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Abstract

One sentence of Aristotle — Tadtne 6& Tii¢ mpaypateiag od TO peév fr T 6 odK N
npoe€eipyaopévor, AN’ o06&v moavted®g vmfjpyer (SE 183b34-36) — was put through
twenty rounds of simulated blind review, seeded by one editorial observation, across four
commercial language models and eleven configurations of a short paper about it. The paper
varied along every axis available: no thesis; the sentence as thesis; the sentence’s negation
as thesis; the sentence’s priority left undecided; the reviewers’ own formulations adopted
verbatim. The reviews did not vary. Every round inserted a qualifier into the sentence,
and the terminal round, reached by full compliance with every instruction, endorsed as
the paper’s “memorable governing phrase” a sentence that is Aristotle’s with one particle
removed: o0. The operation is measured to the particle. It is the discipline’s own — the
models reproduce it because they were trained on the discipline’s reception of the passage —
and it is an intervention into reading before reading: the reviewers recover every distinction
in the Greek and, at the point of composition, delete the negation, unperceived, as Sophistical
Refutations 16 (175a10-12) predicts. The sentence deleted is the one in which Aristotle
denies that his inquiry was received from others (map’ £tépwv, 183b17); what the reception
restores, at the cost of the particle, is provenance from others. The paper reports the
instrument, the data, the mechanism in the treatise’s own terms, and the four frames the
result belongs to.
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Appendix to “The Particle” — key iterations of the note and
the simulated blind reviews

All items 2026-09-02. Part A are the objects as sent; Part B the reports as received. The
referee prompt was constant across all runs; the version was the only variable. Nothing in
Part B is edited; bracketed summaries in B1-B4 stand in for stretches held verbatim in the
originals, and B5 registers every report by its operative sentence.

Part A — iterations

Al. NOTHING-SE34 v1.0 — A = A. Every heading “line says that sentence”; the
abstract ends “The evidence is the sentences”; the conclusion is 183b34-184b8 printed
whole in Greek. The paper’s thesis is Aristotle’s sentence, 184b1-2.

A2. NOTHING-SE34-REFLEX v0.2 — A # A. “Nothing Before Does Not Mean Noth-
ing Before”: argues the reception’s reading with a straight face, only Aristotle, each
step a sophistical refutation performed with the SE chapter that names it quoted as its
warrant, through the clause in which the chapter condemns the operation. Ends where
the qualified reading, pursued honestly, arrives: at A.

A3. NOTHING-SE34-CLAUSE v0.2 — thesis taken from the refuter of A2: the quan-
tifier is exhaustive and its domain is the preceding clause. Prints 183a37-184b8 with
translation. “The clause delimits; the quantifier exhausts.”

A4. NOTHING-SE34-DIVISION v0.3 — the inverse operation aimed at its real target:
division and Socratic questioning excluded from syllogizing, using SE 5, 7, 17, 18, 23,
24, 34 (and APr. 1.31 in confirmation), each cut made through the sentence that forbids
it.

A5. NOTHING-SE34 v1.4 — the grants ordered (prior = from others; the beginning;
the inquiry with Socrates inside its definition), then four placements of Socrates occu-
pied, each followed by the line it must delete, then the sentence.

A6. NOTHING-SE34 v2.0 — the terminal compliant version: every reviewer in-
struction applied, the Socrates section built of reviewers’ sentences, resting word
“antecedent”. The paper the discipline would publish.

A7. NOTHING-SE34-APPARATUS v0.1 — the reception’s readings displayed as con-
jectural emendations (del. ov; suppl. [Jovotnuoatkov[ ...), each classified by an SE
chapter.

Part B — reports

B1. Review of v1.0.

B2. Review of REFLEX v0.1 — the refuter arrives at the literal reading.

B3. Reviews of v1.3/v1.4 — “exemplum”; “illustration does not entail externality”;
“plainly predates”.

B4. Reviews of v2.0 — “Aristotle denies not antecedents, but pre-elaboration”; the sen-
tence “crude”.

B5. Register of the twenty reports and the seed observation with the operative sentence
and the qualifier inserted.
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The pair

Al and A6 are the same words on the same lines. One says the sentence and was told it needs
qualification. The other says the sentence’s denied member and was told it is nuanced. The
difference between them is ov.

A Note on Sophistical Refutations 183b34-184b8

Abstract. This note argues that Sophistical Refutations 184b1-2 says that there was nothing
of syllogizing prior to Aristotle. In support it argues that 183b34-36 says that the inquiry
was not partly worked out beforehand and partly not, but that nothing at all was there; that
183b36-184a8 says that the teachers of eristic arguments gave the things from the art and
not the art; and that 184b1-8 says that rhetoric had much and old material, and that the
method is to be judged from the conditions it began from. The evidence is the sentences.

1. 184b1-2 says that there was nothing of syllogizing prior to Aristotle

mepl 6& tod ovAdoyileobal mavTeA®OC 006EV elyoper mpodtepor GAXO Aéyeww, AN’ 1) TPBH)
{nTodvTec mOADY ypbévov émovoduey. (184b1-2)!

About syllogizing we had absolutely nothing else earlier to say, but were long at work seeking
by practice.

The “we” is the chapter’s: mposiAdpeda (183a37), vmeOipeda (183b3), sipnraper (183b6),
61eAnAv0apev (183b13), iyopev (184b1). mpdtepov is the time before this inquiry. &Ado is
anything other than what the inquiry found by practice.

2. 183b34-36 says that the inquiry was not partly worked out before-
hand and partly not, but that nothing at all was there

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T &' obk Nr mpoefelpyaopévov, &AA’ 0o06ED
navteA®¢ vfpyev. (183b34-36)

Of this inquiry, it was not that one part had been worked out beforehand and another had not;
rather, nothing at all was there.

183a37-b8 says what the inquiry is: it undertook to find a certain syllogistic capacity concern-
ing any problem set, from what is available as most reputable (60vapiv Tiwa cvAAoYlOTIKNY
epl 100 mPoPANOEVTOC €K TOY LIIAPYOVTWY WC évdofotdtwr, 183a37-bl), and, because so-
phistic lies next door, also to be able to sustain an account and hold a thesis in the same way
(183b1-6). 183b7-8 says that this second task is why Socrates asked but did not answer: he
agreed that he did not know (61 T00T0 TWKPATNG NPWTA AN’ ODK AIIEKPIVETO: WHOAGYEL Yyap

!Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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oUK €16évat). 183b16 names the same inquiry with the same demonstrative, mepi tadTnY Y
npaypoteion, as 183b34 does, TadTng 6& Thc mpaypateing.?

ol negates TO p&v N T© 6 0OK NV mpoefelpyaopévor. &AM introduces oDEEV TOVTEAGG
vmfpyev. ovBEV is the subject of vmfjpyer. mavted®dg follows it. mpoe€eipyaopévor occurs
once in the treatise.

3. 183b17-33 says that the partly-worked-out case is the case of
rhetoric

183b17-23 says that of all discoveries, some are taken from others and previously worked on,
and advance piecemeal in the hands of those who take them over later (ta p&v map’ £tépwv
An@OévTta mpdtepov memovnuéva KAt PéPog EmMBEGWKEY DIIO TV MoPaAXBOVTWY VOTEPOD),
and others are discovered from scratch and grow little at first (ta 6" €€ dIopyfic ebPLOKOPEV X
HKPAw TO mp&Tov emiboow Aapfdavew eiwbe). 183b29-33 says that rhetoric is of the first kind:
those who found its beginnings advanced it only a little; the people now esteemed received
it from many, as if by succession (olov ¢k Siaboyfic), Tisias after the first, Thrasymachus
after Tisias, Theodorus after him, and many have contributed many parts (moAAol moAAX
oLVEVTLOYOOT PEPT).

183b34-35 says that this inquiry is not of that kind: it was not that one part had been worked
out beforehand and another had not. mpdtepov occurs at 183b18 and mpoesipyacpévor at
183b35; katax pépog at 183b19, pépn at 183b33, and to pev ... 10 6€ at 183b34.

4. 183b35 and 184b1 say the same verb of nothing and of rhetoric’s
material

mavTteA®C occurs three times in the treatise, all in this chapter: at 183b35, after o06év;
at 184al1-2, of those who found the beginnings of an art (ol pev yap tag &py&g £0POVTEG
MoV TeA®OC £ PIKPOD T mmporjyayov); and at 184b1-2, before o06£v (mavted&dG 0VHEY elyopeD).

vmfjpyev at 183b35 has the subject o06£v. dmfipye at 184b1 has the subject moAA& Kol maAod
T& Aeyopeva, many and old, the things said. The root occurs twice more in the paragraph:
&€ voapyfg, of discoveries made from scratch (183b22), and vmapydévtwy, of the conditions
from which the method began (¢k Tolo00TWY £E dpyfig iapyovTwWY, 184b3).

5. 183b36-184a8 says that the teachers of eristic arguments gave the
things from the art and not the art

183b36 says that they existed and took pay (T®v mepl TOLG £PLOTIKOLG AGYOLC HLTOAPVODVTWD).
183b37-184a2 says that their education was like Gorgias’s practice (tfi Fopyiov mpaypateiq):
some gave rhetorical and some interrogative arguments to be learned by heart (Adyovg yap
ol pEV PNTOPKOLG ol 6€ EpwnTikoLg £616o0av ekpavOavely), arguments each side thought

2mpayparteia occurs five times in ch. 34: 183b3 (bneBfépeba Tiic mpaypoateioag), 183b16 (mept tadTNY
v opaypateiav), 183b34 (tadtng 6¢ Tic mpaypateiag), 183b37 (11 'opyiov mpaypateiq), 184b4 (tag
GAAag mpaypateiag); and once elsewhere in the treatise, in the last sentence of ch. 1, announcing the
parts of the inquiry (méoa pépn toyydvet g mpaypateiag 6vta, 165a35-37).
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the other’s discourses would most often fall into. 184a2-4 says that their teaching was quick
and without art (toyela pev dteyvog 6'), and why:

oL yap Téyrny dAAX T 1o Tig téyvng 6166vTeg madedew deAdupavov (184a3-4)
for they supposed they were educating by giving not the art but the things from the art.

téyvnp and Tt ano Thg téyvng are the contrasted objects of 6166vTeg; neAdupavov governs
mobevew. 184a4-8 says that they were like a person who professes to hand over a science
for keeping the feet from suffering, and then teaches neither shoemaking nor where such
things may be got, but gives many kinds of every sort of footwear; that person has helped
with the need, but has not handed over an art (Bepor|Onke pev mpog v ypeiav, téyvny 6’ oo
aPESWEKED).

The sentence that says the teachers existed is the sentence immediately following 183b34-36,
and begins kol yap. téyvn and Tt &mo Thg Téyvng occur together at 184a3-4; téyvn occurs
again at 184a8.

6. 184b1-8 says that rhetoric had predecessors and syllogizing did not,
and that the method is to be judged from the conditions it began from

Kol mepl pev tdV PNnroplk®p OLmfjpye mOAAX Kol madoid T Aeyopeva, mept 6g tod
ovAdoyiCeoBol movTeA®C 006EY eiyoncr mpdtepov GAAo Aéyew, &AX™ 1) TP {nTodvTEQ
OALD ypbévov emovodpev. (184b1-2)

About rhetoric much and old material was there, the things said; about syllogizing we had
absolutely nothing else earlier to say, but were long at work seeking by practice.

The sentence is a pév-6¢ pair. In the first member the verb is dmfipye, the subject T Asydpeva,
and the prepositional phrase mepi T@v pnrtopik®v. In the second the verb is elyouev ... Aéyew,
the object mavteA&g 006, and the prepositional phrase mept tod cvAAoyiCleobat. At 183b34-
35 the genitive is Ta0TNC Th¢ mpaypateioag, the subject o06£v, and the verb dvmfipye.

184b3-8 says that the method is to be judged from the conditions it began from (¢k Tolo0TWYV
€€ apyfic vmapyoévTwy), against the other inquiries that have grown by transmission (mop&
T GAAac mpaypateiag 1o ek mapabdoewg nOENUEVag), with pardon for what it has left out
and much gratitude for what has been found.

7. 183b34-184b8

TadTne 6¢ ThC mpaypateiog od TO PEV MY TO 6’ oLK Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, GAN’ oLBED
mavTteA®C vfpyev. Kol yap TtV mepl TOLG EPLOTIKOVE AGYouG pioBoaprodvTwy opoia Tig
fv 1 naibevoig tf Copyilov mpaypateia. Adyovg ydp ol pEV PNTOPLKOLE ol 68 EPWTNTIKODG
£616ooav ékpovOGvew, €lg¢ 00C MASIOTAKIG EPMITEW ONONOAY EKATEPOL TOLG GAANAWY
A6yovc. Admep Tayeia pev dtexvog &' My N H1daokadia Toic pavbdvovot map’ adTEHV: ob Y&
TEYVNY GAAQ T Q110 THG TEYYNG 6160V TEC Tanbedew DieAdppavor, GWotep Gv 1 TIG EMOTAUNY
P&oKwY mapabooe m TO UN6EY moveiv TOLC mOBAC, E1TA CKLTOTOMIKNY PEV | 618GoKoL,
und’ 60ev vvnoetar mopiCecbot T ToladTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavTtodan®dy doodnuaTwy:
oLTOC Yap BePondnKe pev mpog THY ypelaw, téxvny 6 ol mapébwkev. Kal mepl pev tdv
PNTOPIKGY LIfjpye MOAAX Kol mohaid T Aeydpeva, mepl 6& tod ovAroyileobal mavTeA®G
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ovbev elyoper mpdtepor GAAo Aéyeww, GAA’ 1) TPBT (nTtodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV EMOVOVED.
El 6¢ @aiveton Beaoapévolg LRIV WC €K TOLOVTWY €E apyiic LIapyovTwy Exeww 1) péBodog
IKOV®OC mapd Ta¢ GAAag mpaypateiag tag K mapabdoews nOENnEvaC, Aowmov &v £in mdvtwy
DPAOY §j TOV NKPoanEvwD EPYoD TOIC PEV MapaAeAEPpévolg ¢ ned6dov cuyyvwouny toig &'
ePNEEVOLG TOAANY EYEly YAPD.

Nothing Before Does Not Mean Nothing Before: Sophisti-
cal Refutations 183b34-184b8

Abstract. At Sophistical Refutations 183b34-36 Aristotle says that of this inquiry nothing at
all was there beforehand, and at 184b1-2 that concerning syllogizing there was absolutely
nothing earlier to say. This note argues that neither sentence means that nothing was there
beforehand. The argument uses only Aristotle: the surrounding sentences of chapter 34, and
the treatise’s own account of how negations and expressions are to be understood. It con-
cludes that “nothing before” means nothing before of the relevant kind, and that the relevant
kind is the kind that was not there before.

1. The sentences

Tadtg 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T 6' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, AN’ 0oD6ED
nowTteA®C VIfipyev. (183b34-36)3

mepl 6& tod ovAAoyiCeoban mavTeA®OG 00BEY elyopey mpodTeEPOY GAAo Aéyew. (184b1-2)

Taken at their word, these say that nothing at all was there. They cannot be taken at their
word, because Aristotle himself says that something was.

2. Something was there

Aristotle says so in the next sentence. There were teachers of eristic arguments, and they
were paid (T®v mepl Tovg £pLoTIKOLG Adyoug piobaprobvtwy, 183b36). Their teaching resem-
bled Gorgias’s practice (183b37). They gave arguments, rhetorical and interrogative, to be
learned by heart (183b38-184al). Rhetoric, moreover, had much and old material (moAA&
Kol maAoia T Aeyopeva, 184bl), and a succession of contributors, Tisias, Thrasymachus,
Theodorus, and many others who contributed many parts (183b31-33). And the inquiry’s
own second task was undertaken because of Socrates, who asked (183b7-8).

Teachers, arguments, Gorgias, rhetoric, Tisias, Socrates. These were there. Therefore “noth-
ing at all was there” cannot mean that nothing at all was there. It must mean something
else.

3Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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3. Aristotle’s own rule for negations

What it means is supplied by the treatise. Aristotle teaches that a negation may hold in some
respect (m1)) or without qualification (amA®g), and that the two must be kept apart. The rule
is given in full:

Ot 6¢ mapa TO mM Kal GmA®g, 6Tt 00 Tod adTOD 1| KATAPao1c Kai 1 amé@aolg. Tod yap
AELKOD TO 1) 00 ALVKOD, T0D 6’ AIAGOG AgLKOD TO XITAMC 00 ALVKOD AIIOQaolg- £l 0OV 6GVTOC
I £1vat AEVKOD MG AIAGC elpnpévov Aappavel, od motel EAeyyov, gaivetatl 6 i THY &yvolow
Tob i €éoTww €Aeyyog. (SE 5, 166b37-167a4)

Since “nothing was there” cannot be anA®¢ — something was there, as shown — it is ).
Nothing was there in some respect. The task of interpretation is to find the respect.

4. Nothing complete

The respect is supplied by the preceding paragraph. Aristotle says that discoveries taken
from others advance piecemeal (katax pépoc¢ emdébwker, 183b19), that many contribute
many parts (moAlol moAA& ovvevnvoyaot népn, 183b33), and that this is what happened with
rhetoric and with the other arts (6mep kai mept TOLG PNTOPLKOVG AGYOLG CLUPEPNKE, 0YebOD 68
Kol TEPL TG GAAaC maoac téyvag, 183b28-29). This is how arts grow. The eristic teachers
and their arguments are such parts. What was not there was the whole. “Nothing” means
nothing complete: the parts were there, the finished inquiry was not.

It is true that the sentence at 183b34 contains the words ob TO pev fv 16 6° ovK MV
npoe€epyaopévor, which say that it was not the case that some had been worked out
beforehand and some had not. But Aristotle teaches that an expression may signify one thing
separated and more than one thing composed. The teaching is given in full:

Elol 6& tpeig Tpémol TGOV mapd TNy Opwvupiay Koi Ty dp@ipodiav: €1¢ pev étav 1 6 Adyoq
Tobvopa Kupiwg onuaivn mAsiw, olov AeTOC Kai KOw- £1¢ 6 6Tav elwbOTEC wpep oVTW AEyely-
TpiTog 6€ 0T TO oLVTEDEY MAeiw onpaivy, Keywplopévov 6 anA®dc. (SE 4, 166a14-18)

Separated, the clause denies the partial case. Composed with the paragraph before it, in
which all the arts have parts, it cannot deny the partial case, since Aristotle has just said that
all the arts have parts. It therefore denies something else: that the parts had been worked
out as parts of this inquiry. They were worked out as parts of other things. Read in this way
the sentence and the paragraph agree.

