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Wholly Hypothetical Syllogisms

SUSANNE BOBZIEN

ABSTRACT

In antiquity we encounter a distinction of two types of hypothetical syllogisms.
One type are the ‘mixed hypothetical syllogisms’. The other type is the one to
which the present paper is devoted. These arguments went by the name of
‘wholly hypothetical syllogisms’. They were thought to make up a self-contained
system of valid arguments. Their paradigm case consists of two conditionals as
premisses, and a third as conclusion. Their presentation, either schematically or
by example, varies in different authors. For instance, we find ‘If (it is) A, (it is)
B; if (it is) B, (itis) C; therefore, if (it is) A, (it is) C’. The main contentious
point about these arguments is what the ancients thought their logical form was.
Are A, B, C schematic letters for terms or propositions? Is ‘is’, where it occurs,
predicative, existential, or veridical? That is, should ‘A éott’ be translated as ‘it
is an A’, ‘A exists’, ‘As exist’ or ‘It is true/the case that A’? If A, B, C are term
letters, and ‘is’ is predicative, are the conditionals quantified propositions or do
they contain designators? If one cannot answer these questions, one can hardly
claim to know what sort of arguments the wholly hypothetical syllogisms were.
In fact, all the above-mentioned possibilities have been taken to describe them
correctly. In this paper I argue that it would be mistaken to assume that in antiq-
uity there was one prevalent understanding of the logical form of these argu-
ments — even if the ancients thought they were all talking about the same kind
of argument. Rather, there was a complex development in their understanding,
starting from a term-logical conception and leading to a propositional-logical one.
I trace this development from Aristotle to Philoponus and set out the deductive
system on which the logic of the wholly hypothetical syllogisms was grounded.

At the close of antiquity we encounter a distinction of two types of hy-
pothetical syllogisms. One type, sometimes called ‘mixed hypothetical
syllogisms’, contain a mixture of complex and simple premisses; they en-
compass e.g. arguments of the kind modus ponens.! The other type is the
one to which the present paper is devoted. These arguments variously went
by the names of ‘syllogisms by analogy’, ‘hypothetical syllogisms’, ‘wholly
hypothetical syllogisms’, ‘wholly hypothetical arguments’, ¢ “through three”
arguments’, ‘“through three” syllogisms’. They were thought to make up a

self-contained system of syllogisms or valid arguments.

Accepted September 1999

! I discuss this type of arguments and their system in Stoic philosophy in my ‘Stoic
syllogistic’, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 1996, 133-92.
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The paradigm case of these arguments consists of two conditionals as
premisses, and a third one as conclusion, in which the antecedent clause
of the first premiss is identical with that of the conclusion; the consequent
clause of the first premiss corresponds to the antecedent clause of the sec-
ond premiss; and the consequent clause of the second premiss is identical
with that of the conclusion. The presentation of such arguments, either
schematically or by example, varies slightly in different authors. For instance
we find

si est A est B; at si est B, est C: si igitur est A, necesse est ut sit C. (Boeth. HS
2.9.5 Obertello)

el 10 A, 10 B; €1 10 B, 10 T; el apa 10 A, 10 T’ (Alex. APr. 326.22-3)

el avBponog, xai Ldov- el Lov, Euyuyov: el avBpumnog dpa, Euyvxov ([Amm.]
APr. 67.24-30)

el avBpondg éot, {Pdv éoniv, el LDV dotwv, ovoia éotiv, el &pa &vBpwndg éotiv,
ovaia éotiv (Alex. APr. 326.24-5)

The main contentious point about these arguments is what the ancients
thought their logical form was. Are A, B, C schematic letters for terms or
for propositions? Do the arguments accordingly belong to term logic or
propositional logic?* Is ‘is’ (éom, esf), where it occurs, predicative, exis-
tential, or veridical? That is, should for instance ‘A ¢ot’ be translated as
‘it is an A’, ‘A exists’, ‘As exist’ or ‘It is true/the case that A’? If A, B,
C are term letters, and ‘is’ is predicative, are the conditionals to be under-
stood as some kind of quantified propositions (e.g. ‘If anything is A, it is
B’) or as containing designators (e.g. ‘If this thing here is A, it is B’)?
Evidently, if one cannot answer these questions, one can hardly claim
to know what sort of arguments the hypothetical arguments at issue were.
In fact, all the above-mentioned possibilities have at some time or other
been taken to give the correct description of these arguments. In this paper
I argue that it would be mistaken to assume that in antiquity there was
one prevalent understanding of the logical form of these hypothetical ar-
guments — even if the ancients themselves seem to have thought they were
all talking about the same kind of argument all along. Rather, there was
a complex development in the understanding of these arguments, starting
from a term-logical conception and leading to a propositional-logical one.

* Some authors prefer to talk about sentences and sentence logic; so J. Barnes, in
his comprehensive study ‘Terms and sentences: Theophrastus on hypothetical syllo-
gisms’, Proceedings of the British Academy 69, 1983, 279-326 (T&S). For my pur-
poses here this difference is of minor importance.
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In the following I refer to the arguments under discussion as ‘wholly
hypotheticals’ (abbreviated as ‘WHs’), using this name as a neutral way
of referring to whatever arguments at any particular stage were thought
to belong to this particular class of arguments. Note that, following the

ancient habit, I use the expression to denote formally valid arguments
only.

1. The deductive system of WHs

Before I sketch the historical development of the WHs, let me present the
deductive system the basic wholly hypotheticals (BWHs) were thought
to form (i.e. the system of two-premiss WHs with simple component
clauses). This system is neutral with respect to the different interpretations
or developmental stages of the arguments — a fact that may have facili-
tated the development. The easiest way of conceiving of this system is
perhaps as follows:?

¢ An argument has the syntactic structure of a BWH if it has this form:
it has two premisses and a conclusion, each being a conditional of the
general form ‘If +A, +B’, in which ‘tA’ and ‘tB’ are called the com-
ponents of the conditional (+A is the antecedent component, +B the
consequent component):

Ist premiss If £A, +B
2nd premiss  If +C, D
conclusion If £E, +F

‘+A’ is intended to leave the quality of the component indeterminate.
It indicates that the component may be either a positive component,
(‘A’), or a negative component, (‘-A’). Negative and positive compo-
nents are structurally on a par. (Typically, a negative component would
contain a negative particle such as ‘not’ at a designated position,
whereas a positive component would not contain such a particle.)

e A mode is any schematic presentation of a WH which differs from an
actual WH in that it has letters in place of ordinary language expres-
sions such as nouns or clauses.

* In the presentation of this system I have shamelessly helped myself to similar pre-
sentations by Boethius (De hypotheticis syllogismis (HS) 2.9.1-3.6.4 Obertello) and
Barnes, T&S; but note that Barnes, unlike myself, interprets the system as a system
of sentence logic, not as neutral; that he attributes the whole system to Theophrastus;
and that he gives structural rules that differ from mine.
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» The system contains eight “axiomatic” modes, 1.1-8, namely

1.1 IfAB 1.2 If-A, B 1.3 IfA, -B 14 If -A, -B

If B, C If B, C If -B, C If -B, C
IfAC If -A, C If A, C If -A, C
15 IfA,B 16 If-A, B 1.7 If A, -B 1.8 If -A, -B
If B, -C If B, -C If -B, -C If -B, -C
If A, -C If -A, -C If A, -C If -A, -C

These eight modes are the result of producing all the permutations of
1.1 which one obtains by using a negative component instead of any
one, two, or three different positive components.

e The system of BHWs contains one rule, CR, a conversion rule, which
operates on the conditionals. When applied it switches round the com-
ponents of the conditional and at the same time changes the quality
(negative or positive) of each component. If we use ‘tA*’ to indicate
the qualitative ‘opposite’ of +A, the rule can be presented as

CR If +A, +B
If 1B*, £A*

« By applying CR to the ‘conclusions’ of each of 1.1-8, one obtains
another eight modes, 1.9-16.* By applying CR to the ‘first premisses’
of 1.1-16 one obtains another sixteen modes, 2.1-16. By applying CR
to the ‘second premisses’ of 1.1-16 one obtains another sixteen modes,
3.1-16.° We thus have a system of 48 modes of BWHs.

e Let us call a component without any negation sign it may contain a
bare component (e.g. the bare components of ‘If A, -B’ are ‘A’ and ‘B’);
and let us say that a bare component is in a component, if the latter is
identical with it or surpasses it by a negation sign. It is then a neces-
sary (but not sufficient) condition for an argument of the syntactic struc-
ture of a BWH to be ‘provable’ in the system that the premisses share
one bare component.® Call this the shared component of the argument.

+ Strictly speaking, CR applies to arguments, not modes, and by applying CR to
arguments in modes 1.1-8 one obtains arguments in another eight modes, namely 1.9-
16, and so forth. I put ‘premiss’, ‘conclusion’, etc. in quotes, to indicate this fact.

By applying CR to both the ‘first and second premisses’ of 1.1-16, one ends up
with the same set of modes 1.1-16, with reversed ‘premiss’ order. Similarly, by apply-
ing CR to any ‘premiss’ or ‘conclusion’ of 2.1-16 or 3.1-16 one obtains no new modes.
More modes than 1.1-3.16 cannot be had in the system.

© Axioms 1.1-1.8 each contain a shared component, and any application of CR on
a BWH preserves the bare components in each conditional.
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¢ Call those BWHs in which the shared component is in the antecedent
component in one premiss, in the consequent component in the other,
first figure BWHs; those in which the shared component is in the ante-
cedent component in both premisses, second figure BWHs; and those
in which it is in the consequent component in both premisses, third
figure BWHs.

e A reduction is any use of CR on a premiss of a second or third figure
argument which transforms the argument into a first figure argument;
any use of CR on 1.9-16 arguments which transforms them into argu-
ments of modes 1.1-8; and any two uses of CR that transforms an argu-
ment from 2.9-16 or 3.9-16 to an argument of 1.1-8.

All this may appear to be much ado about very little. However, if, like
the proponents of this system of arguments, one has no concept of sub-
stituting negative for positive components (no concepts of substitution and
instantiation at all, perhaps), this may not be so. Moreover, whereas most
would regard arguments in modes 1.1-1.8 as evidently valid, few would
consider all arguments in modes 1.9-3.16 as evidently valid, and the reduc-
tion by means of CR may thus be seen to provide sufficient reason for
their validity.

The system sketched so far covers BWHs only. The ancients also
allowed for complex wholly hypotheticals, i.e. those with more than two
premisses, of the form ‘If A, By; if B, B,; ... if B,, C; therefore if A, C.
(and any arguments that can obtain this form by changing the order of the
premisses or by using CR on any premisses and/or the conclusion.) These

arguments can be reduced to BWHs by using an inference rule /R (with
nz1)

IR If A, By; if B,, B,... if B,, C; therefore if A, C If A, C; if C, D; therefore if A, D
If A, B,; if B,, B,... if B,, C; if C, D; therefore if A, D.

This is a rule of the cut type.” Such rules were common in antiquity. One
can easily see that the number of modes of complex WHs with three pre-
misses is very large, let alone those of modes of complex WHs with four
or more premisses. The distinction of figures cannot be transferred to com-
plex WHs, except that one may want to call arguments in the above given
‘standard’ form first figure complex WHs.

" In the lower line “therefore if A, C - If A, C;” is cut.
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2. An outline of the development of the wholly hypothetical syllogisms

Our evidence for WHs is patchy and heterogeneous. Any interpretation
should ideally be such that it is consistent with the entire surviving evi-
dence. However, even if one takes all relevant passages into account
(which has, I think, so far not been done), there remain several consistent
interpretations. Decisions between them need to be made on the basis of
philosophical and historical plausibility. It would be too space-consuming
to present all consistent interpretations, and then weigh up their persua-
siveness. Instead, I present a story of the development of the WHs which
I believe consistent with the evidence and historically and philosophically
highly plausible. Two basic ideas form the main connecting thread in this
story. First, many apparent difficulties in the sources disappear once one
realizes that there was not one understanding of the WHs throughout
antiquity, but several, the later ones developing from the earlier. Second,
I assume that in the wake of Aristotle’s term-logical syllogistic this pro-
cess starts out from a term-logical perspective of syllogisms tout court and,
presumably under the influence of Stoic logic, develops into a proposi-
tional-logical understanding. That is — as one would naturally expect — the
direction is from term-logic to propositional logic. In some more detail,
the development, as I envisage it, was as follows:*

The origin of the theory of WHs lies in a passage from Aristotle’s Prior
Analytics. In APr. 1 32 47a28-31 Aristotle gives an example of an argu-
ment in which the conclusion necessarily follows from the premisses (i.e.
which is valid), but which is not a syllogism, since the premisses are not
related in the required way. The argument is:

(1,,) avBpodnou dvtog avdyxm It being the case that being human
Ldov eivan it is necessarily an animal
xat {@dov ovaoiav, and being an animal, a substance,
avBpdrov Gvtog dvaywn being human, it is necessarily a
oboiav eivat substance

Slightly tidied up, its grammatical form (and ‘mode’) would be

(1node) 10D A 8vTog Gvéyxkn 10 B eivan being A, it is necessarily B
100 B 8vtog dvéykn 10 T eivon being B, it is necessarily C
100 A 8vtog avdyxm 10 T elvon being A, it is necessarily C

# 1 restrict myself to WHs of the form 1.1. Peculiarities concerning arguments in
the other modes and questions of reduction will be discussed later in sections 4 to 10.
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with A, B, C for terms. The phrase avéyxm <est> indicates necessitas
consequentiae. According to Aristotle’s remarks in APr. I 32 47a10-40,

the argument would become a proper (and that is categorical) syllogism
if reformulated as

(0..) substance belongs to every animal
animal belongs to every human being
therefore substance belongs to every human being

which is in modus Barbara

(Omoge) C belongs to every B
B belongs to every A
therefore C belongs to every A

From (1) to (0) premisses and conclusion have each been transformed in
the same way. On the assumption that the non-syllogistic valid argument
(1) was regarded as reformulable as (0), it must be possible to understand
it as — more or less — equivalent to (0). Thus premisses and conclusion in
(1) have to be understood as something like

(C,) If anything is T, it is necessary that it is Tg. (with T, and Tg for terms)

i.e. as (expressing) a universally quantified conditional of sorts. This is a
natural way of paraphrasing sentences of the kind ‘T, 8vtoc &vdykn Ty
eivon’.’ For they have exactly two terms (T,, Tg), and there is no singu-
lar subject term explicitly mentioned in either the genitive absolute or the
main clause.

So far what we find in Aristotle. From here a theory of WHs was devel-
oped in a first step as follows: the argument from APr. I 32 was taken as

a paradigm for a specific kind of argument, with standard formulations of
examples and modes:

(2.) el GvBpundg éott, LoV éott, If it is human, it is an animal
el {@ov éotv, odola éotiv, If it is an animal, it is a substance
el dpo EvBpwndg éotiv, oveia éotiv.  Hence, if it is human, it is an
animal
(2mose) €1 A 011, B €0y, Ifitis A, itis B
el B éoty, T éotuy, If it is B, it is C
el dpa A éot, I éotuy. Therefore, if it is A, it is C.

This would be the normal way of straightening out Aristotle’s genitive
absolute in Greek. The necessitas consequentiae is however no longer

° Cf. Arist. Top. 112a17-19, évBponov elvou for ‘something is a man’.
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stated.'” As long as (2) is also still regarded as reformulable as (0), it must
be possible to paraphrase its conditionals as universally quantified, now
as

(C;") If anything is T,, it is Ts.

