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The above heading and mottos refer to Aristotle’s most important and revealing issue, i.e.,
“the analysis which concerns the figures” (APo II 5, 91 b 13). The Stagirite consistently
appeals not only to his most original treatise Analytica, but also to its crucial project and
subject matter. Our attention will focus here on this significant finding made in the Prior
Analytics that so far has not yet been sufficiently treated. We attempt to understand “the
analysis concerning the figures” strictly in its own formulation, and, thus, to recapture, at
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least to some extent, Aristotle’s probable diagrams, which regrettably are missing from

the extant text of the Prior Analytics. Unfortunately, only few scholars (e.g. Einarson

1936; Tredennick 1938; Ross 1949; Kneale 1962; Rose 1967; Geach 1987; Englebretsen

1992, 1998) have suggested that Aristotle employed diagrammatic tables in teaching his

analytics. We have earlier sought to reconstruct Aristotle’s lost diagrams of the syllogis-
tic figures and to show how his analytics and apodeictics should be regarded as a treaty
about a heuristic analysis that aims to find the terms and premises for the syllogisms as

demonstrations or scientific explanations (see the bibliography).

Aristotle’s most famous logical theory is traditionally called the syllogistic, even
though the philosopher himself did not use this notion. With reference to his inferen-
tial and demonstrative framework, Aristotle proposed the title and the project matter:
ta analytika. Throughout centuries, many scholars of Aristotle have paid little attention
to the significance of his analytical approach. Finally, has it been aptly stated that Aristo-
tle transformed the analytical method employed in finding solution to geometrical theo-
rems so as to develop a method of approaching problems in demonstration.! This is an
original exposition of Aristotle analytics, which corroborates entirely our interpretation
with reference to the analysis applied in Greek geometry. Nonetheless, an attempt to
reconstruct the syllogistic figures was not undertaken by this author.

1. avadoufavew év ypoupaic Sovauy eOpeTIKiv...
- 0Uvapiv Tiva Dpeilv GUALOYLOTIKTV...

At the conclusion of the Sophistical Refutations (34), Aristotle informs us that on the

syllogistic reasoning (stepi 100 ouMoyileoBar) “we had absolutely nothing earlier to

mention, but we spent much time in experimental research (tp3jj {ntodvteg — exercita-
tione quaerentes)”. Accordingly, his initial and original project was ,to discover a certain

syllogistic ability about a given problem from the most endoxical (acceptable) belongings

(8Vvapilv Tiva eVpelv ouM oyl Tk TTept ToU TPoPANBEVTOG €K TOV VTTAPXOVTWY B¢

évdofotatwv); for this is the function of dialectic in itself and of peirastic” (SE 183 a 37).
Presumably, his laborious research was not restricted only to the heuristic dynamis for
syllogising in the dialectic (topics), but was mostly concerned with the relevant heuristic

dynamis for syllogising in the analytics, as we read in the course of the Prior Analytics

(I27-32)2.

! Fifteen years ago, Patrick H. Byrne in his stimulating book Analysis and Science in Aristotle offered a new
interpretation of the Analytics as a unified whole. Thus, Byrne (1997: XVII) showed “how influences from Greek
geometrical analysis can be found in Aristotle’s conception of a more general method of analysis, and how his
remarks concerning both syllogism and demonstrative science can be interpreted within this larger context”.

2 We cannot agree with a contrary view of L.A. Dorion who claims that in the SE 34 “Aristote s’y enorgueil-
lit d’avoir découvert la dialectique et non pas la logique” (Dorion 2002: 215). But was Aristotle so proud only of
having discovered the dialectic? Was he not aware of his painstaking and most fundamental ‘analysis concern-
ing the figures’? The point is that the syllogistic dynamis is in dialectic as well in analytics. Note the analogical
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“For surely one ought not only discern (Bewpeiv) the genesis of syllogisms, but also
have the ability to produce them (tnjv dUvapy €xetv 100 otetv)” (APr 43 a 22).

“After this we should explain how we will reduce syllogisms to the aforementioned
figures, for this part of our inquiry still remains to be done. For if we should discern
the genesis® of syllogisms and have the ability to find them (xai to¥ eUpiokewv Exorpev
Suvapy), and then also analyze existing syllogisms into the aforementioned figures, our
initial project should have come to the end.” (APr, 46 b 40-47 a 6; Striker’s translation
slightly modified).

In this respect, Aristotle’s crucial project in the Prior Analytics was: 1) to discern
(survey) the genesis of syllogisms, i.e., from which elements (terms and premises) they
come about; 2) to work out an ability to find them, based properly on the syllogistic
figures that show their genesis; and 3) to analyze or reduce (dvaAvewv, avayew) the
produced ones into the figures previously stated (cf. APr132, 47 a 2-6; 126-27, 43 2 16-24).
These three research tasks are complementary and define the overall objective of the
Prior Analytics.

At this point, we must note an often overlooked analogy between Aristotle’s project
of finding a syllogistic ability and the general purpose of an analysis in Greek geometry as
a special resource which allows ,,to obtain in lines a heuristic ability for solving problems
proposed (GvaiapPdvewv €v ypappaic SUvapLy eOpETIKNY TOV TPOTEVOUEV®V AVTOTG
npoPAnpdtwv”’ — Pappus, Coll. Math. 634, 5). In all probability, Pappus of Alexandria
reported here the older Greek view on the purpose of geometrical analysis. In connec-
tion with this, let it suffice to quote the earlier and principal evidence for the definitions
of analysis and synthesis, from the scholium on Euclids’ Book XIII:

AvaAuotg pév odv €0t Afjyig Tod {ntovpévou ¢ 6poAoyovuévou did @V
axoAovBwv €l Tt dAn0Eg dporoyovpevov. Zuvleaig 8¢ Afjyig Tol poAoyoupévou dia
TV axorovBwv éni Tt dAn0&g dporoyovpevov (Eucl. IV 198 Stamatis).

»Analysis est adsertio eius, quod quaeritur, ut concessi, qua per consequentias ad
aliquid pervenitur, quod verum esse conceditur. Synthesis est adserio concessi, qua per
consequentias ad aliquid pervenitur, quod verum esse conceditur” (Heiberg).

»Now analysis is the assumption of what is sought, as if it were admitted, through its
consequences, up to something admitted as true. And synthesis is the assumption of what
is admitted, through its consequences, up to something as true.”

Later Pappus (Coll. Math. 634, 11) summarized these procedures in the following
way: AvdAvotg totvuv €0ty 6806 Ao Tob {Toupévou kg OpoAoyoupévou i TV R
axoAoVBwv émti Tt oporoyovpevov ouvBéoer (,Now analysis is a method from what is
sought, as if it were admitted, through its successive consequences, up to something
admitted in synthesis”).

definition of the syllogism in both cases, and the analogical initial research project in the SE 183 a 34 (nepi tijg
£€ apyfic tpobéoewc) and in the APr47 a 5 (1) €€ apyijs mpdBeotc).

3 Here, the word genesis is transliterated. See below for Aristotle’s claim that “what is last in the analysis is
firstin the genesis” (EN 1112 b 23).
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These very terse definitions of the analysis-synthesis raise some complex questions,*
but without going into details and for the sake of greater clarity we can plainly show
their interconnection on the synoptic diagram, where the opposing arrows will mark the
convertible relation of both procedures.

a T0 OUOAOYOTUEVOV

n 0 quod conceditur y
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The arrow stands for the literal sense of ana-lysis as ‘regressive’ or ‘elevating’. Its direc-
tion is conceived as being upward, from what is sought through its antecedents to some-
thing admitted as true. Thereby, we emphasize analysis as a regressive upwards inference,
and synthesis as a progressive downwards one. What is of paramount importance is that
both procedures presuppose a relevant symmetry and reversibility between them.

It seems that the method of analysis exerted an influence on Plato’s agrapha dogmata,’
but was particularly adapted by Aristotle in his foundation of syllogistic and demonstra-
tive knowledge. Indeed, the Stagirite was guided by analysis and synthesis, a combined
method, already recognized by Plato who ,,used to put this aporia and inquired whether
we proceed from or toward the principles” (EN 1095 a 35). Aristotle, being a great logician,
was also perfectly aware of the fact that to make an analysis is not easy and it depends
on the validity of the inferential conclusion-premise conversion, as it is characteristic of
mathematics.

,1f it were impossible from falsehood to show truth, it would be easy to analyze (10
avaAvew); for then [the analysis] would convert from necessity. Let A be true; and if this
is true, these things, which I know to be true — e.g. B. Then from the latter I will show
that the former is true. Now [arguments] in mathematics convert more often, because
they assume nothing accidental, and in this they differ from dialectical arguments, but
rather definitions” (APo 112, 78 a 6-13).

Undoubtedly, Aristotle had such a correlation of analysis-synthesis in mind which he
incorporated into his crucial project of the Prior Analytics, as we have already mentioned.
In order to determine what exactly the philosopher meant by analysis and analyein with
relation to the syllogistic figures, we must firstly quote his key passages referring to the
analyzing diagrams.

4 Different translations (Hintikka-Remes 1974; Knorr 1986). But for a good clarification see especially Berti
1984 and Byrne 1997.

> For our interpretation of Plato’s ‘analytic system of principles’, see Wesoly 2012.
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2. avaAvew dwaypapuara ...