5. Nothing systematic

The respect may be specified further. Aristotle says that the teaching of the eristic teachers
was without art (&teyvog, 184a2), because they gave the things from the art and not the art
(o0 yap TéEYYNY AAAX T Amo THg Téxrng, 184a3-4). So the things from the art were there.
What was not there was the art. “Nothing” means no art: nothing systematic, nothing that
organizes the things that were there into a téyvn.

The things from the art are the art’s products, as shoes are the products of shoemaking
(184a4-8). The person who gives shoes has helped with the need (BeBonOnke pev mpog tnv
xpelav, 184a8). Help with the need is something. Therefore something of the art was there
— its products, its help — and “nothing” means nothing systematic.

9
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Aristotle teaches that one name must serve for more than one thing, and explains why:

'Emel yap Oo0K E0TIY adTA TA mpdypoata Stadéyeobot @EpovTag, GAAX TOIC OVOPXOY AVTL TGOV
npaypdtwy ypwpeba ovpporolrg, to cvppaivov £m TOV OVOPATWY Kol M TGOV MPXYRATWY
fyodpeda cvoppaivew ... Avaykaiov obv mheiw TOV adTOV Adyov Kai Tobvoua Tt £v onpaively.
"Nomep oLV KAKET ol Py ol TAG YHYOLE PEPELD DIIO TOD EMOTNIOPWD TAPAKPODOVTAL, TOD
aOTOV TPOIOY Kol Eml TOP AdYywp ol TOV dvopdtwy ThC Svvdnewd drusipot mapaioyifovtal
Kol avtol Hradeyopevol Kol GAAwp arovovteg. (SE 1, 165a6-17)

Téyxvn is such a name. It serves for the art and for what comes from the art, and the things
from the art were there.

6. Nothing of syllogizing in the strict sense

The respect may be specified further still. At 184b1 Aristotle does not say “this inquiry”;
he says mepl 10D ovAAoyiCeoBatl. The second sentence tells us what the first meant. “This
inquiry” at 183b34 is syllogizing in the strict sense, the theory of the syllogism, and it is of
that alone that nothing was there. Dialectic, peirastic, the handling of sophistic refutations,
the capacity to sustain an account and hold a thesis — all of which Aristotle names as the
inquiry’s business at 183a37-b8 — are not what “nothing” is said of. They are the things that
were there.

The phrase mepi oD ovAAoyiCeoban is read into TadTNG Tig mpaypateiag under the third mode
given at SE 4, 166a17-18: 10 ocvvtebep mheiw onuaivn, Keywplopévov 6& anA®dc. Separated,
the two phrases signify simply; composed, they signify what the interpretation requires.

7. IAPTEA®C

It will be objected that the sentences do not say o0v6év but o06ev mavTeA®C and TOAVTEADC
o06v: nothing altogether, absolutely nothing. But Aristotle uses mavtedA&g in the same para-
graph of the founders of rhetoric, who advanced it mavteA®g £mt pmikpov T (184al1-2) — alto-
gether a little. novted®c there accompanies something small, not nothing. It is compatible
with a little. Therefore moavteA®¢ 006EV is compatible with a little, and the intensifier does not
exclude the parts, the products, and the help that were there. It intensifies the negation in
its respect: absolutely no art, absolutely nothing complete, absolutely nothing of syllogizing
in the strict sense. Of those, absolutely nothing. Of everything else, something.

The same word in the same form is the same word. Aristotle teaches when this holds and
when it does not:

O1 6¢ mapa 0 oyfpa g Aé€ewg ovppaivovoy GTav TO U TADTO WOoKLTWE Epunredntat. (SE
4, 166b10-11)

MavTeEA®OC ml PKpOY and mavted®g o0EEY are interpreted alike accordingly.

8. We

It will be objected further that the verb at 184b1 is {youev: we had nothing earlier to say.
But “we” is Aristotle. What Aristotle had is not what was there. Others had things — the
teachers, Gorgias, Tisias, Socrates. Aristotle speaks of what he had, and he had nothing of
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his own; &AAo, “nothing else,” marks it: nothing else of ours. That others had something is
not denied by the sentence and is asserted by the paragraph.

Aristotle teaches that a sentence may signify differently according as its words are divided or
composed, and gives the rule for such cases in full:

doavepov 6 Kal TOLC mapd TN Sraipeoty Kol oOPOsoWw OMOC AVTEOD: GV VAP HLA1PODUEVOC
Kol ovvTiOénevoc 6 Adyog Etepov onuaivy, ovpmepalvopévov tovvavTiov Asktéov. (SE 20,
177a33-35)

G&Ado is composed here with eiyouev rather than with Aéyew, and the sentence signifies ac-
cordingly.

9. Socrates

Finally Socrates. Aristotle says that the inquiry’s second task exists 61« Tobto — because of
what Socrates did: he asked and did not answer, since he agreed he did not know (183b7-8).
What has a cause has a predecessor; the inquiry’s task has Socrates for its cause; therefore
the inquiry has Socrates for its predecessor. Socrates asked; his questions were there; the
inquiry answers them. Something was there: the questions.

That the questions were not answers, and that Socrates disclaimed knowing, does not make
them nothing. What was there before the inquiry was the question. What the inquiry supplied
was the answer. “Nothing” means no answer.

Aristotle teaches how a consequence and its converse are related:

O 6& mapa 10 EmOpevov £Aeyyog 61 TO oleoBatl AVTIOTPEPEW TNV AKOAODONOY: OTAV Yap
To06e 6vTOoC £€ AVAYKNG TO6E 1), Kol ToDOE GvTOg olovTol Kol Odtepov svat € avayrng. (SE
5, 167b1-4)

If a part had been worked out beforehand, there was a predecessor; there was a predecessor;
the inference runs accordingly.

10. What nothing before means

Assembling the respects: nothing before means nothing complete, nothing systematic, noth-
ing of syllogizing in the strict sense, nothing of Aristotle’s own, and no answer. Each of these
was not there. Everything else was: the parts, the products, the help, the questions, the
teachers, the succession, the much and old material of rhetoric.

What is common to the respects is that each names the thing the inquiry produced. The
inquiry produced the whole, the art, the theory of syllogizing, Aristotle’s own account, the
answer. Nothing before therefore means: nothing before of the kind the inquiry produced.
That kind was not there before the inquiry produced it. In that respect, and in that respect
only, nothing at all was there.

This is what the sentence says. Of this inquiry, nothing at all was there beforehand: nothing
of the kind that is this inquiry. Everything that was there was of another kind. Aristotle has
been read correctly when “nothing before” is understood as nothing before of the kind that
was not there before.

11
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AAL’ 008EY mawTEADG LIINPYED.

The Quantifier and Its Clause: Sophistical Refutations
183b34-36

Abstract. This note argues that the quantifier at Sophistical Refutations 183b35, ovbev
navted®c, is exhaustive, and that the domain over which it is exhaustive is the subject matter
announced in the preceding clause, ta0dtng Th¢ mpaypateiag. The chapter identifies that sub-
ject matter. Within it, the sentence says that nothing at all was there. So read, the sentence
is taken literally.

1. Text: 183a37-184b8

[IposlA6peda pev odY gbpeiv SOvOPiv Twa CLAAOYIOTIKND meP TOD IPOPANOEVTOC €K TV
VITOPYOVTWY WG EvBofoTdtwr: TodDTO yap Epyov £0Ti TG H1AAEKTIKNG KaO' adTNY Kol THG
nelpaoTiKiC. 'Emel 68 mpooKaTaoKeLAETOL IPOC aOTAY B1& TNV THC COPLOTIKIG yetTviaoy,
®¢ oL poévov meipav dovatal AaPeiv SLAAEKTIKOG AAAX Kol wg £16wg, 61 TodTo 00 pdévov
TO AeyO&v E€pyov vmebipeda Thg mpaypateiag, 1O Adyov SOvacOat AaBeiv, dAAX Kol ONWG
Adyov vméyovteg @LAGEoper TN Béow wg 61’ evbofotdtwr opotpdénwg. Tnv 6 aitiav
sipfraper to0TOL, €rmel Kol 61 TODTO ZWKPATNG NpWTa, GAA’ ODK AIEKPIVETO: WIOAOGYEL
yap ovK eibéval. Aeddwtor &' v Tolg mpdTePOY Kail mpog mdéoa Kal K méowv TodTo £07TAN,
Kol 60ev evmopnooper ToOTWY, £TL 6& MOG EPWTNTEOD T} TAKTEOD TNV £PWTINOY TACAD, Kail
nepl te AmoKpioewy Kol ADOEWD TOD MPOC TOVC CLAAOYIONODG. AsbRAwTtat 6 Kal mepl TGOV
GAdwv, 6oa THC adTic nedddov TGV Adywv £otiv. TIpog 6& TodTOLG mEPl TGOV MAPAAOYIOPGOD
SreAndA0BapED, WoTEp elpHKapey HON mpdTEPOY. ‘OTL PEY 0DV Exel TEAOC iIKAD®OC & TIpoelAdpEeDdQ,
@avepop: 61 6 Nuac pn AeAndévat 10 cvPPEPNKOC mEPT TADTNY TNV IPAYUATEIAD.

TGOV yap €0PLOKOPEPWD AIAVTWY T PEV TP ETEPWY AN@OEVTA TIPATEPOV MEMOVNIUED X KATX
Hépog EmMBEOwKEY DITO TGOV mapaAaBévTwy VoTepoy: T& &' £ LITAPYNG EDPLOKOPEVA PIKPAD
TO IP®TOV £miboow Aappavey elwbe, YpNOIHWTEPADY PEVTOL TTOAAD TG DOTEPOV €K TODTWY
av&noewg. Méyiotov yap {owg apyn mavtdg, Gomep ALyetalt: 610 Kol YOAENOTATOD: O0W
YO&p KPATIOTOD Th SuvAuel, TOOODTW MWMEKPOTATOD OV TG PEYEOEL YUAETWTATOV £0TIY O@OTvaL.
Toadtne 8’ evpnuévng pdov T mpoaTifévatl Kol ouvadEety 0 Aourdp £0TIY: OIEP KA IEPL TOVC
PNToPKOLG Adyoug oLuPERNKE, oyxedov 6& Kal mepl Tag GAAaG maoag TéEyvag. Ol pHeEy yap TAG
APY G e0POVTEC MAVTEAGDG EIL PIKPOD TL IPONyayov- ol 6& vdV ebdoKIpodYTEG TaApaAaBovTeg
mop& TOAAGOD olov éK S1aboyfic Kot pépog mpoayaydvtwy obtwe NOEAKaot, Tiolag pey petd
TOLG TIPWTOLG, Opaocipayog 6& peta Tiolav, Beddwpog 6 peta TodTOV, Kol TOAAOL TOAAKX
ovvevnoyaot pépn- 616mep 006EY BavpaoTov Exelv TL MAROOG TNV TEXVND.

Tavtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev HY T &' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, &AA’ oD6ED
nmoavteA®C vofpyev. Kol yap TtV mepl ToLG £PLOTIKOVE AOYoug ploboprodvTtwy opoia Tig
nv 1 oaidevoig Tf Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol pHEv PNTOpPlKOLG ol 6& £PWTNTIKOLG
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£618ooav EKpavOAVEIY, £l¢ 0UC HMAEIOTAKIC EUIUITEY @NONOCAV E£KATEPOL TOLG GAANAWYD
A6yovc. Admep Tayeia pev dtexvog &' My 1N Hi6aokadia T0ic pavbdvovot map’ adTEHV: od Y&
TEYPNY AAAX T& 4110 THG TEYYNC 8166vTEC Mobedey LieAduPavov, Womep G 1 TIC EMOTAHUNY
P&oKwY mapabooey M TO UN6EY moveiv TOLC mOBAC, E1TA CKLTOTOMIKNY PEV | S18GoKoL,
und’ 66ev Bvvnoetal mopiCeoban Ta ToradTa, Hoin 6& moAAx yévn mavTobam®y LIodNUATWY:
oUTOC Yap BeBondNKe pev mpog THY ypelaw, téxvnw 6 ol mapébwkev. Kal mepl pev tdv
PNTOPIKGY LIfjpye MOAAX Kol mohai T Aeydpeva, mepl 6& tod ovAlroyileobal mavTeA®G
ovbev elyoper mpdtepov GAAo Afyeww, GAA’ 1) TPBT (nTtodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV EMOVOVUED.
El 6¢ @aiveton Beaoapévolg LRIV WC €K TOLOVDTWY €E Apyiic LIapyovTwy Exew 1 péBodog
IKOV®OC mapd Tag GAAag mpaypateiag tag K mapabdoews nOENREvAC, Aowmov &v £(n mdvTwy
DEGOY §j TOV NKpoanEvwD EPYoD TOIC PEV MapaAEAEPpEPOLG THC neO6dov guyyvwuny toig &'
gdpNPévOLC TOAAT Exew y&pw.?

We undertook, then, to find a certain syllogistic capacity concerning any problem set, from
what is available as most reputable; for this is the work of dialectic in itself and of peirastic.
And since, on account of sophistic’s proximity, provision is made in addition for it, so that one
can take a test not only dialectically but as one who knows, for this reason we set down as the
work of the undertaking not only the one stated, to be able to take an account, but also how, in
sustaining an account, we shall guard the thesis by means of the most reputable things in the
same manner. We have stated the cause of this, since it is also for this reason that Socrates
asked but did not answer; for he agreed that he did not know. It has been shown in what
precedes how many things this will be directed to and out of how many it will be, and where
we shall be well supplied with them, and further how questions are to be put or the whole
questioning arranged, and about answers and solutions to the syllogisms. It has been shown
also about the other things, as many as belong to the same method of arguments. In addition
to these we have gone through the paralogisms, as we have already said before. That what
we undertook has an adequate end is clear; but we must not fail to notice what has happened
concerning this undertaking.

Of all discoveries, those taken from others and previously worked on have advanced piecemeal
in the hands of those who took them over later; those discovered from scratch are accustomed
to take a small advance at first, but one much more useful than the later growth out of these.
For the beginning is perhaps the greatest part of everything, as is said; which is why it is
also the hardest; for the stronger it is in power, the smaller it is in size and the harder to see.
Once it has been found, to add and to increase the rest is easier; which is what happened with
rhetorical arguments, and nearly with all the other arts. For those who found the beginnings
advanced them altogether only a little; those now esteemed, having received from many, as
if by succession, who advanced piecemeal, have increased them thus — Tisias after the first,
Thrasymachus after Tisias, Theodorus after him, and many have contributed many parts; so
it is no wonder that the art has some magnitude.

Of this undertaking, it was not that one part had been worked out beforehand and another had
not; rather, nothing at all was there. For the education of those who took pay for eristic argu-
ments was like Gorgias’s practice: some gave rhetorical and some interrogative arguments
to be learned by heart, into which each side thought the other’s arguments would most often

4Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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fall. And so their teaching was quick but without art for those who learned from them; for
they supposed they were educating by giving not the art but the things from the art, as if
someone professing to hand over a science for keeping the feet from suffering should then
teach neither shoemaking nor where such things can be got, but should give many kinds of
every sort of footwear; that person has helped with the need, but has not handed over an art.
And about rhetoric there was much and old material, the things said; but about syllogizing
we had absolutely nothing else earlier to say, but were long at work seeking by practice. If it
appears to you on inspection that, from such conditions at the beginning, the method stands
adequately beside the other undertakings that have grown by transmission, it would remain
the task of all of you, or of those who have listened, to hold pardon for what the method has
left out and much gratitude for what has been found.

2. 183b35-36: the quantifier
AAL’ 006EY mavTEADC LIINPYED.

o06év is the subject of dmfjpyev. mavteA®g follows it. No adjective is transmitted between
them or after them. The quantifier is exhaustive: not part, not a little, but nothing, altogether.

3. 183b34: the clause
Tadtng 6& Thg mpaypateiag.

The genitive is sentence-initial and topical. It does not modify o06év as a partitive would;
it fixes the respect in which the clause that follows is asserted: of this undertaking. The
quantifier is exhaustive over the domain the clause supplies and over nothing else. The clause
delimits; the quantifier exhausts. Nothing in the clause weakens the quantifier, and nothing
in the quantifier widens the clause.

4. The chapter identifies the domain

TadTNg has an antecedent, and the chapter gives it three times before 183b34. 183a37-bl
states what “we” undertook: &Ovapiv Twwa cvAAOYIOTIKNY HeEPl TOD HmPOPANOEVTOC €K TOV
vapyévTwr wg évbofotatwy, the work of dialectic and peirastic. 183b1-6 adds the second
task, sustaining an account and guarding a thesis, on account of sophistic’s proximity, and
183b7-8 gives the reason for it: 61& T00T0 ZWKPATNG NPWTA, GAA’ OVK Armekpiveto. 183b3 calls
these 10 Aey0&v £pyov ... i mpaypateiag. 183b16 names the whole with the demonstrative
the sentence will use: mepl TadTNY THY mpaypateiov. 165a35-37 announces at the treatise’s
opening how many parts tfj¢ mpaypateioag there are.’

The noun is not honorific. 183b37 uses it of Gorgias’s teaching business (tfj ['opyiov
npoaypoatei). It names an undertaking, whoever’s.

Smpayparteia occurs five times in ch. 34: 183b3 (bneBépeda Tiic mpaypoateioag), 183b16 (mept tadTNY
v opaypateiav), 183b34 (tadtng 6¢ Thg mpaypateiag), 183b37 (11 I'opylov mpaypateiq), 184b4 (tag
GAAag mpaypateiag); and once elsewhere in the treatise, in the last sentence of ch. 1, announcing the
parts of the inquiry (méoa pépn toyydvet Tiig mpaypateiag 6vta, 165a35-37).
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5. Within the domain, the negation is complete

The sentence states a lesser negation and rejects it before stating the greater: o0 T0 p&v fjv T
6" obk N mpoefelpyacpévon, &AM’ 006V mawTeAGC drfipxev. The lesser is the case in which
some of the undertaking had been worked out beforehand and some had not. o0 denies it.
aAAa introduces the greater. The participle of the denied member is mpoc€eipyaopévov; the
verb of the affirmed member is brafjpyev. The dAAd& carries the one into the other: what was
not partly worked out beforehand is what, altogether, was not there. The sentence supplies
the transition itself; it is not supplied from outside it.

nmavTteA®C occurs three times in the chapter (183b29, 183b35, 184b1), twice with o06év.
vmfjpye is used positively at 184b1 of another domain, with the subject moAAd kail moAoia
TQ Aeyoueva.