This is again a natural reading, as there are again exactly two terms per
conditional, and no explicit mention of a subject. From arguments of the
form (2,,.¢) a whole system of WHs was developed along the lines of the
previous section. Since what was at issue is the relation between terms,
for brevity, the arguments and their modes were also presented as

(2°.) el &vBpanog, {dov, If human being, animal
et {@ov, ovoia, If animal, substance
el Gpa &vBponog, ovoia. Therefore, if human being,
substance
(2 moce) E1 70 A, 10 B, IfA, B
et10 B, 10T, If B, C
el apo 10 A, 10 T Therefore, if A, C

Again, understanding the premisses and conclusion as conditionals of type
(C)") seems natural. However, once the standard formulations (2) and (2°)
are generally adopted, even though (C, ) may be a natural reading of the
conditionals taken in isolation (and is required for reformulation as (0) ),
there are several ways of understanding the whole arguments. They are
bound up with different ways of relating the six — implicit — grammatical
subjects in the argument to each other. In a complete WH the cross-refer-
ring can happen in three ways:

(A) (A)) (A7)

If anything is T,, it is Ts If anything is T,, it is Ts If anything is T,, it is Ty

If anything is Ty, it is T¢ If it is Tg, it is T¢ If it is Tg, it is Tc

Hence, if anything is Hence, if anything is Hence, if it is Ty, Ta,
TAv it is T(‘ it is TC it is T(‘

If one tried to construct three — very roughly — corresponding complex
propositions in the style of modern predicate logic the following would
perhaps come closest:

0 If avéyxm in APr. 1 32 47a28-31 (= 1.,) had the function of an Aristotelian neces-
sity operator, the categorical propositions in the reformulation (= 0) were perhaps all
necessary propositions. In that case the modal operators from (1) may have been delib-
erately dropped at some point, and the applicability of the system thus widened.
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(T)) [Vx [Fx = Gx] & Vx [Gx = Hx] ] = Vx [Fx — Hx]
(T)) [Vx [ [Fx = Gx] & [Gx = Hx] ] ] — Vx [Fx — Hx]
(T,™) Vx [ [ [Fx = Gx] & [Gx = Hx] ] = [Fx - Hx] ]

But whereas the propositional formulae (T,), (T,"), and (T,”") would be
considered as tautologies and as equivalent to each other, there are some
logically relevant differences between the three argument forms (A)),
(A/%), and (A;™"). (A)) can be reformulated in modus Barbara (see above),
transforming the conditionals one by one; (A,"), and (A,™") cannot. (A,™)
is in fact not an argument in a strict sense, since it does not have a detach-
able conclusion (premisses and conclusion being as it were in the scope
of one universal quantifier) — although this fact would not be apparent in
the Greek formulation, and hence would not necessarily have been rec-
ognized by the ancient logicians. And whereas (A,) may have been used
in order to establish a relation between terms (T,, Tg) on the basis of
other relations between terms (T,, Ty and Ty, Tc), (A,™) could also be
understood as establishing some fact about a particular thing — only that
it has been left indeterminate which thing it is. A change in the under-
standing of arguments of type (2) from (A,) to (A,"") may have led to a
more significant change the understanding of the logical form of the
WHs.

This change takes place at some point after the WHs are no longer
regarded as needing reformulation as (0) in order to count as syllogisms,
but are taken to be arguments that are valid because of their own specific
form (and in the case of WHs of modes 1.1-8 as evidently so). It is per-
haps triggered by bigger changes in the understanding of logic generally,
its tasks and its justifications. Thus in Hellenistic philosophy it is no longer
a fundamental task of syllogistic to provide necessary truths, derived from
prior necessary truths, which involve generic terms only; this may be reflected
in the fact that syllogisms which yield conclusions about individual things
became the standard examples. Moreover, Platonists take Plato as highest
authority in matters of logic, and seek to attest the use of all kinds of syl-
logisms by Plato in his dialogues. An interest in WH-type arguments that
deal with individual things may have arisen either way. In any case, at
some point the interpretation of arguments of the linguistic forms (2) and
(2°) changed, so that conditionals ‘if (it is) Ty, (it is) Ty’ are now read as
of the logical form:

(C,) IfSis Ty, Sis Ts. (with S as singular term and logical subject)

and the whole arguments as of the logical form:
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(A,) If Sis Ta, Sis Tg;
if Sis Tg, S is Tg;
therefore, if S is Ta, S is Tc.

This new understanding may have been arrived at in two different ways:
either each individual conditional in reading (A,) may have obtained a
new understanding, from (C,) to (C,); or (A,;”) ‘If anything is T,, it is
Ts...” may have been taken as some sort of general schema, in which
individual arguments can be instantiated: ‘If it (i.e. this thing S) is T,, it
is Tg...”. Whichever way the change happened, the resulting form (A,)
differs in a logically significant way from (A,;) — (A,”). For now the first
conditional in the argument is taken to contain a (hidden) designator in
its antecedent clause; and in its consequent clause the same designator or
a cross-reference to what the designator in the antecedent clause desig-
nates. The remaining conditionals contain in their antecedent and conse-
quent clauses either the same designator or cross-references to a previous
occurrence of it. (As a result every clause of the argument has the same
referent.) Replacing all cross-references by the designator, we obtain inde-
pendent component sentences in the antecedent clause and consequent clause.
Thus we now have three (instead of the previous two) terms in each con-
ditional: two generic predicate terms, and one singular term which occurs
as subject term in both clauses of the conditional. This latter term may be
wholly implicit, as in arguments of the linguistic form (2) or (2°). But it
can also be explicit, in examples such as:

(2/3.0) If the One has no parts, it does not have a limit.
If it does not have a limit, it does not partake in shape.
Therefore, if the One has no parts, neither does it partake in shape.

Here interpretations (A;) to (A,”") are no longer possible.

From this stage in the development of WHs to propositional logic it is
only one step. For every conditional of the form (C.) also has the form

(Cy) IfP, Q. (with P and Q for propositions)
and every argument of the form (A,) also has the form
(A3) If P, Q:
if Q, R;
therefore if P, R.

If we assume that the logic of WHs was expounded mainly by means of
examples (not with argument schemata — at least there no longer occur any
schematic presentations of WHs in the relevant sources), we can see how
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this is only a matter of switching perspective as to what for the validity
of a WH are the logically relevant components of the conditionals. Take

the above example (2/3.,). So far it has been interpreted as an argument
of form (A,):

If the One is T,, it (i.e. the One) is Tj.
If it (i.e. the One) is Tg, it (i.e. the One) is Tec.
Therefore, if the One is T,, it (i.e. the One) is Tc.

Now consider first that the logicians of the time have available the con-
cept of conditionals of the form (C;) ‘If P, Q’, and second that they accept
as valid arguments of forms such as ‘If P, Q; P; therefore Q’. Such logi-
cians would presumably be tempted to read the form of the example
(2/3.,), instead of as.(A,), as (A;). But once arguments such as (2/3.,) have
been accepted as valid because they have form (A;), of course also argu-
ments which have different subject terms in antecedent and consequent of
the conditionals can be allowed, e.g.

(3.) If the sun is above the earth, it is day.
If it is day, it is light.
Therefore, if the sun is above the earth, it is light.

And at that point we have reached a full propositional-logical under-
standing of the WHs. This is the story of the historical development of
WHs I suggest. There are from the point of view of logic two equally
important steps in this development: one from an understanding of the
conditionals in terms of universal quantification to an understanding of
them in terms of designators (from (A,)-(A,) to (A;), or stage I to stage
2); the other from a term-logical perspective to a propositional-logical one
(from (A,) to (A;), or stage 2 to stage 3). In the following I hope to move
from fiction to fact and to substantiate the story with our extant texts on

WHs, at the same time providing more details about the respective theo-
ries at each stage.

3. The evidence

In order to keep the main part of the paper as uncluttered as possible with
historical and philological interruptions, I here adduce separately a brief
survey of the available evidence, together with some general remarks
about the nature of the sources. Apart from one detailed work on hypo-
thetical syllogisms (Boethius’ De hypotheticis syllogismis, HS), our iden-
tifiable sources are all either commentaries on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics
(by Alexander, Philoponus, [Ammonius], and various scholia), or belong
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to a tradition of very brief outlines of the entire Peripatetic-Platonist syl-
logistic (e.g. in Alcinous, Didasc. ch. 6). The two groups overlap. This ori-
gin of the passages on WHs already hints at the fact that the WHs and
their development are a specifically Peripatetic-Platonist affair. There is
no evidence that the Stoics ever distinguished such a kind of argument."
WHs are absent in all our main sources for Stoic logic, such as Sextus
Empiricus, Diogenes Laertius, Gellius or even Galen.

Theophrastus is the first philosopher we know to have dealt systemat-
ically with WHs. We do not have any direct evidence for his theory, but
are dependent on reports of much later authors. Alexander’s Commentary
on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics is the earliest extant work in which WHs
are mentioned. Alexander wrote almost 500 years after Theophrastus.
Much happened in logic in the meantime, although we have little first-
hand evidence. Stoic propositional logic, an enormous, elaborate, system,
had been developed in the 3rd and 2nd centuries BC. It had been studied
by Peripatetics at least from the first century BC onwards. As a result,
post-Theophrastean interpretations of early Peripatetic logic and later
developments within Peripatetic logic are coloured by their authors’ knowl-
edge of propositional logic. All this can be clearly witnessed in the devel-
opment of modus ponens type arguments. However, the WHs are a special
case, since there was no Stoic model for them, and hence the influence of
Stoic propositional logic on the WHs is more subtle and less tangible than
in the case of other types of arguments.

Using the Aristotle commentators as evidence for the logic of their time
or for the history of logic up to any particular commentator is generally
a difficult enterprise. Alexander, and presumably most of the commen-
tators, were perfectly familiar with contemporary logic. They were all
acquainted at least with the elements of Stoic logic. (Alexander has de-
tailed first-hand knowledge of it.) They all report views of logicians that
wrote long before their time (such as Theophrastus, Eudemus, Chrysippus,
Galen, Alexander), and we may conjecture that the works of some ‘inter-
mediate Peripatetics’, such as Boethus and Aristo, and Alexander’s teacher
Herminus (who wrote on the Prior Analytics), also left their traces. We
can thus assume neither that everything we find in a commentator’s text
which is not marked as someone else’s view is contemporary logic, or the
commentator’s view; nor that what is marked as some earlier philoso-

" Cf. my ‘The Stoics on hypotheses and hypothetical arguments’, Phronesis 1997,
299-312.
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pher’s view is uncontaminated by later developments. Commentators are
intrinsically conservative, and seldom flag what is their own view, or their
innovation. They tend to adopt, adapt, improve, expand, shorten, summa-
rize, juxtapose, criticise, misinterpret, or misunderstand what they find in
their predecessors. Thorough reading of the commentaries strongly sug-
gests that overall consistency or even homogeneity of view in one book
was not sought, or if sought, was certainly not achieved. Commentators
are conservative also in the sense that their main goal is to present and
explicate the views of Aristotle to their contemporaries. Hence Aristotelian
terminology and approach may prevail even where modern terminology
and later theories on the same topic exist and are known to the commen-
tator. As a result of all this we frequently find in different parts of a com-
mentary, or even side by side, bits of textual exegesis from different
epochs, without any mention of the fact. This becomes obvious for ex-
ample in the many inconsistencies, in the frequent use of parallel sets of
technical terms, lists of alternative explanations of a passage or phrase,
simply connected by ‘or else . ..’ or ‘perhaps rather . . .’, often without the
commentator taking a stand himself. Occasionally we find two or more
interpretations of an Aristotle passage, all plainly inadequate. Another
peculiar feature in the commentaries (which is the upshot of the com-
mentators’ acquaintance with contemporary and historical views, and the
fact that it is Aristotle whom they explain) is that we may find two or
even more nomenclatures (Aristotelian, early Peripatetic, Stoic, later Peri-
patetic) blended together in one and the same passage but still describing
conflicting or ill-matching bits of theories.

All this makes it extremely difficult to date individual comments or pas-
sages with any reasonable precision (except in some cases where parallel
information from other datable authors is available). Temporal ranking of
passages is sometimes possible, as well as separating out different strands
and traditions of influences, and establishing dependencies of one com-
mentator on another, or on a shared source. The fact remains that most
commentators present some sort of historical mosaic, where the origin of
many individual elements can be ascertained if at all only approximately.
For the history of the WHs this means more specifically that different pas-
sages from the same commentator may belong to different developmental
stages. We cannot simply take a passage from one part of the book in
order to sort out one from another part, nor can we assume that a partic-
ular passage actually presents the view of the commentator on WHs; and

generally, the historical claims of the commentators have to be viewed
with a critical eye.



100 SUSANNE BOBZIEN

Here is a list of the surviving evidence on WHs, in what I consider
their rough historical order. My account of their development is based on
this classification. The ordering here can be no more than approximate,
because one and the same passage often conflates material from different
periods. In the list I indicate material of earlier origin in a passage as ‘a
source of x’. (The developmental stages are added in brackets.)

e Arist. APr. 1 32 47a10-40, in particular 28-30 (stage 0)

+ a source of Alex. APr. 347.15-348.23 (together with Alex. APr. 22.25-30); a

source of Alex. APr. 326.8-14, 20-2, 328.1-5; a source of Philop. APr. 302.14-

15; a source of Anon. Latin Scholium in APr. I 29 (Minio-Paluello); a source

of [Amm] APr. 67.24-30 (stage 1)

Boethius HS 2.9.1-3.6.4; a source of Anon. Greek Scholium in Org. (Waitz);

(stage la)'"”

a source of Alex. APr. 326.20-328.6; Philop. APr. 302.6-23; [Amm] APr.

67.24-30, Anon. Latin Scholium in APr. 1 29 (stage 1b)

» Alcin. Didasc. 158.23-7, 159.7-24 (stage 2)

o Alex. APr. 374.21-35 (stages 1/2/3)

o Alex. APr. 330.28-30, 265.13-19, 348.9-19; 390.16-19 (stages 1/2/3)

« Philop. APr. 413.8-24; Boethius HS 1.6.2-3, 1.8.6-9.1; Anon. Greek Scholium
in Org. (Waitz) (stages 1/2/3)

« Philop. APr. 243.11-36; Scholium in Amm. APr. X1.1-6; (stage 3)"

I now begin with the story, telling it in what I consider the chronological
order of events.

4. Aristotle expanded: Theophrastus and the first generation of Peripatetics

There is a passage in Alexander which is evidence that someone in anti-
quity (presumably before Alexander) thought that Aristotle’s second
example in APr I 32 was a WH." Alexander reports three alternative

2 Among the medieval sources, Garlandus Compotista Dialectica 6; Abelard
Dialectica; Walter Burleigh De Puritate Artis Logicae, Tractatus Longior; Holobolos
trl. of Boethius® HS all follow Boethius, and thus preserve stage I (see K. lerodiako-
nou, ‘The Hypothetical Syllogisms in the Greek and Latin Medieval Traditions’,
Cabhiers de L'institut du Moyen-age Grec et Latin 66, Copenhagen 1996, 96-116).

'* A number of Byzantine texts, in the tradition of Philop. APr. 243.11-36, are fur-
ther evidence for stage 3: Anon. Log.&Quadr. 38 30.16-32.7 Heiberg; Psellus, Scholia
in APr., f£.120v-121r (Vat. gr. 209) = ff.158v-159r (Vat. gr. 243); Blemmydes 'Emitoph
Aoyixfic 973-980; Holobolos’ Scholia on Boethius® HS (cf. D.Z. Nikitas, 1982);
John Pediasimus in APr. 43.31-45.8; two anonymi (see lerodiakonou, ‘Medieval
Traditions’).

'* The passage implies that Alexander thought that Aristotle himself knew and dis-
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explanations of this passage (Alex. APr. 347.15-348.23); the second con-
nects Aristotle’s example (quoted in section 2) with the wholly hypothet-
ical arguments:

Evidently he means by these <sentences> also that the so-called ‘through three’
argument has its consequence <that it being the first, it is the third> from neces-
sity, but not syllogistically, and that neither the ‘through three’ argument nor gen-
erally the so-called wholly hypothetical is a syllogism. This may perhaps rather
be the reason why in the case of the example ‘again, if it being a human being
it is necessary for it to be an animal’ he said ‘but this has not yet been syllo-
gized — for the premisses are not related in the way we have said’, for they were
taken neither probatively's nor universally. For there would be a syllogism if they
were taken in this way: ‘every human being is an animal, every animal a sub-
stance’. But taken in the above way, that which results is necessary but it does
not result syllogistically, since every syllogism sets out to show that something
belongs or does not belong.'® (Alex. APr. 348.9-19)

Thus Aristotle’s ‘it being a human being it is necessary for it to be an
animal’ (&vBpdnov dvtog dvéryxn {Pov elvar) was considered as the premiss
of a WH, and hence as an alternative way of saying ‘if it is a human
being, it is an animal’ (ei &vBpwndg éot, {Pov éon).!” An argument with
this conditional as first premiss and ‘if it is an animal, it is a substance’
as second premiss is regarded as becoming a proper syllogism if refor-
mulated as ‘every human being is an animal, every animal a substance,
etc.” (rag avBponog Ldov, etc.).

This is supported by a comment by Alexander on the t® tadta eivon
clause of Aristotle’s definition of the syllogism (Arist. APr. 24b20), in

cussed WHs as a particular type of arguments (and so do some other passages, e.g.
Philop. APr. 413.8-24), but this may be little more than wishful thinking.

'* The use of dewxtikdg instead of a form of xamyopikdg, suggests an early origin
for this passage.

