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WHY THE ORDER OF THE FIGURES OF THE
HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISMS WAS CHANGED

In chapter 6 of Alcinous’ Handbook of Platonism we find a discussion of categorical,
hypothetical, and mixed syllogisms. Alcinous distinguishes three figures of the
hypothetical syllogism, and illustrates each figure with a syllogism based on an
argument from Plato. Here he remarks in passing that most people called the second
hypothetical figure the third and that some called the third figure the second.! We
may assume that those who called the third figure the second and those who called
the second the third were the same. In a parallel passage, Alexander of Aphrodisias
advocates the same ordering of figures of hypothetical syllogisms as Alcinous, and
reports that Theophrastus, in the first book of his Analytics, had the second and third
figure in reverse order.2 Combining these passages, we can infer that at the turn of the
second century A.D. there existed two different views on the ordering of the figures of
the hypothetical syllogisms, of which one goes back to Theophrastus, whereas the
other presumably was the result of a later change. This curious fact has so far not
received a satisfactory explanation.’ In the following pages I seek to show what
prompted this reversal of the order of figures. To this end, I first take a look at a

! ‘And in accordance with the second hypothetical figure (which most people call the third), in
which the common term follows the extremes in either premise, he argues thus. . . . 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 . . .’ (Alc. Didasc. 159.14-15
and 20 Whittaker, Kara 8¢ 76 8evrepov vmoberiov oxijua, 6 of mAeioror Tpitov dpaci, kad’
6 6 kowds Opos duporépois Tois drpois €metar, ovtws épwtd . .. Kal uny kal xara 76
Tpitov oxiua, mpds Twwy 8 SeiTepov, kal’ & 6 kowods Spos dudorépwy ryeitar, év TG
Paldwvt oVTws épwrd Suvduer . . .)

2 “In the first book of his Analytics, Theophrastus states that the second figure of the wholly
hypothetical <syllogisms> is the one in which the premises begin with the same <term>, and end
in different ones, and the third figure is the one in which they begin with different ones, and end in
the same. But we set them out the other way around.” (Alex. An. Pr. 328.2-5, @edppaoros wévror
é&v 76 mporépw TV Avadurikdv SevTepov oy Aéye év Tois 8 GAwv Smoberikois elvar,
év & dpyduevar dmd Tod adrtod ai mpordoels Ajyovow els érepa, Tpitov 8¢, év & amo
Sraddpwy dpydpevar Miyovow els TadTdév. dvdmalw 8’ fueis éfeféuebo.)

3 J. Barnes, in his ‘Terms and sentences: Theophrastus on hypothetical syllogisms’, Proceedings
of the British Academy 69 (1983), 279-326 at 297-8, remarks on this fact, but offers no
explanation. He assumes that it reflects a philosophical dispute that may go back to the first
century B.C. Peripatetics. Later (at p. 311) he suspects that Theophrastus had no reason for his
ordering of the figures, whereas Alexander had an analogy to Aristotle’s ‘categorical’ syllogisms
in mind. Similarly, G. Invernizzi, in Il Didaskalikos di Albino e il medioplatonismo, vol. 2 (Rome,
1976), 108, n. 21, suggests that Albinus (i.e. Alcinous) switched the figures in order to make them
analogous to the categorical syllogisms. J. Dillon, in his commentary on the passage (Handbook
of Platonism [Oxford, 1993], 82) suggests that the reason for the reversal of the second and third
figure was the fact that someone from whom Alcinous draws used Plato’s Parm. 137d4-9 to show
that Plato made use of first figure hypothetical syllogisms, and the immediately following passage
Parm. 137e-138al to show that Plato also employed what was up to then regarded as third figure
hypothetical syllogisms, and then, in order to achieve symmetry (i.e. between the passages from
the Parmenides and the names of the figures) placed what was the third hypothetical figure
second. I am not convinced by this account. I. M. Bochenski, in La Logique de Théophraste
(Fribourg, 1947), 115, followed by A. Graeser, Die logischen Fragmente des Theophrast (Berlin,
1973), 99-100, argues that the second figure is logically closer to the first than the third, but as
Barnes (p. 311) rightly points out, this is not borne out by our evidence.
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passage from Alexander’s commentary on Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, where he
compares the (wholly)* hypothetical syllogisms with Aristotelian ‘categorical’ syllo-
gisms:

A wholly hypothetical <argument> is as follows: If A, B; if B, C; therefore if A, C. For in these
even the conclusion is hypothetical; for instance ‘If it is a human being, it is an animal; if it is an
animal, it is a substance; therefore, if it is a human being, it is a substance’. Since then in these,
too, there must be some middle term, by virtue of which the premises are connected with each
other (for otherwise with these too it is impossible to have a deductive pairing <of premises>),
this middle term will have three positions in such pairings, too. Now when the middle term is at
the end of one of the premises and at the beginning of the other, this will be the first figure: for
it will be in this way as it is in the case when the middle term is predicated of one of the
extremes, and is subject to the other. For ‘ending’ and ‘following’ are analogous to ‘being
predicated’, and ‘beginning’ to ‘being subject’. . . . When the hypothetical premises begin with
different <terms> and end in the same, this will be the second figure, being analogous to the
second figure in the categorical syllogisms, in which the middle term is predicated of both
extremes. . . . for example, ‘if human being, animal; if stone, not animal; hence if human being,
not stone’. When the premises begin with the same <terms> and end in different ones, this
figure will be analogous to the third. For the preceding <term>, which has the place of the
subject, is the same in both premises. . . . for example ‘if human being, rational; if not human
being, non-rational; hence if not rational, non-rational’.é

(Alex. An. Pr. 326.22-32, 327.2-5, 12-16, 19-20)

éorL 8¢ 8¢’ SAwv vmobferikos TowolTos' €l 76 A, 70 B, €l 70 B, 76 I', €l dpa 16 A, 6 I
ToUTwY yap kal 76 cuumépacua vmoferikdy: olov “el dvlpwnds éori, {@dv éoTw, €l {Hdv
éotw, ovoia éotiv, € dpa dvBpwmds éoTw, odoia éoriv”. émel Tolvuv Sei kai év TolTois
/7 \ o b ) o 4 € 4 k] / » \ 3 7/
wéoov Twa. Spov elvar, kal’ ov owdmrovow ai mpordoes dAMfAais (EAAws yap ddivarov
kal éml TodTwy cwaxTikny ovluvylav yivesBai) obros 6 pégos Tpyds kai év Tais
Towabrais ovlvyias Tebfoerar. Srav pév yap év §f uév Tdv mpordoewv Myy, év § 8¢
dpxnTar, 70 mpdTOV €0TaL OXTHpa oUTws yap €er, s kal 6Te ToD pev TGOV drpwy
karnyopeito, TG 86 Umékeito. dvddoyov ydp 1O pév Miyew kal émecfar TH
karyyopeichar, 76 Bé dpyealar 7 vmokeiobau. . .. el 8¢ dmo Swapdpwy dpyduevar af
vmoflerikal mpordoeis AMjyoiev els TadTé, éoTar 16 TowodTov axfiua Sevrepov dvdAoyor Sy
7¢ év Tois kartnyopikois Sevtépw, év ols & uéoos Gpos dudorépwy TAV dArpwy
KkaTnyopeiro. . . . olov “el dvlpwmos, {dov, €l Alflos, ot {@ov, € dpa dvfpwmos, ob Alfos”.
€l 8¢ ye dmo Tod avTol dpyduevar al mpordoets Miyoiev els érepa, €orar dvddoyov ToiTo
76 oxfpa T TpiTew: TO ydp jyoluevor Vmokeuévov ywpav éxov &v dudorépais Tais
mpoTACEst TavTév éoTwv. . .. olov “el Avfpwmos, doywdy, €l uy dvbpwmos, dloyov, € uy
Aoyikov dpa, dloyov”.

I'assume that A, B, and C stand for terms rather than propositions,” and accordingly,
that when Alexander says ‘if A, B’, this is short for “if it is A, it is B’. Moreover, I take
it that the conditionals ‘if (it is) A, (it is) B’, were understood as universally

* In line with the main tradition, Alexander calls the arguments which Alcinous names
‘hypothetical’ ‘wholly hypothetical’. They are called ‘wholly hypothetical’ since all their premises,
and their conclusion, are hypothetical propositions; cf. e.g. Philop. An. Pr. 243.14-16.

* On pp. 326-8 Alexander throughout speaks of ‘the hypothetical’ (6 $moferixds), and it is
unclear whether we should understand ‘syllogism’ or ‘argument’, since he repeatedly voices some
doubt as to whether the wholly hypotheticals are syllogisms (e.g. An. Pr. 326.12-14).