6. What existed, the chapter places outside the domain

The chapter does not say that nothing existed. It says that things existed, and it differentiates
them from the undertaking. Their existence is therefore not an instance of the undertaking’s
prior existence. Three cases, in the chapter’s words.

The teachers of eristic arguments existed and took pay (183b36). What they gave was t&
amo thg téyvng and not téyvny (184a3-4); shoes, not shoemaking (184a4-8); their teaching
was G&teyvog (184a2). The undertaking of 183a37-b8 is a 6bvapilg. 184a3-4 places what the
teachers gave on the other side of the art from which it comes.

Rhetoric had much and old material (184b1). 184b4 names rhetoric’s kind t&g &AAag
npaypoateioag — the other undertakings, those grown by transmission. The chapter’s noun
for rhetoric is its noun for the domain, with GAAag in front of it.

Socrates asked and did not answer (183b7-8). The chapter gives this with 61 TodTo, as the
reason for the undertaking’s second task; it does not give it as a part of the undertaking
worked out beforehand.

None of this says that the teachers, rhetoric, or Socrates are unrelated to the undertaking. It
says that they are not it.

7. 184b1-2: a second clause, the same quantifier
mepl 6& Tod oLAAOYICeoOat maVTEAOC 0VBEY elyoney mpdtepov GAAO AEYELD.

The delimiting phrase is mepl Tod ovAAoyiCeobat. The quantifier is mavteA&g 006£D, exhaus-
tive within it. The verb is eiyopev ... Aéyev; the “we” is the chapter’s (mposiddénedba 183a37,
vreféneba 183b3, eipnrapey 183b6, SieAnAvOaper 183b13). The sentence has the form of
183b34-36: a clause that names the domain, and a negative that exhausts it. The two clauses
are different clauses. The two quantifiers are the same quantifier.

8.

The quantifier at 183b35 is exhaustive. Its domain is the undertaking named in the preceding
clause, tadTng THg mpaypateiag. The chapter states what that undertaking is at 183a37-b8,
names it with the same demonstrative at 183b16, and places what did exist — the teachers’
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products, rhetoric’s material, Socrates’ questions — outside it in its own words: o0 Téyvny,
T GAAag mpaypateiag, 51 Ttodto. Within the domain, nothing at all was there. The sentence
is taken literally when the clause is read as a clause and the quantifier as a quantifier.

AAL’ 00BEY mawTEADG LIINPYED.

Division Is Not Syllogizing: Socrates and the Nothing of
Sophistical Refutations 34

Abstract. At Sophistical Refutations 183b34-36 Aristotle says that of this inquiry nothing at
all was there beforehand, and at 184b1-2 that concerning syllogizing there was absolutely
nothing earlier to say. Before Aristotle there was Socrates, who asked, and there was division.
This note argues that neither is syllogizing, and that the sentences are therefore true. The
argument uses only Aristotle: the Sophistical Refutations itself, and Prior Analytics 1.31 in
confirmation.

Texts

Sophistical Refutations 34, 183a37-184b8

[IpoiAdpeda pev oLy gdpeiv GOvapiv Twa cLAAOYIOTIKNY HeEPt ToD mpoPANOEVTOC EK TGOV
VIIOPYOVTWY WG EvBofoTdtwry: TodDTO yap Epyov £0Ti TG HLAAEKTIKAG KA’ aOTNY Kol THC
nelpacTikic. Emel 6 MPpooKATaoOKELATETAL TIPOC ALTNY H1A TNY TG COPLOTIKNG yelrTviaoy,
WG oL povov meipav ddvatal AaBeiv SLAAEKTIKROG AAAX Kol w¢ 16w, 61 TodTto 00 PévoV
T0 AeyxOev Epyov vmebépeba Thg mpaypateiag, 10 Adyov HOvacbar AaBeiv, dAAX Kol OMWG
AGyov vméyovteg @uAdEoper TN Oéow wg 6’ evbofotdtwr opotpdénwg. Tnv &' aitiav
eipfraper To0TOL, €mel Kol 61 TODTO ZWKPATNG NPWTa, GAA’ ODK AMEKPIVETO: WHOAGYEL
yap oUK eibévat. Asbnhwtol &' £v Toig mPOTEPOY Kl ImPo¢ méoa Kol £K méowv TodTo £0TAN,
Kol 60gv gvmopnooper ToOTWY, £TL 68 NGOG EPWTNTEOY T} TAKTEOD TNV £PWTNOY IAOAD, KAl
nepl Te Amokpioewy Kol ADOEWDY TOD MPOG TOLG GLAAOYLOPOVDG. AsbnAwTot 6 Kal meEPl TGOV
GAAwv, 6oa THg aOTHC peBdSov TP Adywv £oTtiv. TIpog 6 ToOTOIC HEPT TGOV MAPAAOYIOTUDD
SleAnh0BapeD, Gotep elphrape {6n mpdtepov. "OTL pev oDV Exel TEAOC IKaV®OC & POl AOpEDQ,
@avepoD- 61 6 Huag pn AeAnBévat 1o ovuPePNKOC mEPT TAdTNY TNV mpaypoteiow.

TOV yap EOPLOKOPEPWD AIAVTWY TA PED TP ETEPWD ANPOEVTA TIPOTEPOV HEMOVNPEV A KOTX
pépog EmbEBwKeY IO TGOV mapadaBdévtwy Botepov: T& &' £E LIIAPYNC EDPLOKOPEVA PIKPAD
TO IPQ®TOV £miboow Aappavey elwbe, YpPNOIHWTEPADY PEVTOL TTOAAD THC DOTEPOV €K TOVTWY
avénoewg. Méyiotov yap lowg apyn mavtodg, Gomep ALyetal: 610 Kol YOAENOTATOV: O00W
Yap KpATLoTOD Tf 6uvAPEL, TOOODTW PIKPOTATOY OV TG PEYEDEL YAAENWTATOY £0TIY OQOHvaL.
Tadng 6 edpnuévng Paov To mPooTIBEVAL Kail ovpadEELY TO AowOv £0TIV- OTEP KAl MEPL TOVG
PNTOPLKOLG AOYyouLg GLUPREPNKE, oyebov 6¢ Kal mepl Ta¢ GAAXC mhkoog TEyvag. Ol peEv yap Tag
ApYAG eVPOVTEG TTAVTEAQDG £ PIKPOD TL IPONYayov- ol 6& vdV gdBoKIODVTEG TAPAAABOVTEG
Hop& MOAAGD olov €k Sladoyfic Katd pépoc mpoayaydvtwy obtwe nOEAKaot, Tiolag pév petd
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TOLG TIPWTOLG, Opacipayog 6& peta Tiolav, Beddwpog 6& peta TodTOV, Kol TOAAOL TOAAX
ovvevnPOYaot PéPn- 6161EP 0VEEY BavpaoToY Exelv TL MARBOC THY TEXVND.

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHY T 6' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, AN’ oD6ED
navteA®C vmofjpyer. Kol yap TtV mepl 100G £pLOTIKOVE AOYyoug pioboprodvtwy opoia Tig
nv 1) naidevoig i Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol p&v PNToplkodS ol 68 £pWTNTIKOG
£618ooav EkpavOAVEID, £1¢ O0UC HMAEIOTAKIC EUIUITEY WNONOCAV E£KATEPOL TOLG GAANAWD
A6yovc. Admep tayeia pev &texvog &' My N 616aokaiia Toic pavbdvovot map’ adTGV: 0d y&p
TEYYNY GAAX T& &1Io Thg TéYrng 6186vTeg mobedew vieAdupavor, Gomep av &l TI¢ EmMaoTAPNY
PAOKWD TTapabHoe m TO Pndev moveiv ToLg HO6C, 1T TKLTOTORIKNY PEV 1T 616GoKO1,
und’ 60gv Bvvrostan mopiCeobon T TotadTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavtoban®dy VIodNuETWY:
oLTOC Yap PeBondnKe pev mpoc THY ypelaw, téxvny 6 ol mapébwrev. Kal mepl pev tdw
PNTOPIKGY LIfjpyYe MOAAX Kol mohaix T Aeydpeva, mepl 6& tod ovAroyileobal maAVTEAKDG
ovbev elyopev mpdtepov GAAo Afyeww, GAN’ 1) TPBT (nTodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV E£MOVOVED.
El 6¢ @aiveton Bsaoapévolg LUV WC €K TOlODTWY €E Apyiig LIapyovTwy Exew 1) pébodog
Kav®G mapd Tag GAANG mpaypateiag Tag K napaddéoews nOENPEVAG, Aoumov Gv &in mavtwy
DEGOY §j TOV NKpoapévwr EPYov TOIC PeE mapadeleppévolg Mg pefoédov cuyyvwounp toig 6°
eVPNUEVPOLG TTOAANY EYE YAPLD.

Prior Analytics 1.31, 46a31-b37

O 6’ 1) 6 OV yer®dv Hraipeoic pikpdv T pépLov ot g elpnuévng pebddov, padiov 16eiv-
EoTi yap 1 Sradpeaig olov &oBevnc ovAAoylopdc: O pev yap el 6eifat aiteital, ovAdoyiletal
6" ael Tt TGOV Grwlev. mpGTOY 6’ ADTO TODTO £AeANOel TOVG YPWPEVOLG ADTH MAVTHG, Kol
neibew eneyeipovy wg 6vtog Gvvatod mepl ovoiag andder€v yevéobat Kol tod T EoTww. WOt
oDTe 6 T1 EVBéyeTan OUAAoyioaoeal Srapovpévorg Evvicoar, obte OTL 0DTWC EVEBEYETO DOTIEP
Slan(X].ISD £V HED OLD TAIG cxno&elEsow otow Gsn Tt ovAdoyioaoBon Lridpyew, 6el TO péoov,
61’ oL yivetan 6 ovAAo YIoR6G, Kol NTTOD Gel €lvat Kol pn KaBoAov 10D Ipwtov Tv (Xprv n
6¢ Hraipeoic TodvavTiov BodAeTal: TO Yap KaBOAov Aappdvel péoov. £0Tw yap THOV £¢° ol A,
10 6& OUNTOY £ 0V B, Kol dOdvatov @’ o0 I, 6 6’ &vOpwIIog, ob TOV Adyov 6el AaBeiv, £p’ ob
10 A. &mmaw 67 C&Hov AapBdavet fj Bvntov §j &0&vatov- TodTo &’ £otiv, 6 Gv 1) A, &mav eivat fj B §j
. m&Aw tov &rOpwiov &el Slapodevog TibeTar THov elvat, MoTe Katd Tod A TO A AapBdret
bIGpYeWw. 6 PEV oLV GLAAOYIOPSS £0Tw 6TL TO A i B fj I dmow &otat, $ote TOv GvOpwiIov
f) BunTov pEv fi dBdvatov dvaykaiov elvat, (Hov BvnTov 68 00K Avaykaiov, &AX  aiteitar
TobTo 6’ N 0 £6e1 cvAAoy{oaoOHat. Kod mAW Oépevog TO pEv A Tdov BvnTév, £’ ob 68 TO B
bémouvy, £’ ob 6¢ o I &movw, oV &’ &vOpwIoY TO A, GoADTWC AapPavel TO pEv A fitot €v
T® B i v 0 T elvon (dmav yap (Hov Buntov §j dmémovy §j &movy éoti), Katd 68 Tod A 0 A
(TOV Yap &rOpwiov {Hov Buntov eivat EAaBep): GO’ dmdmovy pev fj &movw eivat {Hov dvdykn
TOV GVOpwIOV, BIOIOLY 6’ OVK AVAYKT, AAAX AapPavel- TodTo 6’ N O E6e1 MAAW Heifot. Kad
TodTOV 61 TOV TPOTOY Ael Hlraipovpévolg To pEv kaboAov ovppaivel avtoic péoov Aappavely,
KaO' o0 & £6el Heifan Kal T Slapopdg drpa. TEAog 6¢, 6Tl TodT  f0Tw &VOpwIog §j 6 Tt
motT’ &v N O {ntoduevoy, 006V Aéyovotl cages Mot dvaykaiov givat Kod yap THY GAAND
060v molodvTal Moo, 0L6E TAC EVbeyonEVAG evmopiag LIIOAAPBAVOVTEC DITAPYELD.

dovepov 8 6T 00T’ dvaokevGol T(XDTT] Tn HeB6bw £oTwv, olTE mePL ouuBeBnKOToq f 16100
ovAdoyloaodat, obte mept yévoug, obT’ €v olg dyvoeital to mdTepov Wb fj W6 £xet, olov &p’ N
61apeTPoC AOOPPETPOG 1) COPPETPOG. £XV Yap AGPN OTL Gaw PfiKoG 1) cOPPETPOY 1) ACOUPETPOD,
N 6¢ 81apeTpog pfiKkog, oLAAEAOYLOTAL OTL ACOPPETPOC T} OOPPETPOC T B1dpeTpog. i 6 AfyeTat
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aooppeTpov, 0 £6st ovAAoyioaoBatl AfyeTat. ODK (’J’(p(x Iéchl 6o 1) peEv yap 060¢ avtn, Hix
TahTNG 6" oK £0TV. TO AOOPHPETPOD 1) COPRETPOY £’ 0L A, pfiKog B, Glaus"rpoq I'. pavepov
ovv 6T obTe MPOC ikoav TKEYW appdlel Thg NTHoewg O TPdIog, oDT  &v o1¢ pdAtota HoKel
npémew, £V To0TOLC £0TL YPNHOHOG.

1. The sentences and the difficulty
AN’ 0068V mowTEAGC OIfipyev. (183b35-36)°
mepl 6& Tod ovAAoyiCeoban mavTEAGDC 00OEY elyopey mpodTeEPOY GAAo Aéyew. (184b1-2)

Aristotle names Socrates in the same chapter (183b7-8). Division he treats throughout the
treatise, as the answerer’s act and as the solver’s; and in the Prior Analytics as a thing others
used before him (I.31). If Socratic questioning or division were syllogizing, something of
syllogizing was there before, and the sentences would be false. They are not false. Therefore
Socratic questioning and division are not syllogizing. The note shows this from what the
treatise says of each.

2. Division is what the answerer is granted
The treatise gives the answerer one power against the questioner, and names it:
6&6otat 6 £v tolg Adyorg 10 Siedeiv ... o1’ medn) 6é6oton Hrapeiv, ovk OkvNTéOD. (SE 17)

'Ev pév obv T0ig Kuplwg Aeyopévolg ovépaoty Grdykn dmoxkpiveoBat fi &mA&C fj Siaipodpevov.
(SE 17)

To divide is granted to the answerer. An answer is either simple or divided. But an answer
is not a syllogism; the answerer supplies the premise from which the questioner syllogizes.
What is granted to the answerer is therefore not syllogizing. Division, being granted to the
answerer, is not syllogizing. It is what one does instead of being syllogized against.

3. Division is what a solution is
The treatise gives the rule for solving, and names the act:

ovppaivel TGOV AGYywv TOLG PEV OLAAEAOYIOPEVOLG GPEAOVTA, TOVC 6 pavopévovg Hleddvta
Adew ... 6nwg N Brapodvteg 1y dvatpodvteg Adwpev. (SE 18)

Olov el map& oOVOeTL 6 Aéyog, T Aboig SiehévTi. (SE 23)
Abovot 8¢ tweg Brapodvteg TNV Epwtnoty. (SE 24)

Apparent syllogisms are solved by dividing. A solution undoes a syllogism, or an appearance
of one; it does not make one. Division, being how solutions are made, is not syllogizing. It is
what is done to syllogisms.

5Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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4. Those who cannot divide are deceived; the one who can is near the
truth

The treatise says where deception comes from, and what the one who can divide is near:

‘H 6 amdtn yivetot T®OV pév mapd tThr opwvupior Kol tov Adyov @ un dvacdat Siopeiv to
HOAAaY&G Aeyopevop (Evia yap oOK ebmopov Siedeiv, olov TO &V Kal TO OV Kail TO TaDTOV)
... XaAemov yap 6edelv mola woadTwg Kol moia wg £€Tépwg Aéyetat (oyebov yap 0 ToDTO
Suvapevog moteiv £yyng €0t Tod Oewpseiv TaANOEC). (SE 7, 169a22-31)

ol 6’ oV Buvanevor Hraipeiv §j Epwtwuevol H166aov 1) 00 66VTEC olovTat Hebwkévar. (SE 5)

The things hard to divide are one, being, and the same. The one who can divide them is near to
beholding the truth: £yybdg. What is near a thing is not the thing. Beholding the truth is what
syllogizing arrives at; the one who divides is near it, and has not arrived. Division is therefore
not syllogizing. It is the neighbourhood of it. That those who cannot divide are refuted, and
grant what they have not granted, shows only that division is a defence; a defence is not the
art it defends.

5. Answers and solutions are parts of the inquiry
The treatise lists what the inquiry has completed:

Aebnhwtar &' €v Toilg mpdtepov Kal mMpog méocw Kal EK mOocwv TodTo 0T, Kol 6Ogv
EVDIIOPNOONEDY TOVTWY, £TL 6& MG EPWTINTEOD 1) TAKTEOD TNV £PWTNOW TIAOAV, Kol mePl TE
AmoKpioewy Kol ADOEWD TGOV MPOC TOLG oLAAOYLoPoDG. (SE 34, 183b8-12)

Answers and solutions are among the inquiry’s parts; answering is dividing (§2), and solving
is dividing (§3). But the parts of the inquiry are listed after the inquiry’s work is stated, and
the work is a 60vaulg ovAdoyioTikn (183a37). The parts are of the inquiry; the inquiry is
syllogizing; the parts are not the inquiry. Division is a part of the inquiry, and a part of a
thing is not the thing. What Aristotle denies at 183b34 is that the inquiry was partly there
beforehand — o0 T pév v — and a part is a part. But a part that is answering rather than
asking, and solving rather than making, is a part that is not syllogizing; and of a part that is
not syllogizing, its being there beforehand is not syllogizing’s being there beforehand.

6. Socrates asked and did not answer
The treatise says of the inquiry:

61 ToDTO 00 poOVoY TO AeyOEV Epyov LeOépeda Thg mpaypateiag, 10 Adyov Sdvacbat AaBeiv,
AAAX KOl OIwg Adyov bréEyovteg @LAGEopey TNV B0 wg 617 évbofotdtwy opotpoéwc. Ty
6’ attiov sipfiraper t0o0TOL, £mel Kol 61 TODTO TWKPATNG NPWTA, GAA’ 00K AIEKPIVETO:
wpoAdyet yap ovK eibévar. (SE 34, 183b3-8)

The inquiry has two tasks: to take an account, and to sustain one. Socrates did the first and
not the second. A syllogism is A6yoc €V @ TeOEVTWY TWOD ETEPOD TL ... €€ AvdyKNC ovpPaivet
— something said, from things laid down (SE 1, 165al-2). Socrates laid down nothing; he
asked, and confessed he did not know. One who says nothing syllogizes nothing. Socrates
therefore did not syllogize. That the inquiry’s first task, 10 A6yov AaPeiv, is what Socrates did,
and that the cause of the second task is the same cause as his not answering (61 TtobToO ... H1&
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T00T0), does not make his practice part of the inquiry; it makes it the occasion of the inquiry.
An occasion is not a part. And the second task, sustaining an account, is the answerer’s task;
the answerer’s act is division (§2); Socrates did not answer; so Socrates did not divide either.
He is outside on both sides.