16 &nkog 8¢ ot S ToVTWV Kol TOV Sk tptmv keyouevov Abyov €€ avéykng pév keymv
Exewv 10 éndpevov 10 100 TphTov dvtog TO ‘tpl‘tOV elvat, oV pilv suAAOYIGTIKGG, 008 elvat
1oV St Tp1@V Adyov cuAAoyIopOV 0V8E SAwg TOV 81 BAwv VroBeTikov Aeydpevov. 810 xal
paAdov ddvatan éri 100 mopadeiypatog 10d “ndhv el dvBpdrov dviog dvayxn Ldov
elvor” eipnkévar 10 “GAL" obre cuvAleldyiotan od yap Exovorv al npotdoelg, g
einopev”, 0T1 pi deiktikdg unde xabdiov el.ntp()ncow £otan yap ovAhoyioude, av ovtw
AngBado “ndg &vBpanog Ldov, nav LPov ovoia” Exeww; b3 Kn(peevrmv avayxouov pev
10 supPaivov 0¥ pNv cVALOYIoTIKDG, énel Tag o\)}»)\,oylcuog KELToL LRAPYEY §j pn Lrdp-
XEW delkvivat.

7 Philop. APr. 413.8-24 (discussed in section 8), too, calls an argument with con-

ditionals in genitive absolute formulation, as in Arist. APr. I 32, a syllogism ‘through
three’.
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which Alexander connects the clause with APr I 32: ‘and <it is> also because
of arguments which do not have canonical premisses and which must be
transformed in order for there to be a syllogism,” and after having adduced
Aristotle’s first illustrative argument continues: ‘The conclusion does not
come about “inasmuch as the premisses are the case”; rather, the pre-
misses must be transformed.” (Alex. APr. 22.25-30).

In Aristotle’s second example — we can assume — ‘it being a human
being it is necessary for it to be an animal’ needs to be transformed to
‘every human being is an animal’ (cf. Alex. APr. 347.10-14). This trans-
formation requires that the terms of the conditionals be made determinate.
In the first premiss of the WH ‘human being’ is indeterminate as to its
quantity. In the transformed version ‘every human being is an animal’ it
is determinate, namely universal — and only when understood in this way
is the original argument a syllogism. The WHs of mode 1.1 are thus not
assumed to be proper syllogisms as they stand, since they do not have
the right form (parallel to what Aristotle says in APr. I 32). They become
proper syllogisms only when their premisses and conclusion are suitably
transformed (uetaAneBivai). So far the commentary on Arist. APr. I 32,

I now turn to Theophrastus’ theory of WHs. I imagine Theophrastus’
logical activities as mainly systematizing and expanding on Aristotle’s logic,
always remaining close to his teacher’s theory. He studied the Prior Analytics
carefully, and elaborated on many of those types of arguments which
Aristotle mentions or hints at, but which he does not discuss in the
Organon: various kinds of syllogisms from a hypothesis (some of which
became later the ‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogisms), prosleptic syllogisms
and WHs.

We know very little about Theophrastus’ position on WHs. Our direct
evidence comes from a couple of passages in Alexander (Alex. APr. 326.8-
12, 20-2, 328.2-5), from Philoponus (Philop. APr. 302.6-19), and from a
Latin Scholium in APr. (Arist. Lat. vol. 3.4 pp. 320.7-16 Minio-Paluello),
henceforth the ‘Latin Scholium’." In all these texts later views about the
WHs are known to the authors and where exactly Theophrastus’ view ends
and the more modern view begins is often not clear. Philoponus writes:

Theophrastus called ‘wholly hypothetical’ those <syllogisms> which take both
the premisses and the conclusion from a hypothesis.'” (Philop. APr. 302.9-10)

'8 This scholium belongs to the group of Latin Scholia in APr. which J. Shiel
believes to be translations by Boethius of the (lost) commentary on APr. I by [Philoponus];
J. Shiel, Vivarium 1982, 188-141.

19 8¢ 6Aov 8¢ LmoBetixoLg EkGAel O OedPPUGTOG TOUG KL TG MPOTACELG Kl TO
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And Alexander reports:

The wholly hypotheticals, which Theophrastus calls ‘<syllogisms> by analogy’,
such as are those called ‘through three’® (Alex. APr. 326.8-9)

and just before he presents his own view on the WHs:

But the wholly hypotheticals are reduced to the three above-mentioned figures
<i.e. of categorical syllogisms> in a different manner, as Theophrastus has shown
in the first book of his Prior Analytics.*' (APr. 326.20-2)

and immediately after he has presented his own view on the figures of the
WHs:

However Theophrastus in the first book of his Analytics says that in the case of
the wholly hypotheticals the second figure is the one in which the premisses begin
from the same <term> and end in different ones, whereas the third is the one in
which the premisses begin from different <terms> but end in the same. But we
set them out the other way around.? (Alex. APr. 328.2-5)

From these passages we can infer that Theophrastus acknowledged those
arguments which were later called ‘wholly hypothetical’ as a special kind
of syllogisms, and that he discussed them, their figures and their reduc-
tion, in his Prior Analytics. We have no examples for Theophrastean WHs
or conditionals. But since Alexander in his report on WHs (below, sec-
tion 6) mentions no differences between his and Theophrastus’ theory of
WHs besides the order of the figures, it appears that there were no obvi-
ous discrepancies in linguistic appearance between Theophrastus’ WHs
and those Alexander presents. Thus I presume that his (basic) WHs con-
sist of two hypothetical premisses and a hypothetical conclusion,? that
they have three terms in their premiss-pairings, of which exactly one is

cvpnépacpa €€ bmobBéceng AapPdvoviag, see also Philop. APr. 302.6-7 and cf. the
Latin Scholium ‘Dicit autem (i.e. Theophrastus) “per totum hypotheticos” qui et propo-
sitiones omnes et conclusionem habent hypotheticam . . .’

2 o1 8’ Shav broBetixoi, ovg Oedppoctog kKt dvoloyioy Aéyet, olol elatv ot Sid
tp1dv Aeyopevor. That Theophrastus called them ‘syllogisms’ is clear from the context,
e.g. Alex. APr. 326.12-14, quoted below.

2! avdyovtar pévtot kai ot 8i Bhwv broBetikoi &g T Tpic T& Mpoepnpévar oxfpaTo
GAAo TpOTY, (g Kal Oedppactog Séderxev €v 1d mpdT @V Mpotépwy GvVaAVTIKGY.

2 QedppaoTtog PEVTOL €V T TPoTépw TAV "Avalvtikdv dedtepov oyiipa Aéyel év Tolg
81 6Awv drobetixoig elvat, év & dpyduevar Grd 10d ovTod ol mpotdioelg AMyovoty eig
1epa, Tpitov 8¢, &v & and Srapdpwv dpxduevar Myovoty eig TadTév. dvdmaity &' fueig
£EeOépeha.

# This is also suggested by Philop. APr. 302.9-10 and the Latin Scholium (quoted
above).
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shared by the premisses, and that the linguistic form e.g. of arguments in
mode 1.1 was something like ‘If <it is> T,, <it is> Ty; if <it is> Ty, <it
is> T¢; therefore if <it is> T,, <it is> T¢.” I assume that Theophrastus
considered his WHs as term-logical, since (i) nothing in our evidence
speaks against this assumption, (ii) the theories that developed from his
were term-logical (see below), and (iii) his claim of the reducibility of the
WHs to categorical syllogisms makes a lot more sense that way (see
below). It is possible that Theophrastus developed his theory from the above-
quoted Aristotle passage, since the passages that include reports of Theo-
phrastus’ views on WHs, and which evolved from his theory, use this very
example, if in conditional formulation (Alex. APr. 326.24-5, the Latin
Scholium).**

From Alexander’s third passage (Alex. APr. 328.2-5, see above) we can
further infer that Theophrastus distinguished three figures of WHs, and
what they were. Since Alexander mentions no difference between Theo-
phrastus’ and his own view about the first figure, we can assume that
(at least on the surface) there was none. The order of the terms in Theophras-
tus’ first figure premiss pairings should thus be AB, BC. His three figures
then have the following order of terms in their premiss pairings: (1) AB,
BC; (2) BA, BC; (3) AB, CB. The figures thus display a superficial struc-
tural similarity to those of Aristotle’s categorical syllogisms based on the
position of the shared or middle term: Aristotle formulated his categori-
cal propositions characteristically with the predicate term before the sub-
ject term, e.g. ‘A does not belong to some B’.>* If we restrict ourselves
to the order of the terms in Aristotle’s syllogisms, we can schematically
present the premiss pairings of the three categorical figures as (1) CB, BA;
(2) BC, BA; (3) CB, AB.* The analogy between the figures of the WHs
and those of the categorical syllogisms is thus plain.

This explanation tallies with what Philoponus suggests about Theo-
phrastus’ first figure:

For when we say ‘if A, also B, if B, also C” and conclude ‘hence if A, also C’,
then A is analogous to the minor term, i.e. the subject, B to the middle, which
is predicated of A and subject of C, which is analogous to the major term; hence
this will be the first figure.”’ (Philop. APr. 302.16-19)

* It seems that Theophrastus proceeded in a similar way with the so called proslep-
tic premisses and syllogisms, which are based on Aristotle APr. 49b14-33, esp. 49b27-
30, 58a29-32, b8-10; 58b37-8, 59a28-9.

» e.g. Arist. APr. 25a17-18, 25b37-9, 26a23. This form of wording was adopted
by Theophrastus, cf. Alex. APr. 31.4-10, Philop. APr. 48.11-18.

% Cf. e.g. Arist. APr. I 32 47b1-7.

7 Srav yap einopev “gl 10 A, kai 10 T, i 10 B, xai 10 I elto cupnepdvopey “el 1o
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Philoponus is slightly sloppy here. To bring out this analogy to the first
figure categorical syllogisms (‘C belongs to. .. B; B belongs to... A; C
belongs to ... A’) more clearly, I add indices ‘wy’ and ‘cs’ to indicate to
which type of syllogism Philoponus each time refers:

... then Ay, is analogous to the minor termcs, i.e. the subjectcs, By, to the
middlecs, which is predicated of Acs and subject of Ccs, <and Cy,> is analogous
to the major termes; hence this will be the first figure.

Thus the WH consequent term is analogous to the major term, the WH
antecedent term to the minor term in the (conclusions of the) categorical
syllogisms. If we add this analogy to Alexander’s statement about
Theophrastus’ 2nd and 3rd WH-figures, we receive the following extended
picture of the analogy between the figures (with the indexes ‘y’ and ¢’
to indicate the major and minor terms respectively, B for the middle
term, and ‘of’ as short for ‘is predicated of’):

First Figure Second Figure Third Figure

Cuof B IfA,B B of Cy If B, A Cu of B If A,B
B of A, IfB,C B of A, If B, C A, of B IfC, B
Cuof A, IfAC Cuof A, IfAC Cuof A, IfAC

The most vexing question about Theophrastus’ WHs is how he envisaged
them to be reduced to categorical syllogisms. Alexander’s report (quoted
above), that Theophrastus thought that they ‘are reduced to the three
above-mentioned figures <i.e. of categorical syllogisms> in a different
manner’ is supported by several other passages. Philoponus writes:

Theophrastus says that these <i.e. the wholly hypotheticals, cf. Philop. APr. 302.13>,
too, can be reduced to the three figures.?® (Philop. APr. 302.14-15)

and the Latin Scholium has:

A dpa, kai 10 I, avoloyel 1 pev A éAdttovt Spe kol brokepéve, 10 8¢ B péow xotn-
Yopoupéve pév tod A brokeéve St 19 I, dnep dvakoyel peifovi Spw- bote obtng fotan
70 npdtov oxfipe. This analogy with minor and major term of the categorical syllo-
gisms is absent in Alexander, from whom Philoponus seems to have drawn for some
of what he says about WHs; it may thus be Theophrastus’ own. (In any case we would
expect this correspondence of terms for WH-mode 1.1 and modus Barbara.) Note how-
ever that immediately afterwards Philoponus wrongly attributes Alexander's order of
the 2nd and 3rd figures to Theophrastus, and that the analogy may originate from a
later time.

B Eheye 8t 0 OedppacTog d11 SVvavtat kol obTol Lo & Tpla CxApaTe dvéyesOan.
‘Reduced to the three figures’ means that each such syllogism reduces to at least one
of these figures — as is clear from the context in Aristotle APr. 1 29, i.e. the passage
on which all the texts on reduction are comments (in particular APr. 45b38-41).
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Here Theophrastus tries to argue otherwise, claiming that the wholly hypotheti-
cal syllogisms do not require this manner <of reduction>. (T 113D)

There is moreover a parallel passage in [Amm.] APr. 67.24-31:

... not only the hypothetical syllogisms that are mixed from a categorical and a
hypothetical syllogism are reduced to the three figures by means of the categor-
ical <syllogism>, but also the wholly hypothetical ones (if human, animal; if ani-
mal, animate; hence if human, animate) and the prosleptic syllogisms are reduced
to the three figures; . .. but the wholly hypothetical syllogisms and the proslep-
tic syllogisms do not belong to the three figures by means of something else, as
all the mixed hypotheticals, but because of their own structure.*

The context of the passages makes clear that the way in which the WHs
are not reduced is that in which the ‘other syllogisms from a hypothe-
sis’ are reduced (Arist. APr. 1 42), i.e. those which have a categorical sec-
ond premiss. The latter were traditionally reduced by selection (éxAoyn),
i.e. by proving the categorical premiss through a categorical syllogism by
selecting a middle term for this premiss.’’ The syllogism from a hypoth-
esis has then — indirectly — been proved by a categorical syllogism and is
thus reduced to one of the categorical figures. This method does not work
for the WHs, because they have no categorical premiss and a categori-
cal syllogism can have no hypothetical conclusion.” It is less easy to say
what the reduction of WHs to categorical syllogisms did consist in. The
[Ammonius] passage suggests that it works not by the addition of further
premisses, but by means of the structure of the WHs, presumably by trans-
forming one or more of its premisses.

» ‘hic Theophrastus conatur redarguere, per totum hypotheticos syllogismos
inquiens non indigere huiusmodi via.” (T 113D)

0 .. o) pdvov ot broBetikol ot pIKTOL K KaTNYOP1KoD GVALOYIGROD kai LroBeTikod
elc T Tplo oyfpoo dvédyovtan Sid pécov 100 kamyoptkod dAAY kai ot 8t' Shov broBetikoi-
el avBpanog, xoi {@ov: el {Pov, Euyvyov: el avBpomog Gpo Epyuyov: xai ol katd
npooAnyiv 8¢ culloyiopol eig t& tpio oxfipata Gvdyovial . .. kai ovdE S pécov
GAdov gic & Tpia oynpato teAodot ot S Bhov vrobetikol kai ol katd mPOSANYLY,
ka@dmep mavieg ol piktol brobetikoi, dAAG S1& v nhoxnv v oikeiav. (The same
example occurs in Boethius HS 2.9.6.) I assume that this passage reports a thought
that ultimately goes back to Theophrastus, since the prosleptic syllogisms were as far
as we know Theophrastus’ invention (passages on prosleptic syllogisms are collected
as T 110 A-D in Fortenbaugh), and Theophrastus is the only philosopher who is said
to have held that the WHs reduce differently from the later so called mixed hypo-
thetical syllogisms.

3 Cf. Barnes, T&S, 386 n. 3, 387 n. 1.

2 So pointed out rightly by the author of the Latin Scholium.
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We cannot rule out entirely that Theophrastus’ reduction of the WHs
to categorical syllogisms consisted in nothing but pointing out the super-
ficial structural similarity between them which I outlined above. I prefer
to think that he thought that this analogy provided the basis for a reduc-
tion of a logically more significant kind. If Theophrastus considered Arist.
APr. 1 32 as presenting the core idea of such a reduction, which would
be unfolded along the lines of the above-quoted commentary on the pas-
sage (Alex. APr. 348), then we can assume a closer relation at least between
modus Barbara and WH-mode 1.1.%

A WH would reduce to a categorical syllogism in this stronger sense,
if its validity was derived from the latter; that is, if one can logically trans-
form it into a categorical syllogism. Or at least it must be possible to
understand it in such a way that it logically follows from the categorical
syllogism. This can be done in any straightforward sense only if the argu-
ments are understood as term-logical and as involving some sort of uni-

versal quantification; e.g. a WH of mode 1.1 must be taken roughly along
the lines of

(A)) If anything is T,, it is Ty; if anything is Tj, it is Tc; therefore if anything
is Ty, it is Tc.

We should hence understand the Theophrastean conditionals accordingly,
and as logically transformable to categorical propositions of the form
‘Every T,is Ty’ .

In a related context it has been objected to such a logical transformation
that a proposition ‘If it (i.e. anything) is T,, it is Tz’ does not imply the
existence of anything that is T,, whereas Aristotle’s ‘Every T, is Tg’ does.*
Now, it is true that an Aristotelian universal premiss ‘Every T, is Ty’ implies
the existence of things that are T, and things that are T, and also that a uni-
versally quantified conditional such as Vx ((x is T,) — (x is Tg)) does not

3 A much later text (Anon. Log.&Quadr. 38 30.16-20) claims that WHs of mode
1.1 are distinguished from categorical syllogisms in modus Barbara only in that they
conclude on the basis of hypotheses.

