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§8 THESES AND RULES OF INFERENCE 23

; ;spcnding *iris%o* fian svﬂogesm from a valid ¢ ional mood by

knewz: iogical rules.

iﬁ my opi yar uca1 aim: we
“true syllogistic mood is omitted.
- Aristotle divided the s Iogzsuc moods
shortest and clearest description of these figures is to 33 £
not in the systematic part of the Prior Analytics but in the later
chapters of that work. I otle says, to prove 4 of B
V‘:yl'iogistica’iiv. We Tus common in relation io
bath, d.nG this is possibl: g cither 4
of { and Cof B, or Cofbo 1e figures of
which we ”"ave spoken, and it s ogisrn must
‘be made in one T o ther of these fi
1t follows from this that 4 is the
the C()"xclns on we have to prov* syli
:shall see later, the major term and B th
~term. The position of the middle term
“the premisses 15 the prmdpl by N‘L
syllogistic maods nto ﬁgurss Aris
hall recognize the figure by the position of the
e first ”Oare the middle term is the subiject o
~and the predicate of the minor term, in the second figure it is the
_ predicate, and in the last figure the subject, of both the other
terms. Aristotle, however, is mistaken when he says that every
syllogism must be in one of these three ‘lgur‘:s. Ther'= is a fourth
pasmbzhty, viz. that the middle term is the predicate of the major
~ term and the subject of Lnu minor term. Moods of this kind are
now spoken of as belonging to the fourth figure.
In the above passage Aristotle has overlocked this fourth
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THE SYLLOGISTIC FIGURE
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27

o)

» the proposition ‘C
‘B belongs to some

P

§
It is important that propositions of the type ‘4 belongs tc oo B’
and ‘B belongs to no A* are regarded by / ristotle as different.

i

o

1t follows from these facts that Asistotle knows and accepts all

iy

 does not u? A % a ~ . . . .

o coes mot l.)eim‘g? to some the moods of the fourth figure. This must be emphasized against

thus proved, called lat A Al Y - . :
s proved, calied later the opinion of some philosophers that he rejected these moods.

ection would be a logical error which cannot be im-
sake is the omission of these moods
e syllogisms. We do not know why
ater, must be
nmy opinion,

and
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discoveries he had m
i work to his pug

I

Xt tus, nd for the moods of the fourth figure
omething al which are tle’s system a place among the

“or this purpose he had to introduce
istotelian definition of the first
1g that in the first figure the middle term
is the subject of the major and the predicate of the minot,
a5 Aristotle does, he said generally that in the first figure the
iddle term is the subject of one premiss and the predicate of
another. Alexander repeats this definition, which probably comes
from Theophrastus, and seems not to see that it differs from the
Aristotelian description of the first figure.t The correction of

particuiar
¥

-+ 1. M. Bochefiski, O.P., La Logique de Théophraste, Collectanea Friburgensia,
 Mouvelle Série, fasc. xxxii, Fribourg en Suisse {1047), P- 50-
# Alexander 6g. 27 Beddpaaros 8¢ mposriyow &\ ous wévre Tois TéunapaL TUTOLS
o3nies rehelous 038 dvamobelxrovs Svras, dv prmpavede wat 6 Apeororékys, Tév pdv &y
Totre & BBy mpoerddy, Téw 52 & 7 perd Todro 78 Sevrépw xar® dpxds. CL thid.
110, 12.
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and some animals are crows,
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THE HISTORY CF AN ERROR 31

this figure have a negative conclusion and the first two moods,
“calied later Cesare and Camestres, yield a universal negative
conclusion, From the premisses ‘A belongs i aii N and ‘M
“belongs to no X follows the conclusion ‘.E keion ono N, and
by com’frs.o*l of tula result we get a second otlcluszozz, M belongs
s A is the middie term; bu: now are we
to decide which of t'qe tw i
* maje; term md w;ﬁc,_ is
sist ‘by nature’ )
, S’..’xCu pro -'?erm according
later Peripatetics. The y aw
misses there can
preméssea the pr
subject, but !,h same is not t
‘We cannot know, for i
iz major, becau e
‘no man is 2 bir
answer this que a
‘migjor term’. He sa

