
ILOSOPHY
.RE

\ncient ancl Medieval
Universiry of Lor-rvain
Leuven (Iìclgium). Leuven

universiry Press
1L)97

TF{E, PERENNIAL TRAD ITI ON

OF NEOPLATONISM

edited bv

JoHxJ. CTEARY

rx$hAtTsrmiT? {i rflo3ofrtA

rriv'r{ rAr*r rr 3 2 /6 g
+dff- 

- 
\_/



ON PROCLUS' COMPARISON OF ARISTOTELIAN
AND PARMENIDEAN LOGIC

Drno Buzznrrt

I. Interpreting Proclus' clairn

In his book The anatonry of l,leoplatonísm, a masterly account, as it is, ofthe
conceptual structures underlying the fundamental themes of Neo-

platonic philosophy, Professor Lloyd indulged in a particularly harsh
judgement on "Proclus' comparison of Aristotelian and Parmenidean

logic," by saying that Proclus' "criticism of Aristotelian formal logic is
mostly too confused to amount to anything."l The following consider-

ations are mainly concerned with countering this judgement and they
simply airn to suggest a tentative interpretation of Proclus' clainr that the
"Eleatic rnethod" (In Parm. 1000.35; MD 351) is "much more com-
plete" (1007.16;357) than the Aristotelian. Accordingly, I shall confine
rnyseif to arguing that Proclus' contention is plausible, on both logical

and historical grounds, and I shall by no means try to offer a thorough
reconstruction of his views, an attempt that would go far beyond the
linits of my present work.2

In his book, Professor Lloyd also n-raintains that Proclus' "mention" of

Platonic diaiectic "does not make it any easier to make much sense of his

claim that categorical syllogistic is heuristically the inferior, less 'neat' for

dispensing with hypotheses in the discovery of the 'connections and

differences of things'." But really is such a reference to Platonic dialectic

altogether irrelevant from a logical point of view? Professor Lloyd

hinrself points out that Proclus stresses "the superiority of Parnreniclean

dialectic" by saying "that its premisses are reached by division."t So let us

first consider how division stands to the other dialectic methods and to

definit ion in particular.

II. The fourfold division of dialectic and Parrnenides' rnethod

of hypotheses

The "division of 'dialectic' "+ into the "four subordinated procedures of

definit ion, division, demonstration and analysis"(1 003.7-9; 353) was a

1  .  An tony  C .  L loyd  (1990) ,  pp .  1  1 ,  16 .

2.  Cf . ,  i r r  th is respect ,John Di l lon (1987),  pp.  1(r5-175.

3 .  L loyd  (1eeo) ,  pp .  12 ,16 .

1.  L loyd ( leeo),  p.  t ì .
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"comrìlonplace"5 in later Neoplatonisnr. In his Pdrmenídts colnnrentary,

Proclus says t l-rat "definit ion is a nrore al lgl lst and sovereigrr art than

denronstrat ion, and division in turn than definit ion," for "cJivision gives

to  def in i t ion i ts  f i rs t  pr inc ip les,  but  not  v ice versa, " (982.1 1-15;  336) ,  and

again  "def in i t ion is  the beginn ing of  c lenronst ra t ion"(980.33-3,1 ;  335) .

Analysis proceeds frorn the sr-rbjects under investigatiorl "to tl-reir first

principles," sonlet inres "to the causr's, sonrct inres to the accessory causes

(ouuaírLa), at other t imes to both"(1003.21-25 353), and "i t  serves as

conrplement (c)urírcetrat) to denronstrat ion," as well  as to defìnit ion and

division.r '

I lut how are the four tradit ional parts of the dialect ical nrethod

formally related to one another? Proclus hinrself  ofTers us an appropriatc

answer by propounding a quite original reappraisal of Parnrenides'

nrethod and of i ts connections with l) lato's cl ialect ic. In his attenrpt to

i l lustrate Parnrenides' dialect ic "Proclus sets out to atone for a

nri l lenniurn of neglect,"T as he argues at length to convince his readers.

He wants ther-n "accept the view" that Parnrenides' "rnethod of

hypotheses" and the "functions of dialect ic" are "the sanle as each

other" (651.10-16;42) .  T l - re  funct ions o f  c l ia lec t ic  he has in  nr ind arc  i ts

"diaeretic part" and i ts "definit ional aspect," such as he f inds thenr

expoundecl in the Sophíst (253d) and nrentioned in the Phat'drus (2(r6b).8

And that is to sa1l, in other words, that Pannenides' method can be total ly

" identi f ied" with Platonic dialect ic." A proper cxanrination of l)roclus'

"derol5atory conlparison"lt)  o6 Aristotel ian syl logist ic with Parnrenides'

method requires a closer examination of the art iculat ions of dialect ic.