¥ Barnes, T&S pp. 316-17. Barnes points out that Boethius in HS 1.2.2 makes a
remark to the effect of non-equivalence of these kinds of sentences. Boethius clearly
wants to argue that there is a difference between ‘man is an animal’ and ‘If it is a
man, it is an animal’, but I am unsure about the exact point Boethius intends to make;
and even if the point is the one Barnes assumes, this does not say anything about
Theophrastus’ understanding of WHs some 1000 years earlier. (Boethius does not use
the Aristotelian way of expressing universal sentences (Every A is B), but the Platonist
way (A is B), which becomes common only in the 2nd century AD).
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imply the existence of either T,s or Tgs, or of any thing at all. However,
I doubt that this affects Theophrastus’ conditionals in the WHs. For they
are not defined as the universal closure of an open conditional. They were
most probably phrased as

el &vBpwndg <dom>, [POv <éotr> (if <it is a> human being, then <it is an>
animal)

and this kind of sentence could have been understood in all manner of
ways; in particular, I suggest, as:

If it (i.e. anything) is one of the human beings, it is also one of the animals.™

Thus understood, a hypothetical proposition ‘If it is T,, it is Ty’ is logi-
cally equivalent to a categorical proposition ‘Every T, is Ty’. Both can
be paraphrased as ‘If anything is T,, it is Tg; and there are things that are
T, and things that are Ts.” I conjecture then — on the grounds that it is
compatible with all the evidence and gives a plausible story — that Theo-
phrastus understood the conditionals in his WHs in this way. A WH of
mode 1.1 can then indeed be reduced to a modus Barbara syllogism.

It still needs to be determined how the remaining kinds of WHs reduce
to categorical syllogisms. We do not know how many kinds Theophrastus
distinguished. But since his theory includes three figures of WHs, we can
assume that it also provides for several modes in each figure. There are
two very different ways in which one can imagine the reduction of the
arguments in the remaining modes. One is very neat, the other very mud-
dled. Neither is wholly satisfactory, and the following remarks are con-
jectural only.

The neat way works on the assumption that all WH modes can either
be ‘reduced’ to modus Barbara or to other WH modes that can be thus
‘reduced’. The reduction of WHs to WHSs can be conceived of as set out
in section 1 above. With a conversion rule in place, arguments in modes
1.9-3.16 are reduced by conversion to arguments in modes 1.1-8. Argu-
ments in modes 1.1-8 are reduced to modus Barbara. For such reductions
to be possible, both conversion and the negative components of the con-
ditionals need to be understood in a particular way.

3 No examples with terms that denote the empty class have been transmitted; hence
we have no convenient test case. But the suggested reading finds some support in the
fact that Philoponus, when giving the conclusion in the scheme for the third figure (in
Philoponus’ counting) writes i un 10 A &pa, ovde Ti 1@v I, *hence if not A, one of the
Cs’ (Philop. APr. 302.22-23). 10 A is here understood as equivalent in form to i tav T
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The negation particles in the negative components of the conditionals
have to negate terms, not whole propositions (as Stoic negation does) or
whole predicates (i.e. term plus copula). Historically this poses no prob-
lems. Aristotle discussed the negation of terms, and so did Theophrastus.*
For example, ‘Ei o0k GvBpondg <éati>, ob {pov <éoti>’ needs to be under-
stood as ‘if it is a not-human being, it is a not-animal’. Thus the WH of
type 1.8 ‘if not-animal, not-human; if not-substance, not-animal; therefore
if not-substance, not-human’ reduces to the modus Barbara syllogism ‘all
not-substances are not-animals; all not-animals are not-humans; therefore
all not-substances are not-humans.’

Similarly, the conversion (avtistpogn) of the conditionals (which is
required to get WHs of modes 1.9-3.16 down to WHs of modes 1.1-8)
cannot have been contraposition of whole component propositions, since
there are no independent component propositions. Conversion cannot be
a change from ‘If P, Q’ to ‘If not Q, not P’, since the conditionals do not
have the logical form ‘If P, Q’. The best way to describe the change from
‘if anything is T,, it is Ty’ to ‘if anything is not Ty, it is not T,’ would
presumably be by saying that the rerms have been exchanged (dvoot-
pégewv, avtiotpépev), and then their oppositions (dvtiBeceic) have been
taken.’” The understanding of the negations in the conversions is deter-
mined by that of the negatives in the WHs. For the negation in the con-
version must be of the same kind as the negation by which arguments,
e.g. in modes 1.1 to 1.8, are distinguished from each other, i.e. term nega-
tions. Thus ‘if it is a cat it is an animal’ converts into ‘if it is a not-ani-
mal it is a not-cat’.*®

% Cf. Arist. APr. 1 46, Int. 20a20-3, Top. 113b15-26. See also Barnes T&S, 314
and 314 n.2.

¥ This assumption is in harmony with Galen, Inst.Log. 6.4, who, when introducing
the conversion (dvtictpon) of complex propositions, says that an exchange (&voctpoen)
of the terms is required, together with an opposition (&vtiBeoig) of the terms. His
example is el fpépo éati, edg ¢otv, which, with exchanged terms, becomes &i @ig
goTwv, Nuépa éotiv; if in addition the oppositions were taken one would get i ob (uf)
@0G €otwv, oLy Muépa éotiv (the text is corrupt and no example survived here). From
Galen’s definition to contraposition it is only one step: note the chameleon example
he uses: it is of Stoic origin, and by them interpreted to be of the form ‘if P, Q’, but
in its linguistic structure it is identical with el avBpwndg éotv, {@6v éotiv, and thus
invites term-logical interpretation (cf. also below section 8). It is the Stoics who have
an avtiotpoen of propositions that equals contraposition, cf. Diog.Laert. 7.76, and my
Die stoische Modallogik, Wiirzburg 1986, 113.

% All this is in line with what Aristotle says in the Topics, which Theophras-
tus knew well. There we have the ropos that if one term follows another, then the
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The muddled way of reduction works on the assumption that some WH
modes reduce directly to categorical modes other than Barbara. For
instance mode 2.5 could be reduced to modus Cesares. This goes as fol-
lows: conditionals of the form ‘If <it is> A, <it is> B’ are understood as
‘If it is one of the As, it is one of the Bs’ and interpreted as equivalent
to categorical propositions ‘Every A is B’. Conditionals of the form ‘If
<it is> A, <it is> not B’ are understood as ‘If it is one of the As, it is not
one of the Bs’ and interpreted as equivalent to categorical propositions
‘No A is B’.* A WH of mode 2.5 (If A, B; if C, not B; therefore if A,
not C) is then ‘reduced’, conditional by conditional, to modus Cesares
(Every A is B; no C is B; therefore no A is C), based on the assumed
equivalences. This kind of ‘reduction’, however, has a very limited appli-
cation. Conditionals of the form ‘If <it is> not one of the As, <it is> not
one of the Bs’ would presumably also be equivalent to ‘Every A is B’;
however, it is hard to say to what sort of categorical proposition condi-
tionals of the form ‘If <it is> not one of the As, <it is> one of the Bs’
should be equivalent. Still this muddled kind of reduction has the advan-
tage of being based on the structure (nrAoxn) of the arguments themselves,
as Theophrastus seems to have claimed they would (see above).

It remains to ask why Theophrastus described the WHs as being ‘syl-
logisms by analogy’. Alexander suggests: ‘Theophrastus calls them “by
analogy”, since the premisses are analogous, and the conclusion is anal-
ogous to the premisses; for in all of them there is similarity’* (Alex. APr.
326.10-12). This reason as it stands can hardly have been Theophrastus’.*
It holds e.g. equally of modus Barbara. Perhaps we have a distorting

negation (dndégaoig, a type of avtiBesic) of the second follows the negation of the
first, illustrated by the example that if ‘animal’ follows ‘human’, then *not-human’ fol-
lows ‘not-animal’. The conversion rule here plainly concerns terms; and the negations
(anoq)aomg) are negauons of terms. (Arist. Top. 113b15-27 ai avtiBécerg téttopeg .

€ml ... TV AvTIpacewv dvanalv éx mg dxoAovbnoewg . . . olov €l O qupmnog Cmov
10 U {dov ok avBpwnog ... 1@ piv yap dvBpane to {dov Ereton . .. 1@ pun {de 10
ovk avBpamnog. . . . dfjlov odv 811 mpdg duew dvtiotpéget . . ).

¥ Cf. Boethius, In Cic. Top., 356 (Orelli/Baiter), who considers a proposition of
the form ‘If <it is> T,, not <it is> Ty’ as the negation of ‘If <it is> T,, <it is> Ty’.
A passage in Epictetus (Diss. 2.20.2-3) implies that some Stoics transformed a nega-
tive universal statement of the form ‘No T, is Tg’ into a conditional of the form ‘If
something is T,, not: that thing is Ts.

0 Aéyer 8¢ adtovg O Oedppastog katd avaloylav, tneldn ol te npotacels avaloyov
xal 10 GUUNEPOOHA TOIG TPOTACESIV: €V AGL Yap avTOlg OpodTG éaTiv.

i Barnes, T&S, 288 n. 2, is tempted to guess that Theophrastus wrote Aéyw &t
avT0LG GVALOYIopOUG katd dvaloyiov, meaning ‘It is by analogy (i.e. with categori-
cal syllogisms) that I call them “syllogism™ and that Alexander wrongly took the sen-
tence to mean ‘I call them “syllogisms by analogy”’. I, too, find this tempting.
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abbreviation of ‘... since the premisses and the conclusion are analogous
to the premisses <and conclusion of probative syllogisms>; for in all of
them there is similarity <to the premisses and conclusion of probative syl-
logisms>.”* We have seen that such a similarity exists at least for the
cases of WH mode 1.1 and modus Barbara. (Alternatively, the syllogisms
could be called ‘by analogy’, since in them, analogous to the case of the
categorical syllogisms, all propositions are of the same kind.)

S. An early theory of WHs? Boethius HS 2.9.1-3.6.4 and an anonymous
scholium

Boethius’s De hypotheticis syllogismis (HS) is the only ancient text that
provides a detailed presentation of the entire system of BWHs, setting out
and proving (by reduction) all modes of all figures, and disproving (by
example) the majority of the invalid premiss pairings which share one
component. The work is thus invaluable as evidence for the ancient sys-
tematization of WHs. (My section 1 is largely based on it.) The problem
is the dating of the theory presented. It is generally and correctly assumed
that in De hypotheticis syllogismis Boethius drew from more than one source,
and that some parts of the work show some influence of Stoic or later
ancient logic. But there are very good reasons for an early, pre-Stoic dat-
ing of much of the theory of WHs. For example, the main passage shows
no traces of Stoic propositional logic and the theory seems to predate the
exposition of WHs in Alexander. In the present section I restrict myself
to Boethius’ systematic presentation of the WHs in HS 2.9.1-3.6.4. I list
those elements in the passage that suggest an early source, and show that
the passage has a term-logical understanding of WHs. In this way I hope
at the same time to further substantiate the thesis that the early Peripatetics
had a term-logical understanding of WHs.*

2 .. ol e mpotdoelg AvaAoyov kol 1O CUUNEPAGHO: TOig TPOTAGESY (KOl 1 TVUNEPET-

HaTL T@V SElKTIK@V GUALOYIO@V)- €V RBGL Yip adTO1G <i.€. Talg TPOTAGESTY KO 1) GLUN-
£pAcHaTL T@V GLALOYIoN®Y Kot' dvahoyiov) dpodTng €otiv (Talg mPotdoEcy Kol TR
GUPMEPAOHATL TV SEIKTIKDY GUAAOYIOUAV)-

“ In HS Boethius mentions only Aristotle, Theophrastus, Eudemus and Cicero as
authors whose views he reports. Cicero can be ruled out with reasonable certainty as
the source for the parts on WHs. Boethius’ focus on all sorts of funny term-logical
syllogisms that develop from one propositio, and which show some similarity to
Theophrastus’ prosleptic syllogisms supports the view that much of the HS preserves
pre-Stoic material.

“ For the two brief passages HS 1.6.2-3 and 1.8.6-1.9.1, which also mention WHs,
see below section 8.



112 SUSANNE BOBZIEN

Boethius does not call the WHs by any specific, technical, name. In
particular, unlike most other sources, he does not call them ‘wholly hypo-
thetical syllogisms’. This suggests that Boethius’ ultimate source stems
from a time before ‘wholly hypothetical syllogism’ became a generally
accepted standard name for WHs. Boethius simply treats the WHs as one
of a handful of different types of hypothetical syllogisms. Like Theophrastus,
but unlike Alexander, he never doubts that they are syllogisms. Another
peculiar feature which is absent in other later sources links up with
Theophrastus’ prosleptic syllogisms: Boethius often, instead of talking about
syllogisms, talks about the premiss-pairing, referring to it as propositio,
i.e. in the singular.* Boethius’ usual way of describing the WHs is by
saying that its premiss-pairing is constructed or woven together (constant,
componuntur, texitur) from three terms (termini).*®

Boethius tends to present the premiss pairings schematically thus: ‘si A
non est, B est, si B est, C esse necesse est’” (HS 2.11.5); and with exam-
ple: ‘si est animal, non est inanimatum, si non est animal, est sensibile’
(HS 3.2.1); ‘si est homo, lapis non est; si lapis non est, non est inanima-
tum’ (HS 2.10.2). By the ‘three termini’ of such premiss-pairings Boethius
means terms such as animal, inanimate, stone;*’ A, B, C are term-letters
which stand for the terms from which the syllogisms are thought to be
composed. The forms of the arguments and of their conditionals are thus
clearly envisaged to be term-logical. In principle, the conditionals can be
taken either as ‘designator conditionals’ (C,), or as ‘quantified condition-
als’ (C)) (see section 2 above). Since the numerous examples and schemata
without exception contain exactly two terms, and never a term for the
subject of the sentence, I suspect that these conditionals were at least
originally seen as (implicitly) quantified.

Boethius’ positioning of the negative particles in the conditionals of the
WHs, too, suggests a term-logical understanding of the WHs. He uses for-
mulations like ‘A non est’ and ‘non est A’ interchangeably. In the first of
these it is plainly the predicate that is negated; the second is neutral with
respect to sentence negation and predicate negation.** Furthermore, the

% E.g. HS 3.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.2.3, 3.2.4; generally in the passage propositio means pre-
miss, and not proposition, cf. HS 3.1.1.

46 HS 2.10.6, HS 3.1.1 twice, HS 3.6.4 twice. (This recalls rloxn from [Amm] Apr.
67.28-30.)

47 Cf. e.g. ‘animal, quod est A’ (HS 3.1.1), ‘si enim sit A animal, B inanimatum,
C insensitive’ (HS 3.2.1), ‘si B terminum negat assumptio’(HS 3.3.3 and 5), ‘quo-
quomodo B atque C termini varientur’ (HS 3.3.6). For HS 1.6.3 see below, section 8.

4 However, as the standard positioning of non before est rather than directly before
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order of figures of WHs in Boethius is the same as Theophrastus’ (HS
2.9.2;3.1.1,3.4.2; cf. 1.6.2), and differs from that later adopted by Alexander,
Alcinous, and Philoponus. Boethius’ source is thus closer to Theophrastus
than to Alexander (see also below). Finally, there are a number of char-
acteristics in the Boethius passage which show a close connection to
Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, and hence support an early dating, and which
are absent in the other later sources: the proofs of invalidity of certain
premiss-pairings by example is modelled on APr. I 4-6; so are the choice
of terms in the examples and the frequent indication of necessitas conse-
quentiae in the syllogisms by phrases like ‘by necessity’ (e.g. necesse est,
necessario, ex necessitate, HS 2.9.1-3.6.4 passim.).

Taking all these points together, I conclude that in Boethius HS 2.9.1-
3.6.4 we find a tradition of WH syllogistic in which a considerable num-
ber of features of an early — perhaps first generation Peripatetic — theory
of WHs are preserved, which are absent in the tradition(s) exemplified in
authors such as Alexander, Alcinous and Philoponus (for which see sec-
tions 6-10).

