Some arguments you should trust a little, some you should trust completely, some you should not trust at all
· Proportion: there are some men you should trust completely (Christ), some men should should trust to a certain degree, some men you should not trust at all (wouldn’t trust your daughter with Don Giovani)
· Women sometimes become haters of men because they trust men too much or they trust some men they shouldn’t trust at all
· Similarly, men become haters of arguments because they trust some arguments too much, while other trust arguments that shouldn’t be trusted at all
· Three kinds of arguments
· 1. Arguments you can trust completely 
· Demonstration (Prior and Posteriori Analytics)
· 2. Arguments you can trust with a degree of probability (from more to less)
· Dialectical Arguments (Topics) - begins from what is probable but universal
· Dialectical syllogism
· Induction
· Rhetoric - begins from what is singular
· Enthememe 
· Example 
· Poetics - through representation
· All young lovers are like Romeo and Juliet
· All women are cheaters given the circumstances 
· Based on Mozart’s Cosi Fan Tutte
· 3. arguments you can’t trust at all 
· Sophistical Arguments (Sophistical Refutations)
· Falsus Graphicus (Posterior Analytics)
· [given this division of arguments, are all bad arguments found in the Sophistical Refutation?]
· No, the Falsus Graphicus (falsely drawn) is found in the posterior analytics
· These arguments are opposed to demonstration in a particular science, while the bad arguments in the sophistical refutations apply to all sciences
Sn: Plato’s dialogues

· Theatetus - speaks about epesteme with the geometer Theatetus, since he is most likely to have epesteme
· Loches - speaks about courage with the old general Loches
· Sophist - speaks about rhetoric with the Sophists
Sophistical refutation vs. Metaphysics (science of the wise man)

· we have just seen that the sophistical refutations only treats of errors which are common to all science
· The wise man, since his consideration is more universal, will not only consider these mistakes as well as the falsus graphicus arguments, but also causes of errors arising from the will 
· ex. Pride as cause of error
· 1. Attempt to judge what he is not (not yet) capable of judging
· 2. Does not wish to learn from a teacher 
· ex2. Curiosity as cause of error
· Take up thing out of order (a disordered desire to know)
· For instance, you might be curious about St. Thomas’ five proofs for the existence of God; however, if you begin with this, you are taking up something before you ought to. 
· Or we might want to talk about the fashionable philosophical topics
· They do not have a natural beginning but whatever others are talking about
· The wise man considers things more universally, while in logic (the sophistical refutations being part of the consideration of logic) is concerned with things concerning arguments
165a20 the wise man vs. the sophist

· philosopher would rather be was than seem wise
· Sophist would rather seem wise than be wise
· The best way to seem wise is to refute others
· Since the must public the task of the wise man to refute error
· The Wise man vs. The dialectician vs. The sophist (from the Metaphysics)
· like: in their universality, for all they treat of all the sciences, in this way they are equally universal
· Unlike: wise is not like the dialectician according to certitude
· The wise man and the dialectician are not like the sophist according to the choice of life [165a31] (wise man seeks to be wise the sophist seeks to appear wise)
The move to examine sophistical arguments [165a38] -- from the general to the particular

· 1st Aristotle considers the four kinds of conversations 
· Notice is use of the word ‘conversation’ instead of this division which is made in the Topics where he calls them ‘demonstrations’
· For the Sophist is concerned with having a conversation than a demonstration, for while conversations may include demonstrations, a conversation is necessarily public (vs a demonstration which can be done in private)
· If you desire the truth it is easier to discuss something privately, but if you desire glory, you would prefer an audience
· 1. Didactic - teaching (w/ one who knows and one who does not know)

· Begins with the principles proper to a certain subject
· This conversation can begin with the proper principles, for even though the student does not know this to be the proper starting point, it is proper to the student to believe the teacher
· Ex. In geometry we trust the master Euclid to give us the correct order

· 2. Dialectic (w/ two who do not know)

