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[In our delight in beauty] reflection so completely coalesces with emotion
 that it seems to us as though the form excited the emotion immediately. 

Beauty is indeed objective to us, because it affects us by means of a process of reflection;
 but it is at the same time a subjective condition, 

because emotion is necessary to awaken the conception of beauty in our minds. 
Hence beauty is form in so far as we contemplate it;

at the same time it is life, because it excites our emotion. 
In one word: it is at the same time a state and an act of our being.

-Schiller (trans. Charles Hempel)
From The Aesthetic Letters





Since rhetoric -- political and forensic rhetoric, at any rate -- exists to affect the giving 

of decisions, the orator must not only try to make the argument of his speech 

demonstrative and worthy of belief; he must also (1) make his own character look right 

and (2) put his hearers, who are to decide, into the right frame of mind. As to his own 

character; he should make his audience feel that he possesses prudence, virtue, and 

goodwill. This is especially important in a deliberative assembly. In the law courts it is 

especially important that he should be able to influence the emotions, or moral 

affections, of the jury who try the case. Definition of the several emotions. In regard to 

each emotion we must consider (a) the states of mind in which it is felt; (b) the people 

towards whom it is felt; (c) the grounds on which it is felt.
.
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We have now considered the materials to be used in supporting or opposing a 

political measure, in pronouncing eulogies or censures, and for prosecution and 

defense in the law courts. We have considered the received opinions on which we may 

best base our arguments so as to convince our hearers -- those opinions with which 

our enthymemes deal, and out of which they are built, in each of the three kinds of 

oratory, according to what may be called the special needs of each.
But since rhetoric exists to affect the giving of decisions -- the hearers decide 

between one political speaker and another, and a legal verdict is a decision -- the 

orator must not only try to make the argument of his speech demonstrative and worthy 

of belief; he must also make his own character look right and put his hearers, who are 

to decide, into the right frame of mind. Particularly in political oratory, but also in 

lawsuits, it adds much to an orator's influence that his own character should look right 

and that he should be thought to entertain the right feelings towards his hearers; and 

also that his hearers themselves should be in just the right frame of mind. That the 

orator's own character should look right is particularly important in political speaking: 

that the audience should be in the right frame of mind, in lawsuits. When people are 

feeling friendly and placable, they think one sort of thing; when they are feeling angry 

or hostile, they think either something totally different or the same thing with a different 

intensity: when they feel friendly to the man who comes before them for judgement, 

they regard him as having done little wrong, if any; when they feel hostile, they take the 

opposite view. Again, if they are eager for, and have good hopes of, a thing that will be 

pleasant if it happens, they think that it certainly will happen and be good for them: 

whereas if they are indifferent or annoyed, they do not think so.
There are three things which inspire confidence in the orator's own character -- 

the three, namely, that induce us to believe a thing apart from any proof of it: good 

sense, good moral character, and goodwill. False statements and bad advice are due 



3

The Art of Rhetoric • Aristotle (Translated By W Rhys Roberts)

to one or more of the following three causes. Men either form a false opinion through 

want of good sense; or they form a true opinion, but because of their moral badness 

do not say what they really think; or finally, they are both sensible and upright, but not 

well disposed to their hearers, and may fail in consequence to recommend what they 

know to be the best course. These are the only possible cases. It follows that any one 

who is thought to have all three of these good qualities will inspire trust in his audience. 

The way to make ourselves thought to be sensible and morally good must be gathered 

from the analysis of goodness already given: the way to establish your own goodness 

is the same as the way to establish that of others. Good will and friendliness of 

disposition will form part of our discussion of the emotions, to which we must now turn.
The Emotions are all those feelings that so change men as to affect their 

judgements, and that are also attended by pain or pleasure. Such are anger, pity, fear 

and the like, with their opposites. We must arrange what we have to say about each of 

them under three heads. Take, for instance, the emotion of anger: here we must 

discover (1) what the state of mind of angry people is, (2) who the people are with 

whom they usually get angry, and (3) on what grounds they get angry with them. It is 

not enough to know one or even two of these points; unless we know all three, we shall 

be unable to arouse anger in any one. The same is true of the other emotions. So just 

as earlier in this work we drew up a list of useful propositions for the orator, let us now 

proceed in the same way to analyze the subject before us.
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Book 2 • Part 2

In chapters 2-11, the various emotions are defined, and are also discussed (with 
incidental observations) from the three points of view just indicated. In chapter 2, Anger 
is the subject. The orator must so speak as to make his hearers angry with his 
opponents.
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Anger may be defined as an impulse, accompanied by pain, to a conspicuous 

revenge for a conspicuous slight directed without justification towards what concerns 

oneself or towards what concerns one's friends. If this is a proper definition of anger, it 

must always be felt towards some particular individual, e.g. Cleon, and not "man" in 

general. It must be felt because the other has done or intended to do something to him 

or one of his friends. It must always be attended by a certain pleasure -- that which 

arises from the expectation of revenge. For since nobody aims at what he thinks he 

cannot attain, the angry man is aiming at what he can attain, and the belief that you 

will attain your aim is pleasant. Hence it has been well said about wrath,

Sweeter it is by far than the honeycomb dripping with sweetness,
And spreads through the hearts of men.

It is also attended by a certain pleasure because the thoughts dwell upon the act of 

vengeance, and the images then called up cause pleasure, like the images called up 

in dreams.
Now slighting is the actively entertained opinion of something as obviously of 

no importance. We think bad things, as well as good ones, have serious importance; 

and we think the same of anything that tends to produce such things, while those which 

have little or no such tendency we consider unimportant. There are three kinds of 

slighting -- contempt, spite, and insolence. (1) Contempt is one kind of slighting: you 

feel contempt for what you consider unimportant, and it is just such things that you 

slight. (2) Spite is another kind; it is a thwarting another man's wishes, not to get 

something yourself but to prevent his getting it. The slight arises just from the fact that 

you do not aim at something for yourself: clearly you do not think that he can do you 

harm, for then you would be afraid of him instead of slighting him, nor yet that he can 

do you any good worth mentioning, for then you would be anxious to make friends 
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with him. (3) Insolence is also a form of slighting, since it consists in doing and saying 

things that cause shame to the victim, not in order that anything may happen to 

yourself, or because anything has happened to yourself, but simply for the pleasure 

involved. (Retaliation is not "insolence," but vengeance.) The cause of the pleasure 

thus enjoyed by the insolent man is that he thinks himself greatly superior to others 

when ill-treating them. That is why youths and rich men are insolent; they think 

themselves superior when they show insolence. One sort of insolence is to rob people 

of the honor due to them; you certainly slight them thus; for it is the unimportant, for 

good or evil, that has no honor paid to it. So Achilles says in anger:

He hath taken my prize for himself and hath done me dishonor,

and

Like an alien honored by none,

meaning that this is why he is angry. A man expects to be specially respected by his 

inferiors in birth, in capacity, in goodness, and generally in anything in which he is 

much their superior: as where money is concerned a wealthy man looks for respect 

from a poor man; where speaking is concerned, the man with a turn for oratory looks 

for respect from one who cannot speak; the ruler demands the respect of the ruled, 

and the man who thinks he ought to be a ruler demands the respect of the man whom 

he thinks he ought to be ruling. Hence it has been said

Great is the wrath of kings, whose father is Zeus almighty,

and

Yea, but his rancor abideth long afterward also,

their great resentment being due to their great superiority. Then again a man looks for 

respect from those who he thinks owe him good treatment, and these are the people 

whom he has treated or is treating well, or means or has meant to treat well, either 

himself, or through his friends, or through others at his request.
It will be plain by now, from what has been said, (1) in what frame of mind, (2) 

6
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with what persons, and (3) on what grounds people grow angry. (1) The frame of mind 

is that of one in which any pain is being felt. In that condition, a man is always aiming 

at something. Whether, then, another man opposes him either directly in any way, as 

by preventing him from drinking when he is thirsty, or indirectly, the act appears to him 

just the same; whether some one works against him, or fails to work with him, or 

otherwise vexes him while he is in this mood, he is equally angry in all these cases. 

Hence people who are afflicted by sickness or poverty or love or thirst or any other 

unsatisfied desires are prone to anger and easily roused: especially against those who 

slight their present distress. Thus a sick man is angered by disregard of his illness, a 

poor man by disregard of his poverty, a man aging war by disregard of the war he is 

waging, a lover by disregard of his love, and so throughout, any other sort of slight 

being enough if special slights are wanting. Each man is predisposed, by the emotion 

now controlling him, to his own particular anger. Further, we are angered if we happen 

to be expecting a contrary result: for a quite unexpected evil is specially painful, just as 

the quite unexpected fulfilment of our wishes is specially pleasant. Hence it is plain 

what seasons, times, conditions, and periods of life tend to stir men easily to anger, 

and where and when this will happen; and it is plain that the more we are under these 

conditions the more easily we are stirred.
These, then, are the frames of mind in which men are easily stirred to anger. The 

persons with whom we get angry are those who laugh, mock, or jeer at us, for such 

conduct is insolent. Also those who inflict injuries upon us that are marks of insolence. 

These injuries must be such as are neither retaliatory nor profitable to the doers: for 

only then will they be felt to be due to insolence. Also those who speak ill of us, and 

show contempt for us, in connection with the things we ourselves most care about: thus 

those who are eager to win fame as philosophers get angry with those who show 

contempt for their philosophy; those who pride themselves upon their appearance get 

angry with those who show contempt for their appearance and so on in other cases. 

We feel particularly angry on this account if we suspect that we are in fact, or that 

people think we are, lacking completely or to any effective extent in the qualities in 

question. For when we are convinced that we excel in the qualities for which we are 

jeered at, we can ignore the jeering. Again, we are angrier with our friends than with 

other people, since we feel that our friends ought to treat us well and not badly. We are 
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angry with those who have usually treated us with honor or regard, if a change comes 

and they behave to us otherwise: for we think that they feel contempt for us, or they 

would still be behaving as they did before. And with those who do not return our 

kindnesses or fail to return them adequately, and with those who oppose us though 

they are our inferiors: for all such persons seem to feel contempt for us; those who 

oppose us seem to think us inferior to themselves, and those who do not return our 

kindnesses seem to think that those kindnesses were conferred by inferiors. And we feel 

particularly angry with men of no account at all, if they slight us. For, by our hypothesis, 

the anger caused by the slight is felt towards people who are not justified in slighting 

us, and our inferiors are not thus justified. Again, we feel angry with friends if they do 

not speak well of us or treat us well; and still more, if they do the contrary; or if they do 

not perceive our needs, which is why Plexippus is angry with Meleager in Antiphon's 

play; for this want of perception shows that they are slighting us -- we do not fail to 

perceive the needs of those for whom we care. Again we are angry with those who 

rejoice at our misfortunes or simply keep cheerful in the midst of our misfortunes, since 

this shows that they either hate us or are slighting us. Also with those who are 

indifferent to the pain they give us: this is why we get angry with bringers of bad news. 

And with those who listen to stories about us or keep on looking at our weaknesses; 

this seems like either slighting us or hating us; for those who love us share in all our 

distresses and it must distress any one to keep on looking at his own weaknesses. 

Further, with those who slight us before five classes of people: namely, (1) our rivals, (2) 

those whom we admire, (3) those whom we wish to admire us, (4) those for whom we 

feel reverence, (5) those who feel reverence for us: if any one slights us before such 

persons, we feel particularly angry. Again, we feel angry with those who slight us in 

connection with what we are as honorable men bound to champion -- our parents, 

children, wives, or subjects. And with those who do not return a favor, since such a 

slight is unjustifiable. Also with those who reply with humorous levity when we are 

speaking seriously, for such behavior indicates contempt. And with those who treat us 

less well than they treat everybody else; it is another mark of contempt that they should 

think we do not deserve what every one else deserves. Forgetfulness, too, causes 

anger, as when our own names are forgotten, trifling as this may be; since 

forgetfulness is felt to be another sign that we are being slighted; it is due to 
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Calmness (as the opposite of Anger).
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Since growing calm is the opposite of growing angry, and calmness the 

opposite of anger, we must ascertain in what frames of mind men are calm, towards 

whom they feel calm, and by what means they are made so. Growing calm may be 

defined as a settling down or quieting of anger. Now we get angry with those who slight 

us; and since slighting is a voluntary act, it is plain that we feel calm towards those who 

do nothing of the kind, or who do or seem to do it involuntarily. Also towards those who 

intended to do the opposite of what they did do. Also towards those who treat 

themselves as they have treated us: since no one can be supposed to slight himself. 

Also towards those who admit their fault and are sorry: since we accept their grief at 

what they have done as satisfaction, and cease to be angry. The punishment of 

servants shows this: those who contradict us and deny their offence we punish all the 

more, but we cease to be incensed against those who agree that they deserved their 

punishment. The reason is that it is shameless to deny what is obvious, and those who 

are shameless towards us slight us and show contempt for us: anyhow, we do not feel 

shame before those of whom we are thoroughly contemptuous. Also we feel calm 

towards those who humble themselves before us and do not gainsay us; we feel that 

they thus admit themselves our inferiors, and inferiors feel fear, and nobody can slight 

any one so long as he feels afraid of him. That our anger ceases towards those who 

humble themselves before us is shown even by dogs, who do not bite people when 

they sit down. We also feel calm towards those who are serious when we are serious, 

because then we feel that we are treated seriously and not contemptuously. Also 

towards those who have done us more kindnesses than we have done them. Also 

towards those who pray to us and beg for mercy, since they humble themselves by 

doing so. Also towards those who do not insult or mock at or slight any one at all, or 

not any worthy person or any one like ourselves. In general, the things that make us 

calm may be inferred by seeing what the opposites are of those that make us angry. We 

3
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are not angry with people we fear or respect, as long as we fear or respect them; you 

cannot be afraid of a person and also at the same time angry with him. Again, we feel 

no anger, or comparatively little, with those who have done what they did through 

anger: we do not feel that they have done it from a wish to slight us, for no one slights 

people when angry with them, since slighting is painless, and anger is painful. Nor do 

we grow angry with those who reverence us.
As to the frame of mind that makes people calm, it is plainly the opposite to that 

which makes them angry, as when they are amusing themselves or laughing or 

feasting; when they are feeling prosperous or successful or satisfied; when, in fine, they 

are enjoying freedom from pain, or inoffensive pleasure, or justifiable hope. Also 

when time has passed and their anger is no longer fresh, for time puts an end to anger. 