There is one further text, viz. the anonymous Greek Scholium in Aristotle’s

Organon, which provides a witness to the stage of the theory of WHs as
we find it in Boethius:*

Among the hypothetical syllogisms there are first those that come to be from two
terms that have been connected and those from two terms that have been sepa-
rated; then the syllogisms that come to be from three terms by means of two con-
ditionals. . . . From three terms that have been connected there <come to be> eight
syllogisms through the repeating of the first term and eight through the repeat-
ing of the last . .. such as in the first mode ‘if A, B; if B, C; hence if A, C.” The

the term indicates, Boethius’ negations are not term-negations. The arguments of
modes 1.2-8 thus do not reduce to modus Barbara syllogisms. If we disregard the pos-
sibility that Boethius mistranslated his Greek source, and if we assume that Boethius’
source drew on Theophrastus directly, then Theophrastus cannot have reduced the
WHs to categorical syllogisms in the ‘neat’ way, since this method of reduction — un-
like the ‘muddled’ way - required term-negations (see above section 4). Since Boethius
does not mention reduction to categorical syllogisms at all, I prefer to think that an
intermediate source (e.g. Porphyry, see below) ditched the requirement of reducing the
WHs to categorical syllogisms, and thereby any possible need for understanding the
negations as term-negations.

4 This scholium has to my knowledge rarely been discussed as a source on WHs
and mixed hypothetical syllogisms; also the fact that it is the closest surviving paral-
lel to the Boethius passage on WHs has, I believe, so far not been pointed out. The
terminology of this scholium is amazingly idiosyncratic within the corpus of Greek
passages on hypothetical syllogisms.
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figure is the first; for the term which conjoins (cuvaywg), which is middle, is
taken twice, and follows in the first conditional but leads in the second. ... The
second figure is the one in which the term that conjoins has the same position
with respect to each of the terms that are conjoined (cuvayopévwv), insofar as
it leads in either conditional, except that it is taken affirmatively in one, and neg-
atively in the other... if A, B; if not A, C; hence if not B, C.... The third
figure is the one in which the term that conjoins has the same position with
respect to each of the terms that are conjoined, following in both conditionals,
affirmatively in the one, negatively in the other, such as in the first mode again,
which is put together from two affirmative terms that are conjoined: if A, B; if
C not B; hence if A, not C.%° (Schol. Anon. Waitz, Aristotle’s Organon vol.l,
p. 9-10)

Here is a brief list of the similarities to Boethius HS 2.9.1-3.6.4 which are
absent in other texts on hypothetical syllogistic: the short outline of the
‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogism® provides the most striking correspon-
dence. It is a close parallel to Boethius HS 2.1.7-2.4.3, 3.10.3-3.11.7, and
is in fact the only such parallel. Regarding the WHs,

1. the name ‘wholly hypothetical’ is absent in spite of juxtaposition of WHs and
‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogisms. Instead of a name we are given a descrip-
tion, in terms of the number of terms involved in the two types of hypothet-
ical syllogisms, and their relation, and (perhaps) the kind of proposition, in
the case of WHs.

2. the order of the second and third figure is the same as in Boethius, and
Theophrastus.

3. the general description of the second figure arguments states that the middle
term needs to be taken once affirmatively, once negatively (cf. HS 3.1.2).

4. the classification of modes is by means of the permutations one obtains by
taking the terms (Opot, termini) affirmatively or negatively.

¥ “Ev 10i¢ broBetixolg cvAAoyiopoig npdtoi eicty ot éx Vo dpav cuvnuuévav A
SwoAelvpéva, elto ot éx TpLdV SVo suvnupévolg Spav yivovial cuAlloyiopoi- . . . éx 8¢
TPLAV Spov cvvnppévev dxtd pév suiloyiopol did thg ért 1OV TpdToV éravodov, OkTt®
5t S1 tfic émi Votepov . .. olov (g émi Evog Tpomov €1 10 A, 10 B- el 10 B, 10 I &l 10
&t A dpa, 10 T. 10 oxfipa np@tov: 6 Yap cuvaywv 6pog pécog €oti dig AapPaviopevo,
Aqyov pev év 19 mpotépe cuvnupéve NyoOpevog 8 év @ devtépaw. ... dedtepov B¢
oxfina év @ 6 ouvdyov Spog THY adTV Exel GXEGLY MPOG EKATEPOV TV GUVAYOUEV@VY
kB0 fyelton év Exotépy, covnupéve, TANY év pEv 10 £1épe KatapaTikdg &v OE Q) ETép®
AnOPATIKAG . . . €1 10 A, 10 B- €l 0 10 A, 10 I €l 00 10 B d@pa, 10 T. . .. tpitov oxfjna
v @ b cuvdyov 8pog Ty piv adTiy Exel oxéoty TPoG EXGTEpE TBV GuVayORéveY, Afyov
Ot év EkaTép 1@ CUVNPPEVE KATAPATIKDG TE K1 AMOPATIKAG, 010V (G ENL EVOG TPOTOL
TAAY €K KATOQATIKGDY TV GuVaYOPévav Bpov GuVEST@Tog: €1 10 A, 10 B- &l 10 T, ov 10
B- &l 10 A dpa, oV 10 T.

Reading Spav for 8poig (ms) in line two; alternatively perhaps éx tpidv [8¥0]
SuVNUpéveV Spav.

31 T have not quoted this part of the scholium.
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This scholium thus belongs to the same tradition of WH syllogistic as
Boethius.”> The pre-Stoic theory of ‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogisms, the
Theophrastean order of the figures, and the absence of the names ‘wholly
hypothetical syllogisms’ and ‘“through three” syllogisms’ seem, again, to
be remnants of an ultimate source that is early Peripatetic. (However, as
we will see in section 8, the author of the scholium gives the WHs a
propositional-logical interpretation.)

As to this ultimate source and the intermediate transmission we can
only speculate. One possibility would be this: Boethius draws on Porphyry
(possibly via a later commentator) either on parts of a commentary on the
Prior Analytics or on a work on hypothetical syllogisms. Porphyry in turn
draws from and elaborates on a work by Theophrastus, presumably his

Prior Analytics. At least this hypothesis tallies with our scanty historical
information:

1. Porphyry wrote commentaries on the Categories and the De Interpretatione
(and often disagrees with what Alexander says in his commentaries).

2. he read Theophrastus’ On affirmation and negation and wrote a commentary
on it.

3. he follows Theophrastus’ view on a number of issues in categorical syllo-
gistic.

4. Theophrastus wrote about WHs in his Prior Analytics.

5. Boethius draws a lot on Porphyry.

We can infer with some plausibility that Porphyry read and knew Theo-
phrastus’ Prior Analytics (2, 3); hence that he knew Theophrastus’ view
on WHs (3, 4); that Porphyry studied and wrote about syllogistic (3); that
Porphyry may have written on Theophrastus on WHs (1, 2, 3, 4); and that
Boethius may have drawn from Porphyry’s writings on Theophrastus on
WHs (5). The anonymous Greek Scholium (Waitz) would then present a

late systematic summary of Porphyry’s writings on WHs, perhaps via
intermediate sources.

6. Ambiguity: Alexander APr. 326.22-328.2

The next part of the story is found in Alexander APr. 326.22-328.2, a
passage which provides a self-contained outline of a theory of WHs, with

2 M. Maroth, ‘Die hypothetischen Syllogismen, Acta Antiqua 27, 1979, 407-36,
suggests a Greek source for Boethius’ HS on the basis of some Arabic parallel pas-
sages which are taken from the Greek.
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continuous emphasis on its similarity to categorical syllogistic. This out-
line presents, as it were, an ‘updated’ version of Theophrastus’ theory.* It
features a couple of changes: terminologically, there are distinctions between
‘categorical’ and ‘hypothetical’ arguments and between ‘categorical’ and
‘hypothetical’ premisses; systematically, the order of the second and third
figures of WHs has been reversed. I assume that this theory was not devel-
oped by Alexander himself, but that he draws — with approval — from an
earlier source,™ which considered the conditionals in the WHs as univer-
sally quantified propositions.

The WHs are called ‘wholly hypothetical’, since in them <besides all
the premisses> also the conclusion is hypothetical (Alex. APr. 326.22-4).
A basic wholly hypothetical (BHW) consists of two hypothetical pre-
misses and a hypothetical conclusion,™ which are conditionals presented
in the general, standardized formulation ‘if <it is> +T,, <it is> +Ty’, where
terms (6pot) will take the places of T, and Tg, and the addition of ‘it is’
(éon1) is optional.*® Examples are ‘If it is an animal, it is a substance’, ‘if
stone, not animal’, ‘if not rational, non-rational’. In addition to examples,
we are given schematic presentations, which instead of terms have term-
letters A, B, C,¥" e.g. ‘If A, B’, ‘if not A, C’. I assume that the condi-
tionals can be parsed as ‘If anything is/is not T,, it is/is not Tjy’.

The conditionals of these BHWSs thus do not have logically indepen-
dent component sentences as antecedent- and consequent-clauses. The log-
ical properties and relations which characterize this system of WHs can
therefore not be expressed in terms of component sentences. Instead, they
are expressed by means of the properties of and relations between the
terms of the conditionals. This is done by appropriating terminology from
categorical syllogistic. T, and Ty are called terms (Gpo1). In a conditional

3% Theophrastus’ view on WHs is mentioned both just before and just after this
passage: Alex. APr. 326.20-2 and 328.2-5 (also 326.8-10).

# My main reason for this assumption is that in Alexander we also find elements
of later views on WHs (see below sections 8 and 9). The assumption that the theory
in Alex. APr. 326.22-328.2 is still relatively early finds support in the facts that the
terminology is purely Peripatetic; that there are no traces of Stoic logic in the pas-
sage; that npétacig is used to refer to premisses, not propositions; and that the WHs
are defined in terms of their premisses and conclusion (Alex. APr. 326.22-4), not their
constituent propositions (as e.g. Alcinous has it, see section 7).

5 dmoBetikoi mpotdoelg Alex. APr. 327.2-3, bmoBetixdov cuunépacua Alex. APr.
326.23-4.

6 Alex. APr. 326.24-5, 327.12-13; 19-20.

7 Alex. APr. 326.22-3, 36-7, 327.11-12, 17-18.
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‘If +T,, #Tg’ term T, is said to be at the beginning (&pxesBou) or to pre-
cede (hyeioBar), or to be the preceding term (hyoduevog opog, or simply to
fiyodpevov) — viz. relative to Tg;*® term Ty is said to be at the end (Afjyewv)
or to follow (érnecBon), or to be the following term (émnduevog Gpog, or 10
enopevov), viz. relative to T,.* Given that there are exactly two terms in
each conditional, these expressions are unambiguous.®

The term which two conditionals need to share in order to make up a
premiss pairing of a BWH is called the middle term (uéoog Spog, Alex.
APr. 326.25-7). The position of the middle term in the premisses deter-
mines the figure to which the BWH belongs (Alex. APr. 326.27-9). In the
first figure, the middle term follows in the first premiss and precedes in
the second; in the second figure, the same term follows in both premisses,
and in the third figure the same term precedes in both premisses. In this
account of the figures the negation sign is not considered as part of the
term. For instance, ‘if T, Tg’ and ‘if T¢, not Ty’ are regarded as having
the same term as following term.®' In this case the middle term (Tg) is
said to be taken as following the two preceding terms (T,, T¢) in oppo-
site ways (dvtikewpévog); i.e. once affirmatively (Tp) and once negatively
(not Tg).%? For the reduction of WHs of modes 1.9-3.16 to modes 1.1-8
and the construction of WHs of modes 1.9-3.16, their premisses or con-
clusion need to be converted (dvtiotpégecBar). A premiss or conclusion is
converted if (i) its two terms change place and (ii) each term obtains the
quality opposite to the one it had (cbv dvtiBécer).

% E.g. Alex. APr. 326.29, 31, 36, 327.8-10.

% E.g. Alex. APr. 326.29, 32, 35, 327.8-10.

% ‘HyoOuevov and erduevov, etc., are also used in ancient propositional logic to
refer to the component propositions of conditionals. But note that Aristotle and Alexander
use these expressions for terms elsewhere. For fiyelofou see e.g. Alex. Top. 193.21.
Aristotle uses #necBau for ‘is predicated of” e.g. in APr. 43b3, 44al3, 56a20. Alexander
uses £necBou and énduevov for relations between terms passim in Alex. APr. 294-328,
see below.

8 'Emel yop év toig LroBetixolg 10 Erduevov katnyopovpévou xdpav £xer, Stav év
10¢ 800 mpotdoect TahTdv Endpevov AapPdvntan, 10 devtepov fotan oxfina (Alex. APr.
327.5-7; cf. 13-14). This shows that fyyobpevov and &ropevov, and the corresponding
expressions here cannot mean ‘antecedent’ and ‘consequent’ in the propositional-log-
ical sense. For, both in Peripatetic and Stoic tradition (as in modern logic), when two
conditionals were said to have the same antecedent or consequent, this always includes
the quality of the proposition. (Cf. also Alex. APr. 327.30-2.)

02 Alex. APr. 327.7-10; cf. 16-17. Both passages are quoted below.

3 Alex. APr. 326.27-327.2; 327.23-35. Cf. also Alex. APr. 29.15-18: &ott 3¢ koi év
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For the second and third figure we are given a clear distinction between
2nd or 3rd figure premiss pairings in general, and syllogistic* premiss
pairings, i.e. those that lead to a BWH.% Second figure pairings are con-
clusive

whenever <the following term> is taken as following each of the preceding terms
in opposite ways, for instance “if A, C; if B not C”. For here the middle term,
C, is taken as following the preceding terms, A and B, in opposite ways. For this
reason, if they are taken in this way, it will be concluded “if the one of the lead-
ing terms, not the other” ® (Alex. APr. 327.7-11).

In the third figure,

the following <term>, which has the place of the subject, is the same in both
propositions. If this is taken in opposite ways, the figure will be conclusive, such
as “if A, B; if not A, C”. For it will be concluded “if not the one of the ending
<terms>, then the other”.®” (Alex. APr. 327.15-18).

These accounts of valid second and third figure WHs may have been for-
mulated in such a way as to cover — in one sentence — all the modes of
the figure: ® (i) nothing is said about the qualities of the extreme terms;
(ii) it is left open in which of the two premisses the middle term is neg-
ative; (iii) it is left open whether or not the conclusion is converted

npotdcectv aviiatpopn cvv dvtibécer: avtiotpéger yap 1 “GvBponog {Hév éotv”
A Aéyovoa “10 pn {@ov ovde avBpwndg éotiv”. Cf. Galen IL 6.4, discussed above
section 4 n. 37. Alex. APr. 328.24 uses avtiotpégerv for terms.

* The use of cuAloyiotikdg in Alex. APr. 327.7 is revealing. It suggests that Alexander
copies the passage from someone who unlike himself (see below, section 9) has no
qualms about referring to the WHs as syllogisms.

% The distinction is not made for the first figure. It must have been something like
this: a conclusive premiss pairing in the first figure is one in which the middle term
is taken in the same quality in both premisses (i.e. either twice positively, or twice
negatively).

% gvAhoyiotikny 8¢ 7| ovluyla, dv aviikelpévag Endevoy EKATEP TV NYOLHEVOV
AapBdavntar, olov € 1 A, 10 T, €1 10 B, 00 10 T; 10 yap I péoog v pog dvriketpévag
elAnntan Endpevog 1oig Nyovpévolg, 1@ t€ A xal 1@ B. 810 xai cuvayBicetan oVtwg
AneBéviov 10 ‘el Bdtepov 1@V dpyopévav, ov Bdtepov’.

7 10 yap fiyovpévov Lrokelévou xdpav Exov €v GUEOTEPALS TATG TPOTAGES TAVTOV
gonv. Gtav 8N dviikepévag todTo Angbfi, cuvaxtikov Eotat, olov el 10 A, 10 B, el 10
A, 10 . cuvayBioetan yap, ei pn Bdrepov tdv Anydviwy, Bdrepov.

8 In fact, for full generality, the conclusions would have to be described for the
2nd figure as ‘if the one of the leading terms, the contradictory of the other’ and for
the 3rd figure as ‘if the contradictory of one of the ending terms, then the other end-
ing term’; or else a double negation rule would be needed. (Alexander appears to
accept such a rule at Alex. APr. 18.6-7.)
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(relative to the first figure). The discussion of WHs thus comes on three
levels of generality: the individual arguments, such as the examples given;
the schematic presentations in form of the modes (sorted according to
figures); and the general accounts, in ordinary language, perhaps designed
to cover all arguments in all modes of one figure. The modes of a figure
could then all be independently produced by using the general account as
a sort of ‘generation rule’, and there would be no need for a substitution
rule.

The coming into being of second and third figure WHs is explained as
the result of premiss conversion in first figure WHs.® However, the par-
adigm modes chosen for the 2nd and 3rd figures are not obtained by sim-
ply converting the respective first or second ‘premiss’ of the first figure
mode 1.1:™ Rather, the modes selected as paradigmatic (2.5 and 3.4) fur-
nish the valid arguments in those figures with independent plausibility:
The second figure embodies the principle that if all things that are T, are
also Ty and all things that are T are not Tg, then if something is one of
Ta, Tc, it is not the other — since otherwise it would be both Ty and not
Ts (i.e. a version of the Principle of non-contradiction would be violated).
The third figure embodies the principle that if all things that are Ty, are
also T,, and all things that are not Tg, are T, then if a thing is not one
of Ty, T, it is the other — since otherwise it would be neither Ty nor not
Ty (i.e. a version of the tertium non datur would be violated).”