III. A case for 'ascent': defìnition and division

It is worth dwell ing a whilc Llpol l  Proclus' denronstrat ion of the

substantial identi ty of the Eleatic and Platonic rnethods in order to favour

a better understanding of the relat ion between division and definit ion in

Plato's dialect ic. Division, one of "the two aspects of c- l ialect ic nrentioned

in  t he  Phded rus , "  i s  " t o  d i v i de  t he  onc  i n to  t nany " (650 .16 -18 ;  41 )  and

5. L loyd (reeo),  p.  t ì .

6.  In Ptrut .982.24-28 (Ml)  336).

7.  Johrr  I ) i l lon,  int roduct ion to 1)ror / r r .s 'Oomtnct t tar) ,ot t  Pl t t îo 's 'Ptnrrur idr ' -s ' ,  ( l ) r i r rceton:

l ) r inceton lJniv.  l ) ress,  19t ì7) ,  p.  11.

fl. In Pann. 649-651 (Ml) .10-42).

9.  John I ) i l lon,  int roduct ion to bk.  5,  in 1)r t r r '1u- i '  Oommtlr f t t ry ,p.326.

1 0 .  L l o y d  ( r e e o ) ,  p . 1  1 .
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def in i t ion,  the other aspect,  is  to "col lect  many into one;"(649.25-26;

41); in exactly the satne way, "the Eleatic sage" in the Sophist "uses

diaeresis to make nlany out of one and definition for getting one fronr

nrany"(656.2-4;45).Div is ion and def i r - r i t ion are then to be seen as

converse procedures,  that  are "consonant"  wi th the " four parts"(650.15-

16; 41) of the "procedure of dialectic," as expounded by "the Eleatic

wise nran" (649.36-650.1; 41) in the Sttphist

he who is capable of this perceives distinctly a single idea perwad-

ing rrany, each of them positcd as distinct, and nrany ideas different

from one another included ur-rder one enrbracing idea, and again a

single idea pervading many others but united into one, and many

ideas altogether distinct in every way (253d).

According to Proclus, what the wisc nran is actually saying is that "the

dialectician's task is to make his way through such hypotheses as Parnre-

n ides '  rne thod goes  th rough. " (650. '10-12 ;41)  Here ,  the  " two aspec ts  o f

dialect ic nrent ioned in the Phacdrus" (650.16-18; 41),  i ts  "diaeret ic"  and

its "definit ional" parts (650.35-37; 41), are further subdivided into two.

It nray be r-rseful to quote in full Proclus' explanatory renrarks, before

conlnlenting upon thenr in ottr turn. Procltts' tttaintains, that

tl-re f:our parts in the above statellìent are consonant with the two

aspects of dialectic nrentioned in the Plnt'drtr-s. One of thenr was to

divide the one into tnany; this is the property of diaeresis, to sepa-

rate a l lenus into species. [ i] The genus is " t lrc sin,qk idca" sprcad

through many scparatc things anci cxi-ilinc in cadr o-f thcm; for the ,qcnus rs

not an assenrblage of species, l ike a whole of parts, but is prcscttt itr

each of thc spccies as existing before thern a,nd parÍicipated in both by

tach o,f thc ,scparatc spccics ancl by the genr-rs itself. lril Tlrc -rpccic-s are

tlre nrany ideas diflerent ftronr one another but ctrmprtlrcnded by onr

sin,qle embracín,q idea, which is tlrc,qcnus; though it is outsicle thetn, as

transcending tlrc sptcit's, yet it cotttait'ts thc caust:s of species; for to all

t lrose who posit ldeas, rcdl ,qenera are thought to be both older dnd

more esscntíal than the spccit 's ranged under then-r; the realit ies exist-

ing prior to species are not identical with the clnracters that exist itt

thc sptcíes by part idpaÍíon. (650.15-34; 41)

Hence div is ion consists in (1) seeing onc ic lea (" the 's ingle idea" ' )  rn marty

things ("spread through nlany separate thinus"), "existing in each of

thenl," "posited as distir-rct" (e.g. the "genlls" present in each of the
"species,"  or  "part ic ipated in" by "each of  the separate species") ;  or  e lse,
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division consists in (2) seeing many ideas (the "species") "c:ornprehended

by one single embracing idea, which is the genus" (e.g. the "caLlses" of the

species,  contained in the "real"  genus, " t ranscending the species,"  "older

and more essential than the species" ranged under it). Here tl-re important

fact is for us to notice that there is a logical difference between these "two

kinds of the diaeretic part of dialectic": the first one gives rise to first-

order statenrents about participated genera, the second one to second-

order statenlents about real genera transcending the "characters that exist

in the species by part ic ipat ion" and containing their  causcs. l l  Br.rr  let  us

proceed with Proclus again:

Thus we see th:rt to distinguish between these tuto kinds is the task

of the diaeretic part of dialectic; the distinction betr,veen the remain-

ing tuto belongs to the delinitional aspect. This art [i] perceives a -sir1glc

unifed ídea pewading many wholes - collectil{g the many ideas,

each of which is a whole, into a single definit ion, r,veaving thenr

together and frorr-r all these apprehendcd u,httles bringing about a sin-

gle idea by grasping Íhe many as onc; and further [ii] it looks r-rpon //rc

many ideas tt has collected as disÍinctboth-from one anttther antl-fronr

the u,hole which arises-frttm them. This is what we should expect, for

how could it make one out of nrany if i t had not previously seen

the rrrany as separate from one another? (650.3 4-651.9; 41-2)

So we see that, conversely, definit ion consists in (3) "collecting" Lnúny

ideas, each of which is "apprehended" as "a whole," into oruc "single

unified idea;" or else in (a) seeing "the many ideas" as distinct both "fronl

one another and fron-r the" tvtc "whole which arises fronr thettt." Again,

there is a logical difTerence between the first kind of the "definit ional

aspect" of dialectic, which gives rise to second-order statenrents, and its

second kind, which brings about first-orcler statelnents.l2

Accordingly, we can distinguish (2) higher-order division (seeing the

many in the one) and (3) higher order definit ion ("grasping the nrany :ìs

one") frorn (1) f irst-order division (seeing the one in the nrany) and (a)

first-order definit ion (seeing the n'rany as distinct f iorn the one). Higher-

order statenlents posit the one, f irst-order statenlents posit the rnany. We

nray i i lustrate the connections between the two aspe cts of dialectic anc-l

their subordinate kinds by nreans of the following diagranr, which shows

how the four resulting procedures, cLlrrently known as the traclit ional

11 .  I n  Pa rm.65O.2 -36  (MD 11 ) .
12.  rb id . ,  650.34-651.9 (Ml )  1 l -12)
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rncthods of division, definit ion, clenronstrat iot-t  and analysis, can be

related to each other:

Diacretic

pdrt

Dc.l ìr t i t íorral

Itlrt

2rtd-ordcr

statcmcLtts

l) ivision
()\

[)ef init ion

(3)

'l 
st-ttrdcr

statcilt(nts

Analysis

( 1 )

I )errronstr:rt ion

(4)

This diagranl is sonrehow renriniscent of a 'sqttare of opposition' and

what it sholvs is (i) the conrplenrentarity of the corìtrary proceclures, sucl't

as definit ion and division, or clernonstration ar-rcl analysis; and (i i) thc

cornplenrentarity of the diftèrent logical levels of assertion, afTorcled by

the corresponding lower ancl higher orders of predication, which rel:rtes

definit ion to clernonstration and ciivision to analysis. l\efcrring tcl it, we

can easily trnderstancl how "ciivision (2) gives to definit ion (3) its f irst

pr inciples" (982.13-11;336) and why "def in i t ion (3) is the beginning of

denronstration ('+)."(9tì0.33-34; 335) Ancl since "the prenrises fi-onr

which clentonstrations proceecl" are "c--allses of what is cletnonstrated,"(1ll

Eucl .  14.18-20; M 12) we carì  a lso see that analysis (1) is the contrary

(ciurírce trat) of denronstration (4), "inasr-nuch as it leads us to analyse

eflects into their causes."(In Pann. 982.24-25: MI) 33(r) Moreover,

" inasnruch as i t  proceeds froni  the conrposi tc to the t r tore s i tnple "  and
"inasr-rrLrch as it proceecls fronr the partictrlar to thc trnivers:ì1," (982.26-

28;336) analysis can be seen as opposcd, at a clifTcretrt level, to clefinit ion,

which posits the sinrple containir-rs the cornpler, :.rnd to division, r,r..hicl-r

posi ts:rs dist inct  the parts contained in the whole.

I lut  ntore to our poirr t ,  wc cen real ize that  there is a logical  'ascetr t '  that

nratches ntetaphysical " 'ascerìt '  frottt the sensible to the intell igible

fonns." '3 L"t  us recal l  that : rccorcl ing to l l roclus "pr i r tc ip les c1o not

possess their  existence concept l ra l ly ,  but  in real i ty,"  (105'+.27-28; 412)

for "principles are principles thror,rgh their own :tttthority and not in

vir tue of  our concepts"(1054.31-32; 112).  So, i f  "objccts of  thought

nlust exist prior to and indepenclentlv of the thinkirig ol- thent," we

rright put the so-callecl "principle of Logical l{ealisnr" of the later

Neoplatonistsla to b.tt"r Llse by nrakine it work hctrristically in reverse.

13.  L loyd ( reeo) ,  p .1-1.
14. I l icharcl T. Wall is (,972), p. '12'{
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After all, logical insight is what is sought after here, and instead of saying
"that logical distinctions inrply ontological ones,"' '  *" should adrnit in

reverse that it is ontological distinctions that suggest logical ones. Hence

ontological structures (whatever they nray mean) can be conveniently

assurned as a heuristic model for logical forrr. And that is precisely what

Proclus always purports to do. So, considering both kinds of the diaerctic

part of dialectic, we should not be surprised, when we find that "an

ontological shift tacit ly occurs frorn the paronynrous entiry (in Aristotle's

sense) to i ts eponymous'qual i ry ' . "1( 'Forwe should be nrore alert  to the

fact that a lo,qícal shift as well as tn ttntttltt.gícal one is here at stake.