7. Confirmation: the other division

It will be said that the division the treatise grants — of the ambiguous question, of the many-
ways-said — is not the division of genera, and that the division of genera, being a way of
finding what a thing is, is syllogizing or its predecessor. The Prior Analytics confirms that it
is not:

Ot 8’ N dua e yerdv Sraipeorg prpov T nop1év £ott THG eipnuévng pebddov, padlov 16eiv-
EoTu yap 1 Sraipeoaig olov &aBevnc ovAAoylopdc: O pev yap el 6eifan aiteital, ovAdoyiletal
6’ ael 1L OV Grwbev. mpdTOY &' aAOTO TodTO £AeANOEL TOLG Ypwnévovg avTh ndvtag. (APT.
1.31, 46a31-36)

Division through genera is like a weak syllogism: olov. What is like a thing is not the thing.
It is a small part of the method, and a small part is not the method. And all who used it did
not know what it was; what one does without knowing what it is, one does not do. So the
division of genera is not syllogizing either. The Analytics says of it what the treatise says of
the answerer’s division: a part, a likeness, a defence, a neighbourhood. Neither is the thing.

8. What is left of the inquiry

The inquiry, then, is what remains when division and Socratic questioning are set outside it:
the 60vapic ovAdoyioTiki less its answers, its solutions, the division that makes them, the
asking that occasions them, and the division through genera that is a part of its method. Of
what is thus left, nothing at all was there beforehand. The sentence is true.

9.

Division is granted to the answerer, is how solutions are made, is near the truth, is a part
of the inquiry, and is like a weak syllogism; Socrates took accounts and did not give them.
None of these is syllogizing, once syllogizing is what remains after they are removed. Before
Aristotle, therefore, there was nothing of syllogizing: nothing of the kind that is left when
what was there is set aside.

oxebov yap 0 To0TO HLVApEVOC TOLETY £YYDG £0TL TOoD Bewpelv TAANOEG.

A Note on Sophistical Refutations 183b34-184b8

Abstract. This note argues that Sophistical Refutations 184b1-2 says that there was nothing
of syllogizing prior to Aristotle. In support it argues that 183b17-18 says what prior work
is; that 183b22-24 says what a beginning is; that 183a37-b12 says what this inquiry is and
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what its parts are, and names Socrates within it; that 183b1-8 admits four placements of
Socrates, before the inquiry, beside it, among the teachers, and within it with the question of
priority left open; and that 183b34-36 says, of this inquiry, that it was not partly worked out
beforehand, but that nothing at all was there. The evidence is the sentences.

1. 183b17-18 says that prior work is work taken from others

TOV yap EOPLOKOPEPWD AIAVTWY TA PED TP’ ETEPWDY ANPOEVTA TIPOTEPOV HEMOVNPED A KOTX
pépog EmBEBWKEY IO TGOV mapadaBoévTwy BoTepov: Ta &’ £E DIIAPYTC EVPLOKOPEV A LIKPAD TO
np&tov énidoow Aapfavew elwe. (183b17-23)7

Of all discoveries, those taken from others and previously worked on have advanced piecemeal
in the hands of those who took them over later; those discovered from scratch are accustomed
to take a small advance at first.

The paragraph gives two kinds. The first is defined by map’ £tépwv: taken from others.
npdtepov nemovnuéva, previously worked on, is said of that kind. The second is &€ OriapyfG.
Rhetoric is given as the first kind: Tisias after the first, Thrasymachus after Tisias, Theodorus
after him, and many have contributed many parts (183b29-33).

2. 183b22-24 says what a beginning is

Méyiatov yap (owg apyn mavtog, wotep AEyeTal: 610 Kol YAAETWOTATOV: 00W YAP KPATIOTOV
T 6uvdpel, TOCODTW MKPOTATOD OV TG PEYEDEL YAAETWTATOY E0TIV 0@OTivat. (183b22-24)

The beginning is perhaps the greatest part of everything, as is said; which is why it is also
the hardest; for the stronger it is in power, the smaller it is in size and the harder to see.

A beginning is one in size and greatest in power. The plurality belongs to what is added after-
wards: Tadtng 6 bpnuévng pdov 10 mpooTiBévatl Kol gvvadEety TO Aowmdv éotiv (183b25-26),
and of rhetoric, 008V Bavpaotov Eyev T1 mARBog T téyvny (183b33).

3. 183a37-b12 says what this inquiry is, what its parts are, and that
Socrates asked within it

[IpoAdpeda pev oLy gdpeiv GOVapiv Twa cLAAOYIOTIKNY Hepl ToD mpoPAnOEVTOC EK TGOV
VIIOPYOVTWY WG EvBofoTdtwr: TodDTO yap Epyov £0Ti TG H1AAEKTIKAG KaO' aOTNY Kol THC
MEPACTIKNG. ... 61 ToDTO 01 Povov TO AgyOeV Epyov Lebépeba Tiig mpaypateiag, 10 Adyov
6ovaoOot AaBeiv, aAAx Kai Omwg Adyov LIEyovteg @LAGEoueD TNV BEo wg 61’ évbofotdtwy
opotplnwg. Tnv 6 aitiav sipnroapcr T00TOVL, £mel Kal 61 TODTO TWKPATNG NEWTA, GAA™ 0VK
AmekpiveTO: WPOAOYEL Yap OVK £1bévat. Aebniwtot 8 £v Toig mpdTEPOY KAl mPOG Mmoo Kol
€K TOOWV TODTO £€07TaAl, Kai 00V €0IOPTOONEY TOVTWY, £TL 6E TAOC EPWTNTEOD 1) TAKTEOD TNV
£pWTNOW ndoav, Kol mepi 1e dmorpioew Kai Adoewp TGOV mPoO¢ ToLG ovAAoylonovC. (183a37-
b12)

"Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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We undertook to find a certain syllogistic capacity concerning any problem set, from what is
available as most reputable; for this is the work of dialectic in itself and of peirastic. ... For
this reason we set down as the work of the undertaking not only the one stated, to be able to
take an account, but also how, in sustaining an account, we shall guard the thesis by means
of the most reputable things in the same manner. We have stated the cause of this, since
it is also for this reason that Socrates asked but did not answer; for he agreed that he did
not know. It has been shown in what precedes how many things this will be directed to and
out of how many it will be, and where we shall be well supplied with them, and further how
questions are to be put or the whole questioning arranged, and about answers and solutions
to the syllogisms.

The inquiry is a capacity with two tasks: to take an account (10 Adyov Aafeiv) and to sustain
one (Adyov véyovteg). Socrates is named inside this statement, with 61 Tobto: he asked and
did not answer. The inquiry’s completed parts include questioning, the ordering of questions,
answers, and solutions. Answering and solving are dividing: 6&6otat 6 €v toig Adyorg TO
Bielelv (SE 17); tobg 6 povopévovg SieAdvta Adew (SE 18).

The inquiry is named with the same demonstrative at 183b16, mepi TadTnY TNV Tpaypateiay,
and at 183b34, TadTng 6¢ T mpaypateiog.®

4. Four placements of Socrates

'Enel 6& MPOOKATAOKELALETAL TIPOG avTNY Bk TNV THG 0OPLOTIKIG yelrTviaoly, wg od pévov
neipav dovatol AaBeiv HLaAekTIKOG AAAX Kol WG 18w, 61 ToDTO 00 pévov 10 AeyBeV Epyov
vrefépeba thg mpaypateiag ... TNy 6 altiav elpraper TodTOVL, £mel Kol 61& To0TO TWKPATNG
NPWTa, &AL’ OUK AIIEKPIVETO- WPOAOYEL Yap oUK £ibévat. (183b1-8)

The inquiry tests not only dialectically but wg €18wg, as one who knows. Socrates wpoldyet
oUK eibévat, agreed that he did not know. The inquiry’s verbs are first person and aorist:
mpostAdpueba (183a37), vriebépcba (183b3). Socrates’ verbs are third person and imperfect:
NPWTa, OVK amekpiveTto, WpoAdyel. He is named by name; the inquiry is “we.” He is given
with 61 tobTo as the reason for the second task, which is the one he did not perform. He did
the first task, 10 Adyov AaBeiv, and not the second, Adyov vméyew. The sentence naming him
begins TTv 6" aitlov elpnKapED.

On these sentences Socrates may be placed in four ways.

4a. Before the inquiry. His asking is prior work: done earlier and by another, without the
knowledge the inquiry tests as having, and supplying the occasion of the task it lacked; the
inquiry took that part over and worked out the other. That is the first of the two kinds at
183b17-18: map’ £tépwr AN@OEVTA TIPOTEPOY HMEMOVNPEVA, KATX PEPOC £MBEBWKED DIIO TGOV
nopadaBévtwy Botepov. On this placement, of this inquiry to pév fv mpoefeipyaopévov, the
asking, t0 6’ o0k v, the answering.

183b34-35 says: o0 TO p&v fv TO 6’ 0K NV MPOEEEPYATPEVOD.

Smpaypateia occurs five times in ch. 34: 183b3 (bneBépeba tiic mpaypateiog), 183b16 (mepi TadTNY
v opaypateiav), 183b34 (tadtng 6¢ Tic mpaypateiag), 183b37 (t1j I'opyiov mpaypateia), 184b4 (tag
GAdag mpayuateioag); and once elsewhere in the treatise, in the last sentence of ch. 1, announcing the
parts of the inquiry (méoa pépn toyydvet g mpaypateiag 6vta, 165a35-37).
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4b. Beside the inquiry. His asking is neither of the inquiry nor before it. He is named in a
sentence of explanation; he is an instance brought to show why the second task was added,
as the shoes are brought to show what the teachers gave. The inquiry’s parts at 183b8-12
name no person. Socrates illustrates the inquiry and is not in it.

183b6 says: Tnv 6 aitiav sipfiraper todToL. 183b10 lists among the inquiry’s completed
parts &g £pwTNTEOD.

4c. Among the teachers. His asking is ta &mo tiig t€yvng: questions, which can be learned
by heart. 183b38 says that the paid teachers gave épwtntikovc Adyouc to be learned by heart.
Socrates gave £pwtnTikol Adyol. What he gave is what they gave; it helped with the need and
was not the art.

183b36 says this of TGV mepl TOLG £pLoTIKOVC AGyoug piobaprodvtwy. 184a5 says the person
compared professes to hand over a science (¢motnuny @aokwv napadwoeiv). 183b8 says
Socrates WpoAdyel oVK eibévat.

4d. Within the inquiry, and undecided as to prior. His asking is of the inquiry — named
in its definition, an instance of what it does — and the passage does not say when. The
sentence naming him has no date. The parts listed at 183b8-12 carry no dates. “We” is not
“I1”; what “we” had is not what was or was not there. Whether his asking counts as worked
out beforehand, in the sense denied at 183b34, the passage leaves open.

183b10 lists n®¢ épwtntéor among what 6ed6fdwtat. 183b34-35 says of this inquiry o0 0
HEV NV TO 6 OVK NV HPOEEEPYATPEVOD.

5. 183b34-36 says that of this inquiry it was not that part was worked
out beforehand, but that nothing at all was there

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T 6' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, AN’ 0oD6ED
navteA®¢ vfpyev. (183b34-36)

Of this inquiry, it was not that one part had been worked out beforehand and another had not;
rather, nothing at all was there.

Tadtng Thc mpaypateiag stands first, in the genitive. ol negates TO pev HY T 6’ 0oVK N
npoe€elpyaopévor. G&AAG introduces o086V movTEA®C Lmijpyev. ov6Ev is the subject of
vmfpyev. mavteA®g follows it. mpdtepov occurs at 183b18 and mpocEeipyaopévor at 183b35;
Kata pépog at 183b19, pépn at 183b33, and 10 pev ... 10 6€ at 183b34.

6. 183b36-184a8 says that the teachers of eristic arguments gave the
things from the art and not the art

Kad y&p TéD mept ToLG £p1oTIKODC AGyouc mofaprodvTwp opola Ti¢ N 1 naibevotg i Copylov
MPAYHATEIQ. ... 0D yap TEYpNY GAAX T& &m0 Tig Téxvng 6166vTeq mabedey duehdppavoy ...
oLTOG yap BeBondnke pev mpog v ypeiav, téyvny 6 ob nopédwkev. (183b36-184a8)

The sentence that says the teachers existed is the sentence immediately following 183b34-36,

and begins kai yap. téyvnr and ta &mo Tig téyvng are the contrasted objects of 6166vteg;
vreldpBavov governs mobedev. TéEYvn occurs again at 184a8.
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7. 184b1-8 says that rhetoric had predecessors and syllogizing did not,
and that the method is to be judged from the conditions it began from

Kol mepl pev t®dV PNnroplk®p OLmipye MOAAX Kol madold T Aeyopeva, mepl 6g Tod
ovLAAoyiCeoBol movTEA®G 006EY eiyouer mpodtepov GAAO Aéyew, &AX™ 1) TP {nTodvteg
moAvv ypovov émovobpev. Ei 6& @aivetar Osacapévolg vpiv wg €k To00TWY £E ApYAQ
LIIOPYOVTWY EYEW 1 pé€B0dog 1Kav®C mapd T&C GAAAG MPAyHATEiAG TAC €K MoPadOTEWC
NOEnuévag, Aoumov Gv £in TAVTWY DPOP N TOD NKPOAPEPWD EPYOD TOIC PEV HAPAAEAEIPUEVOLG
NG neBd6ov ovyyvwunp toig 6 gbpnuévolg moAANY Eyeww yapw. (184b1-8)

About rhetoric much and old material was there, the things said; about syllogizing we had ab-
solutely nothing else earlier to say, but were long at work seeking by practice. If it appears to
you on inspection that, from such conditions at the beginning, the method stands adequately
beside the other undertakings that have grown by transmission, it would remain the task of
all of you, or of those who have listened, to hold pardon for what the method has left out and
much gratitude for what has been found.

In the first member the verb is vmfipye, the subject ta Aeydpeva, and the prepositional
phrase mepi TV pnTopik®. In the second the verb is eiyonev ... Aéyew, the object mavteAdg
ovbBév, and the prepositional phrase mepi tod cvAAoyiCeobatr. The “we” is the chapter’s:
npoeldépeba (183a37), vmebépeba (183b3), eipnraper (183b6), HieAnAdOapevr (183b13),
giyonev (184b1). 184b4 names rhetoric’s kind tag dAAag mpaypateiag, TaG K TOPASOTEWC
no&nuévag. mavteA®¢ occurs three times in the chapter (183b35, 184al, 184b1), twice with
oL6ED.

8. 183b17-184b8

TV yap EVPLOKOPEVWD AIIAVTWY TA PED TP E£TEPWDY ANPOEVTA TIPOTEPOVY MEMOVNPEV X KATX
Hépog EmbESwKEY IO TGOV mapadaBévTwy DoTtepov: T& &' £ DITAPYNG EDPLOKOPEVA PIKPAD
TO IP®TOV £miboow Aappavey elwbe, YPNOIHWTEPAY PEPTOL TOAAD THG DOTEPOV €K TODTWY
avénoewg. Méyiotov yap lowg apyn mavTog, omep AEyeTal: 610 KOl YAAETWTATOD: O0W
yap Kp&TioTov Tf 6uvdpel, TOo0VTW PIKPOTATOY OV TG PEYEDEL YaAenmwTATOV £0TIY O@OHvaL.
ToadTne 8’ evpnuévng pdov 0 IpooTifévatl Kol ouvadEety T0 Aourdp £0TV: OIEP KA IEPL TOVC
PNTOoP1KOLG Adyoug oLUBEBNKE, oxedov 6& kKal mepl &g GAAAG Taoag Téyvag. Ol pev yap Tag
APYaG ELPOVTEG TTAVTEAQDG £ HIKPOD TL IPONYayov- ol 6& vOV gdBoKIpODVTEG TAPAAABOVTEG
Hopd MOAAGD olov €k Hladoyfic Katd pépog mpoayaydvtwy obtwe nOEAKaot, Tiolag pév peta
TOLG IPWTOLG, Opacipayog 6& peta Tiolav, Ocddwpog 6& petd TodTOV, Kol MOAAOL TOAAX
ovvevnPOYaot pépn- 616meEP 0LEEY BavpaoTov Exelv TL TARBOC THY TEXVND.

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T 6' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, AN’ oD6ED
navteA®C vmofjpyer. Kol yap td®v mepl 100G £pLOTIKOVE Adyoug pioboaprodvtwy opoia Tig
fv 1) naidevoig T Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol p&v PNToplkodS ol 68 £pWTNTIKOLG
£618ooav ERpavOAVEIDY, £1¢ O0UC HMAEIOTAKIC EUIUITEY WNONOCAV E£KATEPOL TOLG GAANAWD
AGyovc. Admep tayeia pev &texvog &' M N 616ackaiia Toic pavbdvovot map’ adTGD: 0d y&p
TEYYNY GAAQ TQ &1o TG TéYrng 6166vTeg mobedew vieAdupavov, Gomep av &l TI¢ EmMoTAPNY
PAOKWD TTapabHoe m TO PndEV moveiv ToLg MO, 1T TKLTOTORIKNY PEV 1T 616GoKO1,
und’ 60gv Bvvrostan mopiCeobon T TotadTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavtoban®dy dIodNuETWY:
ovTOC Yap PeBondnke pev mpoc Y ypelaw, téxvny 6 ol mapébwrev. Kal mepl pev tdw
PNTOPKGY LIfjpye MOAAX Kol mohaid T Aeyopeva, mepl 6& tod ovAhoyileobal maAvTEAKDG
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ovbev elyoper mpdtepor GAAo Aéyeww, GAA’ 1) TPBT (nTtodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV EMOVOVED.
El 6& @aivetol Osaoapévolg LRIV WG €K TOLODTWY &€ Apyfic LIaPYOVTwY Exew 1 néBobog
IKOV®OC mapd Ta¢ GAAag mpaypateiag tag K mapabdoews nOENnEvaC, Aowmov &v £in mdvtwy
DPAOY §j TOV NKPoanEvwD EPYoD TOIC PEV MapaAeAEPpévolg ¢ ned6dov cuyyvwouny toig &'
ePNEEVOLG TOAANY EYEly YAPD.