· Begins with probable opinions 
· Probable opinion is either (a) opinion of all or most men (b) opinion of all or most of the experts/famous men in a particular science [(a) is on account of the quantity while (b) is on account of the quality of certain men]
· 3. Examination-argument - (w/ one who thinks he knows and one who is showing that the other does not know)

· Examines whether one should be a student but does not know it
· Or one who thinks he is a teacher but should not be
· Proceeds from the one who thinks he knows (which will be examined)
· 4. Contentious argument - contentious translated from aristikoi meaning to fight (w/ one or two who want to ‘beat’ the other in an argument) -- these are the sophistical arguments

· The victory belongs to only one, which is a private good
· Proceeds from apparently probable premises or from real probable premises proceeding by way of false syllogisms 
· Examples of all four are found in the Meno
· 1st Socrates shows that Meno does not know the definition of Virtue; Meno is a ‘would-be’ teacher (conversation #3)
· 2nd Socrates proposes a dialectical conversation (conversation #2)
· After he shows Meno that he does not know, he proposes that they ‘put their heads together’ to try to find out what it is
· 3rd Meno gives a sophistical argument (conversation #4)
· Meno resists by asking ‘how can we look for what we do not know?’

· 4th then Socrates proposes his theory of recollection,
 when asked by Meno to exemplify it, Socrates enters into a conversation with the slave boy where he teaches him how to double the square 
· 1st conversation w/ slave boy, show that the slave boy does not know how to double the square, the slave boy is a ‘should-be’ student (conversation #3)
· 2nd conversation w/ slave boy, Socrates teaches him how to double the square (conversation #1)
· 5th upon Meno’s insistence to answer the question ‘whether virtue can be taught?’ Socrates enters into a dialectical conversation where he argues to both sides of a contradiction:
 that ‘virtue can be taught’ and the ‘virtue can not be taught’ (conversation #2)
· 6th Socrates unties the Knott (the contradiction) by showing that there is an error with the argument which argues that virtue can be taught

Ch 3 -- Moving from the general to the particular

· 2nd Aristotle gives five goals of a sophist (in contentious conversations); five ways to ‘beat’ your opponent
· 1. Refutation
· Makes you contradict yourself
· 2. False 
· Makes you say something false
· 3. Paradox [para + dox = to say against]
· Something contrary to common opinion
· 4. Solecism 
· Say something ungrammatical

· 5. Reduction to babbling 
· Say something over and over

Ch 4 -- from general to particular

· two kinds of refutation
· 1. Deceive through words
· 2. Deceive through things
· 1. Refutations which deceive through words (6 kinds)
· ...
�  (simple apprehension, formation of statements, formation of arguments)


� treated in the Priori and Posterior Analytics


� notice here that even in mathematics, the student ought to believe


	Mathematics is named after the student (from the greek mathēmatikē which means ‘learner’ as if, 		of all the sciences math is the most likely for the student to do all by himself


	But if mathematics requires belief on the part of the student, a fortiori, Sacred Doctrine (which is 		name after the teacher Docere meaning to teach) requires belief on the part of the student


� Treated in the Topics


� Treated in the Topics


� Treated in the Sophistical Refutations


� Meno is committing the fallacy of simply and in some respect; for you can know in some way what you don’t know simply 


	Ex. I know, in some respect, the area of a rectangle by knowing the width and the hight; but once 		I multiply the two, I can simply know 


� Plato is subtly making Socrates commit the same fallacy that Meno just committed, namely the fallacy of simply and in some respect


� fitting Aristotle’s definition of dialectical arguments


� since the dialectician ought to reveal the knot (by showing the contradictions) and untying the knot by discovering some distinction 


� too understand this one might look to the latin. For if someone were to say that this man is a sailor, the sophist might show that this is inconsistent with grammar (since sailor in latin is feminine)


� statement is speech signifying the true or false; speech is vocal sound signifying (through convention that has parts signifying by themselves); so statement is vocal sound signifying signifying the true or false
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