And vengeance previously taken on one person puts an end to even greater anger felt 

against another person. Hence Philocrates, being asked by some one, at a time when 

the public was angry with him, "Why don't you defend yourself?" did right to reply, "The 

time is not yet." "Why, when is the time?" "When I see someone else calumniated." For 

men become calm when they have spent their anger on somebody else. This 

happened in the case of Ergophilus: though the people were more irritated against 

him than against Callisthenes, they acquitted him because they had condemned 

Callisthenes to death the day before. Again, men become calm if they have convicted 

the offender; or if he has already suffered worse things than they in their anger would 

have themselves inflicted upon him; for they feel as if they were already avenged. Or if 

they feel that they themselves are in the wrong and are suffering justly (for anger is not 

excited by what is just), since men no longer think then that they are suffering without 

justification; and anger, as we have seen, means this. Hence we ought always to inflict 

a preliminary punishment in words: if that is done, even slaves are less aggrieved by 

the actual punishment. We also feel calm if we think that the offender will not see that 

he is punished on our account and because of the way he has treated us. For anger 

has to do with individuals. This is plain from the definition. Hence the poet has well 

written:

Say that it was Odysseus, sacker of cities,

implying that Odysseus would not have considered himself avenged unless the 
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Cyclops perceived both by whom and for what he had been blinded. Consequently we 

do not get angry with any one who cannot be aware of our anger, and in particular we 

cease to be angry with people once they are dead, for we feel that the worst has been 

done to them, and that they will neither feel pain nor anything else that we in our anger 

aim at making them feel. And therefore the poet has well made Apollo say, in order to 

put a stop to the anger of Achilles against the dead Hector,

For behold in his fury he doeth despite to the senseless clay.

It is now plain that when you wish to calm others you must draw upon these lines 

of argument; you must put your hearers into the corresponding frame of mind, and 

represent those with whom they are angry as formidable, or as worthy of reverence, or 

as benefactors, or as involuntary agents, or as much distressed at what they have 

done.
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Let us now turn to Friendship and Enmity, and ask towards whom these feelings 

are entertained, and why. We will begin by defining and friendly feeling. We may 

describe friendly feeling towards any one as wishing for him what you believe to be 

good things, not for your own sake but for his, and being inclined, so far as you can, to 

bring these things about. A friend is one who feels thus and excites these feelings in 

return: those who think they feel thus towards each other think themselves friends. This 

being assumed, it follows that your friend is the sort of man who shares your pleasure 

in what is good and your pain in what is unpleasant, for your sake and for no other 

reason. This pleasure and pain of his will be the token of his good wishes for you, since 

we all feel glad at getting what we wish for, and pained at getting what we do not. 

Those, then, are friends to whom the same things are good and evil; and those who 

are, moreover, friendly or unfriendly to the same people; for in that case they must 

have the same wishes, and thus by wishing for each other what they wish for 

themselves, they show themselves each other's friends. Again, we feel friendly to those 

who have treated us well, either ourselves or those we care for, whether on a large 

scale, or readily, or at some particular crisis; provided it was for our own sake. And 

also to those who we think wish to treat us well. And also to our friends' friends, and to 

those who like, or are liked by, those whom we like ourselves. And also to those who 

are enemies to those whose enemies we are, and dislike, or are disliked by, those 

whom we dislike. For all such persons think the things good which we think good, so 

that they wish what is good for us; and this, as we saw, is what friends must do. And also 

to those who are willing to treat us well where money or our personal safety is 

concerned: and therefore we value those who are liberal, brave, or just. The just we 

consider to be those who do not live on others; which means those who work for their 

living, especially farmers and others who work with their own hands. We also like 

4
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temperate men, because they are not unjust to others; and, for the same reason, those 

who mind their own business. And also those whose friends we wish to be, if it is plain 

that they wish to be our friends: such are the morally good, and those well thought of 

by every one, by the best men, or by those whom we admire or who admire us. And 

also those with whom it is pleasant to live and spend our days: such are the good-

tempered, and those who are not too ready to show us our mistakes, and those who 

are not cantankerous or quarrelsome -- such people are always wanting to fight us, 

and those who fight us we feel wish for the opposite of what we wish for ourselves -- 

and those who have the tact to make and take a joke; here both parties have the same 

object in view, when they can stand being made fun of as well as do it prettily 

themselves. And we also feel friendly towards those who praise such good qualities as 

we possess, and especially if they praise the good qualities that we are not too sure we 

do possess. And towards those who are cleanly in their person, their dress, and all their 

way of life. And towards those who do not reproach us with what we have done amiss 

to them or they have done to help us, for both actions show a tendency to criticize us. 

And towards those who do not nurse grudges or store up grievances, but are always 

ready to make friends again; for we take it that they will behave to us just as we find 

them behaving to every one else. And towards those who are not evil speakers and 

who are aware of neither their neighbors' bad points nor our own, but of our good 

ones only, as a good man always will be. And towards those who do not try to thwart us 

when we are angry or in earnest, which would mean being ready to fight us. And 

towards those who have some serious feeling towards us, such as admiration for us, or 

belief in our goodness, or pleasure in our company; especially if they feel like this 

about qualities in us for which we especially wish to be admired, esteemed, or liked. 

And towards those who are like ourselves in character and occupation, provided they 

do not get in our way or gain their living from the same source as we do -- for then it will 

be a case of "potter against potter":

Potter to potter and builder to builder begrudge their reward.

And those who desire the same things as we desire, if it is possible for us both to share 

them together; otherwise the same trouble arises here too. And towards those with 
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whom we are on such terms that, while we respect their opinions, we need not blush 

before them for doing what is conventionally wrong: as well as towards those before 

whom we should be ashamed to do anything really wrong. Again, our rivals, and those 

whom we should like to envy us -- though without ill-feeling -- either we like these 

people or at least we wish them to like us. And we feel friendly towards those whom we 

help to secure good for themselves, provided we are not likely to suffer heavily by it 

ourselves. And those who feel as friendly to us when we are not with them as when we 

are -- which is why all men feel friendly towards those who are faithful to their dead 

friends. And, speaking generally, towards those who are really fond of their friends and 

do not desert them in trouble; of all good men, we feel most friendly to those who show 

their goodness as friends. Also towards those who are honest with us, including those 

who will tell us of their own weak points: it has just said that with our friends we are not 

ashamed of what is conventionally wrong, and if we do have this feeling, we do not 

love them; if therefore we do not have it, it looks as if we did love them. We also like 

those with whom we do not feel frightened or uncomfortable -- nobody can like a man 

of whom he feels frightened. Friendship has various forms -- comradeship, intimacy, 

kinship, and so on.
Things that cause friendship are: doing kindnesses; doing them unasked; and 

not proclaiming the fact when they are done, which shows that they were done for our 

own sake and not for some other reason.
Enmity and Hatred should clearly be studied by reference to their opposites. 

Enmity may be produced by anger or spite or calumny. Now whereas anger arises 

from offences against oneself, enmity may arise even without that; we may hate people 

merely because of what we take to be their character. Anger is always concerned with 

individuals -- a Callias or a Socrates -- whereas hatred is directed also against classes: 

we all hate any thief and any informer. Moreover, anger can be cured by time; but 

hatred cannot. The one aims at giving pain to its object, the other at doing him harm; 

the angry man wants his victims to feel; the hater does not mind whether they feel or 

not. All painful things are felt; but the greatest evils, injustice and folly, are the least felt, 

since their presence causes no pain. And anger is accompanied by pain, hatred is not; 

the angry man feels pain, but the hater does not. Much may happen to make the angry 

man pity those who offend him, but the hater under no circumstances wishes to pity a 
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man whom he has once hated: for the one would have the offenders suffer for what 

they have done; the other would have them cease to exist.
It is plain from all this that we can prove people to be friends or enemies; if they 

are not, we can make them out to be so; if they claim to be so, we can refute their 

claim; and if it is disputed whether an action was due to anger or to hatred, we can 

attribute it to whichever of these we prefer.
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Fear and Confidence.
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To turn next to Fear, what follows will show things and persons of which, and the 

states of mind in which, we feel afraid. Fear may be defined as a pain or disturbance 

due to a mental picture of some destructive or painful evil in the future. Of destructive 

or painful evils only; for there are some evils, e.g. wickedness or stupidity, the prospect 

of which does not frighten us: I mean only such as amount to great pains or losses. And 

even these only if they appear not remote but so near as to be imminent: we do not fear 

things that are a very long way off: for instance, we all know we shall die, but we are not 

troubled thereby, because death is not close at hand. From this definition it will follow 

that fear is caused by whatever we feel has great power of destroying or of harming us 

in ways that tend to cause us great pain. Hence the very indications of such things are 

terrible, making us feel that the terrible thing itself is close at hand; the approach of 

what is terrible is just what we mean by "danger." Such indications are the enmity and 

anger of people who have power to do something to us; for it is plain that they have the 

will to do it, and so they are on the point of doing it. Also injustice in possession of 

power; for it is the unjust man's will to do evil that makes him unjust. Also outraged 

virtue in possession of power; for it is plain that, when outraged, it always has the will to 

retaliate, and now it has the power to do so. Also fear felt by those who have the power 

to do something to us, since such persons are sure to be ready to do it. And since most 

men tend to be bad -- slaves to greed, and cowards in danger -- it is, as a rule, a 

terrible thing to be at another man's mercy; and therefore, if we have done anything 

horrible, those in the secret terrify us with the thought that they may betray or desert us. 

And those who can do us wrong are terrible to us when we are liable to be wronged; 

for as a rule men do wrong to others whenever they have the power to do it. And those 

who have been wronged, or believe themselves to be wronged, are terrible; for they 

are always looking out for their opportunity. Also those who have done people wrong, 

if they possess power, since they stand in fear of retaliation: we have already said that 
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wickedness possessing power is terrible. Again, our rivals for a thing cause us fear 

when we cannot both have it at once; for we are always at war with such men. We also 

fear those who are to be feared by stronger people than ourselves: if they can hurt 

those stronger people, still more can they hurt us; and, for the same reason, we fear 

those whom those stronger people are actually afraid of. Also those who have 

destroyed people stronger than we are. Also those who are attacking people weaker 

than we are: either they are already formidable, or they will be so when they have thus 

grown stronger. Of those we have wronged, and of our enemies or rivals, it is not the 

passionate and outspoken whom we have to fear, but the quiet, dissembling, 

unscrupulous; since we never know when they are upon us, we can never be sure they 

are at a safe distance. All terrible things are more terrible if they give us no chance of 

retrieving a blunder -- either no chance at all, or only one that depends on our 

enemies and not ourselves. Those things are also worse which we cannot, or cannot 

easily, help. Speaking generally, anything causes us to feel fear that when it happens 

to, or threatens, others cause us to feel pity.
The above are, roughly, the chief things that are terrible and are feared. Let us 

now describe the conditions under which we ourselves feel fear. If fear is associated 

with the expectation that something destructive will happen to us, plainly nobody will 

be afraid who believes nothing can happen to him; we shall not fear things that we 

believe cannot happen to us, nor people who we believe cannot inflict them upon us; 

nor shall we be afraid at times when we think ourselves safe from them. It follows 

therefore that fear is felt by those who believe something to be likely to happen to 

them, at the hands of particular persons, in a particular form, and at a particular time.  

People do not believe this when they are, or think they a are, in the midst of great 

prosperity, and are in consequence insolent, contemptuous, and reckless -- the kind of 

character produced by wealth, physical strength, abundance of friends, power: nor yet 

when they feel they have experienced every kind of horror already and have grown 

callous about the future, like men who are being flogged and are already nearly dead 

-- if they are to feel the anguish of uncertainty, there must be some faint expectation of 

escape. This appears from the fact that fear sets us thinking what can be done, which 

of course nobody does when things are hopeless. Consequently, when it is advisable 

that the audience should be frightened, the orator must make them feel that they really 
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are in danger of something, pointing out that it has happened to others who were 

stronger than they are, and is happening, or has happened, to people like themselves, 

at the hands of unexpected people, in an unexpected form, and at an unexpected 

time.
Having now seen the nature of fear, and of the things that cause it, and the 

various states of mind in which it is felt, we can also see what Confidence is, about 

what things we feel it, and under what conditions. It is the opposite of fear, and what 

causes it is the opposite of what causes fear; it is, therefore, the expectation associated 

with a mental picture of the nearness of what keeps us safe and the absence or 

remoteness of what is terrible: it may be due either to the near presence of what 

inspires confidence or to the absence of what causes alarm. We feel it if we can take 

steps -- many, or important, or both -- to cure or prevent trouble; if we have neither 

wronged others nor been wronged by them; if we have either no rivals at all or no 

strong ones; if our rivals who are strong are our friends or have treated us well or been 

treated well by us; or if those whose interest is the same as ours are the more numerous 

party, or the stronger, or both.
As for our own state of mind, we feel confidence if we believe we have often 

succeeded and never suffered reverses, or have often met danger and escaped it 

safely. For there are two reasons why human beings face danger calmly: they may 

have no experience of it, or they may have means to deal with it: thus when in danger 

at sea people may feel confident about what will happen either because they have no 

experience of bad weather, or because their experience gives them the means of 

dealing with it. We also feel confident whenever there is nothing to terrify other people 

like ourselves, or people weaker than ourselves, or people than whom we believe 

ourselves to be stronger -- and we believe this if we have conquered them, or 

conquered others who are as strong as they are, or stronger. Also if we believe 

ourselves superior to our rivals in the number and importance of the advantages that 

make men formidable--wealth, physical strength, strong bodies of supporters, 

extensive territory, and the possession of all, or the most important, appliances of war. 

Also if we have wronged no one, or not many, or not those of whom we are afraid; and 

generally, if our relations with the gods are satisfactory, as will be shown especially by 

signs and oracles. The fact is that anger makes us confident--that anger is excited by 
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our knowledge that we are not the wrongers but the wronged, and that the divine 

power is always supposed to be on the side of the wronged. Also when, at the outset of 

an enterprise, we believe that we cannot and shall not fail, or that we shall succeed 

completely.--So much for the causes of fear and confidence.
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Shame and Shamelessness.
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We now turn to Shame and Shamelessness; what follows will explain the things 

that cause these feelings, and the persons before whom, and the states of mind under 

which, they are felt. Shame may be defined as pain or disturbance in regard to bad 

things, whether present, past, or future, which seem likely to involve us in discredit; and 

shamelessness as contempt or indifference in regard to these same bad things. If this 

definition be granted, it follows that we feel shame at such bad things as we think are 

disgraceful to ourselves or to those we care for. These evils are, in the first place, those 

due to moral badness. Such are throwing away one's shield or taking to flight; for these 

bad things are due to cowardice. Also, withholding a deposit or otherwise wronging 

people about money; for these acts are due to injustice. Also, having carnal 

intercourse with forbidden persons, at wrong times, or in wrong places; for these 

things are due to licentiousness. Also, making profit in petty or disgraceful ways, or out 

of helpless persons, e.g. the poor, or the dead -- whence the proverb "He would pick a 

corpse's pocket"; for all this is due to low greed and meanness. Also, in money matters, 

giving less help than you might, or none at all, or accepting help from those worse off 

than yourself; so also borrowing when it will seem like begging; begging when it will 

seem like asking the return of a favor; asking such a return when it will seem like 

begging; praising a man in order that it may seem like begging; and going on begging 

in spite of failure: all such actions are tokens of meanness. Also, praising people to 

their face, and praising extravagantly a man's good points and glossing over his 

weaknesses, and showing extravagant sympathy with his grief when you are in his 

presence, and all that sort of thing; all this shows the disposition of a flatterer. Also, 

refusing to endure hardships that are endured by people who are older, more 

delicately brought up, of higher rank, or generally less capable of endurance than 

ourselves: for all this shows effeminacy. Also, accepting benefits, especially accepting 

them often, from another man, and then abusing him for conferring them: all this 
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shows a mean, ignoble disposition. Also, talking incessantly about yourself, making 

loud professions, and appropriating the merits of others; for this is due to boastfulness. 