The main emphasis of the presentation of the figures lies on their
correspondence to Aristotle’s categorical figures, based on an analogy be-
tween categorical and hypothetical propositions. Alexander puts it thus:
‘“ending” and “following” are analogous to “being predicated”, and “lead-
ing” to “being subject” ’ (Alex. APr. 326.31-2).7 I interpret this sentence

® ‘H yéveoig domep év tolg komyopikoig 1 Sevtépy kol Tpite oxRuATL ANd TBV
GVTIOTPOQ@V TAV €V 1 TpdTe npotdoewv, obtwg 8¢ kol év todtoig <i.e. the WHs>,
(Alex. APr. 327.21-3)

™ In that case, we would expect ‘if A, B, if not C, not B, therefore if A, C (there-
fore if not C, not A)’ for the second figure and ‘if not B, not A, if B, C, therefore if
A, C (therefore if not C, not A)’ for the third. Philoponus APr. 302.20-3, in a brief
passage otherwise close to the one under discussion, simply converts the respective
first figure premisses in this way — but then gets the conclusions wrong!

7' Relative to their premisses the conclusions of Alexander’s basic cases (modes
1.1, 2.5, 3.4) exemplify consequence (1), exclusion (2), and complementation (3).

™ avédoyov yap 10 pév Myew kol EneoBon 1@ kanyopeicBat, 10 8¢ GpxecBor 16
nokeicOat.
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as: ‘having T, as ‘following term’ in a hypothetical proposition is analo-
gous to having T, as predicate term in a categorical premiss; and having
T, as ‘preceding term’ in a hypothetical proposition is analogous to hav-
ing T, as subject term in a categorical premiss.” Thus ‘If (it is) A, (itis) B’
is analogous to ‘Every A is B’ in the sense that in both cases we have the
underlying sequence of term letters A, B.

This analogy in turn leads to the analogy of the three hypothetical
figures with the categorical ones.” In Theophrastus, this analogy was
based on the position of the middle terms in the premiss-pairings. In
Alexander, the order of the 2nd and 3rd hypothetical figures has been
reversed. Still, his analogy, too, is based on the position of the middle
terms. How can this be? The answer is this:™ Some time after Theophras-
tus and before Alexander the canonical way of formulating categorical
propositions changed. For example, in Aristotle a universal affirmative
would have the linguistic form ‘A belongs to every B’, whereas at
Alexander’s time it would display the form ‘Every B is A’.”® In categor-
ical syllogisms, in addition to such reformulation of the premisses and con-
clusion, the order of the premisses is turned round. As a consequence the
position of the middle terms in the premisses in the 2nd and 3rd categor-
ical figures has changed, and thus the Theophrastean analogy between the
categorical and hypothetical figures no longer holds. The parallel between
the position of the middle terms in the categorical and hypothetical figures
is however easily reinstalled by simply reversing the ordering of the 2nd
and 3rd hypothetical figures. And this, I take it, is what as a matter of
fact motivated the reversal. The resulting new correspondence of the cat-
egorical and hypothetical figures is this:

First Figure

Ais B If (it is) A, (itis) B
BisC If (it is) B, (it is) C

Second Figure

Ais B If (it is) A, (itis) B
Cis B If (it is) C, (it is) B

" Cf. Alexander’s use of obtwg . . . dg (Alex. APr. 326.30) and of avaloyov (Alex.
APr. 327.3 and 14).

™ The answer is given in more detail in my ‘Why the order of the figures of the
hypothetical syllogisms was changed’, Classical Quarterly 50.1, 2000, 247-51.

™ Cf. e.g Alex. APr. 348, quoted above, section 4.
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Third Figure

Bis A If (it is) B, (it is) A
Bis C If (it is) B, (it is) C

Alexander then connects his analogy between the figures with the reduc-
tion of the WHs to categorical syllogisms:

Thus, as the premiss pairings in these figures are similar in this way to those in
the categorical figures, they should reasonably reduce to them (i.e. to those cat-
egorical premiss pairings).”® (Alex. APr. 327.20-1)

This sentence is vague, and it allows for the same general range of inter-
pretation as was possible for Theophrastus (section 4). (i) The sentence
could mean that first figure BWHs reduce to first figure categorical syllo-
gisms, second to second, and third to third. There is no way of doing this
if reduction implies the derivability of BWHs from categorical syllogisms.
Hence either ‘reduction’ here is used in a very loose sense, e.g. as denot-
ing the fact that the WHSs share a superficial structural similarity with the
categorical syllogisms; or we have a careless logician at work, who per-
haps just reduced arguments of mode 1.1 to modus Barbara, arguments
of mode 2.5 to modus Cesares,”” and then — wrongly — assumed the rest
would work out in a similar way. (ii) The sentence could mean that
because of the structural similarity the second and third figure WHs can
be reduced to first figure WHs, as in the case of categorical syllogisms,
and the first figure WHs then reduce to modus Barbara, e.g. along the
lines given in section 4 for Theophrastus. This is more satisfactory from
a logical perspective, but I am not too confident about it.”*

Leaving aside the uncertainty connected with the reduction to categor-
ical syllogisms, we have in the passage Alex. APr. 326-8 a consistent,
intelligent, presentation of wholly hypothetical syllogistic, with the condi-
tionals taken as universally quantified propositions.

What is remarkable about this passage is how easily it can be read as
dealing with a piece of propositional logic which discusses arguments of
the basic form ‘If P, Q; if Q, R; therefore if P, R’. The passage thus beau-
tifully illustrates how a change from a term-logical understanding to a
propositional-logical understanding of the WHs could have happened. It

76 Tadhty 1€ 0V Gpoton oi v 10hToIg cupmAoKal Tic &v Tolg KaTYOpLKOlG CYARAGY
ovGaL EIKOTMG v EC EKeivag avdyotvTo.

" As described in section 4.

™ The phrase ‘and furthermore’ (xai #11), which introduces the reduction of second
and third figure WHs to first figure WHs in the next sentence, is not very encourag-
ing; one would expect ‘for’ (ydp).
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seems that all one has to do is to take the expression 6pog (‘term’) as
meaning ‘component proposition’. Thus in Alexander’s schematic presen-
tation of the abbreviated conditionals the term-letters A, B, C can be seen
as standing for component propositions such as ‘it is a human being’
(&vBpwndg éot1) which now are seen as containing two terms each — one
implicit subject term (the designator ‘it’ which is implicit in the verb) and
one explicit predicate term (&vBpwnog). A
Jonathan Barnes has demonstrated the possibility of such a proposi-
tional-logical reading by providing an exemplary interpretation of the
entire passage Alex. APr. 326.22-328.2 in that vein.”® Perhaps I should
add briefly why, notwithstanding this interpretation, I prefer to think that
the passage deals with quantified conditionals.* The main reasons are: the

" In his T&S, see above note 2.

8 Barnes has in the main adduced three reasons in support of a propositional-log-
ical interpretation:

Reason (i): only the replacement of the schematic letters A and B by complete sen-
tences makes grammatical sense of Alexander’s schema ‘if A, then B’ (Alex. APr.
326.22-3); and Alexander himself replaces ‘A’ and ‘B’ by complete sentences, ‘it is
a human being’, ‘it is an animal’ (T&S 290, cf. 293 n. 2). Reply: the schemata of the
ancients were not strictly syntactical schemata. What mattered seems to be the paral-
lel structure between actual examples and schematic presentation of modes. If the
examples are abbreviated sentences, the schemata may become abbreviated sentences
when the schematic letters are appropriately replaced; so for instance in the correla-
tion of the schemata and examples which Alexander gives for the 2nd and 3rd figures:
el yap 10 A, 10 . .. olov &l &vBpamnog, Ldov . . . (Alex. APr. 327.11-13, cf. 327.18-20).
See also Galen, Inst.Log. 14.3.

Reason (ii): Given that the Peripatetics did not restrict themselves to specific forms
in the case of ‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogisms, but aspired to generality (‘if P, Q; P;
therefore Q’ rather than ‘if Fa, Ga; Fa; therefore Ga’), why should they have restricted
themselves in the case of WHs (T&S 293-4)? Reply: This is a plausible argument.
However, if — as I assume — the conditionals were understood as universally quantified,
this point does not apply: WHs with quantified conditionals are not a subclass of argu-
ments of the kind ‘If P, Q; if Q, R; therefore if P, R’, and the Peripatetics therefore
could not restrict themselves to these.

Reason (iii): There are some texts which provide examples for WHs which do not
fit a term-logical mould, but do fit sentential (or propositional) interpretations. Hence
a term-logical interpretation of the WHs is less plausible than a sentential one (T&S
294). Reply: This is a compelling reason for assuming that the authors of the texts
which present such examples have a propositional-logical understanding of the WHs.
(These texts are all from the 6th AD or later — see below, section 10.) But it does not
provide sufficient reason for assuming that in our Alexander passage, too, the under-
standing was propositional. Rather, the change in the kinds of examples may reflect
a change in the understanding of the WHs, from a term-logical to a propositional-log-
ical understanding (see below).
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absence of any exclusively propositional-logical vocabulary and of any
noticeable Stoic influence; the prominence of term-logical vocabulary; the
fact that the examples without exception fit a quantified conditional read-
ing; that they are in fact of exactly the same kind as those in Boethius —
which are unambiguously term-logical (see section 5);*' and that Alexander’s
first example is taken from Aristotle APr. I 32, where only a quantified
conditional interpretation makes sense; and last but not least the point
made above in note 61.

A different kind of support for the assumption that Alexander (at Alex.
APr. 326-8) and the early Peripatetics understood their conditionals ‘if <it
is> T, <it is> Ty’ as universally quantified propositions, and the WHs as
term-logical arguments, would be forthcoming if it were attested that Aristotle
and the Peripatetics had an independent interest in relations between term
that could be expressed as ‘if T,, Tg’, and which may have triggered or
fuelled the development of a logic of WHs. There is indeed such evidence.

In APr. 1 27, in the context of his instructions for producing syllog-
isms, Aristotle says we must determine, about a subject, what terms fol-
low it, and what terms the subject follows (¢netou, dxohovOel, Arist. APr.
43b1-4). Aristotle specifies this relation of ‘following’: one must select
(éxAéyewv) those terms which follow the subject as a whole, and those
which as wholes the subject follows (Arist. APr. 43b11-17); i.e. T, fol-
lows T (in this specific sense) precisely if whatever is T, is also Ty. In
Alex. APr. 295-328 Alexander uses ‘T, follows Tg’ generally in this
specific sense. Aristotle and the Peripatetics thus had a logical interest in
the relation of following between terms.® If one knows which terms fol-
low which, this enables one to construct categorical syllogisms. How this
works Aristotle shows in APr. I 27-8, and the commentators extensively
elaborate on these sections.

Alexander regards the relation between ‘T, follows Ty’ and ‘every Tg
is Ta’ as one of equivalence.*> He also seems to endorse the view that
‘if . . ., —” means the same as ‘- follows . ..” (Alex. APr. 373.28-35). It is

8 Boethius has as schemata for WHs throughout ‘si A est, B est’, etc., parallel to
his own examples, and to Alexander’s example for the first figure; and Boethius’
examples are very close to Alexander’s.

82 In APr. 1 27-8 Aristotle uses #nesBou / eéndpevov for relations between terms over
30 times, and dxolovBeiv 4 times. Alexander uses #neaBau / énduevov in the specific
sense (of a term following a term as a whole) over 100 times in Alex. APr. 295-328.

# Thus he writes 10 B navti 1@ A drdpyov- fiv yop éndpevov advtd (Alex. APr. 319.4-
5, cf. 319.13 aAAa piv 10 E navti 1@ H Ondpyer: Ereton yop ovt@) and Alex. APr.
325.20 10 pév ayoBov EnecBon 10 aipetd (mav yap aipetov Gyadov).



124 SUSANNE BOBZIEN

thus possible that the WHs, as presented in Alexander (and the early
Peripatetics) were to capture this relation of following between terms; i.e.
that ‘T, follows Ty’ was regarded as equivalent to ‘If Ty, T,’.* (The tran-
sitivity relation of ‘following’ of terms is discussed by Aristotle at APr.
43b22-32 and Alexander uses in part the same examples in both cases.)*
Even if there was no direct connection between Arist. APr. I 27-8 and the
Peripatetic theory of WHs, the extended discussion of the Aristotle pas-
sage shows that the Peripatetic logicians were used to thinking of terms
as standing in a relation of following. This helps to explain the predom-
inance of formulations without a verb (‘if T,, Tg’ rather than ‘if it is T,,
it is Tp) and the use of term-logical vocabulary in the theory of WHs. The
equivalence between ‘Ty follows T,’ and ‘every T, is Ty’ also supports
the above suggestion that the conditionals ‘if <it is> T,, <it is> T’ can
be paraphrased as ‘if anything is one of the T,s, it is one of the Tys’.

7. From quantified conditionals to designators: Alcinous Didasc. ch. 6

Historically, the closest parallel to the theory from Alex. APr. 326-8 is a
short passage in Alcinous Didasc. ch. 6, where Alcinous introduces a three-
fold classification of syllogisms and presents the WHs and their three
figures with an illustrative argument for each figure.* In fact, Alcinous
reports a further updated, and it seems Platonist, variety of it. First the
classification of syllogisms:

Of syllogisms some are categorical, some hypothetical, and some mixed from
these. Categorical are those in which both premisses and conclusion are simple
propositions, hypothetical those in which they are hypothetical propositions, and
mixed those which combine the two <kinds of propositions>.*’ (Alc. Didasc.
158.23-7)

8 Cf. e.g. Alex. APr. 347.25-9 ¥ott 8¢ 7| xaBéhov npdtacig “nav 10 Endueviv vt
Eretan xai @ éxeivo Emetan”. év 8¢ 1@ “el avBpdrov Gvtog (Pév €ott xai {dov dvtog
obvoia” 1@ pév (e Enetar i ovola, 1@ &' dvBpdne Eneton 10 {Pov: kol @ avlpdne
Gpa €netor N ovoia etc. I take this passage to discuss relations of consequence between
terms. The quoted premiss pairing from Arist. APr. I 32 is shortly after interpreted as
belonging to a WH (see section 4).

85 ‘Animal’ follows ‘human being’ (as Aristotle himself observed, APr. 43b25-31);
‘rational’ follows ‘human being’ (e.g. Alex. APr. 295.31); ‘ensouled’ follows ‘animal’
and ‘animal’ follows ‘human being’ (Alex. APr. 295.13), which is the same triad as
used for WH 1.1 in [Amm.] APr. 67.24-30, cf. section 4.

8 Alcinous’ dates are uncertain (cf. T. Goéransson, Albinus, Alcinous, Arius
Didymus, Goteborg 1995, chs. 6-9). A floruit sometime between the middle of the 2nd
AD and the early 3rd AD is likely.

8 Tov 8¢ cUAAOYIGUAV Ol pév eict xammyopikoi, ot 8¢ bmobetixoi, ot 8 piktol €K
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This is presumably the earliest surviving passage which provides this
threefold distinction of syllogisms. The classificatory criterion is based on
the kinds of propositions the syllogisms are composed of: the WHs are
defined as those composed entirely of hypothetical propositions — not of
hypothetical premisses and hypothetical conclusions, as in Alex. APr.
326-8. This recognition of hypothetical propositions as the components
of WHs is one important step in the direction of propositional logic. So
is the fact that they are discussed together with the ‘mixed’ hypoth-
etical syllogisms, since Alcinous presents the latter as unambiguously
propositional-logical. He also classifies the WHs straightforwardly as
syllogisms. (I surmise that this has something to do with the fact that
Alcinous, like the Platonists in general, took Plato as authority in logic,
and that generally a lot of Plato exegesis consisted in finding syllogisms
employed by Plato in his works. Hence the readiness to accept as syllo-
gisms arguments or argument forms which Plato himself used.) Here is

Alcinous’ presentation of the WHs, which follows upon a similar one of
categorical syllogisms:

We will find Plato arguing by employing the hypothetical <syllogisms> in many
of his books, but mostly in the Parmenides we find arguments like these:
If the One has no parts, it has neither a beginning, nor a middle, nor an end.
If it has neither a beginning, nor a middle, nor an end, it does not have a limit.
If it does not have a limit, it does not partake in shape.
Therefore, if the One has no parts, neither does it partake in shape.
And in accordance with the second hypothetical figure (which most people call
the third), in which the common term follows the extremes in either premiss, he
argues thus:
If the One does not have parts, it is neither straight nor curved.
If it partakes in shape, it is either straight or curved.
Therefore, if it does not have parts, it does not partake in shape.
And in accordance with the third figure (which some take to be the second), in
which the common term precedes the extreme terms, in the Phaedo he argues in
effect thus:
If we acquired knowledge of the equal, and have not forgotten it, we know it.
If we have forgotten it, we recollect it.3® (Alc. Didasc.159.7-24 Whittaker)

TOVTOV " KOTHYOPLKOL PEV, @V Ko TO ARPUATO KO TO CUUTEPAOHOTO ORAOL TPOTAOELS
rApxovev, LoBeTixol 8¢ o1 €€ Lrobetix@v npotdcewy, pikTol 8¢ ot T d0o cuverAngdtec.