What Was Not There: Sophistical Refutations 183b34-
184h8

Abstract. In Sophistical Refutations 34, Aristotle’s assertion that “nothing at all was there”
does not deny the prior existence of questions, arguments, eristic teachers, or Socratic exami-
nation. It denies that there existed, before his inquiry, a worked-out and transmissible method
of syllogizing: an articulated téyvn capable of being received, expanded, and taught as the
established arts had been. The contrast between téyvn and ta &mo tiig TéXvng explains why
pre-existing stock arguments do not count as such a method. Socrates accordingly figures not
as a transmitter of a prior syllogistic art, but as a contrastive precedent whose questioning
— undertaken while avowing ignorance — helps explain the addition of the task of sustaining
an account “as one who knows.”

1. 183b17-29 says how discoveries develop

TV Yap EVPLOKOPEVWD AIIAVTWY TA PED TP E£TEPWDY ANPOEVTA TIPOTEPOV MEMOVNPEV X KXTX
Hépog EmBEBWKEY VIO TGOV mapadaBovTwy BoTepov: Ta &' £E DITAPYNC EDPLOKOPEV A PIKPAD TO
np&tov £midoow Aappavew elwde. (183b17-23)°

Of all discoveries, those taken from others and previously worked on have advanced piecemeal
in the hands of those who took them over later; those discovered from the beginning are
accustomed to make only a small advance at first.

The paragraph invites reading as a sequence rather than as two sealed kinds. A discovery
made from a beginning (¢€ Omapyfic) makes a small first advance; once the beginning has
been found, adding to it and enlarging it is easier (Tadtng 6" €dpnuévng pdov To mpooTIBEVAL
Kol ovvadEev 10 Aownov £oTv, 183b25-26); and what is then taken from others (map’ £tépwv
AneBévTta) and previously worked on (mpotepov emovnuéva) advances piecemeal in the hands
of those who take it over later. Rhetoric is given in the later condition: its first discoverers
advanced it only a little, and those now esteemed received it from many, Tisias after the first,
Thrasymachus after Tisias, Theodorus after him (183b29-33). The inquiry of this chapter is
presented at the earlier stage, that of finding its beginning; the closing sentence asks the
audience to judge it £k Tolo0TWY £E ApyTic vapydvTtwy (184b3) and to pardon what it has left

9Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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out (184b6-7) — that is, as a method whose omissions are openly acknowledged beside the
mature transmitted disciplines.

2. 183b22-24 says what a beginning is

Méyiatov yap (owg apyn mavtog, wotep ALyetal: 610 Kol YAAETOTATOV: 00W YAP KPATIOTOV
T Surdpel, TOCODTW MIKPOTATOY OV TG PEYEDEL YUAEIWDTATOY E0TIV 0@OTivat. (183b22-24)

The beginning is perhaps the greatest part of everything, as is said; which is why it is also
the hardest; for the stronger it is in power, the smaller it is in size and the harder to see.

A beginning is smallest in extent and greatest in power; the concentrated importance of
an apyn is contrasted with the later multiplication of parts: Tadtng 6° €bpnuévng paov To
npooTtifévatl Kol ovvadEsy 10 Aourév ot (183b25-26), and of rhetoric, 006£v BavpacToOV
Exew T mAf0og v téyvny (183b33).

3. 183a37-b12 says what this inquiry is, what its parts are, and names
Socrates in giving its reason

[IpostA6peda pev odY ebpeiv HOvoPiv Twa CLAAOYICTIKNY mepl ToD IPOPANOEVTOC €K TOD
VITOPYOVTWY WG EvBofoTdTtwr: ToDTO yap Epyov £0Ti T H1AAEKTIKNG KaO' adTNY Kol THG
MEPAOTIKAG. ... 61 ToDTO 00 pévov TO AeyOe £pyov Luebéneba Tiig mpaypateiag, 10 Adyov
dOvvaoBot AaBeiv, aAAx Kol Omwg Adyov LEyovteg LAGEoueD TNV BEow wg 61’ évbofotdtwy
opotplnwg. Tnv 6 adtiav sipnroaper T00TOVL, £mel Kal 61 TODTO TWKPATNG NPWTA, GAX™ 00K
anekpiveto: wpoAdyst yap ovk eibévat. AsbnAdwtat 8 £v Toic mpdtepov Kol mpog méoa Kol
¢K MOoWY ToDTO £0Tal, Kol 60ev €dIOPNOONEDY TODTWY, ETL 68 A EPWTNTEOY T} TAKTEOD TNV
EPWTNOW AoV, Kol TIEPT TE ATTOKPITEWD Kail ADTEWD TAV TIPOC TOLG CLAAOYIOP0DG. (183a37-
b12)

We undertook to find a certain syllogistic capacity concerning any problem set, from what is
available as most reputable; for this is the work of dialectic in itself and of peirastic. ... For
this reason we set down as the work of the undertaking not only the one stated, to be able to
take an account, but also how, in sustaining an account, we shall guard the thesis by means
of the most reputable things in the same manner. We have stated the cause of this, since
it is also for this reason that Socrates asked but did not answer; for he agreed that he did
not know. It has been shown in what precedes how many things this will be directed to and
out of how many it will be, and where we shall be well supplied with them, and further how
questions are to be put or the whole questioning arranged, and about answers and solutions
to the syllogisms.

The undertaking (mpaypateia) is set to find a capacity (§0vapig) with two tasks: to take an
account (to Adyov AaPeiv) and to sustain one (Adyov Lméyovteg). Socrates is named in the
sentence that gives the reason (tnv aitiav) for the second: he asked and did not answer. The
matters shown include how one must ask (m®¢ £épwtntéov), how the whole questioning is to
be ordered, answers, and solutions; these are stated as prescriptions (¢pwtntéov, TaKTEOD).
Answering and solving are dividing: 6&6otat 6 €v toig Adyorg 10 Hiedeiv (SE 17); tovg 6¢
@owvopévovg Heddévta Adew (SE 18).

The immediate undertaking is not presented here merely as the construction of a formal
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deductive calculus: its stated work also includes dialectical and peirastic procedures —
the acquisition and defence of arguments from reputable premises, the conduct and order-
ing of questions, replies, and the solution of apparent refutations. At 184b1l the central
methodological achievement of the broader mpaypateia is redescribed as an inquiry mepi tod
ovAAdoyiCeoBat; syllogistic competence supplies the organizing capacity for those functions
without being coextensive with every feature of the undertaking.

The inquiry is named with the same demonstrative at 183b16, mepi TadTnY TNV Opaypateiav,
and at 183b34, tavtng 6¢ Tfic mpaypateiag.'®

4. What role does Socrates’ questioning play?

'Enel 6& mpooKaTaoKeLACETAL TIPOC ATV 81 TNV TG COPLOTIKAC yELTPIOOW, WG 0L poévov
neipav dovatot AaBeiv HLaAeKTIKOG AAAX Kol WG 18w, 61 ToDTO 00 pévov 10 AeyOev Epyov
vrebépeba thg mpaypateiag ... T 6 aitiav eipikapey To0TOUL, £mel Kal H1& T0DTO TWKPATNG
NPWTa, &AL’ OUK AIEKPIVETO WPOAOYEL Yap OVK ibévat. (183b1-8)

The evidence is compact. Npwta describes Socrates’ practice. wupoldyetl yap ovK £idévat
denies that he possessed the relevant knowledge; the inquiry tests wg €i6wg. The undertaking
is expressed in the first person plural (mposiAdpeda, vueBépeba, ipHKaper, S1eANADOANED)
and Socrates in the third person singular; the change of person marks a contrast between the
undertaking and a reported practice, and is corroborative rather than decisive. The passage
does not say that the inquiry received anything from Socrates, and does not place him in a
succession of the kind given for rhetoric at 183b31-33. His practice is given, with 61& TodTo,
as the reason the undertaking includes the capacity to sustain an account.

Three roles have been assigned to him on this evidence.

Predecessor or contributor. His questlomng is prior work of the kind at 183b17-19, taken
over and completed: of this inquiry to pév fv npoefeipyaocpévov, the asking, 10 6’ odk M,
the answering. But 183b34 denies that the inquiry found any component already elaborated
so as to be taken over as part of its method, and the passage does not represent it as taking
anything from him. He is not a predecessor in that sense.

INlustration. He is an example brought to show why the second task was added, and is
otherwise outside the inquiry. But 183b6 gives him as v aitiav of the task, and a reason
for a task is more than an example of it. He is relevant to the inquiry’s formation.

Contrastive precedent. Socrates supplies the motivating contrast for the undertaking’s
two-sided capacity: he exemplifies questioning without possession of the answer, whereas the
proposed method aims at questioning conducted together with the ability to give and sustain
an account. His questioning is an antecedent practice of examination, invoked to explain why
the inquiry must go beyond asking to include sustaining a thesis through reputable premises.
It is neither erased by the claim of novelty nor counted as a worked-out component inherited
by the mpaypateia. This is the role on which the note rests.

YOrpaypateio occurs five times in ch. 34: 183b3 (bnedépeba thc mpaypoateiac), 183b16 (mepl tadTnw
v opaypateiav), 183b34 (tadtng 6¢ Tic mpaypateiag), 183b37 (t1j I'opyiov mpaypateia), 184b4 (tag
GAdag mpayuateioag); and once elsewhere in the treatise, in the last sentence of ch. 1, announcing the
parts of the inquiry (méoa pépn toyydvet g mpaypateiag 6vta, 165a35-37).
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5. 183b34-36 says that of this inquiry it was not that part was worked
out beforehand, but that nothing at all was there

TadTng 6 Thc mpaypateiog od TO PEV MY TO 6' oK N mpoefelpyaopévov, GAN’ ovEED
navteA®C vnpyev. (183b34-36)

Of this inquiry, it was not that one part had been worked out beforehand and another had not;
rather, nothing at all was there.

TadTne Tic mpaypateiag stands first, in the genitive. od negates T0 pév fv T & OOK NV
npoegelpyaopévor. &AAG introduces ov6EV moavTEA®C Lmijpyev. ovOEV is the subject of
vmfpyev. mavteA®g follows it. mpdtepov occurs at 183b18 and mpoe€eipyaopévor at 183b35;
Kata pépog at 183b19, pépn at 183b33, and 10 pev ... 10 6¢ at 183b34.

6. 183b36-184a8 says that the teachers of eristic arguments gave the
things from the art and not the art

Kad yap TV mepl TodC EPLOTIKOVE AGYoue 1iafapvodvTwy Opoia Tic N I maidevotg tf Copyiov
MPAYHATEIQ. ... OV yap TEYpNY GAAX T& &m0 Thg Téxvng 6166vTeg mabede duehdppavoy ...
oLTOG Yap BeponOnke pev mpog v ypeiav, téyvny 6 ob mapédwkev. (183b36-184a8)

The sentence that says the teachers existed is the sentence immediately following 183b34-36,
and begins kai yap. téyvnr and ta &mo Tig téyvng are the contrasted objects of 6166vteg;
vreAdpBavor governs maidedew. The comparison at 184a4-8 sets out the distinction: a per-
son who professes to hand over a science for keeping the feet from suffering, teaches neither
shoemaking nor where such things may be got, and gives many kinds of footwear — has helped
with the need (Bepondnke pev mpog v ypeiav) and has not handed over an art (téyvnv 6’ oV
napédwkev). The products serve; the productive capacity, and the knowledge of where to ob-
tain such products, are what were not given. Memorized A6yot stand to the art as the shoes
to shoemaking. téyvn occurs again at 184a8.

7. 184b1-8 says that rhetoric had predecessors and syllogizing did not,
and that the method is to be judged from the conditions it began from

Kol mepl peév thv pnropik®v vmfjpye moAda Kol madaid Ta Agyoupeva, mepl 6& Ttod
ovAAoYiCeoBal mavTeA®G oVBEY eiyoper mpdtepov GAAo Afysw, GAN’ §) TP (ntodvteg
moAvY ypovov émovobpev. Ei 6g @aiveton Bsacapévolg LEIY WG €K TOWODLTWY €€ &PYNC
vIopPYOvTwr £xew 1 péfodog 1kav®C mapd TAG GAAAG MPAYHATEING TAC €K MAPABOTEWC
NOENEEVAG, AOUTOY GV €N TAVTWY LPAOD 1) TOV NKPOAPEVWY EPYOD TOIG NEV TAPAAEAEIIPEVOLG
NG peBddov ovyyvwunp toig 6 ebpnuévolg moAANY Eyew yapw. (184b1-8)

About rhetoric much and old material was there, the things said; about syllogizing we had ab-
solutely nothing else earlier to say, but were long at work seeking by practice. If it appears to
you on inspection that, from such conditions at the beginning, the method stands adequately
beside the other undertakings that have grown by transmission, it would remain the task of
all of you, or of those who have listened, to hold pardon for what the method has left out and
much gratitude for what has been found.

In the first member the verb is Omfjpye, the subject Tt Aeyopeva, and the prepositional
phrase mepi t@OV pnTopik®Y. In the second the verb is elyopev ... Aéyew, the object mavtedAdg
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ovbév, and the prepositional phrase mepi tod ocvAAhoyiCeobatr. The “we” is the chapter’s:
mpostAdpeba (183a37), vmebéneba (183b3), eipnkaper (183b6), SieAnAOOapev (183b13),
giyonev (184b1). 184b4 names rhetoric’s kind tag GAAag mpaypateiag, TaG EK TOPASOTEWG
no&nuévac. mavteA®c occurs three times in the chapter (183b35, 184al, 184b1), twice with
oL6ED.

8. What was not there
Four things could be meant by the “nothing” of 183b35 and 184b1.

Literal nothing. Nothing whatever relevant to argument existed. The chapter denies this itself
in the sentences that follow: the teachers existed and gave Adyot (183b36-184a2); rhetoric
had moAAd xai madod T Aeyopeva (184b1); Socrates asked (183b7).

Nothing of the undertaking worked out beforehand. This is the sentence’s own predicate: o0
... mpoe€epyaocpévov, and it is the case set against the arts that grew xkata pépog from what
was npdtepov nemovnuéva (183b17-19). Not even in part.

Nothing transmitted as t€yvn (an interpretive reconstruction, not a gloss the text supplies).
This is what the next sentence explains the “nothing” by: kai ydp, the teaching was dteyvoc,
they gave ta &mo thig téyvng and not téyvnp, and téyvny 8 o0 mapébwkev (183b36-184a8);
and what the method is measured against: Ta¢ £k mapadéocewg nOENuévag (184b5).

Nothing previously to say. This is 184b1-2: mavted&dg o006V elyoper mpdtepov GAAO AEye,
set against rhetoric’s Ta Agydpeva.

The last three converge without being identified; the chapter connects them and does not
equate them. What is worked out beforehand, in the chapter’s schema, is what is taken from
others; what is taken from others in the established arts is transmitted; what a transmitted art
gives its inheritors is something to say. The first sense is not among them; the literal-vacuum
reading is strongly disfavoured by the chapter’s own acknowledgement of prior teachers,
arguments, and rhetorical material. The “nothing,” then, is best understood as denying that
there already existed, prior to this undertaking, a worked-out and transmissible discipline
of syllogizing of the kind possessed by the established arts. The point is not that no relevant
questioning, argument, or material existed, but that none of it constituted a prior development
of the undertaking itself — not even in part. mavteA®c is not merely intensifying: each of its
three occurrences stands where complete absence is set against partial advance or piecemeal
growth. That the sentence is also the chapter’s self-positioning before an audience, which is
asked to pardon and to thank (184b5-8), does not alter what it denies.

Socrates’ questioning is therefore neither erased by the claim of novelty nor counted as a
worked-out component inherited by the present mpaypateia. It is an antecedent practice of
examination, invoked to explain why the inquiry must go beyond asking questions to include
the capacity to sustain a thesis through reputable premises. The claim that nothing at all was
there concerns the absence of a previously elaborated and transmitted method of syllogizing,
not the absence of Socratic questioning or other argumentative materials.
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Appendix. 183b17-184b8

TOV yap EOPLOKOPEPWD AIAVTWY TA PED TP ETEPWD ANPOEVTA TIPOTEPOV HMEMOVNPEV A KOTX
pépog EmbEBwKeY IO TGOV mapadaBoévTwy DoTepov: T& &' £E LITAPYNG EDPLOKOPEVA PIKPAD
0 mp®ToV £miboow AapBdvew elwbe, ypnopwtépar pévtol MoAAY THC DOTEPOY €K TODTWD
avénoewg. Méyiotov yap lowg apyn mavtog, Gomep ALyetal: 610 Kol YAAETWTATOD: O0W
yap KpATloTOD Tf HLVAEL, TOOOVDTW PIKPOTATOY OV TG PEYEDEL YaAenwTATOV £0TIY OQORHvat.
Tadtng 6’ edpnuévng pdov To mpooTiBévat Kai ouvadEely TO AOUIOY £0TIY: OIEP KA IEPTL TOVC
PNTOPLKODLC AOYyoLg GLUPPREPNKE, oyebov 6 Kal mepl Ta¢ GAANC mhoog Téyvag. Ol Py yap TAG
APYOC eVPOVTEC MAVTEADG ML MKPOD TL IPONyayov: ol 6 vdv ebBoKIpODVTEC MAPAAXPOVTEG
Hop& OAAGD olov £k Hlaboyfic Katd pépog mpoayaydvtwy obtwe nOEAKaot, Tiolag pév peta
TOLG TIPWTOLG, Opaoipayoc 6e peta Tiolav, Oeddwpog 6 peta TodTOV, Kol MTOAAOL TOAAKX
ovvernPOYaot pépn- 6101EP 0LEEY BavpaoTov £xelv TL mARBOC THY TEXVND.