1

haf is the major wa;éc'

s the minor? }
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3 Alexan; ¢ is xa‘lt when he rejects this theory and
further elaboration given by Herminus, but he also rejects the
i ¢ the ’rajor term is the r‘redlcat of the conclusion,

The major term, he says, would not be fixed in this case, as the
iniversal ;egative premiss is convertible, and wh il now has
‘been a major term mstant’y becomes 2 minor, and it would
_depend upon us to make the same term major and minor.* His
swa solution is based on the assunﬂpdoh that when we are form-
ing 2 syllogism we are chossmg premisses for a given problem

* Alexander 72 17 Lareirar, € dios & Sevrdpy oxfuar: pelfwr Tis domi xai
fAQ'TT!ﬂy ﬂ"PQS’. KGL "’LVE GJ"OS Kpf-vf]ﬂ'f"cﬂ-.

. 72. 24 émi p.ev yép Tdv xeTadarindy p.&(,c.)v é nf’TT]‘yODJUbEPO\ xafidAov, ST
&a Totrov ydp oiBé av’m'fped)u‘ deore duoa abrd 76 pellova elvar
ndpxce. émt 8¢ 7@y xabédoy :m-quu-rmw/ cvkére roliTo a)\qﬂss

3 Ibid. 27 Eppuog r;r-m, & Sevrspw cxa;u.a-r; Ty p.e;{oau uxpcv elvar .., o
'svywepoy 700 Kowoll V:./c.vc avrdv ("v “.rag Sow of a.xpm preol xal av@,,n..rus‘. E'yf‘n

airod Kowol yévous adrdy, rol [dav, T8 Speoy rod dvfedimov xal év Tf mpivy
5~mpsaez, 86 xal pellay aKpo; 76 Spvear).

* Thid: 75. 10 dA oddd dwAds wdhw oy,

L\oywpsf» ru*‘r’yupou,u.fvcv, s Boxel ruow oBdd vip ofros BHAvs dhiore yep didos
fordvxal ooy .upm,u.euus o awﬂa?pﬂpe;v i kaddlov EmodaTixdy, kal ¢ véws pellow
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13 ERRORS OF

Frf

SOME MODERN COMMENTATORS 35
10w strange phﬂoc ‘p’k'cai D“thdiCCS sometimes are. Carl
the well-known hisiorian of logic, begins his consideration
gure with the following words: “The question why silly
- I . H Aﬁg \ as: for instance, the so-called Galenian fourth figure,
v’“g‘;“ uous example is the mood not to be found in Aristoile, is one we do not put at all; it

1

s mood is fcrmulamc in the same chapter twice; in

show 1

Prantl,

<p
£L.
VE
u i)
T
°d
&
?
O

ity cannot be our task

'

s

[l
£

oo

=y
&
"t
.
D
.
&

urse, see the difference between th T

logism—and then he says: ‘By transposi-

r premiss znd the minor if be
: b3 b

ung to degin’;
N 3

Even Bar-

rxg.UJP

it

acpr

u“sg not properiy
¢ before the tra Sit on are sim apiy ng
T the s*”k)gism. T‘us passage re in my up]I“O 1, P amiss
ntire ignorance of logic. He seems not to understand that

sistotle proves the validity of these mocds not by transposin
¢

the premisses, i.e. by !nvertmg their order, but by convert
them, i.e. by changing the places of their subjects and predicat

p

‘] w .
Yoo 0y

m:, Geschichie der Logik im Abendlande, vol. i, p. 272 “Die Frage aber,
warum cinfiliige Spielereien, wie z. B. die sog. ‘_.aiemsc'\e vierte I‘lg—ur. sich bei
Avistoteles nicht finden, werfen wir natiirlich gar nicht aufy . . . wir kénnen
Ihstverstandlicher Weise nicht die Aufgabe haben, bf,‘.\ jedem Schritte der
aristotelischen Logik eigens anzugeben, dass dieser oder jener Unsinn sich bei
Aristoteles nicht finde.”

See p. 25, B 2.