8 Toug 8¢ LroBetikovg v noAhoig Biffdiorg ebpioopev Epopmpévoug Un' adtod, pdAicta
&' év 10 Mappevidn torovToVg EVpOLUeY av Adyovg: €l un Exer uépn to év, obte dpxnv
oVte pécov 0UTE TEAEVTIV £xEL: €L PNTE GPYTV MATE LéCOV pnte TEAELTRY ExEL, 0VOE Tépag
£xer- €l pn Exer népag, 00E oxNuatog petéxer- €l Gpa un Exer pépn 10 €v, 00dE oxApATOG
netéxer. Kata 8¢ 10 devtepov bmobetikdv oxfjua, 6 ol mAgiotor Tpitov gaoi, xkab' 6 O
K0Wv0G 0pog Appotéporg Toig Gkpotg Emetan, obtmg €pwtd- €l um £xer pépn 10 €v, obte
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Alcinous reports the same change in the order of figures as Alexander
(Alex. APr. 326-8), and adopts the same order as the latter. He also uses
the terminology of preceding and following terms in the conditionals.
Hence both passages appear to belong to the same tradition.* But, as in
the case of the classification of syllogisms, there are a number of logi-
cally relevant differences. Like the Platonizing authors Galen and Apuleius,”
Alcinous uses the expression ‘shared term’ (xoiwvog 6pog), instead of
Alexander’s ‘middle term’ (péoog Gpoc); this has the advantage of provid-
ing a nomenclature equally suitable for all three figures.

More importantly, the assumed logical form of the conditionals seems
to have changed: since Alcinous gives no schematic presentation of
modes, we have to go by his examples on this point. Alcinous has replaced
the examples modelled on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics by examples from
Plato’s dialogues, in order to show that Plato made use of WHs. All the
conditionals in his examples share the following general form (C,):

If S isfis not T,, it (S) is/is not Tg.”

Unlike in Alexander, we here have (explicitly) three terms per conditional;
in each component clause a generic term as predicate term, and a singu-
lar term as subject term shared in antecedent and consequent clause. This
is clearly no longer a quantified understanding of the conditionals. The
subject term is a designator (‘we’, ‘the one’) in its first occurrence, i.e. in
the antecedent of each first premiss, and it is indicated by a cross-refer-
ence to that designator in all further occurrences in the same argument.
Thus the arguments are of form (A;) (cf. section 2), and their three figures
in their simplest forms would be: *

e0B éotv obite oTpoyyOdov: el petéyer oxfpatog, A €080 éotiv fi otpoyyAOv: €l Gpo
un Exet pépn, ov petéyel oxnpotos. Kai piv kol katd 10 tpitov oxfua, npdg tivev 8¢
Sevtepov, kaB' 0 O kowvog 8pog Guotépwv Myeltat, v 10 Paidwvt obtwg Epwtd Suvdaper
el MaPovreg thyv 10d {oov émotiunv pf) émAediopeba, émotapeda, el 3¢ emAeAnoneba,
avapipvnoxopeda.

8 That both authors draw from the same theory is also suggested by the same
classification of ‘mixed’ hypothetical syllogisms (see Alc. Didasc. 158.16-7 & 159.24-
9, Alex. Top. 165.6ff & 174.5fF), which, to my knowledge, is nowhere else extant.

% Gal. Inst.Log. 7.6 and 7, Apul. Int. 7, pp. 198-9 (Moreschini).

% Some of the terms T,, Ty are complex, e.g. ‘either straight or curved’.

%2 I assume that Alcinous abbreviated his source, and that at the beginning of the
short passage on hypothetical syllogisms originally we had something like: ‘there are
three figures in the case of the hypothetical syllogisms: the first, in which the com-
mon term follows the extreme term in one premiss, and precedes it in the other.” (1®v
8¢ broBeTikdV oYNUATEY Svimv TPLdV - 10 rpdTOV, Ko’ § O KOVOG Bpog T WEV Td BKpWY
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First Figure

If S is/is not T,, S is/is not Ty
If S is/is not Tg, S is/is not T¢
If S is/is not Ta, S is/is not T¢

Second Figure

If S is/is not T,, S isfis not Ty
If S is/is not T, S is/is not Ty
If S is/is not T,, S is/is not Tc.

Third Figure

If S is/is not T, S is/is not T,
If S is/is not Ty, S is/is not T
If S is/is not T,, S is/is not T¢

In section 2 I have outlined two different ways in which the transition
from quantified conditionals to designator conditionals could have oc-
curred. Either way, the resulting syllogisms of form (A;) can no longer be
reduced or reformulated as categorical syllogisms, as those of form (A))
could.

A syllogism of the form (A,) necessarily also has the form (A;) ‘If P,
Q; if Q, R; therefore if P, R’. Whether Alcinous (or his source) under-
stood the logical form of the WHs to be (A,) or (A;) depends on how he
understood the expression ‘term’ (6pog). Since (i) he has just defined Gpog
in the context of categorical syllogisms as parts of propositions, such as
‘man’ and ‘animal’ in ‘man is an animal’ (Didasc. 158.36-7), and (ii) all
examples have in fact the form (A,), and (iii) he uses term-logical vocab-
ulary as he does not in the subsequent description of the (mixed) hypo-
thetical syllogisms,”® and (iv) he is plainly in the tradition of Alex. APr.
326-8, opog presumably denotes the (predicate) terms of the conditionals.
(I suspect that instead of seeing the inferences as dealing with whole
propositions, the perspective was still that the inferences really deal with
the relations between predicate terms.)

We can however see that it would be only a minor step to get from
(A)) to (Ay). It is simply the change of perspective on what counts as log-
ically relevant components of the conditionals, from the (predicate) terms,

gneton, tod 8¢ Myeltan, cf. Alex. APr. 326.28-9.) Alcinous may have omitted the gen-
eral description of the first figure deliberately, since it did not fit the three-premiss
example he takes from Plato.

2 "0 xowvdg Bpog, ot dxpot Bpot, Didasc. 159.15-16 versus 10 fyobuevov, 10 Afyov,
used of whole, simple, component propositions, Didasc. 159.27-8.
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to whole component propositions. At the point at which this happens, at
the latest, a decision about terminology will have to be made. ‘Opog will
either have to be endowed with a new meaning (Alex. APr. 374), or
replaced by another expression (Philop. APr. 347), in order to make clear
that the logically relevant components of the conditionals are now com-
ponent propositions.

8. Fusion of Stoic and Peripatetic logic: Alexander APr. 374.21-35

The first of these options seems to have been adopted — if in a confused
way — by the author of another passage from Alexander’s commentary on
the Prior Analytics:

In this way one must proceed also in the case of the argument which has been
put forward in order to discredit the ‘through three’ <syllogism>, i.e. the argu-
ment ‘if nothing is, neither is night; if night is not, day is; hence if nothing
is, day is.” For since on ‘nothing is’ ‘night is not’ does not follow simply, but
‘neither is night’, one must take the same term as leading term of the second
conditional, viz. ‘if neither is night’. Taken in this way, ‘day is’ will no longer
follow. Moreover, taken by itself ‘if night is not, day is’ is true, but with the
previous conditional, i.e. ‘if nothing is, neither is night’, it is no longer true, since
the middle, which follows in the first conditional and precedes in the second, is
not taken in the same way in both conditionals. For in the first conditional ‘nei-
ther night’ was taken as the same as ‘in addition to the other things, neither is
night’ upon which ‘day is’ no longer follows.* (Alex. APr. 374.21-35)

This passage is a comment on APr. I 40, 49b10, where Aristotle distin-
guishes between the use of terms with or without the definite article: ‘pleas-
ure is (a) good’ differs from ‘pleasure is the good’. Alexander’s point is
that a similar distinction helps to rebut a piece of fallacious reasoning
which attempts to invalidate the ‘through three’ arguments. This attempt
proceeds by proposing that there is an argument which satisfies the for-
mal requirements for being ‘through three’, but which is evidently invalid,

% Obtog kot év 1@ eig SraPoAnv 10D S Tp1@dv pepopéve Aoy @ “el undév Eoty,
o00d¢ vOE éotv, el pun vOE €otiv, Tuépa éativ, el undev Gpo €otiv, Nuépa éatv” xpn
notelv. 'Enel yop €neton 1 pndev elvar ovy amhidg 1o pi) elvar vokta GAAa unde vokta,
toDT0V XN THG devtépag cuveyeiag Opov Tyouuevoy AapBavewy tov “ei unde vog éotv’-
® oVtag Anebévit ovkétt dxohovBricel o Tuépav eivar. “"Ett ko8’ abto piv Aapfa-
vopevov 10 “el pun vOE éotiy, Nuépa dotv” dAnBég, &v 8¢ énil mpokelpéve cuvnpupéve
10 “el undév éotv, 00dE v €oTv” oUkéTt GANBEG @ 1O péoov 1O Emdpevov pev €v 1@
TPpOTE cuvnuuéve fyyodpevov 8¢ év 19 devtépw pn opoing év apgotéporg Aapfdvesdar -
EAeBn yap év 1@ TpdTe cuvnupéve 1O “ovdE VOE” @g foov 1@ npog tolg GAlorg unde
vikta éoecBat, @ obkéTt Emetan 10 fiuépav elvar.
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and thus undermines the assumption that ‘through three’ arguments are
formally valid. The argument is ‘if nothing is, neither is night; if night is
not, day is; therefore if nothing is, day is.” (The sophistic argumentation
works better in Greek than in English, ‘day is’ (fjuépe éotiv) and ‘night
is’ (vOE éotv) being the normal way of saying ‘it is day / night’. Thus
these sentences are grammatically parallel to existence statements such as
‘nothing is (i.e. exists)’. Of course they differ logically from the latter in
two essential respects: unlike ‘day’ and ‘night’, ‘nothing’ is not a desig-
nator, and ‘is’ in ‘it is day’ is not existential.) Alexander objects — in brief —
that the consequent of the first premiss differs from the antecedent of
the second (since ‘neither is night’ means ‘night, like everything else, is
not’), and that the argument is hence not a ‘through three’ argument.

The component sentences ‘it is night’ and ‘it is day’, and the compos-
ite propositions formed from them, are standard examples from Stoic, and
later ancient, propositional logic. Another element of Stoic origin in the
passage is the term for conditional, cvvnupévov, which is used in parallel
with the Peripatetic one, cvvéyewa. (The fact that premisses and conclu-
sion are expressly called conditionals also shows that they are recognized
as composite propositions.) Thus, as elsewhere in Alexander,” we find in
the same passage the use of two different sets of terminology, which indi-
cates a fusion of different theories. We can infer that the logicians who
adduced the argument were acquainted with Stoic or contemporary propo-
sitional logic. They may have exploited the ambiguities that result from
the clash of Peripatetic and Stoic logic. (Unlike other standard examples,
such as ‘if Dion is walking, Dion is moving’, ‘if it is not night, it is day’
sports the peculiarity that its grammatical structure is identical with that
of early ‘Peripatetic’ conditionals in WHs such as ‘If it is not rational, it
is non-rational.”)

The essential point for us in this passage is that the form of the would-
be ‘through three’ argument is treated as propositional-logical, and that
the expression dpog is endowed with a new meaning. In the lines before
Alexander turns to the ‘through three’ arguments (Alex. APr. 374.21-4),
he uses Gpog to denote terms — just as Aristotle did in the passage com-
mented upon. Then, however, Alexander uses 8poc, or more precisely,
‘preceding term (8pog) of the second conditional’, in order to refer to a
whole clause, ‘if neither is night’, i.e. to the antecedent of a conditional
(Alex. APr. 374.27-8).° Similarly, the expression ‘follows’ (€netan) is

% E.g. Alex. APr. 262-5, Top. 165-6.
% “Opog may have taken on the general meaning ‘component’, referring to terms
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twice used for component propositions, not for terms (Alex. APr. 374.26
and 34). Thus the form of the argument is envisaged as (A;) ‘If P, Q; if
Q, R; therefore if P, R’.

What caused this change of focus we can only guess. First, note the
term-logical vocabulary (uéoov, etc.), and that the example, like all pre-
vious ones, at least superficially, still fits a term-logical mould; the author
of the counter-example may have thought that conditionals in ‘through
three’ arguments must have the grammatical form ‘if it is T,, it is Ty .
The passage (unlike Alex. APr. 326-8) shows clear signs of Stoic (or later
propositional-logical) influence, and this may well explain the altered per-
spective. If the authors of the counter-example were Stoic, or obtained
their logical education in Stoic logic, they may have (perhaps deliberately)
misunderstood the ‘through three’ arguments as propositional-logical. In
any event, the passage is the earliest we have which — indubitably — treats
WHs as propositional-logical arguments.

There are two further passages which occupy the twilight zone between
term-logical and propositional-logical WHs: first, a misguided comment
on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 11 4 reported in Philop. APr. 413.8-24,
which — unusually — contrasts the ‘through three’ syllogisms with the
hypothetical syllogisms, reserving the title ‘hypothetical syllogism’ for
‘mixed’ hypothetical arguments. The ‘through three’ syllogisms are said
to be so called since they take three terms (8pog, Philop. APr. 413.21-4),
but it remains unclear what counts as a dpog. Equally Philoponus’ exam-
ple for a ‘through three’ syllogism (a slight adaptation of Aristotle’s own)
leaves one guessing what the Spou in it are: el 10D A Aevkod Svtog avavkn
0 B péya eivat, 100 8¢ B peydhov <6viog> Gvéykn to I uh elvat Aevkdv, dote
100 A dvtog Aevkod 10 T pi elvar Aevkdv. Aristotle used A, B, and T for
subject terms, but this would here produce ‘through three’ syllogisms with
six terms. Thus I translate Philoponus (not Aristotle!) as ‘if being A
(white), necessarily it is B (big), and being B (big), necessarily it is not
C (white), then being A (white), it is not C (white)’.”” If this gets Phi-
loponus right, we can infer that the opol were either whole predicates

in categorical propositions, component clauses in hypothetical propositions This would
tally with Alexander’s general definition of 8pog, Alex. APr. 14.29-15.1.

7 This interpretation not only has the advantage of producing a standard ‘through
three’ syllogism, there are also parallels to such kind of formulation. Compare e.g.
Boethius HS 2.8.7 ‘si cum sit a animatum, est b homo, est ¢ animal, . .. si cum sit a
animatum, est b homo, non est ¢ equus’ with HS 2.7.1 ‘si cum sit a, est b, est c; si
cum sit a, est b, non est c’.
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or — more probably — component sentences, here in genitive absolute and
accusative with infinitive formulations.

The second passage is HS 1.6.2-3, where Boethius, in an overview of
what follows in the work, introduces the WHs. When explaining their sys-
tematic place between two other kinds of hypothetical syllogisms, he
states that in the first figure the premisses are expressed as follows:

(1) “si est A, est B, et si est B, est C”, (2) igitur B in utrisque numeratur, (3) et
sunt tres quidem termini hi, “est A”, “est B”, “est C”; (4) duae vero conditiona-
les hoc modo: “si est A, est B, si est B, est C”, (5) namque B utrisque commu-
nis est.

Here, in (3) whole component clauses (“‘est A”, etc.) are regarded as ter-
mini, whereas in (2) and (5) the predicated terms (A, B, etc.) seem to
count as termini. In the later passages which Boethius here anticipates,
termini are undoubtedly terms (see above, section 4). Thus I believe that
what has happened here in Book One is this: a later philosopher, famil-
iar with Stoic-type propositional logic (perhaps Boethius himself), care-
lessly reinterpreted the term-logical WHs of forms (A;) of the source of
HS 2.9.1-3.6.4 as being of propositional-logical form (A;), and hence took
‘terminus’ to refer to whole, independent, component propositions, or
at least wavered between the two possibilities.”