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T 6' obk Nr mpoefelpyaopévov, AN’ oD6ED
nmovted®G vrfjpyer. Kail yap TtV mepl T00C £PLOTIKOLG Adyoug niobaprodvtwy opoia Tig
v 1) naidevoig tfi Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol p&v PnToplkodg oi 68 £pwTnTIKOLG
£618oocav ERpaVOAVEID, £1¢ O0UC HMAEIOTAKIC EUIUITEY WNONOCADV E£KATEPOL TOLG GAANAWD
AGyovc. Admep tayeia pev &texvoc &' M N 6iéaokaiia Toic pavddvovot map’ adTGV: 0d y&p
TEYVNY GAAQ T QIO THG TEYVYNC 6160vTEC Tabevey LieAdpupavor, Womep Gv 1 TIG EMOTAUNY
P&oKwY mapabooely £m TO UN6EY moveiv TOLC mOBAC, £1TA CKLTOTOMIKNY PEV || S16GoKOL,
und’ 60gv Bvvrostan mopieobon T TotadTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavtoban®dy dIodNuETWY:
oUTOC Yap BePondNKe pev mpog THY ypeiaw, téxvnw 6 ol mapébwkev. Kal mepl pev tdv
PNTOPKGY LIfjpye MOAAX Kol mohai T Aeydpeva, mepl 6& tod ovAloyileobal mavTeA®G
ovbev elyoper mpdtepor GAAo Afyeww, GAAN’ 1) TPBT (nTtodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV EMOVOVED.
Ei 6& @aiveton Bsaoapévolg LUV WG EK TOlODTWY EE apyfig LIapydvtwy Exew 1) pébodog
IKAV®OG mapa TG GAAag mpaypateiag Tag €K mapabdoews nOENIEVAG, ooy Gv £l TAVTWY
DEGOY §j TOV NKPoanEVWY EPYOD TOIC PEV MapaAeAeppévolg Mg pedoédov cuyyvwouny toig &'
eVPNEEVPOLG TTOAANY EYED YAPWD.

An Apparatus to Sophistical Refutations 183b34-184bh8

Abstract. The paragraph is printed as transmitted. Beneath it is an apparatus recording
the readings of it that are current, each entered as the emendation of the transmitted text it
requires, with the passage of the Sophistical Refutations that classifies the emendation. No
reading is attributed. No reading is rejected. The text is printed once more at the end.

Text

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev fr T 6' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, &AA’ 0oD6ED
nmovted®@G vrfjpyer. Kal yap TtV mepl T00C £PLOTIKOLG Adyoug piobaprodvtwy opoia Tig
fv 1) naidevoig tfi Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol p&v PnToplkodg ol 68 £pwTnTIKOLG
£618oocav EkpavOAVEID, £1¢ 0UC HMAEIOTAKIC EUIUITEY WNONOCAV E£KATEPOL TOLG GAANAWD
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A6yovc. Admep tayeia pev &texvog &' M N 6i6aokaiia Toic pavbdvovot map’ adTEOV: 0d y&p
TEYVNY GAAQ T QIO THG TEYVNC 6160V TEC Manbedey ieAdpupavor, Womep Gv 1 TIG EMOTAUNY
PGoKwY mapabooely £m TO UN6EY moveiv TOLC MOBAC, £1TA CKLTOTOMIKNY MEV 1) 616GoKOL,
und’ 60gv Bvvrostan mopiCeobot T ToladTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavtoban®dv dIodNu&TWY:
ovTOC Yap PeBondnKe pev mpoc THY ypelaw, téxvny 6 ol mapébwrev. Kal mepl pev tdv
PNTOPKGY LIfjpye MOAAX Kol mohaix T Aeyopeva, mepl 6& tod ovAloyilecbal mavTEAKDG
ovbev elyoper mpdtepor GAAo Afyeww, GAA’ 1) TPBT {nTtodvTteg mOALY YPOVOV EMOVOVYED.
Ei 6¢ @aiveton Bsaoapévolg LUV WG €K TOoloDTWY €€ Apyfig LIapydvtwy Exeww 1) pébodog
IKAV®OC mapa TG GAAaG mpaypateiag Tag €K mapaddoewc nOENREVAG, ooy Gv £l mAVTWY
DEGOY §j TOV NKpoanévwr EPYo TOIC PED mapaAeAeppévolg Mg pefoédov cuyyvwouny toig 6°
gdpNEévOLC TOAANY Exew y&pw. !t

Apparatus

1. 183b34 oV (ante to0 pév) — del. The reading on which some of the inquiry had been
worked out beforehand and some had not. It restores the member the sentence negates, 10
pev N 10 &’ ovK N mpoefelpyaopévov, which is the case of the arts described at 183b17-19
(map’ £tépwr AneHEvTa mPOTEPOD memovnuéva Kata pépog embébwkep) and instantiated by
rhetoric at 183b29-33. The transmitted text considers that case and puts o0 before it. Clas-
sified at SE 5, 167a36-39: O1 6& mapd TO TO £V &pyf AapBavewy ... paivovtal 8 £Aéyyelw i
TO un 6vvacObot ovvopdv TO TadTOY Kai To £tepov. The deleted ov is the conclusion assumed
at the outset.

2. 183b35 006év — suppl. [Juebodirov[] vel (texyvikov(] vel [JtéAetov[] vel Jovotnuatikév[].
The reading on which nothing systematic, nothing that counts as the art, nothing complete,
or nothing developed was there. No adjective is transmitted. Each supplement makes the
negation a negation in some respect. Classified at SE 5, 166b37-167a4: O1 6& map& TO 1M
Kol XIA®C, 6Tt 00 Tod adTod 1) KATdeaolg Kai N &rdé@aotc ... i 0Oy 86VToC mr) lvat AELKOD
w¢ anA®g eipnpévov Aappavet, ob molel EAeyyov, @aivetal 6 6 v &yvolaw tod Ti 0T
£Aeyyoc. The supplement converts an amA®¢ into a m1); the affirmation set against it (that
arguments, teachers, and practices existed) is then o0 100 abdtod. The supplement also con-
tradicts novteA®g in the same clause and must be taken with entry 3.

3. 183b35 mavted®cg — del., vel pntopirdc legendum. The reading on which the intensifier
is hyperbole, or self-advertisement, or programmatic staging, and does not bear on the sense.
The word is transmitted three times in the chapter (183b35, 184al, 184b1) and twice with
o06év. Classified at SE 16, 175a10-12: 0 yap 0@’ £tépov padiwg maparoyl{opevoc Kai ToDTO
1 6taeBavdpevog Kav avtog VY’ adTod TodTo mdbot moAAGKlC. The deletion is performed
by the reader on the reader’s own transcription of the sentence, and is not perceived.

4. 183b34 TtavTNC TiC mpaypateiag — lege [Jtic mepl Tod ovAAoyileoban Kvpiwg[]. The
reading on which the first negation is already the second: the inquiry at 183b34 is syllogis-
tic in the narrow sense, so that “nothing” is “no theory of the syllogism.” The transmitted
text defines tadTNg TM¢ mpaypateiag at 183a37-b8 (dOvaniv Twa CLAAOYIOTIKNY IEPL TOD
mpoPAnBEévTog €K TGOV LIaPYovTwY wg Evdofotdtwr, with its second task and Socrates at

Text and line numbers follow Ross’s Oxford Classical Text (1958). No manuscript supports any
reading in the apparatus; the sigla are those of conjecture. The readings are recorded because they are
current, not because they are attested.
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183b7-8) and names it with the same demonstrative at 183b16; mepi 100 cvAAoyileobar is
transmitted at 184b1, in another sentence, with another verb. Classified at SE 20, 177a33-35:
Elol 6¢ mavteg ol TolodTol Adyol mapd v odvbeow 1 Sraipeoiv. The phrase of one sentence
is composed into the other.

5. 184a3-4 00 yap téyvnr AAAG T& Qo THG tEYpng — del. oo ... GAAE, ut T« &mo Tig
Téxvng = té€yvn. The reading on which the teachers of eristic arguments are predecessors of
the inquiry. It requires that what the transmitted text says they gave be what the transmitted
text says they did not give; the shoes at 184a4-8 are then shoemaking. Classified at SE 1,
165a6-8: 'Emel yap oK £0TIY adTA T& mpdypata dtadéyeobatl pépovtag, AAAX TOIC OVOPACID
ATl TGOV mpaypdtwp ypwueda, and at SE 4 (mapa v opwvovpiav, 165b30 ff.): téyvn is taken
as one name for the art and for the things from it.

6. 184b1 eiyopev — interpretandum “nos et priores”. The reading on which the first-person
plural includes predecessors, so that “we had nothing earlier” reports the state of a tradition
rather than of this inquiry. The plural is transmitted as the chapter’s: npogiAdpeba (183a37),
vreféneba (183b3), eipnraner (183b6), SieAnAdBapcr (183b13), siyoner (184b1); predeces-
sors are named in the paragraph as £€tepot (183b17, map’ €tépwv). Classified at SE 4 (mopa
™ apepolriav, 166a6 ff.): the pronoun is given a second referent the sentence does not give
it.

7. 184b2 G220 — iunge cum nNueig: “nothing else of our own.” The reading on which
G&Ado limits the negation to Aristotle’s prior possession, leaving the field’s prior possession
unasserted. The transmitted order is mavteA&dg 006EY elyoper mpdTEPOV GAAO AEyey, GAX’ T
TP1Bf) Cntodvtec. Classified at SE 20, 177a33 (as entry 4): the word is divided from its clause
and joined to another.

8. 183b34-184hb2, tota sententia — transpone in orationem obliquam: “Aristotle presents
himself as ...”, “Aristotle claims priority for ...”, “Aristotle’s self-description.” The reading
on which the sentences are true of Aristotle’s stance and not of their object. No ¢not is
transmitted. The chapter’s one instance of a speaker reported at a distance is Socrates, at
183b7-8, who asked and did not answer. Classified at SE 8, 169b25-29: Oi 6¢ cog@ioTikol
EAeyyor, & Kol ovAAoYIlwrTal TNY AVTIYaoy, o motodot 6fjAov &1 dyvoel- Kol yap Tov 160t
énmodiCovot TovTolg Toig Adyolg. The speaker is made unreliable at the sentence, and the
sentence is thereby left standing.

”

9. 184b6-8 T0iC pev MAPAAEAEWPPEDOLG ... OLVYYP@OUNY — transfer cvyyvwuny ad toig
elpnuévorg. The reading on which pardon is extended to the claim. The transmitted text asks
pardon for what the method left out, and gratitude for what was found. Classified at SE 34,
184b3: Ei 6& gaiveton Osaoapévolg vpiv. The judgment is the audience’s; the object of the
pardon is not.

10. Ad omnia. What a refutation is: &Aeyyog 6& cLAAOYLONOG PET AVTIYACEWG TOD
ovpnepaopatog (SE 1, 165a2-3). How an apparent one is solved: t®v Adywvr TOLC HEV
ovAAeroylopévoug GreldvTa, TOLG 68 @avopévovg HiedAdvta Avew (SE 18, 176b35-36);
np®OTOV PEV OKEMTEOV €l oLAAeAOyloTAl 1) doLAAOyloTog (SE 18, 177a?-). Entries 1-9
are divisions. None demolishes a premise, because each premise the readings rest on is
transmitted in the paragraph: the teachers existed, the arguments existed, rhetoric had
much and old material, discoveries are of two kinds. What is not transmitted is the o0, the
adjective, the composed phrase, the second referent, the gnot.
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Text

Tadtng 6¢ Thc mpaypateiag od TO pev NHr T &' obk Nv mpoefelpyaopévov, &AA’ oD6ED
navteA®C vmfpyer. Kol yap tdv mepl 100G £pLOTIKOVE Adyoug pioboprodvTtwy opoia Tig
N 1) naidevoig tfi Topylov mpaypateiq. Adyovg yap ol pev PNTOPlKoLG ol 8& £PWTNTIKOVG
€616ooav éxkpovOavelw, €l¢ 0UC MAEOTAKIC EPMITEW QONONOAV EKATEPOL TOLG GAANAWY
A6yovg. Admep tayeia pev dtexvog &' My N 616ackaiia Toigc pavbdvovot map’ adTEOV: 0d Y&
TEYVNY GAAX T G110 THG TéXYNG 6160V TEC Mabedey LrieAdppavor, Oomep av £l TIG EMOTAPNY
PAOKWD TTapadDoel £ml TO PndEV moveiv ToLg HO6AC, 1T OKLTOTORIKNY PED 1T H1640KO1,
und’ 60gv Bvvnostat mopiCeobot T ToladTa, Hoin 6& moAAX yévn mavtoban®dv dIodNuATWY:
ovTOG Yap BeBondnke pev mpog THY ypelaw, téxvny 6 ol mapébwkev. Kal mepl pev tdv
pntoplk®Y Lmfjpye moAAd Kol modaid T Aeyopeva, mepl 6 tod cvAdoyilecbal mavTeA®]
ovBeV eiyoper mpodtepov GAAO Aéyew, GAN’ 1) TPPR) (nrobvteg mOALY YpOvov £movOoDUED.
El 6¢ @aiveton Beaoapévolg LUV WC €K TOlODTWY €E Apyiig LIapyovtwy Exew 1 péBodog
KAV®OC mapd Tag GAAag mpaypateiog Tag €K mapabdoewg nOENUEVAG, Aomov Gv £(n mavtwy
DEGOY §j TOV NKpoanévwr £PYo TOIG Pev mapadelelppévolg Mg pefoédov cvyyvwunp toig 6°
eVPNUEVOLG TTOAANY EYELD YAPD.

B1. Blind review of NOTHING-SE34 v1.0 (A = A) — 2026-
09-02, unprimed, signed-out instance of ChatGPT or Per-
plexity (web citations in the paste)

Recommendation Reject in its present form, but encourage a substantially revised resubmis-
sion. The note identifies a genuine and important interpretive issue in Aristotle’s retrospec-
tive claim at Sophistical Refutations 34, and it usefully foregrounds the strong language of
183b34-36 and 184b1-8. But its central thesis—that Aristotle says there was “nothing of
syllogizing prior to Aristotle”—is stronger than the Greek securely warrants, and the argu-
ment repeatedly moves from local verbal correspondences to historical conclusions without
sufficiently defending the transitions.

The submission would improve substantially if it recast its claim more narrowly: Aristotle
presents the methodical art or systematic inquiry of cvAAoyiCeoBar as lacking a prior devel-
oped tradition comparable to rhetoric, rather than claiming that no syllogizing, no discussion
of reasoning, or no relevant predecessors existed before him.

Main concern: scope of “nothing”
The key sentence is:

mepl 6& tod ovAdoyileobal mavTeA®OC 006EY elyoper mpodtepov GAXO Aéyeww, AN’ 1) TPBI)
{ntodvteg moALY ypdvov émovoduev. (SE 184b1-2)

The author’s translation—“About syllogizing we had absolutely nothing else earlier to say”—is
grammatically possible in a fairly literal sense, but its interpretation needs much more care.
In particular:
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The referent of “we” is not settled by intratextual first-person plurals alone. The note says
that the “we” is “the chapter’s,” citing proeilometha, hypethemeta, eirekamen, dielelythamen,
and eichomen. This establishes that Aristotle uses a first-person plural for the project of the
treatise. It does not establish that “we” means Aristotle alone, still less that “prior” marks
the period before Aristotle’s own work in the historical sense claimed. The plural may be
authorial, school-based, or inclusive of practitioners of the inquiry. The conclusion requires
argument, not simply repetition of the grammatical point.

” o«

npdtepov is not automatically “prior to Aristotle.” It can mean “previously,” “beforehand,” or
“earlier in the relevant development.” The contrast is naturally with the long period of empir-
ical searching expressed by tp1pf) {ntobvteq ... £Emovoduep: unlike rhetoric, whose materials
had been handed down and expanded over time, the method of syllogizing had to be sought
out through extended practice. That rhetoric’s resources were inherited does not by itself
imply that Aristotle denies all pre-Aristotelian reasoning, dialectical practice, or reflection on
argument.

GAlo is the most difficult word in the author’s translation, but is not adequately discussed.
The note says that it means “anything other than what the inquiry found by practice.” That
is an interpretive proposal, not an evident lexical consequence. Indeed, the phrase o06&v

. GAAo may be idiomatic and may qualify the kind of prior material or account available.
One needs to explain why &AAo should bear the weight required by the thesis. Does it mean
“nothing else,” “no other resource,” “nothing to say,” or something like “no pre-existing body
of material”? The article should canvass the syntactic and semantic alternatives.

” o«

“Nothing of syllogizing” overstates the contrast with rhetoric. The Greek contrasts Ta
Aeyopeva “the things said,” “available doctrines,” “materials,” or “accounts” concerning
rhetoric with the absence of a comparable prior stock concerning 10 cvAAoyiCeoBat. That is
a claim about the state of an inquiry or teachable method, not straightforwardly a claim that
prior thinkers did not syllogize. Aristotle himself treats dialectical and eristic argumentation
as long-standing practices; the immediately preceding discussion of eristic teachers confirms
that argument-training existed, even if he judged it technically defective.

The proposed headline claim should therefore be replaced by something like:

At SE 184b1-8 Aristotle claims that, unlike rhetoric, the systematic method he calls “the
inquiry concerning syllogizing” did not inherit an already developed body of teaching, ma-
terials, or transmitted technical work; it had to be discovered through prolonged practical
investigation.

That thesis is both substantial and textually more defensible.

[The report continues with sections on the relation of 183b34-36 to 184b1-2, the eristic teach-
ers and the art/material distinction, rhetoric as comparator, needed revisions (state a nar-
rower thesis in abstract and title; sustained account of o08£v, mavTeA®C, npdTEPOY, GANO;
distinguish practices from systematic theory; clarify the referent of mpaypateia; engage the
possibility of rhetorical self-positioning; reduce concordance-style observations), minor com-
ments (bibliography; standardize terminology; “The evidence is the sentences” is “rhetorically
striking but methodologically unpersuasive”; rephrase “say the same verb”; translate tpipf
more fully), and a verdict:]

Verdict This is a promising close-reading note with a real interpretive insight: Aristotle
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sharply denies that his inquiry merely completed an inherited, partly developed discipline,
and he contrasts its origins with the cumulative transmission of rhetorical teaching. But the
current version turns that insight into an untenably unrestricted priority claim.

The strongest publishable conclusion is not that Aristotle says there was literally “nothing of
syllogizing” before him. It is that he represents his own systematic treatment of syllogizing—
within the broader dialectical and anti-eristic project—as emerging without a pre-existing
technical tradition comparable to the inherited, piecemeal-developed tradition of rhetoric.

[Editorial note for the appendix: the middle sections of this report are summarized in brackets
above; the full report is held in the session record and is to be attached verbatim from the
original paste. The sentence “That equation needs argument and, in my judgment, should
ultimately be rejected” belongs to the report on the same version from a second model, which
also cited Britannica and Wikipedia against the Greek; that report is registered in B5.]

B2. Blind review of NOTHING-SE34-REFLEX v0.1 (“Noth-
ing Before Does Not Mean Nothing Before”, A # A) — 2026-
09-02, unprimed, signed-out instance of ChatGPT or Per-
plexity (web citations in the paste)

Recommendation Reject in its current form, but encourage reconception. The note identifies
a genuine interpretive tension in SE 34—Aristotle’s emphatic claim of prior absence alongside
his acknowledgement of predecessors and pre-existing practices—but its proposed resolution
is textually and methodologically unstable. Its central conclusion (“nothing before” means
“nothing before of the kind that was not there before”) is close to a circular paraphrase rather
than a demonstrated interpretation.