Presumably, Aristotle’s original inspiration for his analytics came from the geometrical
method of finding solutions to what is sought-for-lines by means of drawing diagrams.
It seems that an analysis conceived in this way was primarily connected with diagram-
mata. Thus, the very notion of Sidypappa (fit. ‘lines through’, from diagraphein ‘to mark
out by lines,” ‘draw a line between’, ‘delineate’), i.e., a figure marked out by lines, derives
from geometric terminology and means a plane figure (oxfjpa éninedov) in which the
points and lines are appropriately arranged. Drafting lettered diagram was used for didac-
tic reasons, thereby, facilitating the understanding and providing the solution for various
complex issues (cf. Siaokaiiag ydpwv — Coel. 280 a 1). Similarly, oyfpa (from Eyewy,
o€y ‘to have, hold, be in such position’) means a ‘drawing’ or ‘sketch’; hence a ‘form’,
‘shape’, or ‘geometrical figure’, employed for making something clearer or easier to under-
stand. Thus, in the procedure of drawing these diagrams-figures, it has become possible
to invent relevant geometrical theorems and proofs. For this reason diagrammara were
regarded by the Greeks as metonyms of geometrical theorems.*

There are at least three passages in which Aristotle expounds his approach for ‘analyz-
ing the diagrammata’ (a transliteration of the Greek term seems more convenient than
the inaccurate translation ‘geometrical proofs’):

»For the man who deliberates seems to inquire and analyze ({ntetv kai avaivew)
in the way described as in the case of a diagramma (donep Sidypappa) [...], and what is
last in the analysis is first in the genesis.” (ENI11 3, 1112 b 20-25).

“Sometimes this also happens in the diagrammata; for having analyzed, we some-
times cannot synthesize again” (SE 175 a 31).

Such a geometrical analysis consists in actual dividing a geometrical figure as we read
in following passage:

“The diagrammata are discovered in actuality; for we discover them by dividing.
If they had been divided they would have been evident; but as it is they are in there
potentially.” (Metaph. 1051 a 23).

In general, it should be noted that a demand for cognitive perception or visualization
is very characteristic of Aristotle’s analytical approach. In the De Anima (111 8, 432 2 7)
the philosopher makes his view explicit by claiming that images are indispensable for
thinking, for there is no learning or understanding without perceiving, ,and whenever
one surveys (Bewpelv) one must simultaneously survey with an image”. At the beginning
of the On Memory (449 b 31), he confirms his conviction: ,thinking (vo€iv) is not possi-
ble without an image; for the same affection occurs in thinking as in drawing a diagram”
(v 1@ voelv Gmep kal €v 1@ draypapewv) (sic!).

Therefore, we can ascertain that Aristotle was well aware of the sense avaAvewv
daypappa which might mean primarily to inquire a figure by dividing it into its simplest
elements (points, lines, angles, ratios), and consequently to discover some constructed

¢ Somewhat differently R. Netz, 1999: 35-43.
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interconnections which reflect its ostensive, intelligible and demonstrative framework.
Indeed, on such diagrammatic analysis — as we shall see — Aristotle based his three
figures of syllogisms.

3. T TOV dLaypopupdTov ororyeia — 10 T&V amodeilewv oroLyeia

Atany rate, Aristotle’s recognition of the geometrical ‘analyzing diagrammata’ enabled him
to formulate the lettered schemata for syllogisms in a perceptive and reductionist pattern. It
must be emphasized that the Stagirite conceived the elements of diagrams and of demon-
strations in a similar manner. In his analytic (reductionist) approach, the stoicheia (elements,
letters) are prior in order with respect to the diagrammata — schemata (Cat. 14 a 39), and
such stoicheia are the constituents of demonstrations. The following passages are of para-
mount importance for our diagrammatic interpretation of Aristotle’s lost syllogistic figures.

Kal T@V Slaypappdtev tadita otoyeia Aéyouev @V ai dmodeielg évumdpyovaty év
Tailg TV MV drtodeifeoy f) tavtwv 1} 1@V mAglotwv (Metaph. 998 a 25-26).

Et figurarum ea dicimus elementa quorum demonstrationes in aliorum aut omnium
aut plurium demonstationibus insunt (Bekker, II1, 1831: 489).

“And we speak of the elements of diagrammata, the demonstrations of which are
present in the demonstrations of the others, either of all or of most.”

napanAnoiong 8¢ kal Td @V diaypapupdtmv otoyeia Aéyetal, kal GA®G Td TOV
amnodei€ewv: al yap npdtat dnodei€eig xai év mAeioowy anodei€eoly évundpyovoat,
abtal otoyela TV anodeifewv Aéyovtar giol 6¢ toloUtol oUNOYLOpOL ol TP@TOL €K
TV TPV 8U €vog péoov (Metaph. 1014 a 32-b 3).

Similiter autem figurarum quoque elementa dicuntur, ac similiter demonstrationum.
Primae enim demonstrationes, quae in pluribus demonstrationibus insunt, hae elementa
demonstrationum dicuntur. Sunt autem tales primi ex tribus per unum medium sillo-
gismi (Bekker, III, 1831: 496).

“In much the same way, the elements of diagrammata are called, and in general the
demonstrations. For the primary demonstrations that are present in many demonstra-
tions, are called the elements of demonstrations; these are the primary syllogisms consist-
ing of three [terms] through one middle.”

This is surely a remarkable reference to the diagrammatic elements (= terms) of
the primary syllogisms of the first figure consisting of three terms through one middle
term, whereas other two figures are included in this first figure’ The inventive graphical
arrangement of the three terms for the three syllogistic figures — as in our interpretative
proposal — will be explained later, but it should be emphasized here that these schemata

7 For the meaning of toloitot GUNOYIOpO1 01 TP@TOL €K TAV TPLV 8L £vOG pécou we accept the exegesis ad
locum of Alexander (365, 22) and of Asclepius (308, 2).
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were primarily modeled on some diagrammata. Hence, the invention of the syllogistic
figures can be seen as an extension of the diagrammatic analysis.

At this point, we must yet emphasize that for Aristotle the elements (otoiyeia) of
demonstration are the proper terms (6pot) that construct propositions which constitute
the immediate propositions. ,,And the elements are as many as terms; for the proposi-
tions containing these terms are the principles of the demonstration” (APo 123, 84 b 27).

In the Prior Analytics 1 30, there is yet another remarkable reference to the diagram-
matic notation of the three syllogistic terms. Aristotle gives a piece of methodological
advice on how one must by trial and error discern the three terms of Umdpyetv in order
to hunt for the syllogistic premises. This very useful instruction concerns the method
common to all subjects of researches.

“For one must discern both terms that belong to them and that they belong to, and
be supplied with as many of those terms as possible. One must examine them through
the three terms (81 t®v Tp1®V 6pwv okomelv), in one way when refuting, in anoth-
er way when establishing something; and when it is a question of truth, for the terms
that have been diagrammed to belong truly (xata pév aAfBeiav éx t@v kat' aAndeway
Swayeypappévev vmtdpyew), for dialectical syllogisms from premises according to opin-
ion.” (APr 46 a 5-10 — Striker’s translation modified).

Aristotle refers here expressis verbis to the three syllogistic terms belonging as
diagrammed in accordance with the truth.® This passage and others will be integrated
into a possible recapturing of Aristotle’s lost diagrammed and lettered analytical figures.

Furthermore, it is worth emphasizing that the Greek ta ototyeia stands also for the
letters, and Aristotle used letters or lettered diagrams to illustrate and analyze complex
issues (Bonitz, Index Ar. 178 a 2-25). His mode of employing the letters in the analytics
does not seem that different from the way in which letters were used in geometrical
diagram-figures, theorems and proofs. Indeed, such letters would make sense if they
referred to some diagrammatic configuration. From this point of view, such letters
should be considered rather as placeholders than as logical variables. We cannot, however,
discuss this matter here.?

It follows from the above quotations that the analysis concerned primarily a heuristic
inquiry through constructible diagrams-figures. For Aristotle, to ‘analyze’ is to make an
investigation of how to discover terms and premises from which to deduce the desired
conclusion, or of how to resolve a conclusion into its terms constructing premises. Thus,
the Greek geometrical analysis and Aristotle’s analytics constitute a heuristic or regres-
sive procedure: from a given problema (conclusion) to grasp, by means of diagrams, the

8 Cf. Hist. anim. 566 a 15 €k T@V €v Taig dvatopaic Swayeypappévmwv — a reference to the diagrams in the
Anatomies, Rhet. 1378 a 28: 1l TGV TPoepnpévay dieypapapey Tag tpotdoelg — Just as we have drawn up a list
of propositions on the subject discussed.

° For an important discussion see Ierodiakonou 2002: 127-152. We agree with G. Striker (2009: 86) that:

“The letters do not appear in actual syllogisms, but only in proofs, as placeholders for concrete terms. Aristotle

proves the validity of a form of argument by showing for an arbitrary case how a conclusion can be derived from
premisses of a given form by elementary rules”.
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relevant elements as terms and premises of the syllogism. Conversely, to this heuristic
procedure, syllogismos constitute a synthesis, namely a deductive or progressive reason-
ing. Aristotle’s account of both procedures constitutes a complementary and convertible
order of inquiry, i.e., 1) the analytic, heuristic or regressive, and 2) the synthetic, genetic
or progressive."

Much has been written on Aristotle’s syllogistic as a deductive procedure,™ but its
analytical or heuristic strategy of finding terms and premises of syllogisms has generally
been overlooked, mainly because the relevant diagrams of the three figures have not
been adequately taken into account. Before trying to reconstruct them, let us first see
Aristotle’s analytical way of defining the syllogism and its basic elements: the three terms
linking the predications.

4. ovALoyLopog 8¢ éati Adyog év @ te06vTwv TIVeVY [sc. dpwv] ...