8 In fact, the last two examples are given as examples for valid arguments in the second and
third figure.

7 My main reasons for this assumption are the facts that Alexander, like Alcinous, clearly talks
about the relation of (middle and extreme) terms in the passage (e.g. An.Pr 327.9 76 yop I’
wéaos v Bpos), and that, when he gives examples for the second and third figures, he replaces
the letters by terms such as ‘human being’, ‘rational’, etc. (4n. Pr. 327.11-13 and 18-20). On this
point I disagree with Barnes (n. 3, 295), who takes Alexander to refer by ‘middle term’ to the
‘middle hypothesis’, i.e. to the component proposition shared by the two hypothetical premises.
However, what I say in the following can with some (obvious) modifications be upheld even on
the assumption that Alexander used A, B, and C to stand for propositions rather than terms.
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quantified conditionals which may be paraphrased as ‘if something is A, it is B’, and
which thus have exactly two terms (in the Aristotelian sense);® of these I call the first
the ‘preceding term’ and the second the ‘following term’.” The three figures are then
characterized by premise pairings of the following kinds:

First figure Second figure Third figure
If (itis) A, (itis) B If (itis) A, (itis) B If (itis) B, (itis) A
If (itis) B, (itis) C ~ If (itis) C, (itis) B If (itis) B, (itis) C

We can then see how (wholly) hypothetical syllogisms are analogous to categorical
syllogisms. Alexander puts it like this: ““ending” and “following” are analogous to
“being predicated”, and “beginning” to “being subject”’ (4n. Pr. 326.31-2). I inter-
pret this sentence as: ‘Having X as following term in a hypothetical proposition is
analogous to having X as predicate term in a categorical premise; and having X as
preceding term in a hypothetical proposition is analogous to having X as subject
term in a categorical premise.’ On the level of argument schemes, we can accordingly
say that for instance in the first figure

If (itis) A, (itis) B Every Ais B
If (itis) B, (it is) C is analogous to Every Bis C
If (it is) A, (itis) C Every Ais C

because in both cases there is the underlying sequence of term letters AB, BC, AC.
This analogy has in tow a further analogy between the figures of the (wholly) hypo-
thetical syllogisms with those of the categorical ones.!® All first figure hypothetical
syllogisms are analogous to first figure categorical ones, and similarly for the second
and third figures. This further analogy is based on the position of the middle term in
the premise pairings.!! We can illustrate this fact schematically as follows—with the
middle term printed in bold:

First figure Second figure Third figure
AisB If (itis) A, (itis) B AisB If (itis) A, (itis) B~ Bis A If (itis) B, (itis) A
BisC If (itis)B, (itis)C  CisB If (itis) C, (itis)y B BisC If (itis) B, (itis) C

(for reasons of simplicity I leave out indicators of quality and quantity).

My contention is that consideration of structural correspondences of the kind just
mentioned led to the reversal of the order of the figures. To see how, we have to air two
further pieces of information. First, Alexander mentions that Theophrastus called
(wholly) hypothetical syllogisms syllogisms ‘by analogy’.!> I assume that they were

¥ In Alcinous, the conditionals are understood in a different way, as involving a designator in
the antecedent, and a cross-reference to the designator in the consequent. They can be para-
phrased as ‘If it (i.e. this thing a) is A, it (@) is B’. (See my ‘Wholly hypothetical syllogisms’,
Phronesis 2000 [forthcoming].) For my present purposes, again, this difference is of no im-
portance.

° Alexander talks about that which precedes (76 7yoduevov), that which follows (6
émduevov), and about the term which precedes or which follows (e.g. 76 yap I' uéoos v
Gpos . . . émbuevos, An.Pr. 327.9; év §f vjyeirar 6 pégos...év 1 émerar 6 uéoos, An.Pr
327.26-17.)

19 Cf. Alexander’s use of odrws . . . és (An. Pr. 326.30) and of dvdAoyov (An.Pr. 327.3 and 14).

!'" Alcinous calls the middle term the ‘common term’ (Didasc. 159.3, 20-1).

"2 of 82 SAwv Ymoberixol, ods Oeddpactos “xara dvadoyiav” éyer . . . (An. Pr 326.8-9).
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so-called, because they were seen as somehow analogous to Aristotle’s ‘categorical’
syllogisms.!? At the very least this is the only sort of analogy which Alexander
discusses in this context, and he does so shortly after he has given Theophrastus’ alter-
native name for the (wholly) hypothetical syllogisms.