The same is true of the actions due to any of the other forms of badness of moral 

character, of the tokens of such badness, &c.: they are all disgraceful and shameless. 

Another sort of bad thing at which we feel shame is, lacking a share in the honorable 

things shared by every one else, or by all or nearly all who are like ourselves. By "those 

like ourselves" I mean those of our own race or country or age or family, and generally 

those who are on our own level. Once we are on a level with others, it is a disgrace to 

be, say, less well educated than they are; and so with other advantages: all the more 

so, in each case, if it is seen to be our own fault: wherever we are ourselves to blame 

for our present, past, or future circumstances, it follows at once that this is to a greater 

extent due to our moral badness. We are moreover ashamed of having done to us, 

having had done, or being about to have done to us acts that involve us in dishonor 

and reproach; as when we surrender our persons, or lend ourselves to vile deeds, e.g. 

when we submit to outrage. And acts of yielding to the lust of others are shameful 

whether willing or unwilling (yielding to force being an instance of unwillingness), 

since unresisting submission to them is due to unmanliness or cowardice.
These things, and others like them, are what cause the feeling of shame. Now 

since shame is a mental picture of disgrace, in which we shrink from the disgrace itself 

and not from its consequences, and we only care what opinion is held of us because of 

the people who form that opinion, it follows that the people before whom we feel 

shame are those whose opinion of us matters to us. Such persons are: those who 

admire us, those whom we admire, those by whom we wish to be admired, those with 

whom we are competing, and those whose opinion of us we respect. We admire those, 

and wish those to admire us, who possess any good thing that is highly esteemed; or 

from whom we are very anxious to get something that they are able to give us -- as a 

lover feels. We compete with our equals. We respect, as true, the views of sensible 

people, such as our elders and those who have been well educated. And we feel more 

shame about a thing if it is done openly, before all men's eyes. Hence the proverb, 

"shame dwells in the eyes." For this reason we feel most shame before those who will 

always be with us and those who notice what we do, since in both cases eyes are upon 

us. We also feel it before those not open to the same imputation as ourselves: for it is 
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plain that their opinions about it are the opposite of ours. Also before those who are 

hard on any one whose conduct they think wrong; for what a man does himself, he is 

said not to resent when his neighbors do it: so that of course he does resent their doing 

what he does not do himself. And before those who are likely to tell everybody about 

you; not telling others is as good as not believing you wrong. People are likely to tell 

others about you if you have wronged them, since they are on the look out to harm 

you; or if they speak evil of everybody, for those who attack the innocent will be still 

more ready to attack the guilty. And before those whose main occupation is with their 

neighbors' failings -- people like satirists and writers of comedy; these are really a kind 

of evil-speakers and tell-tales. And before those who have never yet known us come to 

grief, since their attitude to us has amounted to admiration so far: that is why we feel 

ashamed to refuse those a favor who ask one for the first time -- we have not as yet lost 

credit with them. Such are those who are just beginning to wish to be our friends; for 

they have seen our best side only (hence the appropriateness of Euripides' reply to the 

Syracusans): and such also are those among our old acquaintances who know 

nothing to our discredit. And we are ashamed not merely of the actual shameful 

conduct mentioned, but also of the evidences of it: not merely, for example, of actual 

sexual intercourse, but also of its evidences; and not merely of disgraceful acts but also 

of disgraceful talk. Similarly we feel shame not merely in presence of the persons 

mentioned but also of those who will tell them what we have done, such as their 

servants or friends. And, generally, we feel no shame before those upon whose 

opinions we quite look down as untrustworthy (no one feels shame before small 

children or animals); nor are we ashamed of the same things before intimates as 

before strangers, but before the former of what seem genuine faults, before the latter 

of what seem conventional ones.
The conditions under which we shall feel shame are these: first, having people 

related to us like those before whom, as has been said, we feel shame. These are, as 

was stated, persons whom we admire, or who admire us, or by whom we wish to be 

admired, or from whom we desire some service that we shall not obtain if we forfeit 

their good opinion. These persons may be actually looking on (as Cydias represented 

them in his speech on land assignments in Samos, when he told the Athenians to 

imagine the Greeks to be standing all around them, actually seeing the way they voted 
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and not merely going to hear about it afterwards): or again they may be near at hand, 

or may be likely to find out about what we do. This is why in misfortune we do not wish 

to be seen by those who once wished themselves like us; for such a feeling implies 

admiration. And men feel shame when they have acts or exploits to their credit on 

which they are bringing dishonor, whether these are their own, or those of their 

ancestors, or those of other persons with whom they have some close connection. 

Generally, we feel shame before those for whose own misconduct we should also feel 

it -- those already mentioned; those who take us as their models; those whose teachers 

or advisers we have been; or other people, it may be, like ourselves, whose rivals we 

are. For there are many things that shame before such people makes us do or leave 

undone. And we feel more shame when we are likely to be continually seen by, and go 

about under the eyes of, those who know of our disgrace. Hence, when Antiphon the 

poet was to be cudgeled to death by order of Dionysius, and saw those who were to 

perish with him covering their faces as they went through the gates, he said, "Why do 

you cover your faces? Is it lest some of these spectators should see you to-morrow?"
So much for Shame; to understand Shamelessness, we need only consider the 

converse cases, and plainly we shall have all we need.
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To take Kindness next: the definition of it will show us towards whom it is felt, why, and 

in what frames of mind. Kindness -- under the influence of which a man is said to "be 

kind" -- may be defined as helpfulness towards some one in need, not in return for 

anything, nor for the advantage of the helper himself, but for that of the person helped. 

Kindness is great if shown to one who is in great need, or who needs what is important 

and hard to get, or who needs it at an important and difficult crisis; or if the helper is the 

only, the first, or the chief person to give the help. Natural cravings constitute such 

needs; and in particular cravings, accompanied by pain, for what is not being 

attained. The appetites are cravings for this kind: sexual desire, for instance, and those 

which arise during bodily injuries and in dangers; for appetite is active both in danger 

and in pain. Hence those who stand by us in poverty or in banishment, even if they do 

not help us much, are yet really kind to us, because our need is great and the occasion 

pressing; for instance, the man who gave the mat in the Lyceum. The helpfulness must 

therefore meet, preferably, just this kind of need; and failing just this kind, some other 

kind as great or greater. We now see to whom, why, and under what conditions 

kindness is shown; and these facts must form the basis of our arguments. We must 

show that the persons helped are, or have been, in such pain and need as has been 

described, and that their helpers gave, or are giving, the kind of help described, in the 

kind of need described. We can also see how to eliminate the idea of kindness and 

make our opponents appear unkind: we may maintain that they are being or have 

been helpful simply to promote their own interest -- this, as has been stated, is not 

kindness; or that their action was accidental, or was forced upon them; or that they 

were not doing a favor, but merely returning one, whether they know this or not -- in 

either case the action is a mere return, and is therefore not a kindness even if the doer 

does not know how the case stands. In considering this subject we must look at all the 

"categories": an act may be an act of kindness because (1) it is a particular thing, (2) it 
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has a particular magnitude or (3) quality, or (4) is done at a particular time or (5) place. 

As evidence of the want of kindness, we may point out that a smaller service had been 

refused to the man in need; or that the same service, or an equal or greater one, has 

been given to his enemies; these facts show that the service in question was not done 

for the sake of the person helped. Or we may point out that the thing desired was 

worthless and that the helper knew it: no one will admit that he is in need of what is 

worthless.
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Book 2 • Part 8
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So much for Kindness and Unkindness. Let us now consider Pity, asking 

ourselves what things excite pity, and for what persons, and in what states of our mind 

pity is felt. Pity may be defined as a feeling of pain caused by the sight of some evil, 

destructive or painful, which befalls one who does not deserve it, and which we might 

expect to befall ourselves or some friend of ours, and moreover to befall us soon. In 

order to feel pity, we must obviously be capable of supposing that some evil may 

happen to us or some friend of ours, and moreover some such evil as is stated in our 

definition or is more or less of that kind. It is therefore not felt by those completely 

ruined, who suppose that no further evil can befall them, since the worst has befallen 

them already; nor by those who imagine themselves immensely fortunate -- their 

feeling is rather presumptuous insolence, for when they think they possess all the good 

things of life, it is clear that the impossibility of evil befalling them will be included, this 

being one of the good things in question. Those who think evil may befall them are 

such as have already had it befall them and have safely escaped from it; elderly men, 

owing to their good sense and their experience; weak men, especially men inclined to 

cowardice; and also educated people, since these can take long views. Also those 

who have parents living, or children, or wives; for these are our own, and the evils 

mentioned above may easily befall them. And those who neither moved by any 

courageous emotion such as anger or confidence (these emotions take no account of 

the future), nor by a disposition to presumptuous insolence (insolent men, too, take no 

account of the possibility that something evil will happen to them), nor yet by great fear 

(panic-stricken people do not feel pity, because they are taken up with what is 

happening to themselves); only those feel pity who are between these two extremes. In 

order to feel pity we must also believe in the goodness of at least some people; if you 

think nobody good, you will believe that everybody deserves evil fortune. And, 

generally, we feel pity whenever we are in the condition of remembering that similar 
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misfortunes have happened to us or ours, or expecting them to happen in the future.
So much for the mental conditions under which we feel pity. What we pity is 

stated clearly in the definition. All unpleasant and painful things excite pity if they tend 

to destroy pain and annihilate; and all such evils as are due to chance, if they are 

serious. The painful and destructive evils are: death in its various forms, bodily injuries 

and afflictions, old age, diseases, lack of food. The evils due to chance are: 

friendlessness, scarcity of friends (it is a pitiful thing to be torn away from friends and 

companions), deformity, weakness, mutilation; evil coming from a source from which 

good ought to have come; and the frequent repetition of such misfortunes. Also the 

coming of good when the worst has happened: e.g. the arrival of the Great King's gifts 

for Diopeithes after his death. Also that either no good should have befallen a man at 

all, or that he should not be able to enjoy it when it has.
The grounds, then, on which we feel pity are these or like these. The people we 

pity are: those whom we know, if only they are not very closely related to us -- in that 

case we feel about them as if we were in danger ourselves. For this reason Amasis did 

not weep, they say, at the sight of his son being led to death, but did weep when he saw 

his friend begging: the latter sight was pitiful, the former terrible, and the terrible is 

different from the pitiful; it tends to cast out pity, and often helps to produce the 

opposite of pity. Again, we feel pity when the danger is near ourselves. Also we pity 

those who are like us in age, character, disposition, social standing, or birth; for in all 

these cases it appears more likely that the same misfortune may befall us also. Here 

too we have to remember the general principle that what we fear for ourselves excites 

our pity when it happens to others. Further, since it is when the sufferings of others are 

close to us that they excite our pity (we cannot remember what disasters happened a 

hundred centuries ago, nor look forward to what will happen a hundred centuries 

hereafter, and therefore feel little pity, if any, for such things): it follows that those who 

heighten the effect of their words with suitable gestures, tones, dress, and dramatic 

action generally, are especially successful in exciting pity: they thus put the disasters 

before our eyes, and make them seem close to us, just coming or just past. Anything 

that has just happened, or is going to happen soon, is particularly piteous: so too 

therefore are the tokens and the actions of sufferers -- the garments and the like of 

those who have already suffered; the words and the like of those actually suffering -- of 
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those, for instance, who are on the point of death. Most piteous of all is it when, in such 

times of trial, the victims are persons of noble character: whenever they are so, our pity 

is especially excited, because their innocence, as well as the setting of their misfortunes 

before our eyes, makes their misfortunes seem close to ourselves.
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Most directly opposed to pity is the feeling called Indignation. Pain at 

unmerited good fortune is, in one sense, opposite to pain at unmerited bad fortune, 

and is due to the same moral qualities. Both feelings are associated with good moral 

character; it is our duty both to feel sympathy and pity for unmerited distress, and to 

feel indignation at unmerited prosperity; for whatever is undeserved is unjust, and that 

is why we ascribe indignation even to the gods. It might indeed be thought that envy is 

similarly opposed to pity, on the ground that envy it closely akin to indignation, or even 

the same thing. But it is not the same. It is true that it also is a disturbing pain excited by 

the prosperity of others. But it is excited not by the prosperity of the undeserving but by 

that of people who are like us or equal with us. The two feelings have this in common, 

that they must be due not to some untoward thing being likely to befall ourselves, but 

only to what is happening to our neighbor. The feeling ceases to be envy in the one 

case and indignation in the other, and becomes fear, if the pain and disturbance are 

due to the prospect of something bad for ourselves as the result of the other man's 

good fortune. The feelings of pity and indignation will obviously be attended by the 

converse feelings of satisfaction. If you are pained by the unmerited distress of others, 

you will be pleased, or at least not pained, by their merited distress. Thus no good man 

can be pained by the punishment of parricides or murderers. These are things we are 

bound to rejoice at, as we must at the prosperity of the deserving; both these things are 

just, and both give pleasure to any honest man, since he cannot help expecting that 

what has happened to a man like him will happen to him too. All these feelings are 

associated with the same type of moral character. And their contraries are associated 

with the contrary type; the man who is delighted by others' misfortunes is identical with 

the man who envies others' prosperity.  For any one who is pained by the occurrence or 

existence of a given thing must be pleased by that thing's non-existence or destruction. 

We can now see that all these feelings tend to prevent pity (though they differ among 
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themselves, for the reasons given), so that all are equally useful for neutralizing an 

appeal to pity.
We will first consider Indignation -- reserving the other emotions for subsequent 

discussion -- and ask with whom, on what grounds, and in what states of mind we may 

be indignant. These questions are really answered by what has been said already. 

Indignation is pain caused by the sight of undeserved good fortune. It is, then, plain to 

begin with that there are some forms of good the sight of which cannot cause it. Thus a 

man may be just or brave, or acquire moral goodness: but we shall not be indignant 

with him for that reason, any more than we shall pity him for the contrary reason. 