We rriay now proceed and try to unravel the far reacl-ring implications

ofProclus' assumption that in demonstration'ascent' is involved, because
"there is a necessary correpondence between the developnrent of

denronstration and the hierarchv of the realit ies that are accounted for. " l7

IV. A case for 'ascent': dernonstration and analysis

Considering the relation between denronstration and analysis, rve shall

c lear ly see that logical 'ascent ' is  an essent ia l  requirenrcnt of  d ia lect ic.  As

already noticed, there is a certain parallelisn-r between definit ion :rnd

division on the one hancl ancl denronstr:rt ion and analysis on the other.

Just as definit ion and division were seen as converse procedures, in the

same way analysis was called "the converse of denronstration,"'n o,
"synthesis,"  i l l  being i ts "reverse procedure."( In Eucl .255.20-21; M 191ì)

And as denronstration is to definit ion ("in denronstr:rt ions and definit ions

the particular nrust", respectively in first- and higher-order assertions,
"be strbordinate to the universal  and the clef in i t ior t")( In Pamt.981.5-7;

MD 335),  so analysis is to div is ion.  They both lead to a "start ing-point

for derrronstration,"(In Eucl. 211.25; 166) but division, dealing with

higher-order assertions abotrt first principles (repi rae apyríe)(57 .21-22),
"divides into its natural parts the geÍìLrs proposecl for erattri-

nation,"(211.24-25; 166) whereas analysis, dealing with first-orcler asser-

tions about what is consequent to first principles (rrepi ra p€Ta rae

cipycie)(s7.23), "traces the desired result (rò ('qroupeu.;r.) back to :ì11

acknowledged principle. " (211 .20-21 ; 1 65).

As Professor Lloyd reminds Lls, "the star-rdard explanation" of analysis,
"Peripatetic as well as Platonist," 'was th:rt "of goine up," which is not

15 .  r b i d .
1  ( r .  Wal ter  ( lav in i  (1995) ,  p .131 .
17.  ' I ' l rco l .  P l .1 .10,  .+5.3-5.

1u.  EÌ ias ,  l r r  Isqq.  37.21 22.
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only ,  as  we shal l  see,  go i r rg  "back, "  i .e .  " f ro t t r  an end to  a  beginn ing" ,  but

a lso inrp l ies  again  the idea of  a  cer ta in 'ascent ' .  The " l t t rper ia l  log ic ians

were ready to  assu lne, "  Professor  L loyd not ices,  " that  when 'p  and q,

therefore r 'was asser ted 
' r ,  i f  1 t  and q 'cou ld  be asser te6. , l ( )  Th is  shows

analysis being the converse of demonstrat ion, for dentonstrat ion goes

frorl  certain pretnises, p and q, to the conclusion, r,  whereas analysis

proves that a conclusion, r,  holds only granted the prenrises, p and 4, froni

which i t  can be derived. But nlore considerations are requircd in order to

exp la in  how analys is  i rnp l ies  log ica l 'ascent ' .

In purest metaphysical jargon, Proclus l loes at length to show, in his

Parnrctt idc.s conlnlentary, that " logical proofs depend on" such enti t ies "as

fonns-in-soul," which are also "the causes of the principles of deuton-

s t ra t ion. "  I )e t r tonst ra t ion,  thet r ,  requ i res a  r t lc taphys ica l 'aScel l t '  to

enti t ies that "are prior i tr  t . ìature and not relat ive to uS, and 1ìlore

honourable than what is den-ronstrated by nreans of thetn;" but they are

"universal,  not part icular;" thLls, "even those who do not bel ieve in the

Forl l ls," i .e. Aristot le, "pay honour in their writ ings on l)ettrottstrat iort20

to t l-re universal," for " i t  is this that tnakes logical proofs such as they

dec lare thent  to  be. "2 l lJut  how are we exact ly  to  descr ibe a  cor re-

spondi r rg ,  i f  ever ,  lo ,g ica l  
'ascet t t '?  The pr i r ic ip le ,  that  when 'p  l r td  q ,

therefore r '  are asserted 
'r ,  

r f  p ancl q'  cl .n be asserted, inrpl ies a logical
'ascent '  because i t  is a logical nretatheorent equivalent to a deduction

theorenr, as I shal l  try to sho*.22 However, before delving deeper ir l to

logical nìatters an historical diversion is here in orcler.