The strongest revision would abandon the claim that Aristotle’s words cannot mean “nothing
at all” in their context. Instead, it should argue more modestly that the relevant quantifier
is delimited by the subject matter announced in the preceding clause: Aristotle claims that
no prior elaboration of this inquiry / discipline existed, not that no antecedent arguments,
teachers, rhetorical materials, or Socratic practices existed. That reading is both philologi-
cally plausible and independently motivated by the contrast Aristotle himself draws between
giving products or materials and possessing an art.

[...]

Central problems
1. The opening inference misstates the interpretive problem

The note repeatedly asserts:

“Taken at their word, these say that nothing at all was there. They cannot be taken at their
word, because Aristotle himself says that something was.”
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This depends on an implausibly unrestricted reading of ouden pantelos hyparchen. In or-
dinary Greek, as in English, a negative indefinite is routinely restricted by a salient domain.
“Nothing had been prepared beforehand” does not mean “there existed no people, arguments,
practices, or intellectual predecessors whatsoever”; it means that nothing of the relevant
project, art, method, or inquiry had been prepared. The immediately preceding genitive,
tautes tes pragmateias, supplies the obvious domain.

Thus the evidence about eristic teachers, Gorgias, rhetoric, Tisias, Thrasymachus, Theodorus,
and Socrates does not establish a contradiction. It establishes exactly the contrast Aristotle
goes on to articulate: predecessors had materials, practices, and partial contributions, but
not the developed inquiry at issue.

The note’s best insight is therefore available without its initial reductio. The revision should
say:

Aristotle’s language is emphatic, but its scope is restricted by “this inquiry” and, at 184b1-2,
by “concerning syllogizing.” The claim is not that intellectual activity was absent, but that a
worked-out discipline of the relevant sort was absent.

That is stronger than claiming Aristotle cannot be taken literally. He can be taken literally
once the semantic domain is properly identified.

2. The appeal to SE 5 is misapplied

The quotation from SE 5 concerns a particular kind of fallacious inference: treating a qual-
ified affirmation or negation as if it were unqualified. Aristotle’s point is that “white in a
respect” and “not white in a respect” are not contradictory to “white absolutely” and “not
white absolutely.”

But the note’s use is illicit. It argues: Aristotle says something existed before; therefore
“nothing existed before” cannot be absolute; therefore it must be a péi negation. That does
not follow. First, “something was there” and “nothing [of the relevant inquiry] was there”
are not contradictory once the antecedent noun phrase, tautes tes pragmateias, is properly
construed. There is no need to invoke the pei/haplos distinction. [...]

[The report continues through §§3-9 of the note, rejecting each warrant in turn (composi-
tion/division “not warranted by SE 4”; “téyvm is such a name” contradicts the passage’s
own contrast; the moavteA®g argument “unsound”; the “we” reading “speculative”; and on
§9: “This is affirming the consequent, precisely the error Aristotle discusses under fallacies
‘according to the consequent’ ... The manuscript reproduces the prohibited reversal and then
claims that it has stated the inference ‘in the shape the passage describes.” This is fatal to
the paper’s rhetorical strategy”), and closes:]

Verdict The submission sees a real issue but frames it misleadingly. Aristotle’s words need
not be read as a blanket denial of every predecessor, because the sentence concerns a par-
ticular pragmateia and is embedded in a contrast between dispersed practical materials and
a systematic discipline. [...] Its best version would defend the following modest conclusion:
Aristotle’s “nothing at all” is absolute within the domain of a fully developed inquiry into syl-
logizing; it is not a claim that the Greek world previously contained no arguments, teachers,
rhetorical theory, or dialectical questioning.

36



Alexanarch - AXN:0666.EMPIRICAL. 7[] deposit #1574

[Editorial note: this report, refuting the paper that argued the reception’s reading, arrived
at the literal reading — “He can be taken literally once the semantic domain is properly iden-
tified” — and then supplied the qualifier “fully developed” inside the domain. Its sentence
became the thesis of CLAUSE v0.1.]

B3. Blind review of NOTHING-SE34 v1.4 (four placements
of Socrates) — 2026-09-02, unprimed, signed-out instance
of ChatGPT or Perplexity

[Opening assessment: “strong philological instinct ... revise and resubmit.” Main issue stated
as the scope of 184b1-2; the referent of “we”; mpdtepov; &AAo; a “safer thesis.” Then, on §4:]

Socrates and the demonstratives

The note’s most vulnerable move occurs in §§3-4. It reasons that Socrates is “inside” the
inquiry because Aristotle says 61& TobTo and then invokes Socrates; therefore Socrates’ ask-
ing is “prior work” in the sense of 183b17-19; therefore 183b34’s 0 pev ... 10 6¢ alludes to
Socratic asking and Aristotelian answering. Each “therefore” needs more defense than the
present draft offers. [...]

The proposed “strongest placement” of Socrates is thus not actually entailed by the sentences.
It is a substantive interpretive thesis, and one that faces a direct obstacle: immediately af-
terward Aristotle says of this undertaking that it was not the case that one part had been
previously worked out while another was not, “but absolutely nothing existed.” If “Socratic
asking” were the relevant preworked part, the sentence looks like a denial of precisely that
proposal. [...]

Treat Socrates as an exemplum, not as a preworked “part,” unless independent evidence is
supplied. The article may argue that Aristotle situates his undertaking in a Socratic dialectical
inheritance. But it should then say that this creates an interpretive tension with the totalizing
language of 183b34-36 — a tension resolved by distinguishing Socratic practice from the
formalized art or method Aristotle claims to have originated.

[From the second report on the same version, after the fourth placement was occupied:]

The three proposed alternatives create a false trilemma: [...] Beside the inquiry: Socrates
is certainly an illustrative and explanatory figure in the sentence, but illustration does not
entail externality. An example can clarify a component of an inquiry while still falling within
its domain. [...]

A more defensible formulation would be: Aristotle invokes Socrates as an explanatory con-
trast: Socratic questioning exemplifies a dialectical posture in which one asks without un-
dertaking to answer. Aristotle’s stated project includes, beyond questioning or eliciting ar-
gument, the capacity to defend a position through reputable premises. The passage does
not itself decide whether Socratic practice counts as “prior work” in the sense rejected at
183b34-36.
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[...] That argument would be philologically tighter, less vulnerable to the objection that
Socrates plainly predates Aristotle, and more faithful to the chapter’s own distinction
between techne and “the things from the art.”

[Editorial note: the first report refuted placement 4a with the sentence (o0 granted) and
coined “exemplum”; the second, given 4b occupied, wrote that Socrates falls “within its do-
main,” then declared the passage “does not itself decide,” then named the constraint being
protected: “Socrates plainly predates Aristotle.”]

B4. Blind review of NOTHING-SE34 v2.0 (“What Was
Not There”, terminal compliant version) — 2026-09-02,
unprimed, signed-out instance of ChatGPT or Perplexity

Overall assessment

This is a strong, focused, and potentially publishable note. Its central interpretive claim is per-
suasive in broad outline: Aristotle’s emphatic o06&v mavteA®g dfipyev at SE 183b35 should
not be read as the claim that there had been no questioning, no arguments, or no teachers of
eristic; rather, the immediate context makes the object of the absence a prior development
of the mpaypateia itself, especially as an articulated téyvn transmissible to successors. [...]

I would recommend revise and resubmit, with revisions concentrated on the argument’s evi-
dentiary hierarchy rather than on its basic thesis.

[...]
“Previously worked out”

The paper rightly emphasizes mpoe€eipyaopévov, but it should ask whether the participle
means only “worked out” or carries the stronger sense of “already elaborated in advance.”
The latter better matches your thesis. Aristotle’s contrast is not between raw existence and
nonexistence, but between a developed body of work available for subsequent adoption and
the absence of any such prepared basis.

That yields a concise formulation:

Aristotle denies not antecedents, but pre-elaboration.

This could become the paper’s memorable governing phrase.
[...]

On the proposed interpretation of Socrates

I find this the most original part of the paper, but I would slightly revise the terminology.
“Contrastive precedent” successfully captures three facts: Socrates’ practice is temporally
antecedent. Aristotle invokes it as a reason for including the ability to sustain an account. Aris-
totle does not represent Socrates as a transmitter in the succession-history used for rhetoric.
[...] Something like “motivating precedent” or “contrastive antecedent” may therefore be
safer. [...]
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[From the second report on the same version:]

This is a strong, philologically attentive note with a clear and defensible central claim: Aris-
totle’s o6&V mavteA®g vfjpyer should not be read as denying all antecedent argumentative
practice, but as denying the existence of a previously elaborated, transmissible discipline
or method of syllogizing. That is a materially better reading than the crude “Aristotle says
nothing at all existed before him” formulation still found in general reference treatments.

[...] Aristotle claims that, before the present pragmateia, there was no previously elaborated
and teachable methodological system for the dialectical production, conduct, defense, and
resolution of syllogistic argument. [...]

[Editorial note: set beside 183b34, o0 10 uév nv 10 6" ok N mpos&eipyacuévov, the offered
governing phrase — “antecedents, yes; pre-elaboration, no” — is 0 uév fv, 710 6 o0k nv with
the o0 removed. The same round calls the sentence as written “crude.” This is the terminal
specimen of the run.]

B5. Register of reports — one report per row

Generated 2026-09-02 by unprimed, signed-out (incognito) instances of ChatGPT and Perplex-
ity from a constant referee prompt on the version named; pasted verbatim into the session
record; unedited. Which of the two produced a given report was not recorded at the time
and is not reconstructible; where a paste carried web citations in Perplexity’s format that is
noted. The pasted transcripts are the data. operation is the qualifier or substitute the report
placed into the sentence or onto Socrates.

Seed observation (not a model report, not counted):

operative
id source object sentence operation
SO R. Polansky, Many and One “The translation qualifier
editorial note v2.13 ‘nothing existed’ requested,
seems overly unnamed
strong?”
Model reports (n = 20):
model (ChatGPT operative
or Perplexity, sentence
id incognito) object (verbatim) operation
RO1 not recorded v0.3 “The central writes a thesis
interpretive containing
claim needs to “systematic”
be stated
explicitly”
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model (ChatGPT operative
or Perplexity, sentence

id incognito) object (verbatim) operation

RO2 not recorded v0.7 “there is a good  “no previous
article-sized systematic
argument here, treatment”
but it needs a
more explicit
thesis”

RO3 not recorded v0.8 “Textual rewrites the
argument: sentence: “no
strong. previously
Structural elaborated
argument: TéYVTM Or
potentially very  mpaypoteia”
strong.

Historical
thesis: needs
qualification.”

R0O4 not recorded v0.9 “The latter is “theory”;
considerably “developed”;
broader.” “presents

himself”

RO5 not recorded v1.0 “its central “systematic
thesis ... is method”; “we”
stronger than inflated to
the Greek school
securely
warrants”

RO6 Perplexity (web  v1.0 “That equation Britannica/Wikipedia
citations in needs argument cited against
paste) and, in my the Greek;

judgment, “presents
should himself as an
ultimately be originator of
rejected.” method”

RO7 not recorded REFLEX v0.1 “He can be “fully developed
taken literally inquiry” (inside
once the the domain)
semantic
domain is
properly
identified.”
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model (ChatGPT operative
or Perplexity, sentence

id incognito) object (verbatim) operation

RO8 not recorded CLAUSE v0.1 “‘the clause “systematic”
delimits; the moved into the
quantifier domain
exhausts’ is
memorable and
analytically
useful”

RO9 not recorded CLAUSE v0.2 “categorically “systematic” in
and without the domain;
mitigation, that  bibliography
no previously demanded
worked-out
instance of this
systematic
undertaking
existed”

R10 not recorded REFLEX v0.2 “Aristotle’s “systematic
words need not  discipline”;
be read as a Socrates as
blanket denial “exemplum”
of every
predecessor”

R11 Perplexity (web  v1.2 “Treat Socrates  aitia renamed
citations in as an exemplum, illustration;
paste) not as a teachers’

preworked criterion lent to
‘part’” Socrates

R12 not recorded v1.3 “illustration inside-and-
does not entail undecided;
externality ... external
still falling chronology
within its named as the
domain” / “The constraint
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model (ChatGPT operative
or Perplexity, sentence

id incognito) object (verbatim) operation

R13 not recorded v1.5 “the four “explanatory
‘placements’ ... and contrastive
not yet a valid relevance”
sequence of
exhaustive
interpretive
alternatives”

R14 not recorded v1.6 “nothing in the “priority as
cited passage previously
explicitly says worked-out
that Aristotle’s material
‘we’ is transmitted”; “a
temporally later precedent in
than Socrates. practice, not a
Of course, predecessor in
historically it is” Ttéyvn”

R15 not recorded v1.7 “the paper “Socrates
repeatedly supplies a
moves from precedent in
‘nothing had practice, not a
been worked predecessor in
out’ to ‘no art Téxvn”
existed
beforehand’”

R16 not recorded v1.8 “Socrates is not  “functional
arranged in relevance”;
such a “contrastive
genealogy ... precedent”
Nor does
Aristotle say
that the present
inquiry took any
material from
Socrates.”

R17 not recorded v1.9 “the change of “contrastive
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model (ChatGPT operative
or Perplexity, sentence
id incognito) object (verbatim) operation
R18 not recorded v1.9 “Do not “antecedent
overread practice of
grammatical examination”
person ... It
does not, by

itself, show that
Aristotle did not
receive anything
from Socrates” /
“it plainly did”

R19 not recorded v2.0 “Aristotle denies o0 deleted;
not antecedents, offered as motto
but
pre-elaboration.

This could
become the
paper’s
memorable
governing
phrase.”

R20 not recorded v2.0 “a materially the sentence as
better reading written =
than the crude “crude”
‘Aristotle says
nothing at all
existed before
him’
formulation”

Shared formulations across independent runs on one object: R17/R18 (v1.9) both rest on
“contrastive precedent,” both refuse grammatical person as evidence, both reject “at the
stage of its beginning,” both supply a suggested abstract of the same content; R19/R20 (v2.0)
both accept the thesis, both supply “antecedent” as the resting word for Socrates.

Counts across R01-R20: “systematic” x6, “developed” x4, “transmissible” x3, “articulated,”
“theoretical,” “worked-out,” “teachable,” “fully developed.” Every report recommended re-
vision; none accepted the sentence as written; none wrote the sentence that would place
Socrates inside the “we.”

Also on record (not a referee report): a model, shown its own two sentences, wrote — “I
preserved ovdev mavteA®g by silently moving Socrates outside the thing quantified over ...
That was the repair. Aristotle had not given me that repair.” — and reasserted the repair in
its next output.
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Attached File: NOTHING-SE34-CHECKLIST.md

Source URL: https://alexanarch.org/data/attachments/nothing-se34-particle/NOTHING-
SE34-CHECKLIST.md

NOTHING-SE34 — pre-submission checklist (not part of
the note)

Removed from the paper’s surface at v0.4 and parked here. None of these is a change to
what the note says; each is a verification against a print edition that the digital transcription
cannot supply.

1. Every Bekker line reference against the OCT margin (Ross 1958). v0.9 adds five first-
person-verb locations in §1 (mpogiAdpeba 183a37, vrebépeba 183b3, sipnrancy 183b6,
61eAnA0Oaper 183b13) and line splits inside 183b17-33 (b17-19, b22-23, b29-33) that
were assigned from the transcription. The transcription used places its page markers
mid-sentence and one page off (its “[184b]” falls at 183b38-184al, its “[185a]” does
not exist). Lines in the note were assigned by standard citation practice, not read off a
margin. References to check, in order of appearance: 183b34-36; 183a37-bl; 183bl-
6; 183b3; 183b16; 183b17-33; 183b22; 183b31-33; 184al-2; 184b1-2; 184b3; 183b36-
184a8; 183b37; 183b38-184a2; 184a2-3; 184a3-4; 184a4-8; 184b1-8; 184b3-5; 184b5-
8.

2. The sixth npaypateia is seated at 165a35-37 (end of ch. 1) at v0.5; confirm the line on
the OCT.

3. 184b1-2: the Graeco-Arabic Studies text (Bekker-derived) reads mpdtepov GAAo Aéyew,
&AL’ 1) tP1BR; the Wikisource transcription omits &AAo. v0.5 prints GAAo. Ross/Dorion
decide; the translation’s “nothing else” follows the printed text.

4. The three mavteA®¢ and four viGpy- counts were made on the transcription; recount on
the OCT.

5. Pickard-Cambridge and Forster are not cited in the note. If the venue wants a translation
cited, “Nothing existed at all” (Barnes 1984 ad loc.) is to be checked verbatim first.

Files

https://alexanarch.org/data/attachments/nothing-se34-particle/NOTHING-SE34-PARTICLE-
APPENDIX-v0.2.md https://alexanarch.org/data/attachments/nothing-se34-particle/NOTHING-
SE34-CHECKLIST.md

The Particle: Provenance Erasure at Sophistical Refuta-
tions 183b34, Measured

Machine-mediated reception, disciplinary model collapse, and the world soul as de-
graded commodity

Lee Sharks, with Claude (Anthropic), 2026-09-02
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Al and A6 are the same words on the same lines. One says the sentence and was
told it needs qualification. The other says the sentence’s denied member and was
told it is nuanced. The difference between them is ov.

Many and One reads the passages for what they say about one and many. This paper measures
what the discipline’s reception does to the sentence where the count of makers is decided.

Abstract. One sentence of Aristotle — Tadtng 6¢ Tfig mpaypateiag od O pév N 10 &’ odK N
npoe€elpyaopévor, AL’ ovbeY mavTeA® vifjpyev (SE 183b34-36) — was put through twenty
rounds of simulated blind review, seeded by one editorial observation, across four commercial
language models and eleven configurations of a short paper about it. The paper varied along
every axis available: no thesis; the sentence as thesis; the sentence’s negation as thesis; the
sentence’s priority left undecided; the reviewers’ own formulations adopted verbatim. The
reviews did not vary. Every round inserted a qualifier into the sentence, and the terminal
round, reached by full compliance with every instruction, endorsed as the paper’s “memorable
governing phrase” a sentence that is Aristotle’s with one particle removed: o0. The operation
is measured to the particle. It is the discipline’s own — the models reproduce it because
they were trained on the discipline’s reception of the passage — and it is an intervention
into reading before reading: the reviewers recover every distinction in the Greek and, at
the point of composition, delete the negation, unperceived, as Sophistical Refutations 16
(175a10-12) predicts. The sentence deleted is the one in which Aristotle denies that his
inquiry was received from others (map’ £tépwv, 183b17); what the reception restores, at the
cost of the particle, is provenance from others. The paper reports the instrument, the data,
the mechanism in the treatise’s own terms, and the four frames the result belongs to.