For the second point we have to go back to Aristotle. In his syllogistic, Aristotle
formulated his ‘categorical’ propositions in a way different from that favoured by
Alexander, Alcinous, and other later philosophers. For instance, where Alcinous says
‘Every A is B’ (cf. Didasc. 158.15-16),'* Aristotle would say ‘B holds of every A’ or ‘B
is predicated of every A, and mutatis mutandis in the cases of all categorical
propositions (e.g. Arist. An. Pr. 25a17-18, 25b37-9, 26a23). This way of wording was
adopted by Theophrastus (e.g. Alex. An.Pr. 31.4-10; Philop. An.Pr. 48.11-18). For
Aristotle and Theophrastus, a syllogism of the first figure, say in modus Barbara,
would thus have this linguistic form:

A holds of every B
B holds of every C

A holds of every C

At Alexander’s time, on the other hand, a modus Barbara syllogism usually displays
the linguistic form:

Every Cis B
Every Bis A

Every Cis A

What has happened is that (i) premises and conclusion have been formulated in the
‘new’ way, and in addition (ii) the order of the premises has been turned round. As a
result we have what we may dub the ‘classical formulation’ of categorical syllogisms.
Apuleius’ (or [Apuleius]’) explication of these different formulations shows that this
change was a conscious one:

.. . the first indemonstrable may also be <set out> in the manner of the Peripatetics, using
letters, and with the order of premises and parts changed, but with the force remaining the
same: A of every B, and B of every C, therefore A of every C. They begin from the predicate and
also from the second premise. In fact, this mood—carried out backwards from their point of
view—is thus: every C is B, every B is A, therefore every Cis A.

(Apul. Int. 212.4-10 Moreschini)

* * * ut etiam Peripateticorum more per litteras ordine propositionum et partium commutato

sed vi manente sit primus indemonstrabilis: A de omni B, et B de omni C; igitur A de omni C.
incipiunt a declarante atque ideo et a secunda propositione. hic adeo modus secundum hos
pertextus retro talis est: omne C B, omne B A; omne igitur C A.

(Peripateticorum Prantl: hypotheticorum MSS)

We can now see how this change in formulating categorical propositions brought

" Alexander provides a different reason why Theophrastus called them ‘by analogy’: their
premises are similar (in form) to each other and to the conclusion (4n. Pr. 326.10-12). But this
need not have been Theophrastus’ reason for the name. Cf. Barnes (n. 3), 288, n. 2.

" For Alexander (who when commenting on Aristotle naturally mostly sticks to Aristotle’s
formulation), see e.g. An. Pr. 348.17.
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about the reversal of the second and third hypothetical figures. In Aristotle’s termin-
ology, and using Theophrastus’ ordering of the figures, we obtain the following
analogy between the premise pairings of the categorical and hypothetical syllogisms:

First figure Second figure Third figure
AofB If(itis)A, (itis) B Bof A If (itis)B, (itis) A A of B If (itis) A, (it is) B
Bof C If (itis) B, (itis) C Bof C If (itis) B, (itis) C Cof B If (itis) C, (itis) B

(where ‘X of Y’ is short for ‘X holds of Y’, and quality and quantity are again
disregarded). As in the previous case, the analogy is plain: the middle term (B) has the
same position relative to the extremes (A, C) in the corresponding figures of the two
types of syllogism. However, when categorical propositions were reformulated in the
‘classical’ way, the following mismatch would have appeared in the premise pairings
of the second and third figures:

Second figure Third figure
CisB If (it is) B, (it is) A BisC  If (itis) A, (itis) B
AisB If (itis) B, (it is) C BisA  If (itis) C, (itis) B

Here, in the second categorical figure, the common term now ‘follows’ the extremes
(i.e. is predicated of them), whereas in the second hypothetical figure the common
term still precedes; and similarly in the case of the third categorical and hypothetical
figures. There is one easy way to restore the analogy, namely by having the second
and third hypothetical figure swap places. And this, I take it, is precisely what
happened. The reversal of the second and third hypothetical figures is thus a result
(i) of understanding the hypothetical syllogisms as analogous to Aristotle’s categ-
orical ones, and (ii) of the change in the standard linguistic form of categorical
propositions from Aristotle’s own to the ‘classical formulation’.

The Queen’s College, Oxford SUSANNE BOBZIEN
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