V. Material vs. forrnal validity

In this respect, i t  is worth recal l ing the kind of argutnents that have been

thoroughly discussecl byJonathan lJarnes in a recent series of lecrures.23

These arslrnrents are the so called Stoic rlpe0ri6oe nepaít'ouree )'óyoL tnd

their counterparts discussed by late ari t iquity logicians. According to

Barnes,  "we should  not  suppose that  they a l l  have sonreth ing pos i t ivc  i r l

conlnlon;" \Me should rather content ourselves with saying t l-rey are

"characterised by t lack of sonrething." More precisely, wl-rat they lack for

is "sonre formdl rrr lc wl-r ich val iclates" theur. Hence "Llntt tethodical ly

19 .  L loyc l  (1eeo) ,  p . l { ) .

20.  Cf  .  An.  Po-st .  I .  11 ,  77 a5f f  .

21 .  h t  Parm.9 t l0 .3 -29  (M l )  334) .

22.  See sect iot- r  7 below.

23 .  Jona than  L la rncs  (1990) ,  pp .7 -119
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concludir jg argunìents" are not to be thought of as "forr lal ly val id

argunìents," but rather as "nraterial ly val id argunìents."24 To explain the

difference, and quite significantly to our pLrrposes, Ilarnes refers to the

"ntedievai dist inct ion," as proposed by_ tsr-rr idan, between ".ot lscEtentiae

formales arrd ctmsequenfiae tnateridles."" (Thcre is l l rore point in this

remark, than we nìay perceive at f i rst;  but we shal l  conìe back to i t

further on.)2n Occasional ly, nraterial ly val id argunìcnts are conceivecl as

"tr lrncate d"27 or inconrplete arÉlunrents, that can be transfonrrecl into

complete argunrents by adding a ceneral prenrise or principle, which

would render thern fornral ly val id. We nray cite, by way of i l l r-rstrat ion,

the two exanrples given by Barnes, which he cal ls the "Eucl idean

Argument":

(1) Things equal to the sanre thing are equal to one another,

(2) CA is eqtral to All,

(3) CB is equal to AlJ,

therefore, (,+) CA is equal to CIì;

and the "Truncated Argunìent"28:

(1 )CA  i s  equa l  t o  A l J ,

(3) CIf is equal to AIJ,

therefore, (4) CA is equal to CI-ì.

But what is the relat ion between a conrplete arl lunrent ancJ the corre-

sponding truncated :ìrgunlent? The " 'non-logical '  rule of infcrence by

which the conclusion is correctly but trnnrc'thodical ly derived" in the

unnrethodical argunìent " is just one of the prenrisses.frt tm u,hich the sarne

conclusion is botl-r correctly and nrethodical ly derived" in the nrethodical

arÉlunrent. IJut why " is not" the unnrethocl ical argul lrcnt to be said "a

truncated version" of the corresponding nrethodical argunlent?2" Tl ' ,e

answer turns on the logical status of the proposit ion that acts in tr lrn as a

nrissing prenrise and as arì asserted one : as we shal l  see, i ts logical stat l ls is

not quite the sarne in the two cases.

24 .  Ib id . ,  p .  79 .

25.  Ib ic1. ,  p.  1(r i f .

26.  See note .15 bclow.

2 7 .  I b i c ì . ,  p . 8 l f L

28.  Ib ic. l . ,  p.  f ì .

29.  
'Wal ter  ( lav in i  (1993),  p.  t )5.
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VI. A rnodern (and rnedieval) counterpart

33e

In order to clari fy the rnatter let us proceed further in our digression. The

whole story here is str ikingly reminiscent of "the theory of the Syl logisnr

propounded" by John Stuart Mil l  " in the second Book of the Logic."

Mil l 's theory grew out of an idea "respecting the use of axiorns in rat ioc-

ination," which he carne upon "when reading a second or third t irne the

chapters on l ì-easoning in the second volunte of Dugald Stewart."3"

Dugald Stewart had' just ly renrarked" that "axionls are not the four-rda-

tions or first principles of p;eornetry,-from which all the other truths of the

science are synthetical ly deduced," but "are nrerely necessary assl lr l lp-

t ions, self-evident indeed, and the denial of which would annihi late al l

demonstrat ion, but -frorn which, as prenrises, nothing can be der-r lon-

strated."3t S., .on.eived, general proposit ions :rrc nrerely "forntulae for

making" inferences, and

the nrajor prenrise of a syl logism, consequently, is a forn-tula of this

descript ion: and the conclusion is not an inferencc drawn ,from the

fonnula, but:rn inference drawn according ro the formula.s2

The idea of an infèrence drawn according to a formula brings back the

flavour of unmethodicals; on the other hand, i ts close resetnblance to

contenrportry infarcnce-ticket or inference-lict'nce theories have already been

pointed out quite appropriately,3s and I have stressed elsewhere the

intportance of the ( lanrbridge tradit ion, up to I ì .anrsey and Wittgenstein,

in conveying Mil l 's views to Ryle and Toulnri t ' t ,  who brought therrr

forward ,r'r.*.34

According to Toultnin, in what he cal ls "working" as opposed to

"ideal ized logic," given sonle "facts" or " ddta ( l)) ," we seek to establ ish a

" claint (C)" or "conclusion" by bringing forward "not further data," but

"rules, principles," o, "general,  hypothetical statetÌìents," which act as

"Lt,arrat l ts" to l icense our inference.tt  On his own aclnrission-" ' ,  Toultt t in

had drawn ot-ì  l ì .yle's dist inct ion betweren lau'-statemcnts tnd staternents of

,fact. lnhis Concept ttf'Mind, Ryle says:

30 .  John  S tua r t  M i l l  (1981) ,  pp .  1 f ì9 -  l 9 l  .