A passage in which the author may have interpreted ‘term’ ($pog) through-
out as ‘component sentence’ is the anonymous Greek Scholium (Waitz),
of which I have shown above (section 5) that its ultimate source is an
early theory of WHs. In the scholium the letters A, B, C stand for ‘terms’
which can be used affirmatively or negatively, e.g. if C, not B (el t0 T, o0
10 B).” At the end of the scholium the author attaches examples for all
three figures (to which, in the manner of the later commentators, he refers
as ‘matter’ (VAn)). These are all unambiguously propositional-logical, e.g.
‘If it is day, it is light; if it is light, the visible things are seen; if it is
day, the visible things are therefore seen’. Again, I assume that what hap-
pened is that — at some point in the history of transmission of this piece
of theory — an initially term-logical theory was re-interpreted in the light
of the author’s acquaintance with propositional logic, and that corresponding
examples were then attached.

% In the only other passage in Book One of HS in which Boethius mentions WHs
(HS 1.8.6-1.9.1) his termini are terms, exemplified by letters A, B, C (HS 1.8.6).
% See the quotation of the passage in section 5.
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9. Interlude: A brief note on the inferential status of WHs in Alexander

Alexander is the first of whom we know with certainty that he used the
names ‘wholly hypotheticals’ (81 6Aov broBetixoi) and ‘through three’ (81
tpwv) for the WHs. (The name ‘through three’ developed from an abbre-
viation of the general description of the BWHs as arguments or syllogisms
composed from three terms.)'™ He treats the ‘through three’ arguments as
a subclass of the wholly hypotheticals (e.g. Alex. APr. 326.8-9), and as
valid. We do not know whether Alexander contributed any original ideas
to the theory of WHs; but he seems to have had strong views about their
inferential status. In all other sources which talk about arguments that are
‘wholly hypothetical’ or ‘through three’ they are marked out as syllo-
gisms: they are wholly hypothetical syllogisms. This is not Alexander’s
view. For him, the WHs are arguments (Adyot), and valid,'"" but not syl-
logisms, or at least not syllogisms proper (arnAdc).'” He provides in his
commentary on the Prior Analytics three different necessary conditions for
syllogismhood, which may reflect a development of the Peripatetic concept
of a syllogism; and he claims, or at least implies, that none of them is
satisfied by the WHs.

The strictest (and perhaps earliest) condition requires that the premisses
of a syllogism have the right form. The right form includes that they are
probative (8ewxtixidg).'™ The context of the passage suggests that this
criterion is satisfied precisely by the categorical syllogisms.'™ The WHs
fail, because they do not have probative premisses. A second necessary
condition requires either that a syllogism is a categorical syllogism or
that at least one of its premisses is backed up by a categorical syllogism.'*
If this criterion is taken to be sufficient for syllogismhood, ‘mixed’ hypo-
theticals come out as syllogisms because of their assumed dependency on
categorical syllogisms. WHs do not, since they are neither categorical

1% Cf. e.g. Boethius, HS 3.1.1, Philop. APr. 413.21-4 and the anonymous Greek
Scholium (Waitz).

0" Thus he says that the ‘through threes’ are sound (bying, Alex. APr. 265.16) or
conclusive (nepaivovteg, Alex. APr. 390.14), or that the conclusion follows from
necessity (£§ avéyxng, Alex. APr. 348.9-11, 17-18). Alexander produces no reason for
their validity except that he implies that Aristotle says so in APr. I 32 (Alex. APr.
348.9-11).

192 Alex. APr. 265.17, 19-20; 330.28-30; 348.12-13; 390.10-13.

10 Alex APr. 348.16, in part discussed above, section 4.

' Similarly suggested at Alex. APr. 265.13-16, where the Yrap&ig condition (see
below) seems to be a necessary but not sufficient condition.

195 Alex. APr. 390.14-19.
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syllogisms nor do they have any categorical premisses that could be
backed up by a categorical syllogism. A third necessary condition requires
that a syllogism demonstrate that something belongs (vrépyet) or does not
belong (to something).'® This criterion concerns the conclusion of a syl-
logism. The WHs fall short, since they do not — unconditionally — state
that something does or does not belong. We encounter this criterion also
in a more technical, perhaps later, formulation: the WHs are probative
not of a belonging (YrapEig) but only of a consequence (dxohovBic).'””
Here we have a positive description of what is validly inferred in the WHs,
and thus implicitly the acknowledgement that something of a specific
kind is inferred. With this criterion, the ‘mixed’ hypotheticals become
proper syllogisms since they demonstrate a belonging (Vrap&ig); they seem
at this point recognized as valid because of their own particular form. This
focus on the form of the ‘mixed’ hypotheticals, together with their inde-
pendence from the categorical syllogisms, opens the door for the WHs
to become accepted as syllogisms as well: they, too, have their validity
because they have particular valid forms which make them the kind of
arguments they are. But Alexander does not consider their form as
sufficient for syllogismhood. He tries to be faithful to Aristotle’s view (or
what he takes it to be). We can infer that he did not yet regard the WHs

as being of the same general sort of arguments as the ‘mixed’ hypotheti-
cal syllogisms.

10. Propositional logic at last: Philoponus APr. 243.11-36; 244.13-26

At some point in antiquity the WHs received an unambiguous proposi-
tional interpretation. It is hard to say when and where exactly this hap-
pened. The best evidence for the fact that it happened are examples for
WHs which do not allow a term-logical interpretation. This criterion pro-
vides two passages from late antiquity (Philop. APr. 243.11-36, 6th AD;
Scholium in Amm. APr. XI.1-6, 6th AD or later) and some passages from
Byzantine logic.'®™ These passages seem all to belong in the same general
tradition. The longest, presumably earliest, and most informative one is
Philoponus. It forms part of a self-contained digression of several pages

1% Alex. APr. 265, 347-8. The criterion is based on Arist. APr. 1 23 40b23-4.
197 Alex APr. 330; cf. the Latin Scholium (Minio-Paluello) and Philop. APr. 302.
'% The earliest of these is Anon. Log.&Quadr. 38 30.16ff, dated 1007. On the

Byzantine sources for wholly hypothetical syllogisms cf. K. Ierodiakonou, ‘Medieval
Traditions’.
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on hypothetical syllogistic.'” This digression starts with a juxtaposition of
Stoic and Peripatetic logical terminology (Philop. APr. 242.18-243.10). Thus
the author is familiar with Stoic logic. The theory given and terminology
used thereafter are however purely Peripatetic. Philoponus’ discussion of
WHs displays many similarities to the tradition of WHs we found in Alex.
APr. 326-8, Alcin. Didasc. ch. 6, and in Philop. APr. 302.6-23."" It is evi-
dently a later development of this theory. Apart from the above-mentioned
fact that some of the examples do not fit a term-logical interpretation any
more, there are a number of further noteworthy modifications.

Neither Philoponus nor any of the later sources voices any doubt that
the WHs are proper syllogisms. From Philoponus we can infer that this is
a conscious change from Alexander. Philoponus defines syllogisms dis-
Jjunctively as those which (1) either demonstrate that something is or is
not, or (2a) that if something is, something is or something is not, or (2b)
that if something is not, something is or something is not.'"" Syllogisms
of type (1) demonstrate a belonging or being the case (YnapEic), those of
type (2) a consequence (&xolovBia).''? Thus whereas Alexander used the
Ynop&ig / axorovBia distinction in order to exclude WHs from syllogism-
hood, Philoponus explicitly includes syllogisms with a ‘consequence’ as
conclusion.

The ‘wholly hypotheticals’ and ‘through three’ are then defined as the
syllogisms of type (2).""* The ‘wholly hypotheticals’ are so called, because
all the premisses (or propositions) introduced in them are hypothetical.'*
There are two changes in the account of the name ‘through three’: the
WHs are called ‘through three’ because they conclude through at least

' The Anon. Log.&Quadr. and the other Byzantine texts provide a comparable
overview of syllogistic, and the Scholium, in a different way, too.

' E.g. the two names ‘wholly hypothetical’ and ‘through three, the explanation of
the name ‘wholly hypothetical’, the explicit requirement of a shared component in the
two premisses.

" AdaBopev 8¢ howndv éx Sranpéoewg ta eidn 1@v brobetikdv suAloyiopdv. xadéiov
nag ovAloyiopog i 10 Eotv fi 10 ok £omt Seikvuowy, | Tivog dvtog T EoTiv A Tl ovK
goTv, 7 Tivog un Svtog ti éotv A} Tl oVk EoTv.

'"? The terminological distinction $roap&ig / dxorovBia is not made in the definition,
but later at Philop. APr. 244.13-26, where Philoponus distinguishes ‘mixed’ hypothet-
ical syllogisms from the WHs.

"3 oi pudv obv tivog Bvtog fi uiy Gvtog ti Fonv | Tl odK EoTi Seikviviec, obToL Kok~
obvtou 1 Tp1dv kai Si’ GAwv broBetikoi, Philop. APr. 243.13-15.

" AU Shov pév, St ndcor ot mapakapfovépevarl npotdoelg vmoBetikai, Philop.
APr. 243.15-16. Shortly after (Philop. APr. 243.32-5) the syllogisms are said to be
wholly hypothetical because their conclusion is a consequence.
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three hypotheses.'"® Thus first, the ‘through three’ arguments are no longer
regarded as a subclass of the wholly hypotheticals, but as co-extensive
with them.'"® Consequently, as they must then include ‘complex’ wholly
hypothetical syllogisms as well, we have the addition of ‘at least’: they
conclude from at least three, perhaps more, components.'"’

The second modification is more significant: instead of ‘three terms (6pot)’
Philoponus says ‘three hypotheses (broBéseig)’. This is another indication
of the progression from term logic to propositional logic: the essential ele-
ments of the WHs are no longer seen to be terms, but hypotheses. In line
with this alteration in the account of the ‘through three’ arguments, when
presenting his wholly hypothetical syllogistic, Philoponus uses ‘hypothe-
sis’ where Alexander and Alcinous used ‘term’. A hypothesis in this con-
text is the component sentence of a conditional.''* We have noticed above
that, at the point when the change to a propositional-logical understand-
ing occurs, ideally an expression would be needed to denote the compo-
nent sentences of the conditionals; but the use of the word ‘hypothesis’ in
this function, i.e. for both antecedent and consequent, is peculiar and
seems unparalleled in ancient texts.''” Whoever introduced it must have
been looking for a suitable replacement for ‘term’, since they felt that
‘term’ was an inadequate expression for component sentences. Hence 6pog
can hardly have been an established term for ‘component sentence’.

The theory of WHs is then as follows: The definition of WHs as syl-
logisms of type (2) (see above) serves at the same time as a new classificatory
scheme. It identifies four types of WHs by way of the forms of their con-
clusion: (i) If P, Q; (ii) if P, not Q; (iii) if not Q, P, (iv) if not Q, not P.

1S S1a tprdv 8¢, 611 T00Ad IGTOV 0DTOL 01 GLALOYIGHOL Sid TPIBV DroBécewy
nepaivovtat, Philop. APr. 243.16-17.

s Cf. the Scholium in Amm. APr. XI.1-2, 6 Aeyépevog S1d Tp1dv xai dt° GAov
broBetindg <i.e. GuAAOYIOPOC>.

17 T assume that this is the result of a misunderstanding of the extensional relation
between ‘through three’ arguments and wholly hypotheticals, and a subsequent adap-
tation of the explanation of the name, to make it fit.

""" Cf. e.g. Philop. APr. 243.17-19, text quoted below.

"' One might have expected the use of ‘hypothesis’ in lieu of ‘hypothetical propo-
sitions’ (cf. Arist. APr. 50a16-28); but — as K. Ierodiakonou (in her ‘Rediscovering
some Stoic arguments’, in P. Nicolacopoulos, ed., Greek Studies in the Philosophy and
History of Science, Dordrecht 1990, 137-48) at 138 rightly argues - this is not borne
out by the text. The wholly hypothetical syllogisms are said to conclude (repaivewv)
from at least three hypotheses, and if the hypotheses were whole conditionals, this
would not be true. For the same reason, the other plausible understanding of ‘hypoth-
esis’, as denoting the antecedents of the conditionals only can be ruled out. Both points
are also clear from APr. 243.17-19, quoted below.
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In accordance with this fourfold distinction, Philoponus presents four
examples, perhaps based on Plato’s Phaedrus,'™ in the order introduced
by the definition. They can be schematically represented as:

If P, Q If P, Q If not P, Q If not P, Q

If Q, R If QR If QR If Q, not R

IfP, R If R, not S If not P, R If not P, not R"!
If P, not S

This fourfold distinction is the only classification given. There is no men-
tion of figures of WHs. The examples are all in the first figure.'” This is
a characteristic of the sources which present a propositional-logical under-
standing of the WHs.'? The philosophically most interesting bit of the
passage is the following, which provides some information about the con-
struction of WHs:

For instance, I want to show that the hypothesis which says ‘god is good’ is fol-
lowed by ‘the all is eternal’. Since I want to show that these two hypotheses
follow each other,'” it is wholly necessary to establish this through something
else. For if we assumed just it itself, we would postulate the initial point again.
We then need several hypotheses or at least one other hypothesis through which,
as intermediate, we will connect these with each other; so that we may, for
instance, say: ‘if god is good, he brings about good things. If he brings about
good things, he brings about eternal things. Therefore, if god is good, he brings
about eternal things.”'*® (Philop. APr. 243.17-24)

This suggests the following general method for proving a conditional ‘If
1P, +#Q’: one picks a hypothetical proposition that one wants to prove, i.e.

120 Cf. Phdr. 249a. Log.&Quadr. 38 p. 30.20-23 provides a very similar example
of a WH in mode 1.1.

2l The examples for the third and fourth type are given in one go, and thus run
into each other; but their separate reconstruction is easy.

'22 One could easily integrate 2nd and 3rd figure syllogisms into this new scheme:
e.g. the syllogistic form ‘If P, Q; if not R, not Q; therefore if P, R’ would belong to
the first of Philoponus’ categories.

'Y With the examples in the anonymous Greek Scholium being the exception.

124 ‘Each other’ is strange. Perhaps Philoponus gives only part of a longer argument-
ation. But cf. Galen Inst.Log. ch. 14 for biconditionals with the linguistic form ‘If P, Q’.

125 olov BodAopar Seiat BT tfj broBécer tf) Aeyovon dyabov elvar tov Oeov
GxorovBel 10 &idiov elvar 10 nav. ‘Eneidn odv o tadtag broBéoeig BodAopar Seifot
enopévag GAAM AL, Raoa dvdyxn St’ ETépov T0DTO KoTaoKeEVGoL - érel €1 a0ToBEV TODTO
AdBwpev, 10 év apxfi ndAv aitnodueba. Ovkobv xpeia fuiv mheldvav § TovAdXIGTOV
dAAng pidg broBéoewc, 8i’ A péong tabtog dAAMAAaLG cuvdyopev- olov (va einwpev
oo, “el 0 Bedg ayaBdc, ayoBd motel- el dyoBd notel, Gidi notel- €1 6 Bedg Gpa dyaBog,
aidro morel”.
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the demonstrandum. One then needs to find intermediate simple proposi-
tions (‘hypotheses’) R, ... tR, such that

If P, ¥R,
If +R,,...
If..., ¥R,
If +R,, ¥Q
If £P, +Q

This approach, although not present in earlier sources on WHs, is thor-
oughly Peripatetic, modelled on how one finds a syllogism for a ‘prob-
lem’ (npoPAnua) in categorical syllogistic (cf. Arist. APr. I 26-30).2® The
examples are Platonic or Christian (but certainly not Stoic) and the ter-
minology is entirely in the Peripatetic-Platonist tradition (npétacic, xota-
oxevalew), and thus not Stoic either.

There is no longer any talk about reducing the WHs to categorical syl-
logisms, and indeed this would be surprising, given that arguments of the
form ‘If P, Q; if Q, R; therefore if P, R’, etc. cannot in any straight-
forward manner be reduced to categorical syllogisms.'?” At this point
the story I intended to tell comes to an end. We have reached a stage

where the WHs are evidently understood as having a propositional-logical
form.'*

The Queen’s College
Oxford

1% Anon. Log.&Quadr. 38 p. 30.16ff talks explicitly about the np6PAnpo.

27 In this context it is odd that Anon. Log.&Quadr. 38 p. 30.23-6 (similarly
p- 30.17-19) claims that a WH (in the first mode of the first figure) differs from a cat-
egorical syllogism in the first mode of the first figure only in its hypothetical form
(0DT0G PEV 0DV €V Q) TPDTE TPOTE TOD TPMTOV GYANATOG TAV KATNYOPIKDY GUAAOYIORAY
avagaivetat pove 1@ drobetikd SradAdtrwv). For the example given belongs to propo-
sitional logic and such arguments can only with considerable logical contortions be
reduced to modus Barbara; cf. Barnes, ‘T&S’, 313-318 for an heroic attempt, based
on Brentano.

' I would like to thank the editors for their meticulous editing of the piece; Paolo
Crivelli for helpful notes on parts of an early draft; and especially Jonathan Barnes
for incisive and insightful comments on the penultimate draft.
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