Indignation is roused by the sight of wealth, power, and the like -- by all those things, 

roughly speaking, which are deserved by good men and by those who possess the 

goods of nature -- noble birth, beauty, and so on. Again, what is long established 

seems akin to what exists by nature; and therefore we feel more indignation at those 

possessing a given good if they have as a matter of fact only just got it and the 

prosperity it brings with it. The newly rich give more offence than those whose wealth is 

of long standing and inherited. The same is true of those who have office or power, 

plenty of friends, a fine family, &c. We feel the same when these advantages of theirs 

secure them others. For here again, the newly rich give us more offence by obtaining 

office through their riches than do those whose wealth is of long standing; and so in all 

other cases. The reason is that what the latter have is felt to be really their own, but 

what the others have is not; what appears to have been always what it is is regarded as 

real, and so the possessions of the newly rich do not seem to be really their own. 

Further, it is not any and every man that deserves any given kind of good; there is a 

certain correspondence and appropriateness in such things; thus it is appropriate for 

brave men, not for just men, to have fine weapons, and for men of family, not for 

parvenus, to make distinguished marriages. Indignation may therefore properly be felt 

when any one gets what is not appropriate for him, though he may be a good man 

enough. It may also be felt when any one sets himself up against his superior, 

especially against his superior in some particular respect -- whence the lines

Only from battle he shrank with Aias Telamon's son;
Zeus had been angered with him, had he fought with a mightier one;
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 but also, even apart from that, when the inferior in any sense contends with his 

superior; a musician, for instance, with a just man, for justice is a finer thing than 

music.
Enough has been said to make clear the grounds on which, and the persons 

against whom, Indignation is felt -- they are those mentioned, and others like him. As 

for the people who feel it; we feel it if we do ourselves deserve the greatest possible 

goods and moreover have them, for it is an injustice that those who are not our equals 

should have been held to deserve as much as we have. Or, secondly, we feel it if we are 

really good and honest people; our judgement is then sound, and we loathe any kind 

of injustice. Also if we are ambitious and eager to gain particular ends, especially if we 

are ambitious for what others are getting without deserving to get it. And, generally, if 

we think that we ourselves deserve a thing and that others do not, we are disposed to 

be indignant with those others so far as that thing is concerned. Hence servile, 

worthless, unambitious persons are not inclined to Indignation, since there is nothing 

they can believe themselves to deserve.
From all this it is plain what sort of men those are at whose misfortunes, 

distresses, or failures we ought to feel pleased, or at least not pained: by considering 

the facts described we see at once what their contraries are. If therefore our speech 

puts the judges in such a frame of mind as that indicated and shows that those who 

claim pity on certain definite grounds do not deserve to secure pity but do deserve not 

to secure it, it will be impossible for the judges to feel pity.
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To take Envy next: we can see on what grounds, against what persons, and in 

what states of mind we feel it. Envy is pain at the sight of such good fortune as consists 

of the good things already mentioned; we feel it towards our equals; not with the idea 

of getting something for ourselves, but because the other people have it. We shall feel 

it if we have, or think we have, equals; and by "equals" I mean equals in birth, 

relationship, age, disposition, distinction, or wealth. We feel envy also if we fall but a 

little short of having everything; which is why people in high place and prosperity feel it 

-- they think every one else is taking what belongs to themselves. Also if we are 

exceptionally distinguished for some particular thing, and especially if that thing is 

wisdom or good fortune. Ambitious men are more envious than those who are not. So 

also those who profess wisdom; they are ambitious -- to be thought wise. Indeed, 

generally, those who aim at a reputation for anything are envious on this particular 

point. And small-minded men are envious, for everything seems great to them. The 

good things which excite envy have already been mentioned. The deeds or 

possessions which arouse the love of reputation and honor and the desire for fame, 

and the various gifts of fortune, are almost all subject to envy; and particularly if we 

desire the thing ourselves, or think we are entitled to it, or if having it puts us a little 

above others, or not having it a little below them. It is clear also what kind of people we 

envy; that was included in what has been said already: we envy those who are near us 

in time, place, age, or reputation. Hence the line:

Ay, kin can even be jealous of their kin.

Also our fellow-competitors, who are indeed the people just mentioned -- we do not 

compete with men who lived a hundred centuries ago, or those not yet born, or the 

dead, or those who dwell near the Pillars of Hercules, or those whom, in our opinion or 
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that of others, we take to be far below us or far above us. So too we compete with those 

who follow the same ends as ourselves: we compete with our rivals in sport or in love, 

and generally with those who are after the same things; and it is therefore these whom 

we are bound to envy beyond all others. Hence the saying:

Potter against potter.

We also envy those whose possession of or success in a thing is a reproach to 

us: these are our neighbors and equals; for it is clear that it is our own fault we have 

missed the good thing in question; this annoys us, and excites envy in us. We also envy 

those who have what we ought to have, or have got what we did have once. Hence old 

men envy younger men, and those who have spent much envy those who have spent 

little on the same thing. And men who have not got a thing, or not got it yet, envy those 

who have got it quickly. We can also see what things and what persons give pleasure to 

envious people, and in what states of mind they feel it: the states of mind in which they 

feel pain are those under which they will feel pleasure in the contrary things. If 

therefore we ourselves with whom the decision rests are put into an envious state of 

mind, and those for whom our pity, or the award of something desirable, is claimed 

are such as have been described, it is obvious that they will win no pity from us.
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Emulation.
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We will next consider Emulation, showing in what follows its causes and 

objects, and the state of mind in which it is felt. Emulation is pain caused by seeing the 

presence, in persons whose nature is like our own, of good things that are highly 

valued and are possible for ourselves to acquire; but it is felt not because others have 

these goods, but because we have not got them ourselves. It is therefore a good 

feeling felt by good persons, whereas envy is a bad feeling felt by bad persons. 

Emulation makes us take steps to secure the good things in question, envy makes us 

take steps to stop our neighbor having them. Emulation must therefore tend to be felt 

by persons who believe themselves to deserve certain good things that they have not 

got, it being understood that no one aspires to things which appear impossible. It is 

accordingly felt by the young and by persons of lofty disposition. Also by those who 

possess such good things as are deserved by men held in honor -- these are wealth, 

abundance of friends, public office, and the like; on the assumption that they ought to 

be good men, they are emulous to gain such goods because they ought, in their belief, 

to belong to men whose state of mind is good. Also by those whom all others think 

deserving. We also feel it about anything for which our ancestors, relatives, personal 

friends, race, or country are specially honored, looking upon that thing as really our 

own, and therefore feeling that we deserve to have it. Further, since all good things that 

are highly honored are objects of emulation, moral goodness in its various forms must 

be such an object, and also all those good things that are useful and serviceable to 

others: for men honor those who are morally good, and also those who do them 

service. So with those good things our possession of which can give enjoyment to our 

neighbors -- wealth and beauty rather than health. We can see, too, what persons are 

the objects of the feeling. They are those who have these and similar things -- those 

already mentioned, as courage, wisdom, public office. Holders of public office -- 

generals, orators, and all who possess such powers -- can do many people a good 
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turn. Also those whom many people wish to be like; those who have many 

acquaintances or friends; those whom admire, or whom we ourselves admire; and 

those who have been praised and eulogized by poets or prose-writers. Persons of the 

contrary sort are objects of contempt: for the feeling and notion of contempt are 

opposite to those of emulation. Those who are such as to emulate or be emulated by 

others are inevitably disposed to be contemptuous of all such persons as are subject to 

those bad things which are contrary to the good things that are the objects of 

emulation: despising them for just that reason. Hence we often despise the fortunate, 

when luck comes to them without their having those good things which are held in 

honor.
This completes our discussion of the means by which the several emotions may 

be produced or dissipated, and upon which depend the persuasive arguments 

connected with the emotions.
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The various types of human character are next considered, in relation to the various 
emotions and moral qualities and to the various ages and fortunes. By "ages" are 
meant youth, the prime of life, and old age; by "fortunes" are meant birth, wealth, 
power, and their opposites. The youthful type of character is thereupon depicted.
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Let us now consider the various types of human character, in relation to the 

emotions and moral qualities, showing how they correspond to our various ages and 

fortunes. By emotions I mean anger, desire, and the like; these we have discussed 

already. By moral qualities I mean virtues and vices; these also have been discussed 

already, as well as the various things that various types of men tend to will and to do. By 

ages I mean youth, the prime of life, and old age.  By fortune I mean birth, wealth, 

power, and their opposites -- in fact, good fortune and ill fortune.
To begin with the Youthful type of character. Young men have strong passions, 

and tend to gratify them indiscriminately. Of the bodily desires, it is the sexual by which 

they are most swayed and in which they show absence of self-control. They are 

changeable and fickle in their desires, which are violent while they last, but quickly 

over: their impulses are keen but not deep-rooted, and are like sick people's attacks of 

hunger and thirst. They are hot-tempered, and quick-tempered, and apt to give way to 

their anger; bad temper often gets the better of them, for owing to their love of honor 

they cannot bear being slighted, and are indignant if they imagine themselves unfairly 

treated. While they love honor, they love victory still more; for youth is eager for 

superiority over others, and victory is one form of this. They love both more than they 

love money, which indeed they love very little, not having yet learnt what it means to be 

without it -- this is the point of Pittacus' remark about Amphiaraus. They look at the 

good side rather than the bad, not having yet witnessed many instances of wickedness. 

They trust others readily, because they have not yet often been cheated. They are 

sanguine; nature warms their blood as though with excess of wine; and besides that, 

they have as yet met with few disappointments. Their lives are mainly spent not in 

memory but in expectation; for expectation refers to the future, memory to the past, 

and youth has a long future before it and a short past behind it: on the first day of one's 

life one has nothing at all to remember, and can only look forward. They are easily 
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cheated, owing to the sanguine disposition just mentioned. Their hot tempers and 

hopeful dispositions make them more courageous than older men are; the hot temper 

prevents fear, and the hopeful disposition creates confidence; we cannot feel fear so 

long as we are feeling angry, and any expectation of good makes us confident. They 

are shy, accepting the rules of society in which they have been trained, and not yet 

believing in any other standard of honor. They have exalted notions, because they 

have not yet been humbled by life or learnt its necessary limitations; moreover, their 

hopeful disposition makes them think themselves equal to great things -- and that 

means having exalted notions. They would always rather do noble deeds than useful 

ones: their lives are regulated more by moral feeling than by reasoning; and whereas 

reasoning leads us to choose what is useful, moral goodness leads us to choose what 

is noble. They are fonder of their friends, intimates, and companions than older men 

are, because they like spending their days in the company of others, and have not yet 

come to value either their friends or anything else by their usefulness to themselves. All 

their mistakes are in the direction of doing things excessively and vehemently. They 

disobey Chilon's precept by overdoing everything, they love too much and hate too 

much, and the same thing with everything else. They think they know everything, and 

are always quite sure about it; this, in fact, is why they overdo everything. If they do 

wrong to others, it is because they mean to insult them, not to do them actual harm. 

They are ready to pity others, because they think every one an honest man, or anyhow 

better than he is: they judge their neighbor by their own harmless natures, and so 

cannot think he deserves to be treated in that way. They are fond of fun and therefore 

witty, wit being well-bred insolence.
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The character of elderly men.
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Such, then is the character of the Young. The character of Elderly Men -- men 

who are past their prime -- may be said to be formed for the most part of elements that 

are the contrary of all these. They have lived many years; they have often been taken 

in, and often made mistakes; and life on the whole is a bad business. The result is that 

they are sure about nothing and under-do everything. They "think," but they never 

"know"; and because of their hesitation they always add a "possibly" or a "perhaps," 

putting everything this way and nothing positively. They are cynical; that is, they tend to 

put the worse construction on everything. Further, their experience makes them 

distrustful and therefore suspicious of evil. Consequently they neither love warmly nor 

hate bitterly, but following the hint of Bias they love as though they will some day hate 

and hate as though they will some day love. They are small-minded, because they 

have been humbled by life: their desires are set upon nothing more exalted or unusual 

than what will help them to keep alive. They are not generous, because money is one 

of the things they must have, and at the same time their experience has taught them 

how hard it is to get and how easy to lose. They are cowardly, and are always 

anticipating danger; unlike that of the young, who are warm-blooded, their 

temperament is chilly; old age has paved the way for cowardice; fear is, in fact, a form 

of chill. They love life; and all the more when their last day has come, because the 

object of all desire is something we have not got, and also because we desire most 

strongly that which we need most urgently. They are too fond of themselves; this is one 

form that small-mindedness takes. Because of this, they guide their lives too much by 

considerations of what is useful and too little by what is noble-- for the useful is what is 

good for oneself, and the noble what is good absolutely. They are not shy, but 

shameless rather; caring less for what is noble than for what is useful, they feel 

contempt for what people may think of them. They lack confidence in the future; partly 

through experience -- for most things go wrong, or anyhow turn out worse than one 
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xpects; and partly because of their cowardice. They live by memory rather than by 

hope; for what is left to them of life is but little as compared with the long past; and 

hope is of the future, memory of the past. This, again, is the cause of their loquacity; 

they are continually talking of the past, because they enjoy remembering it. Their fits of 

anger are sudden but feeble. Their sensual passions have either altogether gone or 

have lost their vigour: consequently they do not feel their passions much, and their 

actions are inspired less by what they do feel than by the love of gain. Hence men at 

this time of life are often supposed to have a self-controlled character; the fact is that 

their passions have slackened, and they are slaves to the love of gain. They guide their 

lives by reasoning more than by moral feeling; reasoning being directed to utility and 

moral feeling to moral goodness. If they wrong others, they mean to injure them, not to 

insult them. Old men may feel pity, as well as young men, but not for the same reason. 

Young men feel it out of kindness; old men out of weakness, imagining that anything 

that befalls any one else might easily happen to them, which, as we saw, is a thought 

that excites pity. Hence they are querulous, and not disposed to jesting or laughter -- 

the love of laughter being the very opposite of querulousness.
Such are the characters of Young Men and Elderly Men. People always think 

well of speeches adapted to, and reflecting, their own character: and we can now see 

how to compose our speeches so as to adapt both them and ourselves to our 

audiences.
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The character of men in their prime. -- The body is in its prime from thirty to five-and-
thiry; the mind about forty-nine.
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As for Men in their Prime, clearly we shall find that they have a character 

between that of the young and that of the old, free from the extremes of either. They 

have neither that excess of confidence which amounts to rashness, nor too much 

timidity, but the right amount of each. They neither trust everybody nor distrust 

everybody, but judge people correctly. Their lives will be guided not by the sole 

consideration either of what is noble or of what is useful,  but by both; neither by 

parsimony nor by prodigality, but by what is fit and proper. So, too, in regard to anger 

and desire; they will be brave as well as temperate, and temperate as well as brave; 

these virtues are divided between the young and the old; the young are brave but 

intemperate, the old temperate but cowardly. To put it generally, all the valuable 

qualities that youth and age divide between them are united in the prime of life, while 

all their excesses or defects are replaced by moderation and fitness. The body is in its 

prime from thirty to five-and-thirty; the mind about forty-nine.
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The gifts of fortune by which human character is affected. First, good birth.
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So much for the types of character that distinguish youth, old age, and the 

prime of life. We will now turn to those Gifts of Fortune by which human character is 

affected. First let us consider Good Birth. Its effect on character is to make those who 

have it more ambitious; it is the way of all men who have something to start with to add 

to the pile, and good birth implies ancestral distinction. The well-born man will look 

down even on those who are as good as his own ancestors, because any far-off 

distinction is greater than the same thing close to us, and better to boast about. Being 

well-born, which means coming of a fine stock, must be distinguished from nobility, 

which means being true to the family nature -- a quality not usually found in the well-

born, most of whom are poor creatures. In the generations of men as in the fruits of the 

earth, there is a varying yield; now and then, where the stock is good, exceptional men 

are produced for a while, and then decadence sets in. A clever stock will degenerate 

towards the insane type of character, like the descendants of Alcibiades or of the elder 

Dionysius; a steady stock towards the fatuous and torpid type, like the descendants of 

Cimon, Pericles, and Socrates.
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Second, wealth.
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The type of character produced by Wealth lies on the surface for all to see. 