It is often claimed that Aristotle’s syllogism was a deductive argument in which a conclu-
sion is necessarily inferred from the two premises. But this is not quite true. As we

shall shortly see, in his syntactical and predicative determination of the terms of the

three figures, the philosopher did not use expressis verbis such notions as premises and
conclusions.” What he calls npotaoig (literally that which is put forward) does not mean
a ,premise” (as it is customarily rendered) but rather “a logos affirming or denying some-
thing of something” (APr 24a16), i.e., a categorical proposition. The verb poteivm (“to

put forward”) in relation to 6pot means ,to stretch” as of lines joining two points in
a diagram. Hence, the synonym for ntpdtaoig is here Sitdotpa (APr35a31; 38 a4; 42b
10), on analogy with interval in the harmonic diagrams. Thus, the three pot fit schemati-
cally together like intervals in a diagram that join one extreme to another through the
middle. Similarly, what Aristotle calls cupnépacopa (literally ,termination”, “finishing”)
does not sit quite well with our “conclusion”, as is evidenced by the verb (cup)mepaivery
(accomplish jointly) that is used for completing a syllogism or proving a tp6pAnua
(anything thrown forward or projected). Thus, Aristotle conceives the problema as
symperasma, i.e. an object of inquiry, modeled on the geometric analysis of problems.**

1 Thus, Aristotle regards the production of a syllogism as a genesis from the ,what-it-is” (Metaph. 1034
a31-33).

' The reflection on both these methods is also to be found in Metaph. 1044 a 24: “For one thing comes
from another in two senses: either progressively (1tpo 6800), or by resolving into its principle (dvaAv6évtog &ig
™y apyijv)”.

12 For modern views, see especially Lukasiewicz, Patzig, Corcoran, Lear, Englebretsen, Mignucci, Barnes,
Smith, Striker, Criveli (see the Bibliography).

13 Instead of these, he used such expressions as 6pot, Sidotnua, pdtactg, katnyopeiodar, tibeabat, Béac,
10 peilov, 0 péoov, 10 EAattov, TéAelov, oyfjpa, etc. For a good discussion of this mathematical terminology see
especially Einarson 1936.

4 This was well suggested by Lennox (1994: 73-76).
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At the beginning of the Prior Analytics, Aristotle clarifies the syntax of predication
(resp. ‘to belong’ one term to another). By the ‘term’ 6pog (literally ‘limit’ or ‘limiting
point’) Aristotle means “that into which a protasis is analyzed, namely what is predicated
and what it is predicated of” (APr 24 b 18).

Similarly, Aristotle’s notion cuMoyiop6g does not correspond to the English “syllo-
gism” (in Greek ovM\oyileaBaut is to ‘sum things up’, ‘to add up’, ‘to compute’). In the
context of his analytical approach, it is extremely anachronistic and misleading to render
this concept as ‘deduction’.’s

Although the general notion of syllogismos in the analytic (APrI), dialectic (Top. I 1)
and rhetoric (Rhet. I 2), seems be defined quite identically as a valid deductive argu-
ment, there is, however, a great difference in their protaseis: demonstrative or dialectical,
respectively. This difference corresponds to a further specification in analytical respect as
well. If we consider Aristotle’s analytical approach, then we can adopt a more contextual
and relevant reading of his definition of a ‘syllogism’.

OUVNOYIOPOGC 8¢ £0TIAGYOG 8V @ TeBEVTOV TIV@Y ETEPOV TLTAV KEUEV®Y £§ AVAYKNG
ovpPaiver 1@ tadta elvat. Aéyw 3¢ 1@ taita eival to Sid tadta oupPaivery, to 8¢ Sa
tatta ovppaivery 1o undevog E€wbev pov poadelv mpog To yevéaHat To dvaykaiov.

TéAel0v pév o0V KaA® oVAAOYLoPOV TOV pndevog GAAov tpoadedpevoy Tapa
T eiAnppéva Tpog TO @avijval to Avaykaiov, ateAi] 6& tov tpoodedpevov | £voc i
TAELOV®V, A E0TL eV avaykaia S T@V VITOKEPEVOVY OpwV, 00 PNV elAnmTat 6ia
npotdoewv (APr24Db 18).

“A syllogism is a logos [formula, argument] in which, certain [terms] being posited,
something other than what was laid follows of necessity because these [terms] being so.
By ‘because these being so’, I mean ‘following through them’, and by ‘following through
them’ I mean that no term is required outside for generating the necessity.’

I call a syllogism perfect if it requires no other [term] beyond these assumed for the
necessity to be evident; and imperfect if it requires one or more [terms] that are necessary
through the terms laid down, but have not been assumed through propositions.”

It is important to notice that in some crucial details, we read Aristotle’s definition of
the syllogism quite differently. Thus, the indefinite pronoun in the expression tefévtwv
Tv@®v does not refer to ,certain [things]” or to ,certain [premises]”, as all translators
assume, but rather to ,certain [terms]” (Ttv@®v scil. Spwv) being posited of necessity by
predications (sic!).'

15 Thus, improperly Barnes (1996) and Smith (1989) in their translations. According to D. Keyt (2009: 36),
“this is wrong. ‘Deduction’ is a syntactic, or proof theoretic, concept, whereas a reference to necessity in Aristo-
tle’s definition would seems to indicate that he is defining a semantic, or theoretic, concept.” G. Striker (2009: 79)
with some hesitation decided to keep the word ‘syllogism’ as a transliteration of the Greek instead of ‘deduction’.
She justly states that “the translation ‘deduction’ includes too much: not every deduction is or can be used as
an argument, and the conditions Aristotle spells out in his definition make sense only if one keeps in mind that
what he sets out to define is the notion of valid deductive argument” (ibidem, p. 79).

16 See for instance: APr29 b 37 1Bepévav 1@V dpwv — “when the terms are posited”; APo 56 b 37 tebévtov
00V 8pwv Tolovtwv — “thus these terms being posited”; APr47a36 péoov 8¢ Oetéov t@v pwv; 72b 36 — Sijhov
& 6t tolto ovpPaivel tpidV Spwv tebévtwv. Note that teBéviwv Opwv (aor. part. pass, from tinu — referring
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There is good evidence to show that the terms (predicates — subjects) involved in
the categorical predication play a fundamental role in the syllogistic. It can be seen as
an extension of his predicate logic, namely of the relation between the subject-predicate
terms”. In the course of the Prior Analytics, Aristotle “mentions propositions and terms
almost in the same breath”.’s

Hence, positing these terms (6pot) in some array makes it ‘follow of necessity’, i.e.,
makes the transition to other configurations of terms in predications according to the
analytical schemata. Evidently, then, in the definition of a syllogism, a logos like ‘propor-
tion’ is to be understood as a certain connection of the extremes with the middle terms.
Strictly speaking, the notion of analytical syllogism makes sense only if we interpret it
within the framework of the three figures, which implicitly refer to a syntactical position
of terms in diagrams that are now lost, but that once accompanied the text of the Prior

Analytics.

In the course of the Analytics, a proposition (potaoig) was usually represented by
two terms (symbolized by letters AB), and in this way Aristotle expressed the predi-
cation: ‘A is predicated of B’, or ‘A belongs to B’ (the predicate before the subject). It
seems that it was from Aristotle’s invention of categorical predication that his concept of
figured syllogism departed and was further developed. The question was surely how to
connect a linear AB notation for a proposition with a two-dimensional ABT notation for
a syllogism. If it comes to a plane figure (oxfpa) within a pivotal position of the middle,
only three combinations with two extremes are possible. Now, we can anticipate what
the syntactical and predicative term-order between three letters (ABI') will be. Before
we display these in the diagrammed figures, let us first show simply in a linear array the
three syllogistic patterns: 1. AB & BI"' > AT'; 2. BA & BI' > AT'; 3. AB & I'B > AT (this is
how they are customarily presented, albeit our thesis has it that in Aristotle they were
originally two-dimensional or planar).

In the analytical configuration, all syllogisms come from the terms (predicates and
subjects) that complete two categorical protaseis in such a way that from certain terms
(predications constructing premises) that are posited something other follows of neces-
sity. Accordingly, in the syllogistic ‘follow of necessity’, the syntax consists in some predi-

to &pot ), but eidnppévawv tpotdoewy (perf. part. pass, from Adappdve — referring to potdoeic). Cf. APr33a7;
33a15;33a31;34a5;35a4;35a14;37b 31; 8b33; 392 24; 39b 1; 40 b 39; 47 a 28 — Cf. Umokepévav pwv,
oUTWG EYOVTWV TAV GpwV, TAOV GpwV OVI®YV, TV OpmV SvTmv pog O péoov. See Philoponus, APr, 13,2, p. 323,
20 dvaykaiov pév T oupPaivel €k @V 1edévtwv Gpwv, kal 6 CUMOYIOHOG 8¢ avaykaiog.

17" According to D.W Graham (1987: 41, 43): ,Aristotle’s syllogistic is a logical system designed to account
for the logical properties of subject-predicate propositions. [...] Aristotle is thinking of his syllogistic as a calcu-
lus for deducing predications from other predications”. Similarly J. Lear (1988: 221): “Aristotle is introducing
alogic of predication. It is a study of what predicational relations follow from others”. See also A.T. Bick (2005:
252sq.): “Even Aristotle’s main inferential vehicle, the syllogism, can be seen as an extension of an aspect theory
of predication. Aristotle holds a syllogism to give an explanation why the predication made in the conclusion
(‘SisP’) is true.”