3 ' l  .  John Stuart  Mi l l  (1e74),  pp.  1 90- 1 91 .

3 2 .  I b i d . ,  p .  1 e 3 .

33.  Alan l lyan (1970),  p.  32fT.

3 4 .  l ) i n o  l J u z z e t t i  ( 1 9 8 7 ) ,  p p .  1 0 1 - l 1 9 .

35.  Steplrcn E.  Toulnr in (1958),  pp.97L)t) .

36 .  Ib id . ,  p .  270 .
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Law-statenlents are true or false but they c1o r-rot state truths or

fàlsehoods of the sanre type as those asserted by the statetnents of

fact to which they apply or are sr,rpposcd to apply,

and specif ies that

a law is used as, so to speak, arr inl terence-t icket (a season t icket)

which l icenses i ts possessors to nlove f i-onr assert ing factual st:rte-

nlents to assert ing other factual statenrctrts. lT

-We 
slrould notice that both Touhnin and l{yle contrast the l tyl t t t thtt ical

nature of law-statenìents (they cal l  thertr respectively "general,

hypothetical statenlents"38 and "open hypothetical statel l lents"se) to the

catc,qorical l lature of factual statel l lents (respectively, again, they ntel i t ion

"categorical statenlents of fact"f( '  and "sitrgular categorical state-

rnents"4 l ) ,  a  fac t  which re tn i t rds  us o f  Proc lus 'preference for

"hypothetical fonns of argtuÌrent"( ln Pdnu. 1007.27; Ml) 357).I lut we

sl-ral l  conle back later to this point. I t  has also been observed that

"Touhnin's dist ir-rct ion between prerlr ises .forl  which ol le reasons ancl

rules in accordance tt , í th which inferer-rces are drawn" is "a sound ol le" and

that i t  is "canonical in nrodern logical theory"+2 - but not ort ly rnodcnr

iogical theory, we should actual ly say. ln a brief note enti t led "The Re-

descovery of the Topics: Profèssor Touhnin's Inference-'Warrants", Otto

lJird has shown that what the nrcdieval logicians cal led a "Topical

Maxirn" or a " mtxima propttsi t i t t"  are the "tradit ional logic counterparts of

Toulnrin's 
'Warrants," 

for in the rrredieval cloctr ir-re on the Topics "the

Maxint perfonns the sanre ftrnct ion rìs a wàrrAnt"* ' '  and i t  is actual ly

described as "a confìnn:ttory rule that proves a conseqtlcl tce."+* I f ,  at t

nraxinr, we assume a logical law, which is true by necessity, we obtain a

c()ns(quentia-fortnal is; on the other hand, i fwe :ìssunrc as r tnaxirtr a general

proposit ion, contingently true in virtue of i ts tenns, we obtain a, c()t tsc-

quentia matcridlis.

37 .  ( ì i f be r t  l \ v l c  (1eae) ,  pp .  I  16 -117 .

3lJ.  Toulnr in (1958),  p.  t ) l ì .

39.  l ì .y le ( leae),  p.  1 1t ì .
, 10 .  Touhr r i r r  (1958) ,  p .  

' l { )5 .

4 1 .  l \ y l e  ( l e a e ) ,  p .  1 1 8 .

42.  Ernesr Nagel  (1954),  p.  -1{)5.

13.  ( ) t to i l i rc l  (1e61),  p.  537.
'14.  Albert  of  Saxony,  Pcrut i l is  / t lg i i i r  (Verr ice:  1523),  f .  33ra
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VII. A rationale for logical 'ascent'

Having thus come full circle, are we now in a bettcr position ro clari$z

Proclus' "confused" crit icisrrr of Aristotelian syllogistic? To our purposes,

the important fact about the distinction between forn-ral and rlaterial

consequence is pointed out by the Pscudo-Scot, who nraintains that a

material consequence "can be reducecl to a fonnal conseqLlence through

the assumption of a necessary proposition."45 W. can il lustrate this point

by way of a diagranr:
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Conscqucntia

matcrialis

Cttnscquuúia

forrnalis

Inference:

p

therefore, r7

p è q

t)

ttr.r.nrr.', q

Ru le :

p - ì q

( (p  -+  q)  &p)  -+  q

The irnpl icat ion is that prcnrises and rules can be interchanged. As Ernest

Nagel observes, this nreans th:rt  "a rule of inference cen in gencral be

replaced by t prcrtr isc - provicled, of cottrse, that solt le rules are

retained; and in the case of nraterial rules of inference this can apparently

always be done." In addit iorr Nagel infonns us that "the above

lnanoeuvre" can also be " introducecl in reverse," and

one or nrore nraterial prenrises can be el i t-ninated fror-n :ìn argu-

nrent without distroying i ts val idity, provided that this el inr inatiotr

is conrpensatecl by the introduction of appropriate tnaterial leading

principles which pernri t  the derivation of the original conclusion

by  t he  ren ra in i t r g  p re t t t i s cs .+ t '