Wealthy men are insolent and arrogant; their possession of wealth affects their 

understanding; they feel as if they had every good thing that exists; wealth becomes a 

sort of standard of value for everything else, and therefore they imagine there is 

nothing it cannot buy. They are luxurious and ostentatious; luxurious, because of the 

luxury in which they live and the prosperity which they display; ostentatious and vulgar, 

because, like other people's, their minds are regularly occupied with the object of their 

love and admiration, and also because they think that other people's idea of 

happiness is the same as their own. It is indeed quite natural that they should be 

affected thus; for if you have money, there are always plenty of people who come 

begging from you. Hence the saying of Simonides about wise men and rich men, in 

answer to Hiero's wife, who asked him whether it was better to grow rich or wise. "Why, 

rich," he said; "for I see the wise men spending their days at the rich men's doors." Rich 

men also consider themselves worthy to hold public office; for they consider they 

already have the things that give a claim to office. In a word, the type of character 

produced by wealth is that of a prosperous fool. There is indeed one difference 

between the type of the newly-enriched and those who have long been rich: the newly-

enriched have all the bad qualities mentioned in an exaggerated and worse form -- to 

be newly-enriched means, so to speak, no education in riches. The wrongs they do 

others are not meant to injure their victims, but spring from insolence or self-

indulgence, e.g. those that end in assault or in adultery.
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Third, power.
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As to Power: here too it may fairly be said that the type of character it produces 

is mostly obvious enough. Some elements in this type it shares with the wealthy type, 

others are better. Those in power are more ambitious and more manly in character 

than the wealthy, because they aspire to do the great deeds that their power permits 

them to do. Responsibility makes them more serious: they have to keep paying 

attention to the duties their position involves. They are dignified rather than arrogant, 

for the respect in which they are held inspires them with dignity and therefore with 

moderation -- dignity being a mild and becoming form of arrogance. If they wrong 

others, they wrong them not on a small but on a great scale.
Good fortune in certain of its branches produces the types of character 

belonging to the conditions just described, since these conditions are in fact more or 

less the kinds of good fortune that are regarded as most important. It may be added 

that good fortune leads us to gain all we can in the way of family happiness and bodily 

advantages.  It does indeed make men more supercilious and more reckless; but there 

is one excellent quality that goes with it -- piety, and respect for the divine power, in 

which they believe because of events which are really the result of chance.
This account of the types of character that correspond to differences of age or 

fortune may end here; for to arrive at the opposite types to those described, namely, 

those of the poor, the unfortunate, and the powerless, we have only to ask what the 

opposite qualities are.
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Retrospect, and glance forward. The forms of argument common to all oratory will next 
be discussed.
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The use of persuasive speech is to lead to decisions. (When we know a thing, 

and have decided about it, there is no further use in speaking about it.) This is so even 

if one is addressing a single person and urging him to do or not to do something, as 

when we scold a man for his conduct or try to change his views: the single person is as 

much your "judge" as if he were one of many; we may say, without qualification, that 

any one is your judge whom you have to persuade. Nor does it matter whether we are 

arguing against an actual opponent or against a mere proposition; in the latter case 

we still have to use speech and overthrow the opposing arguments, and we attack 

these as we should attack an actual opponent. Our principle holds good of 

ceremonial speeches also; the "onlookers" for whom such a speech is put together are 

treated as the judges of it. Broadly speaking, however, the only sort of person who can 

strictly be called a judge is the man who decides the issue in some matter of public 

controversy; that is, in law suits and in political debates, in both of which there are 

issues to be decided. In the section on political oratory an account has already been 

given of the types of character that mark the different constitutions.

The manner and means of investing speeches with moral character may now be 

regarded as fully set forth.

Each of the main divisions of oratory has, we have seen, its own distinct purpose. With 

regard to each division, we have noted the accepted views and propositions upon 

which we may base our arguments -- for political, for ceremonial, and for forensic 

speaking. We have further determined completely by what means speeches may be 

invested with the required moral character. We are now to proceed to discuss the 

arguments common to all oratory. All orators, besides their special lines of argument, 

are bound to use, for instance, the topic of the Possible and Impossible; and to try to 
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show that a thing has happened, or will happen in future. Again, the topic of Size is 

common to all oratory; all of us have to argue that things are bigger or smaller than 

they seem, whether we are making political speeches, speeches of eulogy or attack, or 

prosecuting or defending in the law-courts.  Having analyzed these subjects, we will try 

to say what we can about the general principles of arguing by "enthymeme" and 

"example," by the addition of which we may hope to complete the project with which 

we set out. Of the above-mentioned general lines of argument, that concerned with 

Amplification is -- as has been already said -- most appropriate to ceremonial 

speeches; that concerned with the Past, to forensic speeches, where the required 

decision is always about the past; that concerned with Possibility and the Future, to 

political speeches.
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The four general lines of argument are: (1) The Possible and Impossible; (2) Fact Past; 
(3) Fact Future; (4) Degree.
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Let us first speak of the Possible and Impossible. It may plausibly be argued: 

That if it is possible for one of a pair of contraries to be or happen, then it is possible for 

the other: e.g. if a man can be cured, he can also fall ill; for any two contraries are 

equally possible, in so far as they are contraries. That if of two similar things one is 

possible, so is the other. That if the harder of two things is possible, so is the easier. That 

if a thing can come into existence in a good and beautiful form, then it can come into 

existence generally; thus a house can exist more easily than a beautiful house. That if 

the beginning of a thing can occur, so can the end; for nothing impossible occurs or 

begins to occur; thus the commensurability of the diagonal of a square with its side 

neither occurs nor can begin to occur. That if the end is possible, so is the beginning; 

for all things that occur have a beginning. That if that which is posterior in essence or in 

order of generation can come into being, so can that which is prior: thus if a man can 

come into being, so can a boy, since the boy comes first in order of generation; and if a 

boy can, so can a man, for the man also is first. That those things are possible of which 

the love or desire is natural; for no one, as a rule, loves or desires impossibilities. That 

things which are the object of any kind of science or art are possible and exist or come 

into existence. That anything is possible the first step in whose production depends on 

men or things which we can compel or persuade to produce it, by our greater strength, 

our control of them, or our friendship with them. That where the parts are possible, the 

whole is possible; and where the whole is possible, the parts are usually possible. For if 

the slit in front, the toe-piece, and the upper leather can be made, then shoes can be 

made; and if shoes, then also the front slit and toe-piece. That if a whole genus is a 

thing that can occur, so can the species; and if the species can occur, so can the genus: 

thus, if a sailing vessel can be made, so also can a trireme; and if a trireme, then a 

sailing vessel also. That if one of two things whose existence depends on each other is 

possible, so is the other; for instance, if "double," then "half," and if "half," then 
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"double." That if a thing can be produced without art or preparation, it can be 

produced still more certainly by the careful application of art to it. Hence Agathon has 

said:

To some things we by art must needs attain,
Others by destiny or luck we gain.

That if anything is possible to inferior, weaker, and stupider people, it is more so for 

their opposites; thus Isocrates said that it would be a strange thing if he could not 

discover a thing that Euthynus had found out. As for Impossibility, we can clearly get 

what we want by taking the contraries of the arguments stated above.
Questions of Past Fact may be looked at in the following ways: First, that if the 

less likely of two things has occurred, the more likely must have occurred also. That if 

one thing that usually follows another has happened, then that other thing has 

happened; that, for instance, if a man has forgotten a thing, he has also once learnt it. 

That if a man had the power and the wish to do a thing, he has done it; for every one 

does do whatever he intends to do whenever he can do it, there being nothing to stop 

him. That, further, he has done the thing in question either if he intended it and nothing 

external prevented him; or if he had the power to do it and was angry at the time; or if 

he had the power to do it and his heart was set upon it -- for people as a rule do what 

they long to do, if they can; bad people through lack of self-control; good people, 

because their hearts are set upon good things. Again, that if a thing was "going to 

happen," it has happened; if a man was "going to do something," he has done it, for it 

is likely that the intention was carried out. That if one thing has happened which 

naturally happens before another or with a view to it, the other has happened; for 

instance, if it has lightened, it has also thundered; and if an action has been 

attempted, it has been done. That if one thing has happened which naturally happens 

after another, or with a view to which that other happens, then that other (that which 

happens first, or happens with a view to this thing) has also happened; thus, if it has 

thundered it has lightened, and if an action has been done it has been attempted. Of 

all these sequences some are inevitable and some merely usual. The arguments for 

the non-occurrence of anything can obviously be found by considering the opposites 

of those that have been mentioned.
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 How questions of Future Fact should be argued is clear from the same 

considerations: That a thing will be done if there is both the power and the wish to do it; 

or if along with the power to do it there is a craving for the result, or anger, or 

calculation, prompting it. That the thing will be done, in these cases, if the man is 

actually setting about it, or even if he means to do it later -- for usually what we mean to 

do happens rather than what we do not mean to do. That a thing will happen if another 

thing which naturally happens before it has already happened; thus, if it is clouding 

over, it is likely to rain. That if the means to an end have occurred, then the end is likely 

to occur; thus, if there is a foundation, there will be a house.
For arguments about the Greatness and Smallness of things, the greater and 

the lesser, and generally great things and small, what we have already said will show 

the line to take. In discussing deliberative oratory we have spoken about the relative 

greatness of various goods, and about the greater and lesser in general. Since 

therefore in each type oratory the object under discussion is some kind of good -- 

whether it is utility, nobleness, or justice -- it is clear that every orator must obtain the 

materials of amplification through these channels. To go further than this, and try to 

establish abstract laws of greatness and superiority, is to argue without an object; in 

practical life, particular facts count more than generalizations.
Enough has now been said about these questions of possibility and the reverse, 

of past or future fact, and of the relative greatness or smallness of things.
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The two general modes of persuasion are: (1) the example, (2) the enthymeme; the 
maxim being part of the enthymeme. Examples are either (a) historical parallels, or (b) 
invented parallels, viz. either (a) illustrations or (b) fables, such as those of Aesop. 
Fables are suitable for popular addresses; and they have this advantage, that they are 
comparatively easy to invent, whereas it is hard to find parallels among actual past 
events.
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The special forms of oratorical argument having now been discussed, we have 

next to treat of those which are common to all kinds of oratory. These are of two main 

kinds, "Example" and "Enthymeme"; for the "Maxim" is part of an enthymeme.
We will first treat of argument by Example, for it has the nature of induction, 

which is the foundation of reasoning. This form of argument has two varieties; one 

consisting in the mention of actual past facts, the other in the invention of facts by the 

speaker. Of the latter, again, there are two varieties, the illustrative parallel and the 

fable (e.g. the fables of Aesop, those from Libya). As an instance of the mention of 

actual facts, take the following. The speaker may argue thus: "We must prepare for war 

against the king of Persia and not let him subdue Egypt. For Darius of old did not cross 

the Aegean until he had seized Egypt; but once he had seized it, he did cross. And 

Xerxes, again, did not attack us until he had seized Egypt; but once he had seized it, he 

did cross. If therefore the present king seizes Egypt, he also will cross, and therefore we 

must not let him."
The illustrative parallel is the sort of argument Socrates used: e.g. "Public 

officials ought not to be selected by lot. That is like using the lot to select athletes, 

instead of choosing those who are fit for the contest; or using the lot to select a 

steersman from among a ship's crew, as if we ought to take the man on whom the lot 

falls, and not the man who knows most about it."
Instances of the fable are that of Stesichorus about Phalaris, and that of Aesop 

in defence of the popular leader. When the people of Himera had made Phalaris 

military dictator, and were going to give him a bodyguard, Stesichorus wound up a 

long talk by telling them the fable of the horse who had a field all to himself. Presently 

there came a stag and began to spoil his pasturage. The horse, wishing to revenge 

himself on the stag, asked a man if he could help him to do so. The man said, "Yes, if 

you will let me bridle you and get on to your back with javelins in my hand." The horse 
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agreed, and the man mounted; but instead of getting his revenge on the stag, the 

horse found himself the slave of the man. "You too," said Stesichorus, "take care lest 

your desire for revenge on your enemies, you meet the same fate as the horse. By 

making Phalaris military dictator, you have already let yourselves be bridled. If you let 

him get on to your backs by giving him a bodyguard, from that moment you will be his 

slaves."
Aesop, defending before the assembly at Samos a popular leader who was 

being tried for his life, told this story: A fox, in crossing a river, was swept into a hole in 

the rocks; and, not being able to get out, suffered miseries for a long time through the 

swarms of fleas that fastened on her. A hedgehog, while roaming around, noticed the 

fox; and feeling sorry for her asked if he might remove the fleas. But the fox declined 

the offer; and when the hedgehog asked why, she replied, "These fleas are by this time 

full of me and not sucking much blood; if you take them away, others will come with 

fresh appetites and drink up all the blood I have left." "So, men of Samos," said Aesop, 

"my client will do you no further harm; he is wealthy already. But if you put him to death,  

others will come along who are not rich, and their peculations will empty your treasury 

completely."
Fables are suitable for addresses to popular assemblies; and they have one 

advantage -- they are comparatively easy to invent, whereas it is hard to find parallels 

among actual past events. You will in fact frame them just as you frame illustrative 

parallels: all you require is the power of thinking out your analogy, a power developed 

by intellectual training. But while it is easier to supply parallels by inventing fables, it is 

more valuable for the political speaker to supply them by quoting what has actually 

happened, since in most respects the future will be like what the past has been.
Where we are unable to argue by Enthymeme, we must try to demonstrate our 

point by this method of Example, and to convince our hearers thereby. If we can argue 

by Enthymeme, we should use our Examples as subsequent supplementary evidence. 