8 Thus P. Crivelli (2012: 116). Cf. G. Striker (2009: 81): “Aristotle probably speaks of terms rather than
premises being added ‘from outside’ in order to indicate that he is thinking of assumptions that are logically
independent of the premises given.”
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cational interconnections between the three terms involved in some schematized and
completed arrangement.

It has been well recognized that Aristotle’s syllogistic formula ,following of necessity”
is not based on implication, inference or the modus ponendo ponens, for the philosopher
was in no way conscious of the modern notion of logical consequence in the semantic or
syntactic sense that we know.” In a very different manner, Aristotle considers following
of necessity within the perspicuity of predicative transitivity on the basis of the middle
term in the first figure to which the moods of other two figures are reduced.

A disregard for Aristotle’s analytical approach was already in antiquity due to the
fact the Stoics, who criticized his syllogistic, did not base the entailment on the connec-
tion of terms-predicates in the figured arguments, but rather on the conditional (to
ovvnupévov) formed from a combination of the premises as antecedent and the conclu-
sion as consequent (Sex. Emp. PH I1134-43). They used, however, analysis as a reduction
of arguments to the indemonstrable and this analysis was performed by using the four
themata (cf. Diog. Laert. VII 78; Sex. Emp. Math. VIII 228-240).>°

S. Ta Tpia oxfuaTa TV CUVALOYLOUGY - AVO.TTATEWDCS TTEIPO

In some late Greek commentaries on Aristotle’s Analytica, especially in several scholia
to Ammonius (in APr VIII 20-25; X 10 — XI 2; 39, 9) and Philoponus (in APr 65, 20-23;
87, 8), there have been preserved certain lune and triangle diagrams for the three syllo-
gistic figures.* These appeared, with their Greek lettered notation, more or less in such
a manner:

FIRST SECOND THIRD
FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE

B A r
A B T /\ V
A r B
Subsequently, such diagrams were transferred to various Byzantine and medieval Latin

manuscripts and were common in Italian Renaissance (e.g. Compendium de regulis et
Jformis ratiocinandi by John Argyropoulos and even De Progressu Logicae Venationis by

1 For this point, see Lear 1980.
20 For a new reconstruction of the stoic syllogistic see Bobzien 1996.

21 Here, we are indebted to Rose 1968: 133-136. For illustrations, see Cacouros, 1996, 102-103.
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Giordano Bruno). Consequently, these three figures were ingeniously combined into
a single figura complicationis, which is reflected in the following diagram:

FIGURA COMPLICATIONIS TRIUM FIGURARUM

This was an attempt to expound figurae et modi retiocinationis in a visual and unified
manner. However, in the traditional logic somewhat different notations were adopted: no
longer three, but four syllogistic figures. Evidently, this goes beyond Aristotle’s original
threefold formulation, but the main deviation lies in the mode and order of predication
(the subject before the predicate), as we read in many textbooks and standard represen-
tations of these four figures, namely in vertical columns that show the major and minor
premise, and separately the conclusion; the symbols being: M — terminus medius, P —
praedicatum, S — subiectum (below with the subject first).

FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH
FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE
M-P P -M M-P P-M
S -M S -M M-S M-S
S-P S-P S-P S-P

Needless to say, such a notation was hardly Aristotelian and it, therefore, led to some
further distortions of his analytical prototype of syllogistic. As we shall see, the introduc-
tion of the fourth figure indicates a serious deviation from Aristotle’s original threefold
disposition of the middle term in respect to the both extremes.
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Hence, W. and M. Kneales (1962: 72) sought justly to avoid the inconsistency by
suggesting the following schemes of only three possible figures, which are similar to
some diagrams to be found in manuscripts of Ammonius’ Commentary to the Prior
Analytics. Here, the syllogism is expressed as a linear array of three terms with the use of
curved lines to connect the terms of a proposition (placing the premises-links above the
letters and the conclusion-link below the letters)>*:

FIRST SECOND THIRD
FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE

FNCTY A Y T Y
AAB I' M N 2 II P X
N S

In the above proposal, as we can see, there are three different letter specifications for each
figure. Although in the APr I 4-6, Aristotle initially used these various triads of letters,
he, nevertheless, afterwards viewed the issue of analyzing syllogisms in a unified matter
by means of the first three letters of Greek alphabet (ABT'). This is how they appear in
ancient commentaries and scholia and that is why for the sake of clarity we use the first
three letters in our reconstruction of Aristotle’s diagrams.

The exact way in which Aristotle defined these figures seems prima facie unclear and
has perplexed many scholars. However, a careful reading of the Prior Analytics (1 4-6 and
elsewhere) helps to reconstruct Aristotle’s diagrammed figures in a manner consistent
with their original framework.

Having established the elements (otowyeia) from which all analytical syllogisms come
about, Aristotle invented the three figures within the pivotal function of the middle term,
modeled evidently — as we can see — on some geometrical or harmonic diagrams which
have not been preserved. Such diagrams were used to express systems of intervals and
concords by means of lines, proportions and numbers.* Aristotle used the same notions

22 Such an attempt to render them as a linear array of three terms was also discussed and modified by
L.E. Rose (1968: 16-26; 133-136).

% Cf. Metaph.1078 a 14. Aristoxenus in his Elements of Harmonics (6.10.12; 12.15; 36.2; 42.14 Da Rios) refers
to the harmonikoi whose “diagrams displayed melodic order in its entirety”, some of them seek to compress the
diagram (xatamukv@oat Bovhopévorg to Sidypappa). Most surprisingly, Aristotle uses this verb katasukvoita
with reference to the procedure of ‘compression’ displayed by analytical figures (APo II 14, 79 a 30; 11 23, 84
b 35). In the light of available sources (Philolaus, B 6; Hippocr. I 8; Aristot. fr. 908 Gigon; Probl. XIX 7; 25; 32;
47), we have sought to reconstruct the diagram of the enharmonic heptachord (seven string scale), in which the
extreme terms (Umdtn — vijn) occur in conformity with the constant intervals and dependent on the middle
(péan). Cf. Wesoty (1990: 91).
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of interval (8idotnpa) as a synonymous of protasis, and, when doing so, he was probably
inspired by some two-dimensional harmonic diagrams within the pivotal function of the
middle term linking the two extremes.**

In accord with its name, schema — as plane figure — assumes no linear (rectilinear
or curved), but rather planar or two-dimensional arrangement of terms. We must, there-
fore, take into account both a vertical (GvwBev — kdtmwBev) and a horizontal (tpédtov —
€oyatov) order and the position of the three terms involved.* The extremes (ta dxpa)
are arranged in such a relatively vertical order that the major (t0 peilov) lies above and
precedes the minor (10 €Aattov), as their names indicate. Between them, the middle
(16 péoov) occurs vertically, while its horizontal position varies so that in the first figure
it lies inside (¢low), but in the second and the third is outside of (é€w) the extremes. Only
in such a two-dimensional array of the three terms involved, can we clearly understand
Aristotle’s striking claim that in the second figure the major extreme lies nearer to the
middle and the minor is further from it, whereas in the third figure, conversely, the major
is further from the middle, and the minor is nearer to it. Hence, the pivotal place of the
middle: firstly, inside and between the extremes; secondly, outside them and first in posi-
tion; and thirdly, outside, too, but last in position.

For greater clarity, we propose a reconstruction of the diagrammed figures in three
successive steps. Firstly, let us display the three terms-letters (as Aristotle often does):
A — the major; B — the middle; I" — the minor. In Aristotle, the predicate is before the
subject, so we show the direction of predication (belonging) in the premises, from left
to right, by relatively vertical arrows, Z_, 7% while in the conclusion the term-order of
predication remains fixed A"\ . But in Aristotle’s definitions of the three figures, there
is no mention of a separated conclusion (cupnépaopa) which seems to be a part of the
three-terms notation and to appear alongside within the two premises (Staotjpata). In
the diagrams, its formula is the same, for it is the syllogismos of the extremes (see below
the AT configuration). Of course, our use of the arrows serves here only as an inter-
pretive indicator of Aristotle’s order and position of the three syllogistic terms involved
(evidentially then the major term in the second figure next to the middle, while in the
third figure further from it).

24 The very notion of the terms (horoi) — two extremes and one middle — originates presumably from the
Pythagorean theory of proportion with the arithmetic, geometric and harmonic means (cf. Archytas, fr. B 2 DK;
Epinomis 991 a-b).