% Prantl, op. cit,, vol. i, p. 276

‘Alles Bist A Einiges B ist A

Kein Gist B Kein Cist B

s ST o
€1, aviyxn vo {§ Tt

. Finiges A ist nicht C Einiges A ist mcht G
oselbst durch Vs:taucchung des Untersat:fes mit dem Obersatize es méglich »

‘dass dis Thitigkeit des Schlicssens beg . natiirlich aber sind solches keine

sigenen herechtigten bchh.ssws n, de'm in solcher Anordnung vor der V ornahme

der Vertauschung sind die Pramissen eben einfach nichts fiir den Syllogismus.”
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™ THE FOUR GALENIAN FIGURES 39

of Toannes Italus (eleventh century a.p.). This anthor says sar
 castically that Galen maintained the existence of a fourth ﬁgurc
in-opposition to Aristotle, and, thinking that he would appear
‘cleverer than the old logical commentators, fell very far short,!
- That is all. In view of such a weak basis of sources, Ueberweg
suspected a misunderstanding in the matter, and L}am’“; h Scholz
writes in his History of Logic that Galen is ?I‘Ob&?ﬁ\/ not responsible
éar the IOLI‘Fn figure.?
fiy years there has existed a Greek scholium in print
up the whole matter inan ¢ Lrelv unexpected way.
Although printed it seems to .. Maximilian Wap es,

."‘1‘1

1

whi

o
o
I
2]
N
jin]
o]
3
*%

'{:»ne of m erlin Cdl'OTS i the Greek commentar éf:s n Arstotle,

’ commen-
‘:ar) on ﬂm Prior 477(1:1@2 s aﬂd has i-serted n th preface a
scholium of an unknown author found in the same codex as t‘l
inwhich the fragments of Ammonius reserved. Th

is-entitled ‘On 9’;1 the kinds of syllo
¢ T’here are three sofqﬁ gisim : the categorical, ti‘e h*«“po::;sucﬂ,
Sy ;Ln; Of the categorical there are two

e and the com wound. Of the simple syllo gim: there
he first, the second, :md the third figure. Of the com-
pound syllogism there are fo he first, the second, the third,
iand the fourth figure. For A 5{0&5 js that there are only three
figures, because he looks at the wnpis syllogisms, consisting of three
erms. Galen, however, says in his Apedeictic that there are four fig-
~ares, bccaus he looks at the compound s 'Loglsms consisting of four

terms, as he has found many such svliogisms in Plato’s dialogues.’s

A
%ird 51 thﬁ
are three kinds : t

The unknown scholiast further gives us some explanations, from

L Prant], ii. 302, 0. 1i2: 74 8¢ oyBrare rdv ovddoyroudy Tadrar 6 fadyrds 8¢ xat
und aligemeiner ’rE’rap‘roI»' &7l vovrocs Epackey elvar, dvartims mpos Tov Srayapirmy érpo',u.evas, 3s dap-
o d‘menc specieller als die wpbrepov a'arimw]vm c.op.suns &y Ty Aeyixny mpayperelny ényovpdvay wadaidy s
r als der ODCT“ und zugleich 'ﬂe;;g,;ré'rw evféuic exmémTwne.
2 Fr, Ueberweg, System der Logik, Bonn (1882), 341. OF. alsc Kalbfleisch, op. ¢it,,
usdritcklich : .:6gg; H. Scholz, Geschichte der Logik, Berlin (1931}, p. 56.
203 M., Wallies, Ammonii in Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum Gbrum I Commentarium,
‘Berlin (18gq), p. ix: Hept viv elSdv wdvrav rofi ovAoyiouod. rpia By fori 7ob
Lamdot] ouloyioped: 76 xaryyepukdy, o dmoferidy, w6 xard mpdeAndw. oo 8¢
arnyopwod 8o oty «idy &71)\01?9, atvleror. xal voi pév dmdod rpla foriv €8y
Cmplitov ayfpa, Sevrepor oyfiua, Tpivov oxfiuc. 8¢ curlézon —écraupa' éorw €idn
wpdTor oxfpa, Setrepor oyfua, TpiTow, Tére,

prov axm.m.. Ap.o"‘oremy; nir yép Tpm.