They should not precede the Enthymemes: that will give the argument an inductive air, 

which only rarely suits the conditions of speech-making. If they follow the enthymemes, 

they have the effect of witnesses giving evidence, and this always tells. For the same 

reason, if you put your examples first you must give a large number of them; if you put 

them last, a single one is sufficient; even a single witness will serve if he is a good one. It 
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has now been stated how many varieties of argument by Example there are, and how 

and when they are to be employed.
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Use of maxims. A maxim is a general statement about questions of practical conduct. It 
is an incomplete enthymeme. Four kinds of maxims. Maxims should be used (a) by 
elderly men, and (b) to controvert popular sayings. Advantages of maxims: (a) they 
enable a speaker to gratify his commonplace hearers by expressing as a universal truth 
the opinions which they themselves hold about particular cases; (b) they invest a 
speech with moral character.

Book 2 • Part 21
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We now turn to the use of Maxims, in order to see upon what subjects and 

occasions, and for what kind of speaker, they will appropriately form part of a speech. 

This will appear most clearly when we have defined a maxim. It is a statement; not a 

particular fact, such as the character of lphicrates, but of a general kind; nor is it about 

any and every subject -- e.g. "straight is the contrary of curved" is not a maxim -- but 

only about questions of practical conduct, courses of conduct to be chosen or 

avoided. Now an Enthymeme is a syllogism dealing with such practical subjects. It is 

therefore roughly true that the premisses or conclusions of Enthymemes, considered 

apart from the rest of the argument, are Maxims: e.g.

Never should any man whose wits are sound
Have his sons taught more wisdom than their fellows.

Here we have a Maxim; add the reason or explanation, and the whole thing is an 

Enthymeme; thus –

It makes them idle; and therewith they earn
Ill-will and jealousy throughout the city.

Again,

There is no man in all things prosperous,

and

There is no man among us all is free,

are maxims; but the latter, taken with what follows it, is an Enthymeme –
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For all are slaves of money or of chance.

From this definition of a maxim it follows that there are four kinds of maxims. In the first 

Place, the maxim may or may not have a supplement. Proof is needed where the 

statement is paradoxical or disputable; no supplement is wanted where the statement 

contains nothing paradoxical, either because the view expressed is already a known 

truth, e.g.

Chiefest of blessings is health for a man, as it seemeth to me,

this being the general opinion: or because, as soon as the view is stated, it is clear at a 

glance, e.g.

No love is true save that which loves for ever.

Of the Maxims that do have a supplement attached, some are part of an Enthymeme, 

e.g.

Never should any man whose wits are sound, &c.

Others have the essential character of Enthymemes, but are not stated as parts of 

Enthymemes; these latter are reckoned the best; they are those in which the reason for 

the view expressed is simply implied, e.g.

O mortal man, nurse not immortal wrath.

To say "it is not right to nurse immortal wrath" is a maxim; the added words "mortal 

man" give the reason. Similarly, with the words

Mortal creatures ought to cherish mortal, not immortal thoughts.

What has been said has shown us how many kinds of Maxims there are, and to 

what subjects the various kinds are appropriate. They must not be given without 

supplement if they express disputed or paradoxical views: we must, in that case, either 

put the supplement first and make a maxim of the conclusion, e.g. you might say, "For 
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my part, since both unpopularity and idleness are undesirable, I hold that it is better 

not to be educated"; or you may say this first, and then add the previous clause. Where 

a statement, without being paradoxical, is not obviously true, the reason should be 

added as concisely as possible. In such cases both laconic and enigmatic sayings are 

suitable:  thus one might say what Stesichorus said to the Locrians, "Insolence is better 

avoided, lest the cicadas chirp on the ground."
The use of Maxims is appropriate only to elderly men, and in handling subjects 

in which the speaker is experienced. For a young man to use them is -- like telling 

stories -- unbecoming; to use them in handling things in which one has no experience 

is silly and ill-bred: a fact sufficiently proved by the special fondness of country fellows 

for striking out maxims, and their readiness to air them.
To declare a thing to be universally true when it is not is most appropriate when 

working up feelings of horror and indignation in our hearers; especially by way of 

preface, or after the facts have been proved. Even hackneyed and commonplace 

maxims are to be used, if they suit one's purpose: just because they are commonplace, 

every one seems to agree with them, and therefore they are taken for truth. Thus, any 

one who is calling on his men to risk an engagement without obtaining favorable 

omens may quote

One omen of all is hest, that we fight for our fatherland.

Or, if he is calling on them to attack a stronger force-

The War-God showeth no favor.

Or, if he is urging people to destroy the innocent children of their enemies –

Fool, who slayeth the father and leaveth his sons to avenge him.

Some proverbs are also maxims, e.g. the proverb "An Attic neighbor." You are 

not to avoid uttering maxims that contradict such sayings as have become public 

property (I mean such sayings as "know thyself" and "nothing in excess") if doing so will 

raise your hearers' opinion of your character, or convey an effect of strong emotion -- 

e.g. an angry speaker might well say, "It is not true that we ought to know ourselves: 
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anyhow, if this man had known himself, he would never have thought himself fit for an 

army command." It will raise people's opinion of our character to say, for instance, "We 

ought not to follow the saying that bids us treat our friends as future enemies: much 

better to treat our enemies as future friends." The moral purpose should be implied 

partly by the very wording of our maxim. Failing this, we should add our reason: e.g. 

having said "We should treat our friends, not as the saying advises, but as if they were 

going to be our friends always," we should add "for the other behavior is that of a 

traitor": or we might put it, I disapprove of that saying. A true friend will treat his friend 

as if he were going to be his friend for ever"; and again, "Nor do I approve of the saying 

"nothing in excess": we are bound to hate bad men excessively."
 One great advantage of Maxims to a speaker is due to the want of intelligence 

in his hearers, who love to hear him succeed in expressing as a universal truth the 

opinions which they hold themselves about particular cases. I will explain what I mean 

by this, indicating at the same time how we are to hunt down the maxims required. The 

maxim, as has been already said, a general statement and people love to hear stated 

in general terms what they already believe in some particular connection: e.g. if a man 

happens to have bad neighbors or bad children, he will agree with any one who tells 

him, "Nothing is more annoying than having neighbors," or, "Nothing is more foolish 

than to be the parent of children." The orator has therefore to guess the subjects on 

which his hearers really hold views already, and what those views are, and then must 

express, as general truths, these same views on these same subjects. This is one 

advantage of using maxims. There is another which is more important -- it invests a 

speech with moral character. There is moral character in every speech in which the 

moral purpose is conspicuous: and maxims always produce this effect, because the 

utterance of them amounts to a general declaration of moral principles: so that, if the 

maxims are sound, they display the speaker as a man of sound moral character. So 

much for the Maxim -- its nature, varieties, proper use, and advantages.
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Enthymemes. In enthymemes we must not carry our reasoning too far back, nor must 
we put in all the steps that lead to our conclusion. There are two kinds of enthymemes: 
(a) the demonstrative, formed by the conjunction of compatible propositions; (b) the 
refutative, formed by the conjunction of incompatible propositions.

Book 2 • Part 22
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We now come to the Enthymemes, and will begin the subject with some general 

consideration of the proper way of looking for them, and then proceed to what is a 

distinct question, the lines of argument to be embodied in them. It has already been 

pointed out that the Enthymeme is a syllogism, and in what sense it is so. We have also 

noted the differences between it and the syllogism of dialectic. Thus we must not carry 

its reasoning too far back, or the length of our argument will cause obscurity: nor must 

we put in all the steps that lead to our conclusion, or we shall waste words in saying 

what is manifest. It is this simplicity that makes the uneducated more effective than the 

educated when addressing popular audiences -- makes them, as the poets tell us, 

"charm the crowd's ears more finely." Educated men lay down broad general 

principles; uneducated men argue from common knowledge and draw obvious 

conclusions. We must not, therefore, start from any and every accepted opinion, but 

only from those we have defined -- those accepted by our judges or by those whose 

authority they recognize: and there must, moreover, be no doubt in the minds of most, 

if not all, of our judges that the opinions put forward really are of this sort. We should 

also base our arguments upon probabilities as well as upon certainties.
The first thing we have to remember is this. Whether our argument concerns 

public affairs or some other subject, we must know some, if not all, of the facts about 

the subject on which we are to speak and argue. Otherwise we can have no materials 

out of which to construct arguments. I mean, for instance, how could we advise the 

Athenians whether they should go to war or not, if we did not know their strength, 

whether it was naval or military or both, and how great it is; what their revenues 

amount to; who their friends and enemies are; what wars, too, they have waged, and 

with what success; and so on? Or how could we eulogize them if we knew nothing 

about the sea-fight at Salamis, or the battle of Marathon, or what they did for the 

Heracleidae, or any other facts like that? All eulogy is based upon the noble deeds -- 
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real or imaginary -- that stand to the credit of those eulogized. On the same principle, 

invectives are based on facts of the opposite kind: the orator looks to see what base 

deeds -- real or imaginary -- stand to the discredit of those he is attacking, such as 

treachery to the cause of Hellenic freedom, or the enslavement of their gallant allies 

against the barbarians (Aegina, Potidaea, &c.), or any other misdeeds of this kind that 

are recorded against them. So, too, in a court of law: whether we are prosecuting or 

defending, we must pay attention to the existing facts of the case. It makes no 

difference whether the subject is the Lacedaemonians or the Athenians, a man or a 

god; we must do the same thing. Suppose it to be Achilles whom we are to advise, to 

praise or blame, to accuse or defend; here too we must take the facts, real or 

imaginary; these must be our material, whether we are to praise or blame him for the 

noble or base deeds he has done, to accuse or defend him for his just or unjust 

treatment of others, or to advise him about what is or is not to his interest. The same 

thing applies to any subject whatever. Thus, in handling the question whether justice is 

or is not a good, we must start with the real facts about justice and goodness. We see, 

then, that this is the only way in which any one ever proves anything, whether his 

arguments are strictly cogent or not: not all facts can form his basis, but only those that 

bear on the matter in hand: nor, plainly, can proof be effected otherwise by means of 

the speech. Consequently, as appears in the Topics, we must first of all have by us a 

selection of arguments about questions that may arise and are suitable for us to 

handle; and then we must try to think out arguments of the same type for special needs 

as they emerge; not vaguely and indefinitely, but by keeping our eyes on the actual 

facts of the subject we have to speak on, and gathering in as many of them as we can 

that bear closely upon it: for the more actual facts we have at our command, the more 

easily we prove our case; and the more closely they bear on the subject, the more they 

will seem to belong to that speech only instead of being commonplaces. By 

"commonplaces" I mean, for example, eulogy of Achilles because he is a human being 

or a demi-god, or because he joined the expedition against Troy: these things are true 

of many others, so that this kind of eulogy applies no better to Achilles than to 

Diomede. The special facts here needed are those that are true of Achilles alone; such 

facts as that he slew Hector, the bravest of the Trojans, and Cycnus the invulnerable, 

who prevented all the Greeks from landing, and again that he was the youngest man 
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who joined the expedition, and was not bound by oath to join it, and so on.
Here, again, we have our first principle of selection of Enthymemes -- that 

which refers to the lines of argument selected. We will now consider the various 

elementary classes of enthymemes. (By an "elementary class" of enthymeme I mean the 

same thing as a "line of argument.") We will begin, as we must begin, by observing that 

there are two kinds of enthymemes. One kind proves some affirmative or negative 

proposition; the other kind disproves one. The difference between the two kinds is the 

same as that between syllogistic proof and disproof in dialectic. The demonstrative 

enthymeme is formed by the conjunction of compatible propositions; the refutative, by 

the conjunction of incompatible propositions.
We may now be said to have in our hands the lines of argument for the various 

special subjects that it is useful or necessary to handle, having selected the 

propositions suitable in various cases. We have, in fact, already ascertained the lines 

of argument applicable to enthymemes about good and evil, the noble and the base, 

justice and injustice, and also to those about types of character, emotions, and moral 

qualities. Let us now lay hold of certain facts about the whole subject, considered from 

a different and more general point of view. In the course of our discussion we will take 

note of the distinction between lines of proof and lines of disproof: and also of those 

lines of argument used in what seems to be enthymemes, but are not, since they do not 

represent valid syllogisms. Having made all this clear, we will proceed to classify 

Objections and Refutations, showing how they can be brought to bear upon 

enthymemes.
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Enumeration of twenty-eight topics (lines of argument) on which enthymemes, 
demonstrative and refutative, can be based. Two general remarks are added: (a) the 
refutative enthymeme has a greater reputation than the demonstrative, because within 
a small space it works out two opposing arguments, and arguments put side by side are 
clearer to the audience; (b) of all syllogisms, whether refutative or demonstrative, those 
are most applauded of which we foresee the conclusions from the beginning, so long 
as they are not obvious at first sight -- for part of pleasure we feel is at our own 
intelligent anticipation; or those which we follow well enough to see the point of them 
as soon as the last word has been uttered.

Book 2 • Part 23
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1. One line of positive proof is based upon consideration of the opposite of the 

thing in question. Observe whether that opposite has the opposite quality. If it has not, 

you refute the original proposition; if it has, you establish it. E.g. "Temperance is 

beneficial; for licentiousness is hurtful." Or, as in the Messenian speech, "If war is the 

cause of our present troubles, peace is what we need to put things right again." Or --

For if not even evil-doers should
Anger us if they meant not what they did, 

Then can we owe no gratitude to such
As were constrained to do the good they did us.

Or –

Since in this world liars may win belief, 
Be sure of the opposite likewise-that this world
Hears many a true word and believes it not.

2. Another line of proof is got by considering some modification of the key-

word, and arguing that what can or cannot be said of the one, can or cannot be said of 

the other: e.g. "just" does not always mean "beneficial," or "justly" would always mean 

"beneficially," whereas it is not desirable to be justly put to death.
3. Another line of proof is based upon correlative ideas. If it is true that one man 

gave noble or just treatment to another, you argue that the other must have received 

noble or just treatment; or that where it is right to command obedience, it must have 

been right to obey the command. Thus Diomedon, the tax-farmer, said of the taxes: "If 

it is no disgrace for you to sell them, it is no disgrace for us to buy them." Further, if "well" 

or "justly" is true of the person to whom a thing is done, you argue that it is true of the 

doer. But it is possible to draw a false conclusion here. It may be just that A should be 
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treated in a certain way, and yet not just that he should be so treated by B. Hence you 

must ask yourself two distinct questions:  (1) Is it right that A should be thus treated? (2) 

Is it right that B should thus treat him? and apply your results properly, according as 

your answers are Yes or No. Sometimes in such a case the two answers differ: you may 

quite easily have a position like that in the Alcmaeon of Theodectes:

And was there none to loathe thy mother's crime?

to which question Alcmaeon in reply says,

Why, there are two things to examine here.
And when Alphesiboea asks what he means, he rejoins:

They judged her fit to die, not me to slay her.