% Aristotle’s expressions in APr (125) and APo (I 32) are very instructive, They refer to the arrangement
of terms involved in the figures. Thus: 7} yap £€w0ev fj €ig t0 péoov tebnfoetat 6 mapepmnintwy Spog (APr125,
42b9), i.e., — ,for the extra term will be added either from outsider or in the middle”; and: dvdyxn 8¢ ye 1j eig
péoa apudtrew ) dvawbev fj kdtwOev, ij Tovg peév elow Exev Toug & 6w T@V Gpwv (APo 132, 88 a 34-36), i.e., »it
is necessary to fit (attach) either into the middle [terms] or from above or from below, or else to have some of
their terms inside and others outside”. It is in fact hard to interpret these words in a way other than via an allu-
sion to the syntactical and dimensional positions of terms involved in the diagrammed figures. Unfortunately, the
commentators do not mention this. See Barnes 1994: 195-196 and Mignucci 2007: 242.
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FIRST SECOND THIRD
FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE

A A A

. / N
B B B
. T -

I r I

Up to this point, we can be relatively certain as to the diagrammatic and syntactic
arrangement of the three terms involved in the three syllogistic figures. Aristotle in his
definitions of these figures refers principally to the order and position of terms in some
lost diagrams. The three-term notation for the syllogism is expressed in three figures,
which “we may recognize by the position of the middle” (APr 47 b 13). Evidently, in such
a combination of the middle term there is no place for the so-called fourth figure, the
introduction of which indicates a certain misunderstanding of Aristotle’s original notation.
In the three terms notation, there occur some predicative relations that link the two
protaseis (diastemata) with one symperasma. Hence, in our reconstructive diagrams-
-figures we should also display the relevant predicative patterns. However, we do not
know how Aristotle marked the predicating expressions with negation, quantifiers and
modalities, when in his schematized figures he used the lettered diagrams. Although
there is no textual evidence here, we can — in our second step of reconstruction —
display them by the four symbols known from medieval logic as constants: a, ¢, i, 0 (see
below alongside the arrows).>

26 In this respect, there are some most striking similarities with Psellus’ notation in his De tribus figuris and
with a textbook of logics written by John Chortasmenos (see M. Cacouros 1996: 99-106):

”Eq)o&)g OUVTOHOG KAl 0a@i)g TG eVPETEMG TAV GUAOYIOU®V TV TPLOV oXNHATOV Tig Aoyiki|g Tpaypateiag
00 "ApLoTOTEAOVG yeyovula TTapd ToD UITATOV TGV PIA0TOPmV Kol Ttatpikiov kupod MixanA tod YeNhol, tédg
ogeiheL ebpioke 6 (T@OV Ekaotov AUT@V MG Exel TaEewc, fitot év Tp@Tw 1j &v Seutépw 1) &v Tpite oxfipatt.

"Totéov oUv 8Tt TO pév a &v €KAot oTydie avtl Tob ‘Tag Tpoadoplopod Aapdvetal, to 8¢ € avti tob

‘008elg’, T0 8¢ i@Ta dvTi ToD ‘Tig, T 82 0 dvTi ToD ‘0¥ A AapBdvovtat 8 of pév Yo Tpoodlopiopol oiot gioty
£70L TGOV TPOTATEWYV, O 8¢ TPITOg &Ml TOU CUPITEPATHATOC.
a® oyfjpa, a*tpémog t ypdupara. B Eyparpe. y° ypapio. 8% teyvikdg.

By oxfua, a* tpémog T Eyparpe. B kdreye. Y pérpiov. 8% dyorov.
Y oxfpa, a% tpomog t draot. B oOevapdc. Yo iodxig. 8° domion. e SuaAds. ¢ péplatog.

« Méthode breéve et claire pour savoir a quelle figure, parmi les trois que mentionne Aristote dans
sa Logique, correspond chaque syllogisme ; congue par Sire Michel Psellos, hypatos ton philosophon et patrice,
cette méthode indique la maniere dont on doit procéder afin de trouver I'ordre de chaque syllogisme, c’est-a-dire
s’il a été fait suivant la premiere figure, la seconde ou la troisiéeme.

11 faut savoir que [la lettre] alpha dans chaque ligne est prise au lieu de Chacun ; ainsi, celle-ci [scil. cette
lettre] exprime 'universel. La lettre epsilon [est prise au lieu de] Aucun, la lettre i6ta [est prise au lieu de]
Quelqu’un et la lettre omi- cronn [au lieu de] Non pas chacun. Les deux [ premiéres] indications notées [seil,
dans les schémas et figures syllogistiques qui suivent] [servent a désigner] les prémisses, et la troisieme [sert
a désigner] la conclusion.

Premiére figure, premier mode concluant : grammata ; deuxiéme mode : egrapse ; troisiéme : graphidi ;
quatrieme : technikos ; seconde figure, premier, mode concluant : egrapse ; deuxieme mode : kateche ; troisieme
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FIRST SECOND THIRD
FIGURE FIGURE FIGURE

A A |
a’e\\B a, el o Ba’y’ \A o, I-WIAIB
a, i\ \ <t
I

o,ale a1

r

At this point, in order to support our reconstruction of the three lettered figures by the
probable diagrams, we must recall at least the following passages from the Prior Analyt-
ics. Let us read these definitions of the three syllogistic figures in the light of the above
diagrams.

“When three terms are so related to one another that the last is in the middle as
awhole and the middle either is or is not in the first as a whole, it is necessary for thereto
be a perfect syllogism of the extremes. I call ‘middle’ the term that is itself in another
and in which there is also another - this is also middle by position (6 kai tf} 8éoe yivetat
péoov) 7. The extremes are what is itself in another and in which there is another. For if
Ais predicated of every B and B of every I, it is necessary that A be predicated of every
I” (APr14,25b32-39).

“When the same [middle term] belongs to all of one and none of the other, or to all
or none of both other terms, I call such a figure the second. In it, I call ‘middle’ the term
that is predicated of both; and I call the extremes the terms of which it is predicated. The
major extreme is the one lying next to the middle, the minor the one farther from the
middle (peifov 8¢ dkpov 10 mpoOg T@ péow keipevov: EAattov 8¢ 10 TOPPWTEP® TOD
péoov). The middle is posited outside the extremes and is first by position (tifetal 8¢ to
péoov E€w pev TV dxpav, tpdtov 8¢ Tij Oéoer).

There will not be any perfect syllogism in this figure, but a syllogism will be possi-
ble, both if the terms are universal and if they are not. If they are universal, there will be

mode : metrion ; quatriéme mode: acholon ; troisieme figure, premier mode: hapasi, deuxiéme : sthenaros ;
troisieme : isakis ; quatriéme : aspidi ; cinquiéme : homalos ; sixiéme : pheristo » (Cacouros’ translation).

7 P.T. Geach in his translation of this text aptly states: “Clearly a reference to a diagram, now lost” (quoted
in: Ackrill, 1987: 27).

% Once again rightly P. T. Geach: “This reference is not to logical relations of terms, but to their places
in some diagram” (ibidem, p. 29). This was correctly noted by Alexander ad locum (in APr. 72, 11): Awd tijg
Kataypagijc tdv Spwv kai tiig tdews €dnAwoey Nptv, Tt Tijg peilovog TpoTdoeme Tiig év TQ TP T oxjuatt
avuotpageiong to devtepov ayfjpua yéyovev- 1) yap 0€oig kai 1) Ta&ig, fjv elpnke, @V dpwv kal to mpotetdydat
TOV péoov kal PeT’ avtov keloBat Tov peilova tv dvtiotpo@nv €keivng dnAot tiig tpotdoem.

“By the diagram of the terms and their order he has made clear to us that it is when the major premise in
the first figure is converted that the second figure comes about. For the position and order of the terms which he
describes — the fact that the middle is put first in order and the major supposed after it — make clear that it is the
major premise which is converted.” (Barnes — Bobzien — Flannery — Ierodiakonou’s translation slightly modi-
fied). Alexander in his commentary (in APr. 78,4; 301, 9-19; 381, 8-12) made other references to the diagrams.
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a syllogism whenever the middle belongs to all of one and none of the other, on which-
ever term the privative is joined to, otherwise there will never be any syllogism” (APr13,
26 b 34-272a3).

,1f one term belongs to all, and another to none of the same subject, or both to all or
both to none, I call this a third figure. By the middle in it, I mean the term of which both
are predicated, and by the extremes I mean the predicated terms. The major extreme
is the one that is further from the middle, while the minor is the one that is the nearer
(peilov & dxpov 1o mToppdTEPOV TOU péoov, EAattov 8¢ T £yyUtepov). The middle is
posited outside the extremes and is last by position (tifetat 8¢ 10 péoov €€w pev @OV
dxpwv, Eoyatov 6¢ Tf] 0€oel). Now, no perfect syllogism will come about in this figure,
but it will be possible both when the terms are universal in relation to the middle and
when they are not” (APr16, 28 a10-18).

In order to better understand the spatial and graphic arrangement of the three
terms in our reconstruction of the three diagrammed figures, let us additionally quote
the following two passages. Note that only in the first of these texts the middle term is
marked by I and not by B (as above in our diagrams):

“If, then, it is necessary to take some common term in relation to both, and this is
possible in three ways (for either by predicating A of T and I of B, or by predicating I of
both A and B, or by predicating A and B of I'), and these ways are the figures mentioned,
then it is evident that every syllogism will necessarily come about through one of these
figures. For the argument is the same if the connection to B is made through more than
one term, for there will be the same figure also in the case of many terms. It is evident,
then, that the ostensive syllogisms come to their conclusion in the aforementioned
figures.” (APr123, 41213-22).

“Now when the middle predicates and is predicated, or if it predicates and something
else is denied of it, then there will be the first figure; when the middle predicates and is
denied of something, there will be the middle figure; and when others [terms] are predi-
cated of it, or the one is denied, the other predicated of it, there will be the last figure. For
this was the position of the middle term in each figure (olitw yap €iyev &v £kdote oyfjuatt
10 péoov). The same holds also when the premises are not universal, for the determination
of the middle remains the same (6 yap avtog Si0piopog tod péoov)” (APr132, 47 b1-7).

Finally, in the third step of our reconstruction, let us display in the synoptic diagrams
the formulae of three figures within their valid moods of analytical syllogisms (we adopt
their medieval labels). For the sake of a uniform notation, we use a threefold array of
letters A, B, T (as above), but now instead of arrows we put the fourth categorical schemes
(a, e, i, 0), and also separate the conclusions from the premises (by horizontal lines). Let
us see inside these terms-letters all valid predications displaying those fourteen argu-
ments in the figures. The rows and columns in these diagrams are designed to facilitate
the synoptic account of all valid predicative interconnections, and also to analyze (loosen
up) the imperfect syllogisms into the moods of the first figure, mainly by antistrophe of
a protasis, when its predicate-subject order is convertible (see below by symbol K&). It
seems likely that Aristotle employed such configurations of blackboard diagrams, for
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he called the second figure ,the middle”, and the third figure — ,the last” (the reader is
referred to the diagrams on the following page).