T8 gyjuard guow wpos vods dededs 13}0}'401.10.;3 drofAdrar rods éx Tpedv Spaw
suykepdvovs. Dakqvis & & 7§ oikelg AmoBeawricd § 18 ayfjpare Aéye mwods rovs

gas

coplfiérovs suddoyiapots dmofAémwy Tods éx § dpwy cvyxeudvovs moAdols Towstrous
elpdy-év rols TAdraves Siaddyos.
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4 THE FOUR GALENTIAN FIGURES 41
Aristotelian ﬁgﬂ ¢ the m’ddii terim is sv” ject of one prcﬂiss—~
s not matter of which, the ajor or the minor—and th
yzséicaté :f another, and defmf- by this principle which figure is
mimeu by the minor and middie ﬁfctuasck on the one hand, an
by the middle and major p “m’S\C‘ on m:: quﬁX we Ec" t 12 COIn-
3;: nations -<>f ‘im T

L'L

ure FO the minor _ar-“ iss ;oge“";er v.ul‘; a.ha
ure I, as the middie term B is the predicate
Td *he subject of the secend, and the middle
th the major forms the *'igL € I , a8 the middle
-ate of both premisses. 5 pfobably how
has got his four ‘murea Loo m;z the last column we see
hat, as Galen held, the comb HtoTI and IiI to
1ot exist, not for the reason, as the m
says, that no conclusion ; resulis either from tw
particular premisses, by
premisses three times, It
inci Theophrastus o compo

1AAa

¢}

the letters 3 and € as w eﬂ as the letters 4 and D, we
get the scheme:

¥4 D-C

nd as the order of the prem clevant we see that the
conclusion D-4 results in Fq, same premisses as A-D
n F2. For the same reason ugLrv ¥: does not differ from figure
8, Fg from Fb, or Fg from ¥, It is possible, therefore, to divide
£ compound syllogisms of four terms into four figures.

“The scholium edited by Wallies explains all historical problems
connected with the alleged invention of the fourth figure by
alen. Galen divided syllogisms into four figures, but these were
e compound sylioqxsms of four terms, not the simple syllogisms
Aristotle. The fourth figure of the Arist oteLa*x syllogisms was
ed by someone clse, probablv very late, perhaps not before
h century A.n. This unknown scholar must have heard
omething about the four figures of iJulﬁn, but he either did not

derstand them or did not have Galen’s text at hand, Being in
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§ 15, Perfect and imperfect syllogisms

4

ting of three pre-
y-four valid moods, the figures

qequ six moods mch, In the introductory chap er to the syllogistic Aristotle divides all

‘ yliocr;s’ns into penect and 1mperfect ‘T call that a perfect syilo-
“gismy), he says, ‘which needs nothing other than wi‘:ai has bf*en
stated to make the necessity evident; a syl
t needs either one or more components which are necessa "'y' by
he terms set down, but have not been stated by the premisses.
. This passage needs transiation into logica i terminelogy. Every
nus tei }Hoolqm s a true implcation, the antecedent of
premisses and the cons CDI‘Ciu‘liD'l
means, Lnerﬁmre, tha ct syllogism
_the connexion between the antecedent and the cembtp.w; is
‘evident of itself without an additional prop(mt’on, Perfect sylio-
“gisms are seif-evident statements which do not possess and do not
need a demonstration; they are indemonstrable, dvandbeucros®
_Indemonstrable true statements of a deductive system are now
called axioms. The perfect syliogisms, therefore, are the axioms of
 thesyllogistic. On the other hand, the imperfect syllogisms are not
self-evident; they must be proved by means o f T€ OF MOTe Po-
. positions which result from the premisses, but are different from
hem.
_ Aristotle knows that not all true propositions are demon-
trable.? He says that a proposition of the form ‘4 belongs to B’
15 demonstrable if there exists 2 middle term, i.e. a term which
forms with 4 and B true premisses of a valid syllogism having th
above proposition as the conclusion. If such a middle term does

4 figure !:8
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