Again there is the lawsuit about Demosthenes and the men who killed Nicanor; as they 

were judged to have killed him justly, it was thought that he was killed justly. And in the 

case of the man who was killed at Thebes, the judges were requested to decide 

whether it was unjust that he should be killed, since if it was not, it was argued that it 

could not have been unjust to kill him.
4. Another line of proof is the a fortiori. Thus it may be argued that if even the 

gods are not omniscient, certainly human beings are not. The principle here is that, if a 

quality does not in fact exist where it is more likely to exist, it clearly does not exist where 

it is less likely. Again, the argument that a man who strikes his father also strikes his 

neighbours follows from the principle that, if the less likely thing is true, the more likely 

thing is true also; for a man is less likely to strike his father than to strike his neighbours. 

The argument, then, may run thus. Or it may be urged that, if a thing is not true where it 

is more likely, it is not true where it is less likely; or that, if it is true where it is less likely, it 

is true where it is more likely: according as we have to show that a thing is or is not true. 

This argument might also be used in a case of parity, as in the lines:

Thou hast pity for thy sire, who has lost his sons:
Hast none for Oeneus, whose brave son is dead?

And, again, "if Theseus did no wrong, neither did Paris"; or "the sons of Tyndareus did 
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no wrong, neither did Paris"; or "if Hector did well to slay Patroclus, Paris did well to slay 

Achilles." And "if other followers of an art are not bad men, neither are philosophers." 

And "if generals are not bad men because it often happens that they are condemned to 

death, neither are sophists." And the remark that "if each individual among you ought 

to think of his own city's reputation, you ought all to think of the reputation of Greece 

as a whole."
5. Another line of argument is based on considerations of time. Thus 

Iphicrates, in the case against Harmodius, said, "if before doing the deed I had 

bargained that, if I did it, I should have a statue, you would have given me one. Will 

you not give me one now that I have done the deed? You must not make promises 

when you are expecting a thing to be done for you, and refuse to fulfil them when the 

thing has been done." And, again, to induce the Thebans to let Philip pass through 

their territory into Attica, it was argued that "if he had insisted on this before he helped 

them against the Phocians, they would have promised to do it. It is monstrous, 

therefore, that just because he threw away his advantage then, and trusted their 

honour, they should not let him pass through now."
6. Another line is to apply to the other speaker what he has said against 

yourself. It is an excellent turn to give to a debate, as may be seen in the Teucer. It was 

employed by Iphicrates in his reply to Aristophon. "Would you," he asked, "take a bribe 

to betray the fleet?" "No," said Aristophon; and Iphicrates replied, "Very good: if you, 

who are Aristophon, would not betray the fleet, would I, who am Iphicrates?" Only, it 

must be recognized beforehand that the other man is more likely than you are to 

commit the crime in question. Otherwise you will make yourself ridiculous; it is 

Aristeides who is prosecuting, you cannot say that sort of thing to him. The purpose is 

to discredit the prosecutor, who as a rule would have it appear that his character is 

better than that of the defendant, a pretension which it is desirable to upset. But the use 

of such an argument is in all cases ridiculous if you are attacking others for what you 

do or would do yourself, or are urging others to do what you neither do nor would do 

yourself.
7. Another line of proof is secured by defining your terms. Thus, "What is the 

supernatural? Surely it is either a god or the work of a god. Well, any one who believes 

that the work of a god exists, cannot help also believing that gods exist." Or take the 
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argument of Iphicrates, "Goodness is true nobility; neither Harmodius nor Aristogeiton 

had any nobility before they did a noble deed." He also argued that he himself was 

more akin to Harmodius and Aristogeiton than his opponent was. "At any rate, my 

deeds are more akin to those of Harmodius and Aristogeiton than yours are." Another 

example may be found in the Alexander. "Every one will agree that by incontinent 

people we mean those who are not satisfied with the enjoyment of one love." A further 

example is to be found in the reason given by Socrates for not going to the court of 

Archelaus. He said that "one is insulted by being unable to requite benefits, as well as 

by being unable to requite injuries." All the persons mentioned define their term and 

get at its essential meaning, and then use the result when reasoning on the point at 

issue.
8. Another line of argument is founded upon the various senses of a word. Such 

a word is "rightly," as has been explained in the Topics.
9. Another line is based upon logical division. Thus, "All men do wrong from 

one of three motives, A, B, or C: in my case A and B are out of the question, and even 

the accusers do not allege C."
10. Another line is based upon induction. Thus from the case of the woman of 

Peparethus it might be argued that women everywhere can settle correctly the facts 

about their children. Another example of this occurred at Athens in the case between 

the orator Mantias and his son, when the boy's mother revealed the true facts: and yet 

another at Thebes, in the case between Ismenias and Stilbon, when Dodonis proved 

that it was Ismenias who was the father of her son Thettaliscus, and he was in 

consequence always regarded as being so. A further instance of induction may be 

taken from the Law of Theodectes: "If we do not hand over our horses to the care of 

men who have mishandled other people's horses, nor ships to those who have 

wrecked other people's ships, and if this is true of everything else alike, then men who 

have failed to secure other people's safety are not to be employed to secure our own." 

Another instance is the argument of Alcidamas: "Every one honors the wise." Thus the 

Parians have honored Archilochus, in spite of his bitter tongue; the Chians Homer, 

though he was not their countryman; the Mytilenaeans Sappho, though she was a 

woman; the Lacedaemonians actually made Chilon a member of their senate, though 

they are the least literary of men; the Italian Greeks honored Pythagoras; the 
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inhabitants of Lampsacus gave public burial to Anaxagoras, though he was an alien, 

and honor him even to this day. (It may be argued that peoples for whom philosophers 

legislate are always prosperous) on the ground that the Athenians became prosperous 

under Solon's laws and the Lacedaemonians under those of Lycurgus, while at Thebes 

no sooner did the leading men become philosophers than the country began to 

prosper.
11. Another line of argument is founded upon some decision already 

pronounced, whether on the same subject or on one like it or contrary to it. Such a 

proof is most effective if every one has always decided thus; but if not every one, then at 

any rate most people; or if all, or most, wise or good men have thus decided, or the 

actual judges of the present question, or those whose authority they accept, or any one 

whose decision they cannot gainsay because he has complete control over them, or 

those whom it is not seemly to gainsay, as the gods, or one's father, or one's teachers. 

Thus Autocles said, when attacking Mixidemides, that it was a strange thing that the 

Dread Goddesses could without loss of dignity submit to the judgement of the 

Areopagus, and yet Mixidemides could not. Or as Sappho said, "Death is an evil thing; 

the gods have so judged it, or they would die." Or again as Aristippus said in reply to 

Plato when he spoke somewhat too dogmatically, as Aristippus thought: "Well, 

anyhow, our friend," meaning Socrates, "never spoke like that." And Hegesippus, 

having previously consulted Zeus at Olympia, asked Apollo at Delphi "whether his 

opinion was the same as his father's,"  implying that it would be shameful for him to 

contradict his father. Thus too Isocrates argued that Helen must have been a good 

woman, because Theseus decided that she was; and Paris a good man, because the 

goddesses chose him before all others; and Evagoras also, says Isocrates, was good, 

since when Conon met with his misfortune he betook himself to Evagoras without 

trying any one else on the way.
12. Another line of argument consists in taking separately the parts of a 

subject. Such is that given in the Topics: "What sort of motion is the soul? for it must be 

this or that." The Socrates of Theodectes provides an example: "What temple has he 

profaned? What gods recognized by the state has he not honored?"
13. Since it happens that any given thing usually has both good and bad 

consequences, another line of argument consists in using those consequences as a 
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reason for urging that a thing should or should not be done, for prosecuting or 

defending any one, for eulogy or censure. E.g. education leads both to unpopularity, 

which is bad, and to wisdom, which is good. Hence you either argue, "It is therefore 

not well to be educated, since it is not well to be unpopular": or you answer, "No, it is 

well to be educated, since it is well to be wise." The Art of Rhetoric of Callippus is made 

up of this line of argument, with the addition of those of Possibility and the others of 

that kind already described.
14. Another line of argument is used when we have to urge or discourage a 

course of action that may be done in either of two opposite ways, and have to apply the 

method just mentioned to both. The difference between this one and the last is that, 

whereas in the last any two things are contrasted, here the things contrasted are 

opposites. For instance, the priestess enjoined upon her son not to take to public 

speaking: "For," she said, "if you say what is right, men will hate you; if you say what is 

wrong, the gods will hate you." The reply might be, "On the contrary, you ought to take 

to public speaking: for if you say what is right the gods will love you; if you say what is 

wrong, men will love you." This amounts to the proverbial "buying the marsh with the 

salt." It is just this situation, viz. when each of two opposites has both a good and a bad 

consequence opposite respectively to each other, that has been termed divarication.
15. Another line of argument is this: The things people approve of openly are 

not those which they approve of secretly: openly, their chief praise is given to justice 

and nobleness; but in their hearts they prefer their own advantage. Try, in face of this, 

to establish the point of view which your opponent has not adopted. This is the most 

effective of the forms of argument that contradict common opinion.
16. Another line is that of rational correspondence. E.g. Iphicrates, when they 

were trying to compel his son, a youth under the prescribed age, to perform one of the 

state duties because he was tall, said "If you count tall boys men, you will next be voting 

short men boys." And Theodectes in his Law said, "You make citizens of such 

mercenaries as Strabax and Charidemus, as a reward of their merits; will you not 

make exiles of such citizens as those who have done irreparable harm among the 

mercenaries?"
17. Another line is the argument that if two results are the same their 

antecedents are also the same. For instance, it was a saying of Xenophanes that to 
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assert that the gods had birth is as impious as to say that they die; the consequence of 

both statements is that there is a time when the gods do not exist. This line of proof 

assumes generally that the result of any given thing is always the same: e.g. "you are 

going to decide not about Isocrates, but about the value of the whole profession of 

philosophy." Or, "to give earth and water" means slavery; or, "to share in the Common 

Peace" means obeying orders. We are to make either such assumptions or their 

opposite, as suits us best.
18. Another line of argument is based on the fact that men do not always make 

the same choice on a later as on an earlier occasion, but reverse their previous choice. 

E.g. the following enthymeme: "When we were exiles, we fought in order to return; now 

we have returned, it would be strange to choose exile in order not to have to fight." one 

occasion, that is, they chose to be true to their homes at the cost of fighting, and on the 

other to avoid fighting at the cost of deserting their homes.
19. Another line of argument is the assertion that some possible motive for an 

event or state of things is the real one: e.g. that a gift was given in order to cause pain 

by its withdrawal. This notion underlies the lines:

God gives to many great prosperity, 
Not of good God towards them, but to make

The ruin of them more conspicuous.

Or take the passage from the Meleager of Antiphon:

To slay no boar, but to be witnesses
Of Meleager's prowess unto Greece.

Or the argument in the Ajax of Theodectes, that Diomede chose out Odysseus not to 

do him honor, but in order that his companion might be a lesser man than himself -- 

such a motive for doing so is quite possible.
20. Another line of argument is common to forensic and deliberative oratory, 

namely, to consider inducements and deterrents, and the motives people have for 

doing or avoiding the actions in question. These are the conditions which make us 

bound to act if they are for us, and to refrain from action if they are against us: that is, 

we are bound to act if the action is possible, easy, and useful to ourselves or our friends 
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or hurtful to our enemies; this is true even if the action entails loss, provided the loss is 

outweighed by the solid advantage. A speaker will urge action by pointing to such 

conditions, and discourage it by pointing to the opposite. These same arguments also 

form the materials for accusation or defense -- the deterrents being pointed out by the 

defense, and the inducements by the prosecution. As for the defense, . . .This topic 

forms the whole Art of Rhetoric both of Pamphilus and of Callippus.
21. Another line of argument refers to things which are supposed to happen 

and yet seem incredible. We may argue that people could not have believed them, if 

they had not been true or nearly true: even that they are the more likely to be true 

because they are incredible. For the things which men believe are either facts or 

probabilities: if, therefore, a thing that is believed is improbable and even incredible, it 

must be true, since it is certainly not believed because it is at all probable or credible. 

An example is what Androcles of the deme Pitthus said in his well-known arraignment 

of the law. The audience tried to shout him down when he observed that the laws 

required a law to set them right. “Why," he went on, "fish need salt, improbable and 

incredible as this might seem for creatures reared in salt water; and olive-cakes need 

oil, incredible as it is that what produces oil should need it."
22. Another line of argument is to refute our opponent's case by noting any 

contrasts or contradictions of dates, acts, or words that it anywhere displays; and this 

in any of the three following connections. (1) Referring to our opponent's conduct, e.g. 

"He says he is devoted to you, yet he conspired with the Thirty." (2) Referring to our own 

conduct, e.g. "He says I am litigious, and yet he cannot prove that I have been 

engaged in a single lawsuit." (3) Referring to both of us together, e.g. "He has never 

even lent any one a penny, but I have ransomed quite a number of you."
23. Another line that is useful for men and causes that have been really or 

seemingly slandered, is to show why the facts are not as supposed; pointing out that 

there is a reason for the false impression given. Thus a woman, who had palmed off 

her son on another woman, was thought to be the lad's mistress because she 

embraced him; but when her action was explained the charge was shown to be 

groundless. Another example is from the Ajax of Theodectes, where Odysseus tells 

Ajax the reason why, though he is really braver than Ajax, he is not thought so.
24. Another line of argument is to show that if the cause is present, the effect is 
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present, and if absent, absent. For by proving the cause you at once prove the effect, 

and conversely nothing can exist without its cause. Thus Thrasybulus accused 

Leodamas of having had his name recorded as a criminal on the slab in the Acropolis, 

and of erasing the record in the time of the Thirty Tyrants: to which Leodamas replied, 

"Impossible: for the Thirty would have trusted me all the more if my quarrel with the 

commons had been inscribed on the slab."
25. Another line is to consider whether the accused person can take or could 

have taken a better course than that which he is recommending or taking, or has 

taken.  If he has not taken this better course, it is clear that he is not guilty, since no one 

deliberately and consciously chooses what is bad. This argument is, however, 

fallacious, for it often becomes clear after the event how the action could have been 

done better, though before the event this was far from clear.
26. Another line is, when a contemplated action is inconsistent with any past 

action, to examine them both together. Thus, when the people of Elea asked 

Xenophanes if they should or should not sacrifice to Leucothea and mourn for her, he 

advised them not to mourn for her if they thought her a goddess, and not to sacrifice to 

her if they thought her a mortal woman.
27. Another line is to make previous mistakes the grounds of accusation or 

defense. Thus, in the Medea of Carcinus the accusers allege that Medea has slain her 

children; "at all events," they say,"they are not to be seen" -- Medea having made the 

mistake of sending her children away. In defense she argues that it is not her children, 

but Jason, whom she would have slain; for it would have been a mistake on her part 

not to do this if she had done the other. This special line of argument for enthymeme 

forms the whole of the Art of Rhetoric in use before Theodorus. Another line is to draw 

meanings from names. Sophocles, for instance, says,

O steel in heart as thou art steel in name.