FOURTEEN VALID MOODS ARRANGED INTO THREE FIGURES (APrI4-7)

Barbara Celarent Darii Ferio
A A A A
FIRST a € a €
FIGURE B B B B
a a i i
r r r r
LA a r A e r A i r A o T
Baroco Cesare Festino
a A e A e A
B 0 B a B ;
r r r
SECOND A o F A e F A o F
(MIDDLE)
FIGURE Camestres
A
a
B e
T
i Ael
[ Bocardo Darapti Felapton
A A A
0 a e
B B B
a “q “a
__r r r
Aol AiTl Aol
Datisi Ferison
A A
(LAsT “ B ‘B
F(IGUR)E ¢ ¢
T r
AiTl Aol
Disamis
A
i
< B
T
L AiTl
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Without going into details, we must note that from the unified and synoptical
diagrams outlined above it is easy to see how the relevant syllogistic moods fit together
within their analytical framework. There is special evidence for the superiority of the first
figure within its analytical function in the syllogistic and apodeictic, and it is instructive
to see how within other figures all valid predicative relations and transpositions can be
accounted for, especially by conversion, but also by means of the two auxiliary meth-
ods: reductio ad impossibile and ekthesis (exposition). In only four moods of this figure
(Barbara, Celarenet, Darii, Ferio), the terms are related in such a manner that the transi-
tivity of predications through the middle from the major to the minor becomes obvious
at the very first glance. It is only in this figure that the perfect syllogism appears, without
further terms from outside or any transformation among them, in order for the ‘follow-
ing of necessity’ to be self-evident.>

In many places of his Analytics, Aristotle speaks of these schemata, through (81&t) or
in (¢v) which all syllogisms come about. These schemata refer primarily to their heuris-
tic or analytical procedure and then, conversely, they are useful for the completion of
syllogisms. These three figures are of great analytic importance not only because all
categorical syllogisms are schematized and completed (teAerotoBar) according to them,
but principally because they are intended to provide the rules for the extended analysis
of any given conclusion to be proven from the appropriate premises.

As a heuristic strategy, the analysis has a twofold sense: as a procedure of finding and
completing the premises and as a procedure of reducing the syllogisms from one figure to
another (APr 47 a 4; 49 219; 50 a 8; 50 a 17; 1 45 passim). But Aristotle especially intends
his analytical schemata to be of practical service. The following passages give a general
recommendation of this analysis procedure:

“It is evident, then, that if the same term is not said several times in an argument, no
syllogism will come about, for no middle term has been taken (o0 yap eiAnmtal péaov).
Since we have seen what sort of problem a conclusion in each figure can be, whether
universal or particular, it is evident that we not need to look for all the figures, but only
for the one appropriate for each problem. And if it can be deduced in several figures, then
we may recognize the figure by the position of the middle“ (6oa & év mAeiooi mepaiveta,
i) Tob péoov Béoel yvmplotpev to oxfpa) (APr132, 47 b 7-14).

»We must not overlook that not all conclusions in the same syllogism come through
a single figure, but one is through this and one through another. It is clear, then, that we
must also analyze them in this way (5fjAov o0v 61t kai Tag dvaivoelg oV tw o Téov).
And since not every problem occurs in every figure, but only certain ones in each, it is
evident from the conclusion in which figure we should seek” (APrI 42, 50 a 5-10).

“We know that a syllogism does not come without a middle and that the middle is
what is said several times. And the way one must watch out for the middle with relation

» The first figure is the most epistemonic (knowledge-giving). Aristotle’s theory of apodeixis is based
on the arguments in the first figures. ,Finally, this figure has no need of the others; but they are thickened and
increased through it until they come to the immediates (£tt toUto pév €keivarv 008&v tpoodettal, keva 5& S
ToUTov KatarukvoUtat Kai abietat, Emg av elg ta dueoa EA0Y)).” (APo 114,79 a 30-32).
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to each type of conclusion is evident from knowledge of what sort of conclusion is proved
in each figure” (APr1119, 66 a 25-31).

Shortly then, in such an analytical procedure, the resolving of a problem (conclu-
sion) consists in finding such predicative relations that connect the major with the minor
by means of the middle one. The point of departure in the analysis is a given problem
(conclusion), which is always known in advance, before the premises are decided on. In
our notation, it is a substitution of one of the four forms of conclusion (namely: A a I';
Ael; Ail; AoI). Accordingly, the very form of the conclusion suggests, by means of
diagrams, the appropriate figures and moods into which it is to be resolved. The question
lies in finding the position of the middle, and this allows us to recognize the figure, and —
if the syllogism is ,imperfect” — to reduce it to the first figure.

As we know, Aristotle in the Prior Analytics (I 8-22) develops with a much longer
treatment his modal syllogisms within necessity and possibility of predication (belong-
ing). This account involves also such an analytical reduction to the figures. The philos-
opher elucidates. “Each of the syllogism comes about in its own figure. [...] “It is now
evident for this figure too when and how there will be a syllogism, in which cases it will
be possible for the belonging and which cases for actual belonging. It is also clear that all
these syllogisms are imperfect and that they are perfected through the first figure” (APr.
122, 40 b 12-15 —Striker’s translation).

It would be instructive to survey them in the relevant diagrammatic configurations.
It would (hopefully) throw some light on his modal logic, which is generally recognized
to be confusing and unsatisfactory. But this complex and nowadays thoroughly discussed
topic requires a separate treatment.*

6. TA OYNHATA TOV KATNYOPLAV - TA OYNUATA TAV CUAOYLOU®V
- An unspecified and overlooked connection —

As we can see, Aristotle considers ‘following of necessity’ within the predicative transi-
tivity and transparency owing to the middle term in the first figure to which the moods
of the other two figures are reduced. In general, the three syllogistic figures constitute
syntactical schemata for predicative inferences and for analytic reductions. But in Aristo-
tle’s analytical approach there are more elementary ingredients that concern the syntax
and semantics of the terms used in the syllogisms. Analogously to the schemata of syllo-

3 For a new complex and highly technical approach to Aristotle’s modal syllogistic, see Patterson 1995;
Nortman 1996; Thom 1996; Malink 2006; Rini 2011. M. Malink (2006) tried to disprove the opinio commu-
nis that Aristotle’s modal syllogistic is incomprehensible due to its many faults and inconsistencies. He gives
a consistent formal model for it. Aristotelian modalities are to be understood as certain relations between terms
as described in the theory of the predicables in the Topics. On the other hand, A. Rini (2011) provides a simple
interpretation of Aristotle’s modal syllogistic using standard predicate logic. The result is an applied logic which
provides the necessary links between Aristotle’s views of science and logical demonstration.
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gisms, the philosopher conceived some syntactical and semantical schemata of categori-
cal predication.

For Aristotle, to complete a syllogism is to take one term of another in order to
connect the both extremes through the mediating term by virtue of its strong categori-
cal predications. Let us recall the relevant passages:

“If one should have to complete a syllogism A of B, either as belonging or not
belonging, it is necessary to take something of something (Ei 61 6éo1 10 A xatd tod B
ovMoyicaoOat i) Umdpyov fj un Umdpyov, avdykn Aapelv TLkatd Tvog). [...]

For, in general, we said that there will never be a syllogism for one term predicated
of another unless some middle term has been taken which is related to each of the two
somehow by categorical predications (ur An@0£vtog Tivog péoov, 6 Tpog Ekdrepov Exel
WG Taic katnyoplaig). [...]

So one must take a middle term for both which will connect the categorical predica-
tions, since a syllogism will be of this term in relation to that” (dote Anntéov Tt péoov
Apeoty, 6 cuvdyel tag katnyopiag, einep €otat 10ide mpog 10de CUMOYLIOUOG — APr
123, 40 b 31-32; 412 2-4; 11-13) Smith’ translation slightly modified).

Hence, the middle term in syllogisms should link both extremes by strictly categori-
cal predications. This is a prerequisite for any valid predications. The notion kategoriai
(mentioned two times in the above passages) has been translated here as ‘categorical
predications’. There can be no doubt that the kategoriai are basically ‘predications’, but
they are also divided into ten ‘genera or schemata of categories (predicates)’: what-it-is,
quantity, quality, relation, when, where, being placed, having, acting, being affected (Top.
1 9). This is clear at least from the Posterior Analytics (1 22):

“Hence, when one term is predicated of another (6tav v xa®’ évog katnyopn6i),
either in what-it-is or as quality or quantity or relation or acting or being affected or where
or when [...]. For of each there is predicated something that denotes (katnyopeitat 6 av
onpaivy) either a quality or a quantity or one of these [categories], or some other in the
substance. But these are limited, and the genera of the predicates are limited (ta yévn
TOV KaTNyopLdV memépavtat) — either quality or quantity or relation or acting or being
affected or where or when” (APo. 83 a18-23; 83 b 13-17).