Mil l  was playing the very salr le !5anle rvith the nr.r jor prentisc of the

syl logisnr, as we can see fronr the fol lowing rcconstrt tct iotr:

.+5.  " ( ìonsecluent i r r  nrater ia l is . . .  est  i l l l ,  c luae potcst  rcc l t tc i  ac l  fbr t t ta ler t ì ,  per assl l l l lp-

t ic ' rnerrr  uuius proposi t ionis nccessar iac."  Psenclo-Scot ,  1 l  l ibnun pr intrnr  Pr ionun Arroly, -

titttrurn ArisÍottl is Qrrac-sfionr'-s, inJohorrtris /)ul-s Sctrl i ()pt'rt (\uttitr, (L,vttn: l)urartd, 1639;

repr int ,  wi th a fc, rcworcl  by Tul l io ( ì rcgory,  Hi lc leshcinr :  ( ì .  C)hns,  19(r t ì ) ,  1.2871'>.

46.  Nagel  (1954),  pp.  405-,1{)6.
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Rt'al

inlerutct:

Syllo,qism

ln ference:

Ua

[ ìule:

(,r)( U-r -+ M.r)

( ( r ) (Ur  - ->  Mr)  &(E, r ) (  U"r ) )  -+  (E. r ) (Mr)

therefore. Ma

He was taking the rnajor prcnrise of the syl logisnr, : ì  general proposit ion

construed as an inrpl icat iol l ,  as a l l laterial rule for what he cal lecl a "real"

inferetrce. l lut we should not foruet, as Rylc renrincls us, that such an
"'open' hypothetical statenlent" and al l  "1aw-statel l Ìents" of this kinci
"belong to a dif ferent and nrore sophist icated level ofdiscourse front that,

or those, to which belong the stater-nents of the fàcts that satisfy t l ìel l ì ,"

just as "algebraic statenlents" are "on a dif lerent level of cl iscourse fron-r

the ari thnlet ical statenlcnts which s:rt isfy thenr."+7 What we have hcre is,

in other words, proper logical 
'ascent ' .

Al l  these facts rnay be expressed in : ì  nlore concise and alrrrost forrnal

way by rnodif i . ing, to conlply rvi th both fornral and nraterial argunìents, a

general ly accepted "principle about the connection bctween val idity and

logical truth" in the fol lowing way:

A (fornral) argunrent is val id i f  and only i f  the condit i t tnr l l  st: ì tenlent,

whose antecedent is the conjur-rct ion of the prenrises of the argu-

n lent  and whosc cor lscqucnt  is  the conc lus ion of  the argunrent ,  is

( logical ly) true.as

The principle stated here is ag:r in a nrodern counterpart of a principle

repeatedly invoked by Sextr-rs Enrpir ictrs:

They say that an argul lrcnt is conclusive (out,arcrtrr i)  rvhen the

condit ional rvhich begins fronr the conjunction clf  i ts prcnrises ancl

ends in i ts conclusion is tnle .4"

47 .  l ì . y le  ( l eae ) ,  p .  118 .
,1u.  I  quote f ronr Karel  Lanrbcrt  ancl  IJ . rs (1.  van Fraassen (1972),  p.12.  I  have rrc ldccl ,  in

brackets, thc r,vord 'fornral' ar-rci bracketed the 
"vord 

'krgically'.

49.  Sextus Enrpir icus,  Adrt .  Math.  VI I I  -126 (Hi i lser ,  1062) See also VI I I  30.+,  : t15-18

(Hù lse r ,  1059 ,  1060 ,  10 ( r5 )  and  P) , r rh .  Hypo Í . l l  137 -38  (H i i l se r ,  105u ,  106 .1 ) .

therefore, Ma

(x) (Ux -+ Mx)

(Ua -+ Ma)

Uu
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The fonnal relat ion between a val icl  argunlent and a true cotrdit ional

was then c lear ly  recognized by " l rnper ia l  log ic ians" :  the i r  assu l l ìp t io l l

" that when 
'p 

and q, therefore r '  w:ìs asserted 
'r ,  

r f  p and 4' cor-r ld be

asserted" can be confidently ascribcd to th:rt  recognit ion. For we crìr l

now just i fy our contentior-r that rvhat they "were ready to assul l le" is

indeed a log ica l  nrc ta theor . r l r .5"  The fo l lowing deduct ion theorern