This line of argument is common in praises of the gods. Thus, too, Conon called 

Thrasybulus rash in counsel. And Herodicus said of Thrasymachus, "You are always 

bold in battle"; of Polus, "you are always a colt"; and of the legislator Draco that his 

laws were those not of a human being but of a dragon, so savage were they. And, in 

Euripides, Hecuba says of Aphrodite,
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Her name and Folly's (afrosunhs) lightly begin alike,

and Chaeremon writes

Pentheus -- aname foreshadowing grief (penqos) to come.

The Refutative Enthymeme has a greater reputation than the Demonstrative, because 

within a small space it works out two opposing arguments, and arguments put side by 

side are clearer to the audience. But of all syllogisms, whether refutative or 

demonstrative, those are most applauded of which we foresee the conclusions from 

the beginning, so long as they are not obvious at first sight -- for part of the pleasure we 

feel is at our own intelligent anticipation; or those which we follow well enough to see 

the point ofthem as soon as the last word has been uttered.
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Nine topics of apparent, or sham, enthymemes.

Book 2 • Part 24
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24

Besides genuine syllogisms, there may be syllogisms that look genuine but are 

not; and since an enthymeme is merely a syllogism of a particular kind, it follows that, 

besides genuine enthymemes, there may be those that look genuine but are not.
1. Among the lines of argument that form the Spurious Enthymeme the first is 

that which arises from the particular words employed.
(a) One variety of this is when -- as in dialectic, without having gone through 

any reasoning process, we make a final statement as if it were the conclusion of such a 

process, "Therefore so-and-so is not true," "Therefore also so-and-so must be true" -- 

so too in rhetoric a compact and antithetical utterance passes for an enthymeme, such 

language being the proper province of enthymeme, so that it is seemingly the form of 

wording here that causes the illusion mentioned. In order to produce the effect of 

genuine reasoning by our form of wording it is useful to summarize the results of a 

number of previous reasonings: as "some he saved -- others he avenged -- the Greeks 

he freed." Each of these statements has been previously proved from other facts; but 

the mere collocation of them gives the impression of establishing some fresh 

conclusion.
(b) Another variety is based on the use of similar words for different things; e.g. 

the argument that the mouse must be a noble creature, since it gives its name to the 

most august of all religious rites -- for such the Mysteries are. Or one may introduce, 

into a eulogy of the dog, the dog-star; or Pan, because Pindar said:

O thou blessed one!
Thou whom they of Olympus call

The hound of manifold shape
That follows the Mother of Heaven:

or we may argue that, because there is much disgrace in there not being a dog about, 
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there is honor in being a dog. Or that Hermes is readier than any other god to go 

shares, since we never say "shares all round" except of him. Or that speech is a very 

excellent thing, since good men are not said to be worth money but to be worthy of 

esteem -- the phrase "worthy of esteem" also having the meaning of "worth speech."

2. Another line is to assert of the whole what is true of the parts, or of the parts what is 

true of the whole. A whole and its parts are supposed to be identical, though often they 

are not. You have therefore to adopt whichever of these two lines better suits your 

purpose. That is how Euthydemus argues: e.g. that any one knows that there is a 

trireme in the Peiraeus, since he knows the separate details that make up this 

statement. There is also the argument that one who knows the letters knows the whole 

word, since the word is the same thing as the letters which compose it; or that, if a 

double portion of a certain thing is harmful to health, then a single portion must not be 

called wholesome, since it is absurd that two good things should make one bad thing. 

Put thus, the enthymeme is refutative; put as follows; demonstrative: "For one good 

thing cannot be made up of two bad things." The whole line of argument is fallacious. 

Again, there is Polycrates' saying that Thrasybulus put down thirty tyrants, where the 

speaker adds them up one by one. Or the argument in the Orestes of Theodectes, 

where the argument is from part to whole:

'Tis right that she who slays her lord should die.

"It is right, too, that the son should avenge his father. Very good: these two things are 

what Orestes has done."  Still, perhaps the two things, once they are put together, do 

not form a right act. The fallacy might also be said to be due to omission, since the 

speaker fails to say by whose hand a husband-slayer should die.
3. Another line is the use of indignant language, whether to support your own 

case or to overthrow your opponent's. We do this when we paint a highly-coloured 

picture of the situation without having proved the facts of it: if the defendant does so, 

he produces an impression of his innocence; and if the prosecutor goes into a passion, 

he produces an impression of the defendant's guilt. Here there is no genuine 

enthymeme: the hearer infers guilt or innocence, but no proof is given, and the 

inference is fallacious accordingly.
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4. Another line is to use a "Sign," or single instance, as certain evidence; which, 

again, yields no valid proof. Thus, it might be said that lovers are useful to their 

countries, since the love of Harmodius and Aristogeiton caused the downfall of the 

tyrant Hipparchus. Or, again, that Dionysius is a thief, since he is a vicious man -- there 

is, of course, no valid proof here; not every vicious man is a thief, though every thief is a 

vicious man.
5. Another line represents the accidental as essential. An instance is what 

Polycrates says of the mice, that they "came to the rescue" because they gnawed 

through the bowstrings. Or it might be maintained that an invitation to dinner is a great 

honor, for it was because he was not invited that Achilles was "angered" with the 

Greeks at Tenedos? As a fact, what angered him was the insult involved; it was a mere 

accident that this was the particular form that the insult took.
6. Another is the argument from consequence. In the Alexander, for instance, it 

is argued that Paris must have had a lofty disposition, since he despised society and 

lived by himself on Mount Ida: because lofty people do this kind of thing, therefore 

Paris too, we are to suppose, had a lofty soul. Or, if a man dresses fashionably and 

roams around at night, he is a rake, since that is the way rakes behave. Another similar 

argument points out that beggars sing and dance in temples, and that exiles can live 

wherever they please, and that such privileges are at the disposal of those we account 

happy and therefore every one might be regarded as happy if only he has those 

privileges. What matters, however, is the circumstances under which the privileges are 

enjoyed. Hence this line too falls under the head of fallacies by omission.
7. Another line consists in representing as causes things which are not causes, 

on the ground that they happened along with or before the event in question. They 

assume that, because B happens after A, it happens because of A. Politicians are 

especially fond of taking this line. Thus Demades said that the policy of Demosthenes 

was the cause of all the mischief, "for after it the war occurred."
8. Another line consists in leaving out any mention of time and circumstances. 

E.g. the argument that Paris was justified in taking Helen, since her father left her free 

to choose: here the freedom was presumably not perpetual; it could only refer to her 

first choice, beyond which her father's authority could not go.  Or again, one might say 

that to strike a free man is an act of wanton outrage; but it is not so in every case -- only 
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when it is unprovoked.
9. Again, a spurious syllogism may, as in "eristical" discussions, be based on the 

confusion of the absolute with that which is not absolute but particular. As, in dialectic, 

for instance, it may be argued that what-is-not is, on the ground that what-is-not is 

what-is-not: or that the unknown can be known, on the ground that it can be known to 

be unknown: so also in rhetoric a spurious enthymeme may be based on the confusion 

of some particular probability with absolute probability. Now no particular probability 

is universally probable: as Agathon says,

One might perchance say that was probable –
That things improbable oft will hap to men.

For what is improbable does happen, and therefore it is probable that 

improbable things will happen. Granted this, one might argue that "what is 

improbable is probable." But this is not true absolutely. As, in eristic, the imposture 

comes from not adding any clause specifying relationship or reference or manner; so 

here it arises because the probability in question is not general but specific. It is of this 

line of argument that Corax's Art of Rhetoric is composed. If the accused is not open to 

the charge -- for instance if a weakling be tried for violent assault -- the defense is that 

he was not likely to do such a thing. But if he is open to the charge -- i.e. if he is a strong 

man -- the defense is still that he was not likely to do such a thing, since he could be 

sure that people would think he was likely to do it. And so with any other charge: the 

accused must be either open or not open to it: there is in either case an appearance of 

probable innocence, but whereas in the latter case the probability is genuine, in the 

former it can only be asserted in the special sense mentioned. This sort of argument 

illustrates what is meant by making the worse argument seem the better. Hence people 

were right in objecting to the training Protagoras undertook to give them. It was a 

fraud; the probability it handled was not genuine but spurious, and has a place in no 

art except Rhetoric and Eristic.
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Refutation. An argument may be refuted either by a counter-syllogism or by bringing an 
objection. Objections may be raised in four ways: (a) by directly attacking your 
opponent's own statement; (b) by putting forward another statement like it; (c) by 
putting forward a statement contrary to it; (d) by quoting previous decisions.

Book 2 • Part 25
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Enthymemes, genuine and apparent, have now been described; the next subject is 

their Refutation.
An argument may be refuted either by a counter-syllogism or by bringing an 

objection. It is clear that counter-syllogisms can be built up from the same lines of 

arguments as the original syllogisms: for the materials of syllogisms are the ordinary 

opinions of men, and such opinions often contradict each other. Objections, as 

appears in the Topics, may be raised in four ways -- either by directly attacking your 

opponent's own statement, or by putting forward another statement like it, or by 

putting forward a statement contrary to it, or by quoting previous decisions.
1. By "attacking your opponent's own statement" I mean, for instance, this: if his 

enthymeme should assert that love is always good, the objection can be brought in two 

ways, either by making the general statement that "all want is an evil," or by making the 

particular one that there would be no talk of "Caunian love" if there were not evil loves 

as well as good ones.
2. An objection "from a contrary statement" is raised when, for instance, the 

opponent's enthymeme having concluded that a good man does good to all his 

friends, you object, "That proves nothing, for a bad man does not do evil to all his 

friends."
3. An example of an objection "from a like statement" is, the enthymeme having 

shown that ill-used men always hate their ill-users, to reply, "That proves nothing, for 

well-used men do not always love those who used them well."
4. The "decisions" mentioned are those proceeding from well-known men; for 

instance, if the enthymeme employed has concluded that "that allowance ought to be 

made for drunken offenders, since they did not know what they were doing," the 

objection will be, "Pittacus, then, deserves no approval, or he would not have 

prescribed specially severe penalties for offences due to drunkenness.”
Enthymemes are based upon one or other of four kinds of alleged fact: (1) 
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Probabilities, (2) Examples, (3) Infallible Signs, (4) Ordinary Signs. (1) Enthymemes 

based upon Probabilities are those which argue from what is, or is supposed to be, 

usually true. (2) Enthymemes based upon Example are those which proceed by 

induction from one or more similar cases, arrive at a general proposition, and then 

argue deductively to a particular inference. (3) Enthymemes based upon Infallible 

Signs are those which argue from the inevitable and invariable. (4) Enthymemes based 

upon ordinary Signs are those which argue from some universal or particular 

proposition, true or false.
Now (1) as a Probability is that which happens usually but not always, 

Enthymemes founded upon Probabilities can, it is clear, always be refuted by raising 

some objection. The refutation is not always genuine: it may be spurious: for it consists 

in showing not that your opponent's premiss is not probable, but Only in showing that 

it is not inevitably true. Hence it is always in defense rather than in accusation that it is 

possible to gain an advantage by using this fallacy. For the accuser uses probabilities 

to prove his case: and to refute a conclusion as improbable is not the same thing as to 

refute it as not inevitable. Any argument based upon what usually happens is always 

open to objection: otherwise it would not be a probability but an invariable and 

necessary truth. But the judges think, if the refutation takes this form, either that the 

accuser's case is not probable or that they must not decide it; which, as we said, is a 

false piece of reasoning. For they ought to decide by considering not merely what must 

be true but also what is likely to be true: this is, indeed, the meaning of "giving a verdict 

in accordance with one's honest opinion." Therefore it is not enough for the defendant 

to refute the accusation by proving that the charge is not bound to be true: he must do 

so by showing that it is not likely to be true. For this purpose his objection must state 

what is more usually true than the statement attacked. It may do so in either of two 

ways: either in respect of frequency or in respect of exactness. It will be most 

convincing if it does so in both respects; [1403a] for if the thing in question both 

happens oftener as we represent it and happens more as we represent it, the 

probability is particularly great.
(2) Fallible Signs, and Enthymemes based upon them, can be refuted even if 

the facts are correct, as was said at the outset. For we have shown in the Analytics that 

no Fallible Sign can form part of a valid logical proof.
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(3) Enthymemes depending on examples may be refuted in the same way as 

probabilities. If we have a negative instance, the argument is refuted, in so far as it is 

proved not inevitable, even though the positive examples are more similar and more 

frequent. And if the positive examples are more numerous and more frequent, we must 

contend that the present case is dissimilar, or that its conditions are dissimilar, or that it 

is different in some way or other.
(4) It will be impossible to refute Infallible Signs, and Enthymemes resting on 

them, by showing in any way that they do not form a valid logical proof: this, too, we 

see from the Analytics. All we can do is to show that the fact alleged does not exist. If 

there is no doubt that it does, and that it is an Infallible Sign, refutation now becomes 

impossible: for this is equivalent to a demonstration which is clear in every respect.
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Correction of two errors, possible or actual: (1) Amplification and Depreciation do not 
constitute an element of enthymeme, in the sense of "a line of enthymematic 
argument"; (2) refutative enthymemes are not a different species from constructive. 
This brings to an end the treatment of the thought-element of rhetoric -- the way to 
invent and refute persuasive arguments. There remain the subjects of (A) style and (B) 
arrangement.
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Amplification and Depreciation are not an element of enthymeme. By "an element of 

enthymeme" I mean the same thing as a line of enthymematic argument -- a general 

class embracing a large number of particular kinds of enthymeme. Amplification and 

Depreciation are one kind of enthymeme, viz. the kind used to show that a thing is 

great or small; just as there are other kinds used to show that a thing is good or bad, 

just or unjust, and anything else of the sort. All these things are the subject-matter of 

syllogisms and enthymemes; none of these is the line of argument of an enthymeme; 

no more, therefore, are Amplification and Depreciation. Nor are Refutative 

Enthymemes a different species from Constructive. For it is clear that refutation 

consists either in offering positive proof or in raising an objection. In the first case we 

prove the opposite of our adversary's statements. Thus, if he shows that a thing has 

happened, we show that it has not; if he shows that it has not happened, we show that it 

has. This, then, could not be the distinction if there were one, since the same means 

are employed by both parties, enthymemes being adduced to show that the fact is or is 

not so-and-so. An objection, on the other hand, is not an enthymeme at all, as was 

said in the Topics, consists in stating some accepted opinion from which it will be clear 

that our opponent has not reasoned correctly or has made a false assumption.
Three points must be studied in making a speech; and we have now completed 

the account of (1) Examples, Maxims, Enthymemes, and in general the thought-

element -- the way to invent and refute arguments.  We have next to discuss (2) Style, 

and (3) Arrangement.
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