In this respect, the specification of the gene ton kategorion (cf. Top. 103 b 22) should
not be interpreted as the highest genera, but strictly according to a different figure of
predication (oyfjpa katnyoplag — Metaph. 1024 b 12-15; cf. 1017 2 23; 1016 b 34; 1026 a 36;
1045 b 1-2; 1051 2 35; 1054 b 29; Phys. 227 b 4). Although it is crucial to properly under-
stand what these schemata were for Aristotle’s semantics of predication, the issue has for
the most part been neglected.” Without going into details, we must note that Aristotle’s
categories do not refer directly to the real things, but rather are concerned with the clas-
sification of things that are said and signified by the terms (subjects-predicates), whether
according to the figures of predication these terms denote in categorical propositions
a substance, a quality, a quantity etc. Strictly speaking, these figures specify some seman-

31 For the semantic interpretation of Aristotle’s categories, see Wesoty 1984: 103-140; 2003: 11-35.
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tic models for a correct predication of things (bodies) and their properties. In a certain
sense, they were formal models, although Aristotle was obviously not familiar with our
modern notion of formalization and, thereby, had no formal semantics. Thus, we claim
that Aristotle’s figures of categories have a great methodological importance for the
semantics of predication and eo ipso for the syllogistic arguments.*

In the Prior Analytic (36-37), we encounter two very concise, yet most instructive
remarks on the semantics of the copula ‘to be’ and predication (belonging) that have as
many meanings as the categories that have been distinguished.

AW 6oay@¢ to eivat Adyetatkal o dAn0Eg einelv avtd tolito, Tocavtaydg oieoat
Xp1) onpaivery xai 1o vndpyey (APr 48 b 3-5).%

“But in as many ways ‘to be’ is said and ‘it is true to say’ [means] the same, in so many
ways one must think that denotes ‘to belong™. —

To 8 Umdpyewv 168e T®de kal 10 AAnBeveoBal 160¢e kata ToUde ToocAVTAYXDG
AnmTéov 00ay@¢ ai katnyoplat Sujpnvrat, kal Tavtag i Tf) f| AnA®G, €Tt 1) ATAAS 1
ovpmenAeypévag: Opoiwg ¢ kai To un Udpyewy. Emokentéov 8¢ tadta kal Stoplotéov
BéAtov (An. Pr. A 37, 49 b 6-10).

“That ‘this belongs to that’ and that ‘this is truly said of that ought to be taken in
so many ways as the categories are divided, and these either in respect or simpliciter, and
again either simple or compound. And similarly for ‘not-belonging’ as well. But these
points must be better investigated and determined”.

It is only regrettable that in Aristotle’s preserved writings we do not find the above-

-promised clarification of the semantics of belonging, and that the scholars did not pay
attention to this relevant issue.’* However, from several other passages in Aristotle, we
can reconstruct his semantics of categorical predication. In almost the same wording as
above, Aristotle distinguishes the meanings of ‘to be” according to the figures of catego-
ries in Metaphysics V 7.

kad’ avta 8¢ elvar Aéyetat Soarnep onpaivel Td oyfjpata Tig katnyopiag 6oay®dg
yap Aéyetal, Tooautay®dg to elvat onpaivel. el 00V TV KATNYOPOUREVMY T UV ti
€otLonpaivel, ta 8¢ moldv, T 6& Toadv, Ta 8¢ pd¢ T, T 8¢ ToLETV 1] TdoyEw, Td O¢ TToU,
10 82 T0TE, EKA0TE TOUT®Y TO elval Tadtd onuaiver

“Those that are said ‘to be’ per se in as many ways as the figures of predication denote.
For in as many ways [these] are said, in so many ‘to be’ [the figures] denote. Since, then,
of predicates some denote a what-it-is, some quality, some quantity, some relative, some

32 At this point, one can hardly agree with de Rijk’s major work (2002, vol. 1-2) that Aristotle’s statement-
-making is copula-less, that the categories are ‘appellations’ (‘nominations’) and have nothing to do with the
formula of predication. But these questions are in need of further examination, giving a new impetus to the study
of Aristotle’s syntax, semantic and analytics.

3 Notice here Aristotle’s adverbially wording: 6oaydg (in as many ways...) — tooavtay®dg (in so many
ways...) to express the analogy of meanings. Cf. Metaph. 1022 a 11.

3 Bochenski (1951: 34) seems to be the only one to have appreciated this important topic: ,Consequently
the classification is not only one of the objects, but above all one of the modes of predication; and in the light of
this we must note as historically false the widespread opinion accrediting Aristotle with the knowledge of only
one type of sentence, that of class-inclusion”.
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doing or being affected, some where, some when, so each of these predicates as the same
‘to be’ denotes” (Metaph. 1017 a 23).

These figures of categories specify the semantic models of predication which are used
for valid predications in the subject-predicate propositions. Nonetheless, such a use of
these figures of categories by Aristotle has not yet been fully recognized and investigated.

Admittedly, Aristotle coined up the same label schemata for the ‘figures of syllo-
gisms’ and for ‘figures of predication’, but the structural analogies between them have
not yet been properly acknowledged and explicated. As far as we know, nobody even
attempted to integrate Aristotle’s views on both these figures. It seems that the heuristic
analysis by means of the syllogistic figures rests upon the semantic models of predica-
tion (belonging).

If this proposal is correct, Aristotle’s analytics provides the ‘terms’ logic within the
framework of categorical predications and analytical reductions. At its core, two formal
schemata are to be found and these (i.e., the semantic figures of predications and the
syntactical figures of syllogism) seem to be coordinated with each other through the
pivotal function of the middle term.

7. TEMAOEVUEVOC TV AVAAVTIK®DV...

We can fully appreciate how important for Aristotle were his laborious findings in
the analytics from his frequent references to the need of educating in this respect. In
the polemical context, he speaks often about the lack of education in the analytics
(drtadevoia @V dvalvtik®dv — Metaph. 1005 b 2-5; cf. Metaph. 995 a 13-14; Metaph.
1006 a7; EE16,1217 2 6-10); EN1 3,1094 b 24-25). This requirement was related properly
to the method of predication (belonging) and eo ipso to the demonstration (or scientific
explanation) with its degree of exactness, and, thus, to the competence (tatdeia) result-
ing from the Prior and Posterior Analytics.

In this respect, the methodological comments at the beginning of the De partibus
animalium prove very revealing. Aristotle distinguishes here two kinds of competence
relevant to any given inquiry: the first-order education is understanding of the subject-

-matter, and the second-order education is judging the method of predication and expla-
nation when it is made:

,For it is characteristic of an educated man to be able to judge aptly what is right or
wrong in an exposition (t0 dUvaoBat kpival Vo ToYWG T{ KAAGDG T} ur) KAA®DG arodidwaoty
o0 Aéyov) [...].

Hence, it is clear that in the inquiry into nature, too, certain terms must belong,
such that by referring to them one will admit the manner of things demonstrated (8¢t
Tvag UITAPYELY 6poug ToLoVTOUG TTPOG ol Avapépmv amodéEeTal TOV TpOTOV TOV
dekvupévev), apart from how the truth [of belonging] has it, whether thus or otherwise
(xwpig tol médg Exer taAn B, elte oltmg eite AMwC)” (PA 639 a 5-18).
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This remarkable passage is notoriously misunderstood by almost all translators and
commentators.” In this context, the verb vmdpyewv can only refer to the ,belonging”
of some ,terms” according to the relevant schemata of categorical predication. In this
respect, we must properly invoke at least two of Aristotle’s methodological suggestions
quoted above (APr. I30; 37); namely, how to discern the terms of belonging, and what
does mean ‘to belong’ in as many ways as the categories are divided, and as synonymous
to the sense ,this is truly said of that”. In general, the philosopher regarded the paideia
in analytics as a logical or methodological competence concerning the predication, argu-
ments and the way of explanation.

8. Analytical oyrjuara vs. dialectical Témor

In the Prior Analytics, the most technical and inventive treatise of Aristotle, the philoso-
pher was able to expound a unified and coherent method within the genesis and reduc-
tion of the syllogisms to the figures. For Aristotle, it was the only one and a truly unique
strategy for creating syllogisms through the terms that follow and are followed. He proves
particularly convinced of this in the following passage:

It is evident from what has been said, then, not only that it is possible for all syllogisms
to come about through this method, but also that this is impossible through any other.
For every syllogism has been proved to come about through some of the aforementioned
figures, and these cannot be constructed through other terms than those that follow and
those that are followed by each term (81 TV Emopévav kai oig énetal Ekaotov). For the
premises and the taking of the middle is from these (ai tpotdoeig kai ) tob péoov Afjyig),
so that there cannot even be a syllogism through other terms” (APr129, 45b 36-46 a 2).

But Aristotle’s belief here was all too optimistic, as his claim about the universal appli-
cation of this analytical method to resolve the dialectical and rhetorical arguments turned
out to be unsuccessful or inapplicable in the Topics and the Rhetoric. Indeed, already in the
Prior Analytics (1 44), the philosopher was well aware of the fact that the hypothetical and
dialectical syllogisms cannot be reduced to those diagrammed figures. This is a complex
and separate issue that here cannot be pursued further (See Striker 2008: 235-239).

Nevertheless, Aristotle in the Topics did not find a unique universal method for resolv-
ing the dialectical arguments, since he assumed that there was a plurality of methods or
tools (6pyava), of which the most important are clearly the topoi (cf. Top. 16,102 b 35-103
a1; ¢f 118,108 b 32-33). However, Aristotle’s Analytics and Topics consider analytically the
reasoning as finding the premises from a given conclusion. The starting point in dialectic
is a given protasis that seeks something acceptable (§vdo€ov), and a given problem that

3 As far as T know, only M. Schramm (1962: 152-153) considers the issue in the same way as we do. “Allerd-
ings sollte man 6pot nicht im Sinn von Definitionen pressen; §pog kann insbesondere fiir den Syllogismus,
einen logischen Term bezeichnen und entspricht in dieser Funktion der des Begriffs. Der weitere Fortgang des
Abschnittes bietet keine Definitionen, sondern methodische Vorschriften, deren Inhalt, in Form von Termen
gefafit, den Ubergang von der Regel zur kanonischen Anwendung vermitteln wiirde.
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is subject to speculation (Becpnpa). Thus, the dialectical protaseis and problemata fall
into the so-called predicables (definition, unique property, genus, and accident) which are
further specified according to the genera of the categories (predications) and which are
also very important for the specification of the topoi (lit. ‘places’).’*

“These, then, are the tools by means of which the syllogisms are made. The topoi
against which the aforementioned are useful are as follows.” (Top. 118, 108 b 32-33).