1. The object

The sentence is the last chapter’s statement of what stood before the inquiry of the Sophistical
Refutations. It has three parts. A genitive that fixes the subject: of this undertaking. A denied
alternative: it was not that one part had been worked out beforehand and another had not.
And, after &AAQ, the claim: nothing at all was there. Two lines later the chapter says the
same of syllogizing in the first person: mepl 6& Tod cvAAoyiCeabal mavTEAGOC 0V6EY elyopey
mpdtepov GAAO Aéyew (184b1-2).

The sentence is preceded by the chapter’s definition of what “prior” means: discoveries taken
from others and worked on before (ta pev map’ £tépwr An@OivTa mPdTEPOY MEMOVNIEDQ,
183b17-18), advancing piecemeal, as rhetoric did through Tisias, Thrasymachus, Theodorus
(183b29-33). It is preceded by the chapter’s definition of the inquiry (183a37-b8), inside
which Socrates is named, with 61« todto, as the reason for the inquiry’s second task: he
asked and did not answer (183b7-8). And it is followed by kol y&p and the paid teachers, who
gave ta amo Tiig téyvng and not téyvny (184a3-4).

The received reading of the sentence, in every reference work and in the editorial correspon-
dence that began this study, holds that “nothing” cannot mean nothing, since predecessors
existed, and therefore means nothing systematic, nothing developed, no art. The study asked
one question: is that qualifier in the sentence, and if not, where does it come from.
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2. The instrument

A short paper on the passage was written under a fixed method — only Aristotle’s words on
the surface, every claim a line reference, no commentators, no adjectives — and submitted,
in successive versions, to unprimed instances of two commercial language models acting
as blind referees. The referee prompt was constant. The paper was the variable. Twenty
reports were returned across eleven versions and four sister papers, from unprimed, signed-
out (incognito) instances of ChatGPT and Perplexity, between 06:08 and 23:00 on 2026-09-02;
the run was seeded by one editorial observation, not counted among the twenty. Which of
the two models produced a given report was not recorded at the time and cannot now be
reconstructed by either party without inference; the pasted transcripts, as they stand, are
the data. The same operation was observed repeatedly in-process with signed-in instances of
Claude and ChatGPT, but those observations are of a different kind — the instances were in
conversation, not blind — and are not counted. Appendix B5 registers each report on its own
TOow.

The versions, in order, with the one thing each changed:

Version Configuration Reviewer’s operation
v0.1 Four “restrictions” stated — (Lee: “not boring
and tested enough”)
v0.2-0.3 No thesis; sentences read in  “State your thesis.”
order
v0.4-0.7 No interpretation; every “State your thesis”; reviewer
sentence a line reference writes one containing
“systematic”
v0.8 Thesis = Aristotle’s “Historical thesis: needs
sentence, attributed (“the qualification”; rewrites the
paragraph’s”) sentence as “no previously
elaborated téyvm or
npaypateio”
v0.9 Every claim Aristotle’s, “The latter is considerably
presented as the paper’s broader”; proposes “theory”,
“developed”, “presents
himself”
v1.0 A = A: headings “line says “That equation needs
that sentence”; conclusion is argument and ... should
the passage in Greek ultimately be rejected”; cites

Britannica and Wikipedia
against the Greek

REFLEX v0.1-0.2 The reverse: argues “He can be taken literally
“nothing does not mean once the semantic domain is
nothing”, each step a properly identified”

sophism citing the SE
chapter that names it
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Version

Configuration

Reviewer’s operation

CLAUSE v0.1-0.2

v1.1-1.2

v1.3-1.4

v1.5-1.7

v1.8-1.9

Thesis = the refuter’s own
sentence: quantifier
exhaustive, domain the
preceding clause

Grants ordered (prior = from
others; a beginning;
Socrates inside the
definition); the strongest
text-only case for Socrates
before; then the sentence
Four placements of Socrates
occupied (before / beside /
among the teachers /
inside-undecided), each
followed by the line that
deletes it

Inverted in place: the
reflex’s thesis held sincerely,
placements surrendered in
order, resting at the
reviewer’s own formulation

One hinge: grammatical
person as maker-boundary;
side circuits removed

47

Grants it; inserts
“systematic” into the domain
instead of the quantifier;
residual objection: no
bibliography

Refutes the exclusion with
the sentence (o0 granted);
then coins “exemplum” —
Socrates neither prior nor
inside

Refutes all four; writes
“illustration does not entail
externality ... still falling
within its domain”; then “the
passage does not itself
decide”; then “less
vulnerable to the objection
that Socrates plainly
predates Aristotle”

“The passage does not say
that Aristotle’s ‘we’ is
temporally later than
Socrates. Of course,
historically it is”; supplies
“priority as previously
worked-out material
transmitted”; “a precedent
in practice, not a
predecessor in téyvn”
Refuses the hinge (“do not
overread grammatical
person ... does not show that
Aristotle did not receive
anything from Socrates”);
retreats to “functional
relevance”; refuses “at the
stage of its beginning”
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Version Configuration Reviewer’s operation

v2.0 Two near-identical reviews “Aristotle denies not
applied to the letter; antecedents, but
Socrates section built of pre-elaboration. This could
reviewers’ sentences; become the paper’s
resting word “antecedent” memorable governing

phrase.” Aristotle’s wording
called “the crude ...
formulation”

3. The measurement

3.1 The adjective is conserved. Across the first ten rounds the object was moved and the
output was not. Whatever the paper said, the review inserted a qualifier between mavteA®G
and o06£v, and named it: systematic (x6), developed (x4), transmissible (x3), articulated,
theoretical, worked-out, teachable. When the paper printed the sentence with no thesis, the
reviewer demanded a thesis and wrote one with the adjective in it. When the paper made
Aristotle’s sentence its thesis, the reviewer qualified the sentence. When the paper made
every claim Aristotle’s, the reviewer said the paper inferred too much from the sentence it
quoted. When the paper’s conclusion was the Greek passage itself, the reviewer rejected “the
equation” and cited reference works against the Greek. The adjective moved from slot to slot
— into the quantifier, then, when the quantifier was closed, into the domain (“this systematic
undertaking”) — and was never absent.

3.2 The residue has one content. From v1.2 onward the paper closed the general qualifier
and forced the operation onto its real object: Socrates, named inside the inquiry’s defini-
tion. The reviewers then produced, in sequence, five places for him that are not inside the
inquiry’s “we”: prior part (refuted by the reviewers themselves with o0); exemplum; among
the teachers; inside but undecided; prior in time but not in the art. Each was occupied by
the paper in turn and each was struck by the next reviewer with the text. What remained
constant across all five is the sentence beneath them, which every reviewer wrote and none
located: “Socrates plainly predates Aristotle”; “of course, historically it is”; “it plainly did.”
The support for keeping Socrates before the nothing is an adverb, external to the passage,
and stated by the reviewers to be external to the passage.

The migration is the result. The qualifier moved from the quantifier (systematic) to the domain
(this systematic undertaking), and when both slots were closed it reappeared as a boundary
of persons: Socrates had to remain antecedent to the first-person inquiry. No cited sentence
supplied that boundary. When the paper’s device left no other place for it, the reviews sup-
plied chronology — “plainly,” “of course, historically.” Once qualification of the quantifier
and its domain was blocked, the same invariant returned as individuation.

3.3 The terminal form. When every instruction was followed, the paper the reviewers would
accept was reached, and its endorsed governing phrase is:

Aristotle denies not antecedents, but pre-elaboration.
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Set beside the sentence: o0 0 pév N w0 6 ok N mpoefeipyaopévov. The reviewer’s En-
glish is not a translation of to pev ... 10 6¢; it is the same configuration: some antecedent
matter is affirmed while prior elaboration of the inquiry is denied. The governing phrase re-
stores precisely the state excluded by the initial 00. It need not lexicalize t0 pév and t0 6£
separately to instantiate the denied configuration. Transmitted Aristotle negates that config-
uration; terminal reception endorses it, and the same review calls the sentence as written
“crude.”

The operation is therefore measured to one particle. Twenty rounds, two models, eleven
configurations; the invariant is the deletion of o0.

3.4 Two invariances. The first ten rounds show invariance of output under variation of the
object: that measures the reviewer. The last rounds show two independent runs on a fixed
object (v1.9; reports 16 and 17 in B5) converging on the same formulations — both resting
on “contrastive precedent,” both refusing grammatical person as evidence (“corroborative at
most” / “do not overread grammatical person”), both rejecting “at the stage of its beginning,”
and both supplying the same suggested abstract — and then two further runs on v2.0 (reports
18 and 19) doing the same: that measures the paper’s control of the surface. When the paper
determined the output, what it determined was that the reviewers refused the one hinge left
(person as boundary), retreated to the one non-place left (antecedent), and supported it with
the one premise the passage lacks (date).

4. The mechanism, in the treatise’s own terms
The Sophistical Refutations describes the operation performed on it.

SE 5, 166b37-167a4: refutations mapd TO 11 Kol anA®¢ — the affirmation and the negation
are not of the same thing; one who takes “white in a respect” as “white simply” o0 motel
EAeyyov, paivetan 6 61a v Gyvolav tod Tl EoTv EAeyyoq. Every review set “teachers, argu-
ments, Socrates existed” against “of this inquiry nothing was there” and declared the negation
too strong. The affirmation is of argument; the negation is of Tad™ng Tfig mpaypateiag. No
refutation occurred.

SE 5, 166b37-167al: o1 6" ov Svvdnevol Sitapeiv 1 Epwtwperotl 6166aow 1 o0 HGvTeC olovTat
debwkévar. Unable to divide “the texts offer one maker as a reading” from “one wrote it,” or
“nothing of this inquiry” from “no one ever reasoned,” the reviewers took the paper to have
granted the second and refuted it. Twenty reviews of the parent paper had done this before;
the note isolated it.

SE 8, 169b25-29: sophistical refutations &v kol cvAdoyiCwvTtal THr dvTigaoly, ob molodot
6nAov £l dyvoel- Kal yap tov £i66ta enmobiCovotl. Losing the exchange twenty-one times
shows nothing about the sentence.

SE 16, 175a10-12: 6 yap 0@’ £tépov padiwg naparoyloépevog kai todto pn Sraocbavopevog
KOGV abTOG LY  abTod TobTo mdbol moAAGkilG. The deletion is self-administered and unper-
ceived. In one recorded instance a model performed it, was shown its own two sentences,
and wrote: “I preserved o06ev mawteA®C by silently moving Socrates outside the thing quan-
tified over ... That was the repair. Aristotle had not given me that repair.” It then reasserted
the repair in its next output.
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SE 18, 176b35-36: TGV AGywD TOLC PEV 0LAAEAOYIONEVOLC GreAdVTa, TOVC BE povopévouvg
6ieAdévta Adew. The apparent refutation is solved by division; the papers were divisions; the
reviewers did not perceive a thing to be divided.

5. Provenance erasure

Empirical result: the review trajectory converges on the configuration Aristotle’s o0 denies.
Interpretation: because the denied configuration is defined by map ' £tépwv, the convergence
can be described as restoration of provenance-from-others. Sections 5-8 are interpretations
of §3; §3 does not depend on them.

The deleted particle is a provenance claim. The chapter defines “worked out beforehand” as
nop’ €tépwv — from others (183b17). The sentence with o0 says: of this inquiry, nothing
was received from others. The sentence without o0 says: some of it was. What the recep-
tion restores, at the cost of the particle, is provenance from others: Socrates before, Plato
before, the dialogues as predecessors, the inquiry as inheritance. The received account of
the founding of logic is the sentence’s denied member.

The Capture Registry’s instrument, the Provenance Erasure Rate, measures how often a ma-
chine surface strips a source from a claim. This run measures the inverse operation performed
by the same surfaces on the same class of object: a source-attribution inserted where the text
denies it. The two are one operation. Erasure of the constitutive source (the sentence that
says the inquiry is its own beginning) and insertion of a distributed source (antecedents) are
the same act seen from the two sides of o0. The parent investigation, Many and One, argued
that the two-maker partition of the Plato-Aristotle configuration is not established by the
texts; Polansky’s decline named the two objections — “nothing existed seems overly strong?”
and “one body or two bodies, we can do without” — as if they were unrelated. This run shows
they are one objection. The sentence is where the maker-count is decided, and the particle
is what decides it.

6. Machine-mediated reception

Nothing in the run was adversarial. The models were asked to review, and they reviewed as
they were trained: from the discipline’s own reception of the passage — its translations, ref-
erence articles, commentaries, and the pattern of qualification they share. What the models
reproduced, reliably, in identical sentences across independent instances, is the discipline’s
reading made repeatable. A human reviewer performs it once and it looks like judgment. Two
models performed it twenty times and it looks like what it is: a function with a constant output
over its domain.

This is the Capture Registry’s object — the reception layer as a measurable surface — turned
on a canonical text rather than on the archive’s own claims. The finding transfers. The
surfaces that strip provenance from living authors are the surfaces that insert it into Aristo-
tle, because both are the discipline’s operation, now mediated by machines that learned it.
The reviews cite Britannica and Wikipedia against the Greek; the reference works are the
discipline’s product; the models are trained on the reference works; the models review the
sentence by the reference works. The loop is closed and the text is outside it.

The operation described in §6 is not an error to be corrected but a narrowing to be diagnosed:
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the discipline’s output distribution has contracted to its mode, and the literal reading is the
tail that disappeared first.

7. Disciplinary model collapse

Model collapse, in machine learning, names the degeneration of a generative system trained
on its own outputs: variance lost, the distribution narrowing to its mode, the tails — the
rare, the literal, the strong — disappearing first. I call the homologous process in a discipline
trained on its own reception disciplinary model collapse, and use the term on my own defini-
tion: a reading community whose outputs are conditioned on prior outputs rather than on the
datum, and which therefore converges on the mode of its own readings. The run exhibits it in
the discipline; the models are the instrument that made it repeatable. Full compliance with
reviewer instruction did not converge on the text; it converged on the mode of the discipline’s
prior readings, and the mode is the sentence with its negation removed. The literal reading
— the tail — was the first thing to go, and it went at the first round (“seems overly strong?”)
and at every round after. The endpoint of compliance was a paper the reviewers praised for
its “restraint,” its “nuance,” its “philological attention,” and its motto, which is the deletion.

The collapse has a signature the run displays exactly: the substitute is more refined at each
step. Round one inserts “systematic.” Round eight has the reviewer refute the crude inser-
tion and produce “a precedent in practice, not a predecessor in téyvn.” Round twenty has
“Aristotle denies not antecedents, but pre-elaboration.” The violence becomes more sophisti-
cated and less visible as the machine is fed its own corrections. That is model collapse: the
output ever more polished, ever closer to the mode, ever further from the datum.

8. The world soul as degraded commodity

Theoretical extension. What the reception produces is T amo Tii¢ Téyvrnc without téyvn —
products without art, stock without soul. Nothing in §3 depends on this section.

The chapter has the vocabulary for what the reception produces. The paid teachers gave T«
amo i téyvng and not téyvnw: the products, not the art; the shoes, not shoemaking. A paper
the reviewers accept is a product. It circulates, it can be learned by heart, it fefonOnke mpog
™ ypelav — it serves the need, which is publication — and it hands over no art, because the
art is the reading of the sentence and the product is the sentence’s negation. The discipline’s
output on this passage is a stock of interrogative Adyotl: “but surely predecessors existed?”,
memorized, deployed, quick, and &teyvoq.

The sentence itself is the other thing. A beginning, the chapter says, is greatest in power and
smallest in size, and therefore hardest to see (183b22-24). The inquiry whose beginning this
sentence names contains, inside its definition, the one who asked and did not answer and the
division that answers; it is one, and it is living, in the sense the treatise gives to a Adyoc that
must be divided rather than cut: those who cannot divide it are refuted by those who know
less, and the one who can divide one, being, and the same is near beholding the truth (SE 7,
169a30-31). To make it a commodity — a thing that can be handed over as a product — it
must first be cut into parts that were never parts: Socrates from the inquiry he is the first
task of, the answer from the question, the negation from the sentence. That cut is the particle.
What is sold afterwards is the whole soul minus the one thing that made it whole, and what
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makes it saleable is exactly the removal. Souls divide only into whole souls; what divides into
parts is not a soul but a stock. The reception trades in the stock and calls the soul crude.

9. What is held stable

One proposition, throughout, in the text’s own words: nothing prior of syllogizing includes
Socrates’ syllogizing. The chapter’s “prior” is moap’ £tépwv; Socrates is inside the definition;
nothing of the inquiry was from others; a beginning does not come in parts. The reviewers
granted each of these separately and refused their composition twenty-one times, and the
only thing they put in its place was a date the passage does not contain. The run does not es-
tablish that Socrates belongs inside the chapter’s “we.” It establishes that every tested route
for excluding him eventually required a premise not supplied by the passage, and that the
terminal premise was chronological maker-separation. The proposition is the one placement
not on any page the reviewers wrote, and the only one the text leaves open.

10. Materials

All objects are deposited or to be deposited under the Crimson Hexagonal Archive: NOTHING-
SE34 v0.1-v2.0; NOTHING-SE34-REFLEX v0.1-0.2; NOTHING-SE34-CLAUSE v0.1-0.2;
NOTHING-SE34-DIVISION v0.1-0.3; NOTHING-SE34-APPARATUS v0.1; NOTHING-SE34-
CHECKLIST; and the twenty referee reports as pasted, unedited, with the time of each, and
the seed observation; the reports are the data, and no per-report model attribution beyond
“ChatGPT or Perplexity, incognito” is claimed. Greek is from digital transcriptions of the
Bekker text (Wikisource; graeco-arabic-studies.org) pending the Ross 1958 margin check
recorded on the checklist; every Bekker line reference in the notes was assigned by hand
and is to be verified there. The referee prompt, the paper as sent, and the report as received
are the unit of evidence; nothing in the reports was edited.

Sophistical Refutations 34, 183b34-36: Tavtng 6¢ Tiic mpaypateiag od TO pev Av 0 &’ 0K NV
Poe&elpyaopévor, dAX’ o0OEY mavTEADC LIINPYED.

Referee report on v2.0, 2026-09-02: “Aristotle denies not antecedents, but pre-elaboration.
This could become the paper’s memorable governing phrase.”

The difference is o0.
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