Inference:

p

q

,h. '*fbt.J i f f

Rule :

( p & q ) - + r

shows that the condit ional 
' r ,  

i fp and q' acts : is a rule for a tnaterial forn-r of

inferer-rce, such as 
'p 

and 4, therefore r ' .  Accordingly, Professor Lloycl r,vas

certainly r ight in point ing o.t j .  that "this is why analysis was cal led 
' the

converse of  dernonst ra t ion ' ; " ' r  but  th is  is  the case prec ise ly  because the

cor"rdit ion al 'r ,  t f  p and q' was assurÌrecl as :r rnetalogical rule, a trtove that

clearly requires a fontr of logical 
'ascent ' .

VIII. A plausible vindication

Are we now able, in thc encl,  to f ind son're logical signif icance in Proclt ts '

clainr?'We nray tentat ively answer by observing two facts.

In the f irst place, by discharging a proposit iort AS a frretr l ise at ld

assunring i t  as a nrle we change radical ly i ts logical status. As a prenrissc, i t

: lcts as al l  asscrted object- laneuagc proposit ion' as e rt t le, i t  is either ( i)  a

nretal inguist i  c statcnl cn t c:ontai n i  n g nretal i  n guist ic variables th :rt  stancl for

the actual prenrises and conclusion and their tenns, or ( i i )  a corre-

sponding second-orcJer object- langl lage st: ì telì ìent abottt  wl-rat sttcl ' t

ter lr ' rs or actual proposit ions purport to signify. To say i t  with l \ylc, thcy

"belong to a cl i f ferent and rÌìort:  sopl-r ist icatecl level of discourse .""

Secondly ,  we c2ìn ess lu l le  a  propos i t ion as a  ru le  i f  i t  has a  cor tc l i t iona l

fonl.  Hence, thc "non-fbnnal restr ict ion of thc concl i t ionals" Professor

Lloycl is al lucl ing to, rvhen he observcs that

the substi t tr t ictn of 'rvhat bclongs apparently to a proposit i<-rnal l t tgic

of  the fonn 
'p  - ) /by  what  apparent ly  be longs to  a  log ic  o f  te ' r t r ts

50.  Scc  scc t ion  . {  l t r t i  t to tc  I9  r tb t tvc .

51 .  L l oyc l  ( 1ee0 ) ,  p .  10 .
52. See notc -{7 rtbovc.
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of the form 'aAb' is feasible only when'p' :,nd '4' happen to be re-
stricted to a fonn which already belongs to the logic of rerrns, i.e.
when 'p -) q'is restricted to ' i f anything is-l-it ir.g'. '- '

Such a proposition may indeed afTord us only a material or a non-fonlal
rule, but its material nature does not prevent us from assunting it as a
sound ruie of inference and does not oblige Lls to countenance the
opinion that it is nttt a logical rule; other-wise we would exclude
unnrethodical argunrents, &')nscqLtcntíae matcrialcs, or nlaterial fornrs of
inference as non-logical facts. In other words, Proclus' use of
"hypothetical fonns of argunlent"54 rnay be seen in this l ight as a sign of
logical 'ascent'. Such an 'ascent' seenrs to be intplied in the conditional
principle 'r, tf p and 4' recalled by Lloyd to show that analysis is the
converse of  a dernonstrat ion such as'p and4, thercfor. , ' ' . '5  So, contrary
to Professor Lloyd's opinion that "it makes no logicai difference whether
we express a universal proposition by usinr 'all . . . are . .. '  or by using ' if

someth ing  is  . . .  i t  i s  . . . '  , "  we can conc lude tha t  i t  t s  no t  " log ica l l y  ind i f -
ferent," as Professor Lloyd has it, whether "we denronstrate a property of
a subject by a categorical syllogisnr" or "by a hypothetical syllogisnr,"
granted, of course, that unnrethodical or l lraterial argurrtents count as
lo,qical facts.

In conclusion, if there are l lrounds for plausibil i ty in our recon-
struction of Proclus' position, could it not be generally extended to nruch
of the logical theory of late antiquiry and be subserwient to a wider
reappraisal of its achievenrents? After Peter l lrown's appreciation of an
age, neither should late antiquiry logicians

surprise us, as we catch strains - as in sonre nnaccustonted over-
ture - of so tnuch that a sensitive European has conre to regard as
most 'nrodern'  and valuable in his own cul ture.5t '

Urr i vc rs i t y  oF  13o log r r ; r .  I t . r l y

53 .  Lk ryd  (1eeo) ,  p  14 .

5 ,+ .  I r r  Pdnn .  10O7.27  (M l )  357) ;  see  sec t ion  ( r  above .

55 .  See  no te  1  9  abovc .

56 .  f )e te r  l J ro "vn  ( ' 197 ' | ) ,  p .7 .
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