However, Aristotle did not express the acceptable premises by means of the lettered
terms in the function of the middle, mainly because in the dialectical syllogism there is
no middle term, and such a reduction to the diagrammed figures is, thereby, out of the
question. However, with reference to the endoxa Aristotle instructs us how to provide
them by using some diagrammatic collections (Staypapai):

»We should construct tables (tag 6¢ Siaypagag noteioBav), setting them down sepa-
rately about each genus, for example about the good or animal, and about every good,
beginning with what it is (&m0 to0 ti é0Tv)” (Top. 1 14, 105 b 12-15).

In the Rhetoric, Aristotle states that ,the same thing is an element and a topos
(oTotyeiov kal témog); for an element or a topos [is a schema] under which many enthy-
memes fall (Eotv yap ototyeiov kai tomog €ig 0 moAa évOuuiuata éumintey). [...] but
these things are the subject of syllogisms and enthymemes” (Rhet. I 26, 1403 a 17-23).

Itis important to note that Aristotle evidently borrowed his rhetorical notion of fopos
from Greek geometry.” Indeed, the topoi as elements seem here to be analogical to the
analytical meanings of the elements as constituents of diagrams and of demonstrations.
Admittedly, there is a structural analogy between the reduction into the schemata in the
analytics and the reduction into the topoi in the dialectic and rhetoric. Thus, the dialectic
topoi and the analytical schemata serve some heuristic rules or tools (6pyava) for argu-
mentation, respectively.

9. tépropa (corollarium)

Nowadays, when we investigate the syllogistic and the diagrams, we come to think of
yet another famous proposals of the diagrams, i.e., the ones by Euler and Venn. However,
these accounts are quite distant from the ancient and medieval ones, as they concern the
tracing of syllogistic validity, but no longer have any strict connection with Aristotle’s
analytics and the relevant reduction to the figures. For this reason we omit them here.
Atany rate, they clearly testify to the ingenuity and vitality of the Aristotelian syllogistic.*®

% For a discussion of the difference between the Analytics and the Topics see Smith 1997 and Slomkowski
1997.

¥ This was recently well shown by Eide 1995: 5-21. “Aristotle’s phrase suggests that many enthymemes ‘fall
into’ a certain type or pattern determined by the topos, just as lines in a diagram ‘fall into’ certain places deter-
mined by the geometrical locus.” (Eide 1995: 12).

% We admire G. Englebretsen’s significant contributions to the linear diagrams for syllogisms and also his
illuminating rediscovery of Aristotle’s logic (see the bibliography).
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By focusing on the textual evidence, we have tried to offer a more clear and coher-
ent reconstruction of Aristotle’s lost syllogistic figures. Many questions outlined above
need further consideration. Some ideas of Aristotle’s analytics that for a long time have
been regarded as idiosyncratic can now gain validity and sound logical sense, despite
their traditional and modern criticism. When seen in its original context, the “analysis
concerning the figures” appears to be much more relevant than it is frequently thought.
Accordingly, Aristotle’s logical and methodological achievements demand not only a new
historical reading, but also a modern recognition that will do justice to its uniqueness
and specificity.

So far the significance of the three figures as the syntactic framework of analytics
seems to have escaped even some of the most renowned historians of Aristotle’s logic.
From a modern point of view, the division of syllogisms into figures seems to be of no
real importance. Lukasiewicz (1957: 23) believes that “the division of the syllogism into
the figures has only a practical aim: we want to be sure that no true syllogistic mood is
omitted”. Somewhat differently, Smith (1994, 135) speaks of the ‘figured argument’ in lieu
of the ‘syllogism’ and of the ‘theory of the figures’ instead of the ‘syllogistic’. In this view,
Aristotle’s claim that every deduction can be reduced to a figured argument or a series of
such arguments is false from the standpoint of modern logic.

Although Aristotle’s analytics may prima facie seem irrelevant to contemporary logi-
cal theories, this does not necessarily mean that it lacks inventiveness, substantive validity
and inner coherence. Our concern here has been to appropriately recognize the meaning
and the specificity of the Stagirite’s analytical framework. There can be no doubt that
these schemata were of great importance for Aristotle’s syllogistic account. Hence, our
goal has been merely to do justice to them in this respect.

It is common knowledge that Aristotle’s syllogistic understood as a term calculus
has been accused of being limited and inadequate as a tool for the formalization of math-
ematical demonstrations. This is true to some extent, but in the light of the most recent
research, we can attempt to better tackle the question how Aristotle’s syllogistic could
be made adequate (sufficient) to represent Greek mathematical proofs (cf. H. Mendell,
1998). It has to be borne in mind that Greek mathematicians proved their theorems with
lines through constructible figures, whereas modern mathematicians and logicians prove
these through axioms. Similarly, in geometry the diagrammatic approach was substituted
by the algebraic one, while in logic, the analytical approach was replaced by the formal
and symbolic one. Modern mathematics and logicians renounced the notation typical of
Greek mentality for the sake of the formalized and axiomatic paradigms.

Nonetheless, we accept the recent view of Aristotle’s syllogistic as a natural, non-axio-
matic, deductive system that dealt with the predications involving relations between the
terms (Ebbinghaus, 1964; Corcoran, 1974). We can mutatis mutandis say that his logical
system was similar to what we nowadays call ‘predicate’ or ‘term’ logic.

Moreover, the syllogistic of the Analytics as an epistemic metascience is not orient-
ed ontically (in the sense of class inclusion) but rather epistemically, i.e., it serves
as a formal model for the apodeictic of the Posterior Analytics. In such an analytical-
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-deductive system, Aristotle’s concern was not formalism in itself, but rather a heuristic
approach for starting with any given ‘problem’ and finding the premises to it. As far as the
methodological aspect of the episteme is concerned, it has to be stressed that Aristo-
tle very penetratingly elaborated this theoretical framework in the Posterior Analytics,
whose general concern is the epistemonic syllogism or scientific explanation.

The most remarkable feature of Aristotle’s analytics as a whole is undoubtedly its
ingenuity, thoroughness and perspicacity. He was well aware of the great difficulties and
his own contribution into the field. That is why he encouraged other researchers to show
indulgence for the deficiencies of his method, and to be at the same time most grateful
for his discoveries (cf. SE 34). We believe that many things remain yet to be discovered
in studying Aristotle, things that he himself could not have foreseen.

Contemporary logicians seem to have no patience and cognitive curiosity for Aristo-
tle’s analytics, as they rashly neglect or belittle the importance of his formulation of the
analytical figures. The point of view of modern mathematical formal logic is obviously
instructive and illuminating, but if it is quite differently-oriented, and, therefore, it may
sometimes prevent us from obtaining a historically adequate interpretation of Aristotle’s
achievements.

Fdk

It has been over fifteen years, since I proposed a reconstruction of Aristotle’s diagrams of
the syllogistic figures. My proposal seems to have provoked little feedback or stimulating
discussions, as only two eminent scholars have provided me with certain critical remarks:
Prof. George Englebretsen (Canada) and Prof. Jacques Brunschwig (France). Hereby,
I'would like to take this opportunity and thank them wholeheartedly for their inspiring
criticisms. I hope that this new and significantly revised version of the previous sugges-
tion will provoke more discussions. Moreover, I would like thank Dr Mikotaj Domaradzki
for the inspiring suggestions, encouragement and assistance with the English translation
of this article. At the same time, I obviously acknowledge that all mistakes and infelici-
ties are mine alone.
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MARIAN WESOLY ANAAYZIS ITEPI TA SXHMATA. Restoring Aristotle’s Lost
/ Poznari / Diagrams of the Syllogistic Figures

The article examines the relevance of Aristotle’s analysis that concerns
the syllogistic figures. On the assumption that Aristotle’s analytics was
inspired by the method of geometric analysis, we show how Aristotle
used the three terms (letters), when he formulated the three syllogistic
figures. So far it has not been appropriately recognized that the three
terms — the major, the middle and the minor one — were viewed by
Aristotle syntactically and predicatively in the form of diagrams. Many
scholars have misunderstood Aristotle in that in the second and third
figure the middle term is outside and that in the second figure the major
term is next to the middle one, whereas in the third figure it is further

from it. By means of diagrams, we have elucidated how this perfectly
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accords with Aristotle's planar and graphic arrangement.

In the light of these diagrams, one can appropriately capture the defini-
tion of syllogism as a predicative set of terms. Irrespective of the tricky
question concerning the abbreviations that Aristotle himself used with
reference to these types of predication, the reconstructed figures allow
us better to comprehend the reductions of syllogism to the first figure.
We assume that the figures of syllogism are analogous to the figures of
categorical predication, i.e., they are specific syntactic and semantic
models. Aristotle demanded certain logical and methodological compe-
tence within analytics, which reflects his great commitment and contri-

bution to the field.

Aristotle, analysis, analytics, syllogistic figures, diagrammatic notation



